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ABSTRACT

In the past few years, public transport patronage has grown rapidly in metropolitan
Melbourne.Peakperiod overoowding onMelbourne's rail network saw a search for
solutions tareduce congestio®ne measure involved banning bicycles on gesriod
trains in early 2008. This decision was overturagdr a public outcry, causing a search
for other solutions to rede the number of bicycles carried on trail@eesolution was to
introduce secure bicycle parkingsalectedailway stations across the rail network,
providing alternativeto cyclists who rode to the station but took their bicyole the

train due to oncerns of theft or vandalism.

During 2008, 23 bicycle cages were constructed, with innovative features such as
electroniccard access and solar power supphese cagesnarkeedas'Parkiteerare
managed and maintained Bicycle Victoria(a nonprofit organisatioh undercontractto
the Department of Transpofithe introduction othe Parkiteebcageshas seera
reduction in numbers of bikes carried on trains during peak perioddsoashift inthe
habits ofsomepublic transportisers ridingnstead of drivingo the station.

In the devolved public transport environment found in Victoria, Parksteawvshow the
government, as custodian of the public transport system must positively engage with and
influence the various actors within the peliliansport systenfr@nchiseesinfrastructure
owners/managers, different levels of government, contractors and lobby groups) to reach
the desired outcome, which was the delivery of over 20 bicycle cages at metropolitan and
regional railway stations.
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BACKGROUND

In the past few years, public transport patronage has grown rapidly in metropolitan
Melbourne. The factorsehind thisare many and varied and have been covered in greater
depth elsewher@Nebb & Gaymer 2009)The rise in ptronage has been most rapid on

the suburban train network, but significant patronage growth has also occurred on V/Line
regionalcommuter service®uring the same period of growth of public transport
patronage, sales of bikes in Australia have recorttedggrowth in the last decade,
outstripping the sales of cars for nine consecutive years from2338 (CPF 2009)

The continued strong growth of the City of Melbourne (the CBD and its surrounds) as an
employment generator over the last decade hak®@in ced Mel bour ne as a
centred6 city ,lsanicediby aaadial publid transpat neBABR based on

i'ts heavy rmearsthémigid traresgort nefiviwdisexperienced the
greaestpressurdrom growing patronagen city-bound trains in théM and PM

commuter peaks

As overcrowding and load breaches became a regular occuarpeakperiod
metropolitantrains(Moynihan: 2007)andasV/Line patronage climbed dramatically
during 2007the search began for options to nmaige capacity on trairet peak times
and in the peak directigmof travel In January 2008, the conditions of carriage were
changed on metropolitan and V/Line train services to ban bicyclesfaimservices
travellinginbound in the AM peak (0760900)and outbound in the PM peak (1600
1900) The ban orthe carriage obicycles on trains in the commuter peaks were
consistent with practices of rail operators in many Australian (Brisbane, Perth) and
overseas (Amsterdam, London, Vancouver, Zurich) cities.

Thesocalledd b i k e s o0 dcaused a strongly negative response from cycling and
public transport advocacy grougss resistance to the bike ban grduring January

2008 the Department of TranspdROT) began to look gbolicy options that addresd

the challenges caused by bikes on public transparticularly trainsAmong the range

of policy options developed by DQ® manage the issue of bikes on trains included
improved bike parking facilities at railway statidns this case, secure bidg cages.

In February 2008the Minister for Public Transport announg®fictorian Government:

2008)that the ban would be lifted with immediate effect and that a package of measures

would be put in place to address the issue of bikes on trains. Tlkasenms included an
initial $1 million to fund the installation
and aMinisterial directive that alparkandride upgrades, new stations, station upgrades

and modal interchanges would have bike cage irdwdthin the scope of works

DEVELOPING A STRATEGY
The key elements to the DOT strategy for managing bikes on trains focused on diverting

bikes from trains, particularly in the morning peak. A search of academic literature and
current practices from Agtralian and overseas public transport operators were used to
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point to possible direction&s a result of the Ministerods de:
trains ban, some funding became available for conducting an audit of bicycle facilities on

the metropotan rail system and surveying the bike parking needs and preferences of

cyclists using the rail network (SKM 2008).

