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Executive Summary 

The Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University of South Florida 
(USF) conducted an observational survey of Florida motorcyclists in 2013 for the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT). The main task was to observe the use of personal 
protection equipment (PPE) including helmets by motorcyclists in Florida. A total of 12 
counties (including the ten hotspot counties) were observed. “Hotspot” counties are those 
that place in the top ten for number of motorcycle fatalities across the state of Florida. 
 
Previous observational surveys of motorcyclists were conducted in the years 1993, 1998, 
2002, 2010, 2011, and 2012. During the 1993 and 1998 studies, a universal helmet law 
was still in effect in the state of Florida. Effective July 1st, 2000, Florida repealed its 
universal helmet law for riders 21 years of age or older and carried at least $10,000 in 
medical insurance. After this change, motorcycle registrations and fatalities increased 
sharply over the next decade.  
 
For the 2013 observational survey, one-hour field observations were conducted at 486 sites 
in twelve counties in the state of Florida, during which at least one motorcycle was observed 
at 97 percent of the sites. A total of 8,404 motorcycle operators and 1,271 passengers were 
observed. 
 
In comparison with the 2012 survey, the 2013 survey showed a slight increase in DOT–
compliant helmet use. Cruiser and touring riders, statistically less likely to wear a DOT-
compliant helmet, showed a 14.4 percent increase in DOT-compliant helmet use in 2013 
compared to 2012. Among the twelve observed counties, Lee County was observed to have 
the lowest helmet use at 42.5 percent and Hillsborough County was observed to have the 
highest helmet use at 64.6 percent. DOT-compliant helmet use in the 2013 hotspot counties 
was observed at 50 percent. Although the number of motorcyclist fatalities in Broward 
County did not change from 2011 to 2012, Broward County experienced the highest annual 
motorcycle fatalities in the state of Florida. Duval County had the greatest percentage 
increase (22%) in motorcyclist fatalities between 2011 and 2012. 
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In addition to the observational survey, a detailed analysis of motorcycle crash data 
including injury and fatality rates by age and gender was performed. A survey of motorcycle 
dealerships was also completed and summarized. The key findings from the study are 
summarized as follows. 

Observed Helmet Use (May/June 2013) 
 

 DOT–compliant helmet use in 2013 was 51.0 percent, which is a 3.1 percent 
increase from the 2012 observational survey in which  DOT–compliant helmet use 
was observed at 47.9 percent. The 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 observational 
surveys were conducted after the 2008 Florida statute that mandated motorcycle 
training for endorsement. 

 Statistical tests were used to explore  the 2013 observational survey data. The 
tests indicate that helmet use is significantly associated with motorcycle type, 
gender, occupant type, county of observation, and whether a motorcycle 
occupant is traveling in a group. The riders of sport bikes showed the highest 
rate (81.7%) of wearing a helmet, while the riders of mopeds (36.1%) and 
custom bikes (21.0%) showed the lowest rates of wearing a helmet. 

Longitudinal Analysis of Helmet Use (2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013) 
 

 In order to complete a comparison of PPE use between the years of 2010 and 
2013, the 2012 sample data for Pasco County was replaced with 2012 data for 
Lee County, a hotspot county for the 2010, 2011, and 2013 survey cycles. In 
2013 there were 17 motorcyclist fatalities in Lee County and 9 motorcyclist 
fatalities in Pasco County. Observed DOT-compliant helmet use varied among the 
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 observational periods.  

 A total of 50.9 percent of riders were observed wearing DOT-compliant helmets 