Not surprisingly, the literature search shows the Englgdaking world far from state of
the art in integrating bicycle riding and pultiiansport, with the best examplefs
integrationcoming from the Netherlanddaparand to a lesser extent Germabiylike

these countries where cycling has high overall mode share and performs an important
feeder role for the heavy rail netwosistraliancycling levels are moranalogoudo the
United Kingdond sational mode share of 1% of all trips (Martens 200#Melbourne
cycling accourgfor only aroundl.6% of trips to metropolitan railway stations (Metlink
2006)andonly 1.3% of journeys to war(Mees, et al 2007)

A useful guide for policy makers dealing witie issue obikes onpublic transport
comes from Brunsing (1993589), who divides bike/rail users into three segments,
each withtheir owndifferent characteristics and needs. They a

1. 6 Bi ke 4 whkren petsendides to the railway station, parks their bicycle
and boards a train.

2. 6Bi ke and T whdrea bikeisusdd itolget t and away from each end
of the rail journey.

3. 6 Ri de aimnwhberelapeksendvalks orides to the railway station. At the
end of the rail journey, a bike is used to reach the final destination

Martens (2006:327) sees bike and ride as the dominant method of bicycle access to heavy
rail nodes and views the provision of secure bicycle parkirsgations as a key driver for

the high levels of integration between bicycles and heavgeait in the Netherlands in
particular Brunsing (1997: 358) claims there are tmainadvantageof integrating
cycling with he dikewandided |tupio&kilonreteey is lerigth: a 6

1. The timecompetitive nature of cyclingompared to caras a mode of travel to
railway stationsmimicking the car for doeto-door travel times otocal or
suburban road networks, and;

2. Reductionin traveltimes and transfer penaltiesf up to 10 minutes ovesither
walking directly or walking to a bus or tram stop for a feeder servigdbeo
railway station.

Based orthe literature reviewn bikerail integration (backed up by the SKM survey

work) and consultatims with the key cycling and public transport stakeholde@T

chose as the primary targstits bike policythe significantsetad bi ke and ri ded c
whorode from home to the railway station and th&wk their bikes othetrain due to

the absene of secure parking at the railway station

Bike and ridécustomers would be targeted to take their bicycles off trains through
providing an improved form diike parking based on a secure bike cdgsign Bike
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and ri de an dsweredhadas theaseceonelarygagietoughchanginghe

conditions of carriage to allow folding bikes onboard all public transport vehicles (trains,

trams and bses) in VictoriaAn additional benefit perceived to fit well with this strategy

was the 6¢toodbpargi and oi ded passengers who p
before catching the train to O0Obike and ride
the bike cage strategy would be to see the modal split of cage users between cyclists and
drivers.

r
0

ORde and bi ked pas sndhisgtmategy. Theeadial, CBiactisedt ar get ed
nature of the rail network meant thbst passengers naeglto travel beyond CBD

railway statiortransferred to other public transport services or walked. Additioriagy,
governmentYic. Gov.:2009) and th@ongovernment sectofsahey: 2009were

developing public bike hire schemiesservethe Melbourne CBD

As a result of a strategy chosen to target bike and ride customers, the decision was made
to explore way®f improving bicycle parking at railway statioasd it was decided that
the best way of doing this was through deploying bike cages instead of more.lockers

WHY CHOOSE BICYCLE CAGES?

At this point it is worth taking a brief look at the history of bik@e ci | i ti es on Mel b
rail network. During the 1970s, the then Victorian Railways began to install the first

generation of bike parking facilities at stations. These were mstha b b i bikes ear s 0
racks,chains attached to fence posts or hoops witins (cyclist supplying the locks)

that allowed the front or rear wheeb be chained uplong with more conventional rails
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Figure 371 Bike parking rails

Theseearlykinds ofbicycle parkingwere not always secure and excessive force or

movement could damage the wheels of bicycles, rendering them inoperative. Surveys of
cyclistson behalf of public transport authorities1987andagainin 2008 showed that

cycist s woul d Arather secur e t hddhamrusedheseycl e by
earlymodel bike parking facilitie€SKM 2008: 46).This preference by cyclists to use

6any other practical means6 has | elkksto the r
were chained up to fences, stanchions and handrails, often in places that created dangers

for other public transport users and staff.

{=
Ko

Figure 47 Informal bike parking on station handrails

During the 1980s and 1990s, differentkyag devices (sth ashoops) were installed

across the network. Around this time, the first bike lockers were installed that required
the hirer to supply their own lock to secure the locker. Ultimately almost 400 lockers
were installed across the network on station ptatfoandat approachet® stations.

During 2005 and 2006 an additional 250 lockers were installed at railway stations across
the state as part of the CoGQyoeGomecgrdntish Gover n
project to provide bicycle parking at publiamsport nodes. The majority of tGgcle
Connectockers were deployed to metropolitan statioikile the various types of
lockerswereseen agan improvement upon the racksers found them less than ideal to

use andatsome stations poorlpcaed), while the system afhanagindockers and

waiting lists for vacant locketsy the rail operators did not encourage tdiesup of

lockers by bicgle using commuts, even after the rental fee for lockers was removed
early2005

Faced with these problembgtbicycle cage was chosen over other models as the
preferred method of bike parking as it fulfilled a number of essential criteria:
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1. Bike cages weralreadyproven to work under Australian conditiongestern
Australianrail operator TransPerth hattroduced bike cages at stations on the
Perth suburban rail network duri@g@07. With modificatiors to locking
mechanisms and control systetosneet thegarticulatsn e eds of Mel bour ne.
systemjt was believed bikeages would work well.

2. Cyclists expressed preference for bike cages as a form of parking at staflons.
survey of cyclists using the metropolitan rail system conducted on behalf of DOT
during 2008 showedat theexpressed preferenees for greater quantities of
secure bicycle parking at statis. More than 50 per cent of cyclists surveyed
would prefer using a cage over a locker as a form of parking at railway stations if
one was available, citing factors such as ease of use and security through
improved visibility and passive surveillance (SKI08: 423).

3. Cages minimise the problems found in other forms of bike parking subkfgs
vandalism of lockerg;leanliness, shelter from the elements and the inability to
store bicycles with accessories or bicycles larger than the size of the lockers

4. Bicycle ages send a stronlgighly visiblesignal to cyclist§and other public
transport users) that cyclingadegitimate travel modinat is being integrated
into the heavy rail network.

Another factor favouring the development of bike cageailtay stations is the

relatively small footprint of land required to accommodate a cage compared to the
equivalent number of carsarge amounts of land around railway stations in Melbourne

are currently dedicated to accommodate the needs tHrtieemirority of cardriving rail
commutes. Yet on average, only one third of metropolitan rail passengers use a car to get
to the station. Over 50% walk and the remainder use feeder modes such as trams, buses,
taxis and bicycles (Metlink 2006). The car parkgitembe used intensively between the
morning and evening peaks and lightly used at other times.

Beyond its primary aim of removing bikes from trains at peak times, bike cages can also
work toward better land use outcomes around stations by intensifyikipg for

vehicles using only relatively small amounts of land. A rule of thumb that the Parkiteer
project team has used is that the footprint bike cage(5 metres x 7 metres roughly
equivalent to threearparking bays built to Australian Stand&2890.1(2.6 metrex 5.4
metres)dimensionsThus threeggroundlevel car parking babuilt on railway land costs

on average A%0,000to construct, for a cost of A$10,000 per vehicle. A Parkiteer cage
costs A$100,000 to build ahe same amount ¢dnd kut can accommodate a minimum

of 26 bikes at an indicative cost of A$3850 per vehicle.

The parking model at railway stations pioneered in Melbourne by Parkiteer can offer a
model for intensifying land use around railway stations that could, if the salestas of

use of bicycles continue the trends they have shown in the last decade free up
increasingly valuable land around railway stations for more productive development than
car parking.

WHATISA 6 PARKI TBEYRDBE CAGE?
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The O0Par kicageisa secute bicyglegparkdng system that is an ensemble of a
number of interdependent components. These components include:

The cagel The cage i€onstructedrom heavygrade steel with fabricated side panels of
heavy steel mesh and a steel roof sTrovides a secure structure with overhead cover
that is firmlysecuredn a concrete slab.

o114

| Ifigure 57 Parkiteer bicycle cage

While the design of the cage itself is very similar to those used in Western Australia by
TransPert h on aPnetwarkisidce 2087y theterare a mumber of
modifications and improvements made to the Perth design to make it suitable for
Victorian conditions. These changes mainly address issues of management and
maintenance found in the Victorian transport systerarelmany stations are either
unstaffed or only staffed at certain times of the day so that staff cannot lock and unlock
the cage doors as is done in Perth.

The door and lock- Access into a Parkiteer cage is through a steel door locked with a
standard daolock. Locking and unlocking is achieved using an electronic proximity card
(similar to access control cards for parking stations and office buildings) and card reader.
A manual, keyed lock is available for emergency ingress by Bicycle Victoria staff or
maintenance contractors if the electronic lock fails for any reason. If a cage user is locked
inside, they can manually unlock the door from within and exit safely.
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Figure 61 Parkiteer cage door lock and proximity card reader

Control systemand power supply i The Parkiteer cage uses an innovative remote

control cage management system that allows the central control centre (located at Bicycle
Victoriabds Mel bourne of f i andparticularlytreoni t or t he
function of the lock, powesupply and control systems. This telemetry is relayed to the

control centre through a remote, 3G mobile teleghiok.

There are two options for power supply, dependent on the facilities available at the site.
Where shore power Isothclose and availdbé, the cage control systems can be

connected directly to the power supply. Where shore power is either not available or
some distance away, the use of solar panels and battery backup to power the Parkiteer
cage has been successfully used at a numbecatidas on the metropolitan and regional
rail network.

During the recent Melbourne winter, the solar power systems at some stations have
performed below their best. This is due to the lower angle of the sun on the northern
horizon in winter as well as tavourable tree cover at a number of locations. This has
introduced a new factor in siting Parkiteer cages, that of ensuring clear lines of insolation
for the solar panel array and the need at some sites to work with the infrastructure
managers to trim arlear foliage of overhanging trees which compromise collection of
solar power.
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Figure 71 Parkiteer cage with solar panel array

Bicycle storage-eA combi nati on of O6ud rails and O0Ned I
to maximise the number of bicyslstored in a Parkiteer cage. The nominal capacity is 26
bicycles, although higher capacities have been achieved at some locations.

<.

A 5 ] i
Figure 81 Bicycle storage in Parkiteer cage
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Monitoring and support

Behind the physical infrastructure of a Parkitegge is a monitoring and support

network to assist users and protect the assets. This network is managed by Bicycle
Victoria (BV) as part of its contract to manage the cages on behalf of the Victorian
Government. Cage users reporting problems with the, vagealism or damage can

cont act -fréeveleghont suppbrt number during weekday office hoursi(9am

5pm) and at other times, calls will be answered by Royal Eagle Security Service who are
contracted by BV to monitor the power supply and contrsiesys of the cage.

SITE SELECTION AND PLACEMENT

Once the decision to construct up to 20 bike cages was made by the ManiBtelblic

Transportin February 2008a multidisciplinary project team was assembled, consisting

of members from Department ®fansport, Bicycle Victoria, the rail operators (Connex

and V/Line) and infrastructumaanagers (MainCo and VicTracH)he composition of

this team reflects the devolved operational
public transport networRVith suwch a disparate group of engineeripgblic transport

and cycling professionals, problems were bound to emerge and tensions between

members and organisations on the team, but strong leadership from withinthel st er 6 s
office and theDepartment to negoti@ desirable outcomsend to deliver the project

prevailedt o ul ti mately deliver. 23 bike cages by t

In deciding thesites for thanitial group20 bicycle cages on the network, there was a
selection process that saw data from multiple seusgathesisetb develop a list of
priority metropolitan and regional railway station sitBlse data collected came from the
metropolitan and regional rail operators (Connex and V/Line), Bicycle Victoria, the
Department of Transport and the SKM audit iafyble facilitiesand listed relevant
factors that could influence the placement of a bicycle cage.

On-systemfactors included:
1. Observed levels of formal parking (hoops, rails)
2. Observed levels of informal parking (fences, stanchions, handrails)
3. Occupang rates of bike lockers at stations
4. Waiting lists for bike lockers at stations where all lockers in use
5. Station staffing levels

Other relevant oisystem factors includedlosed Circuit Television (CCTV) coverage in
the station precinct and the positioistations aeitherthe end of a suburban (electrified)
train line or at the boundary of a fare zone. Theesmirity,service quality and pricing
factors respectively were known to have an influence on demand for car parking at
railway stations and coulalso be expected to influence demand for bike parking.

Off-system factors included
1. Levels of expressed demand for cycling facilities at particular stations
2. Cycling catchment area around stations
3. Cycling access into station precinct
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Data onoff-system &ctors were largely provided by Bicycle Victoria and used the
extensive body of research they have colleotedyclist preferences, cycling network
planning and access into activity centres including railway stations.

Thedifferent factors were then s@atin order of magnitude to develdipt of priority

sites Using this relatively simple method, it is perhaps not surprising that the stations
with high rates of locker occupancy aondkerwaiting listsalong withhigh levels of
formal and informal parkig that were staffed from first to last tréaacame high scoring
locations for a bike cage

The initial group of stations that were announced for construction in 2008 were as
follows:

Metropolitan stations

Bayswater Brighton Beach| Broadmeadows| Caulfield Cheltenham
Croydon Eltham Frankston Glenroy Hoppers Crossing
Newport Sandringham | Surrey Hills Watergardens| Werribee

Regional stations
| Ballarat | Bendigo | Castlemaine | Geelong | South Geelong |

A complicating factor with developing a list of cage locationa s t he Mi ni st er 6s
that all station car pargpark and rideypgrades, new stations, station upgrades and

interchange upgrades was to have a bicycle cage included in the scope of works. While

this meant thamore funding was available for bicyatages, their placement was driven

by enhancements to car parking at stations where expressed demand was either low
(compared to higher priority station®) unknownusing the available measures of

demandThis meant that some sites could potentially upeéeform compared to the sites

with higher demandCages delivered in the initial group of cages as part ofgatkide

upgrades included:

Park and Ride upgrades
| Bentleigh | Hallam | Roxburgh Park |

Having developed a list of locker sites and approval toged further, detailed site
reconnaissance begarhere was much robust debate between those who wanted to place
the bike cges at unobtrusive places within the station precinct and those who wanted to
place them at the best places for cyclists withinsta@ons precinct. There was also some
resistance by the rail operators to giving up car parking spaces close to the station
entrance to accommodate bike cages.

Some simple ground rules throughout the process were followed for siting cages within a
station precinct, which the project team applied as consistently as possible. These
consisted of the following:



Parkiteeri Secure bicycle parking at PT nodes in Melbourne Martin & den Hollander

1. Cages should be located close to the entry/exit of the station. This provides quick
arrival and departure by cyclists and also good passive suneeiligainst
vandalism and theft

2. Cages should be easily accessible from both Up and Down platfdrersever
possible

3. Cages should be conspicuously locatgithin the station precin@nd clearly
visible to potential useysvhile minimising conflicts betwen cyclists, pedestrian
and motor vehicle traffic.

4. Non-cage bicycle parking needs to be retained after the installation of the cage
This means that lockers removed to accommodate a cage must be relocated
within the station precinct, while other opain parking infrastructure (such as
hoops) also needs to be retained.

5. Car parking close to the railway station entrance should not be resumed for a bike
cage without providing offsets elsewhere in the station precinct.

Once locations were agreed upon, thestrarction of the first batch of 23 cages
proceeded relatively quicklyyith a threeweek cycle of building (involving civil works,
erection of the cage and-fiut and commissioning of power supply, door locks and
control systemsior each cageyith cagedeing delivered and commissioned at a rate of
two perweekduring the last quarter of 2008.

Subsequent experience with the operation of the first 23 cages (including a Melbourne
winter) ha also shown that more consideration be gigdanng the site reonnaissanct®

the presence of tall building or overhanging foliage and the angles of the sun throughout
the year. The poor performance of the solar power supply at a nundiatiais vwas

directly attributable tmot consciously taking these factorsoimiccount during the

advanced planning for locating cages in the station precinct.

With the announcement in January 2QU&torian Governmen2009a)that another 10

cages will be delivered as part of the bike cage program, many of the lessons learned
during 2008 were put to good use in selecting sites for the current round of cages. At least
five additional cages are being delivered as part of park and ride upgrades on the
metropolitan network and at the new regional railway station at Wendouree (near

Ballarat) during 2009.

MANAGEMENT OF PARKITEER CAGES

Another innovative aspect of the Parkiteer bike cages was the decision to contract out the
operation and management of the cages to Bicycle VigiB¥a. In the devolved public
transport management emmment in Victoria, Parkiteer is an example of how the
government as custodian of the public transport system must influence the various actors
to reach a desired outcome. Into an already complicated rail environment where the needs
of metropolitan and ggonal rail operators, infrastructure managers, the Department of
Transport and different parts of government needed to be accounted for, the decision to
contract the management of the Parkiteer cages out added an additional actor.
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This decision was madwsy the Department of Transport in the light of comments of bike
locker usergquoted previously in the SKM surveghat management of the existing

locker system and waiting list did not encourage use of bike lockers as well as the
preference stated by tingetropolitan and regional rail operators not to manage the

Parkiteer cages and their users. The advantage of BV operating the cages is that functions
(such as access contesiddmanagemenf users) would now be centrally managed

rather than devolved tadividual stations and their staff members.

Thus a potential user of a Parkiteer cage would contact BV either on its website or by

telephone to register their interest in using a cage, set up a user account and pay the A$50
refundable deposit for an assecard to a cage. Each cage is overseen by a Cage Captain,
appointed by BV who is responsible for managing the members of the cage and ensuring

that it is clean, tidy and in good order. Cage Captains and BV staff can also more

intensively market the bikeage to other bike (and car) users at the railway station

through O6taggingdé bikes parked near the cage

Some of the 23 original cageapidly reached their nominal capacity of 26 live card
holdersandwith the appearance of waiting ksat popular cage siteBV has asked DOT

for permission to conduct a trial of oversubscribing the bike cage to test the true carrying
capacity of the cages. By allowing to 40 live card holders to be registered from a

variety of usage profiles (5 daysveek, 24 day a week, casual or weekend users), the

aim is to try and find an optimal point of utilisation for the cagégure 1 shows the

relation between the number of Parkiteer cage registrants and activated cards during
20009.
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Figure 17 Parkiteer paid registrants/activated cards: Januaryi August 2009

EVALUATION OF PARKITEER

Evaluating the effectiveness of Parkitearce its introduction in late 200ts been
difficult. While DOT load surveys (which measure passenger loading on metropolitan
trains) have since 2008 captured numbers of bikes being carried on trains, it relies on the
survey teams being able to record bikes as they pass the cordon stations on the edge of
the Melbourne CBD. This means that significant numbers of bikes on trainadnead
outbound or to ni€BD destinations may not be captured in the surveys. Also, the lack

of an

adequate

ti

me

ser i

it difficult to construct a baseline level of data.

es

of dat a

The best source of tafor bikes on trains available is the Metlink Oridpestination
(OD) survey that captures the behaviour of public transport users across Melbourne.

However, it was last conducted in 2006 and is undertaken every four years. To try and
extrapolate the OMdata from 2006 in light of subsequent patronage increases would be

problematic.

befor e

Hence, it was decided to evaluate Parkitegiactors that could be directly measured
daily cage usaglevelsover time growth in cage registrants, changes in travel bebav

t

h
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of cage users (how they got to the station) and impacts on demaaidni@thods obike
parking at railway stations. These penfi@ance measures are built into the management
agreement between BV and DOT and are required to be reported upon olaalrags.
Some of this evaluation data is given below, while others are presented as case studies
from three higkperforming Parkiteer cage sites.

Daily Usage
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Figure 271 Daily Parkiteer usage rates: Juné August 2009

Figure2 shows the daily usage rates basedardholder activity (entries and exits) at
Parkiteer cages shows the levels of activitytifier 23original cages ovell weeksat

both metropolitan and regional stations. It is worth noting the generally upward trend,
even through a Melbourne winter aaldo that regular peaks and troughs occur in usage
rates.Mondays are consistently the most popular day to use thewhgeeas weekends
are he low pointf the cycle. This suggests that the targeting of Parkiteer at regular
O0par k and r ioadkeddbutalsotimatBy eould attempt to promote Parkiteer
membership to potential users on weekends to maximise cage usagpeatkaiimes.

THREE PARKITEER CASE STUDIES

Part of BV6és contract with the Government to
evaluation of the program to gauge its effectiveness. This section préseatase

studies okuccessfuParkiteer cages from railway stations on the metropolitan electrified

railway network: Brighton Beaghdoppers Crossingnd Werribeand exploreshe

factors that made them higlierforming components of the Parkiteer cage project



Parkiteeri Secure bicycle parking at PT nodes in Melbourne Martin & den Hollander

Brighton Beach

Brighton Beach railway station is some 16 kilometres from Melbourne on the
Sandringham line. It sits at the end of the overlap between fare Zones Ivdnd2has
traditionally made it an attractive station for passengers at the upper reaches of the line
and from the nearby Frankston line to drive to for a cheaper fare to the City. The 187 car
spaces at the station fill before 8am on weekday morningtharZz bike lockers were

100% occupied with 45 additional people on the waiting list. The area is popular with
cyclists due to an offoad cycling path that runs along Port Phillip Bay and a relatively
good network of ofroad cycling infrastructure in theea around the station.

The Parkiteer cage was delivered in late 2008 and filled rapidly. Through Connex, BV

was able to contact people already in the lockers and on the waiting list to give them first

priority for the bike cage. By February 2009, thgeaad already reached its notional

limit of 26 oO0lived card holders. BV then sou
card holders to 40. By May 2009, BV had 39 live card holders and 12 people on the

waiting list for a card, whd Connex reportedhat while all 22 lockers were still

occupied, the waiting list had fallen byertwo-thirds from 45 to 14

[————————1mi
© Car (and park it) @ Bike O Other

As part of its contractual requiremenB3/ surveyed the 3live card holderso find out
how they arrived at the station before taking a@ ¢arthe Parkiteer cag&he results
showed that while 62 % (24) of card holders had previously cycled to the station before
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joining Parkiteer, the remaining 38% (15 card holders) formerly drove to the station.
Further surveying of the addresses of thel ¢terldergo determine thérip distancerom
hometo Brighton Beaclstation for Parkiteer users displayedn Table 1showed that
thealmost half rode -8km, while almost 70% rode more than 2km to the station.

0-1km 1-2km 2-3km >3km TOTAL
Number 3 9 18 9 39
Percentage 8% 23% 46% 23% 100%

Table 17 trip distances from home to Brighton Beach station

Interestinglythe installation of a Parkiteer cageBrighton Beach had some unusual

i mpacts on infor mal (not c hgaaithestdtiondtthe 6ud r ai |
time of the SKM survey in mi@008, the three informally parked bikes were clustered on

the approachtotheCdlyound pl atform, Bicyclt2809Victori ads
showed that informal parking had more than doubled (to dgikes) and was now

clustered around the Parkiteer cage to take advantage of the higher perceived levels of

safety (through CCTV and visual surveillance) engendered by the presence of a Parkiteer
cageThi s observed O6cl ust er i negdforprdvidimgo menon may
additional o6udé rails and hoops near the Park
for casual users or overflow from the cages and deconflicting cyclists and pedestrians on

the approach to the statidfigure 9displaysthe clusteing effect around the Parkiteer

cage.

Figure 91 Informal bike parking clustered around
Parkiteer bike cage at Brighton Beach station



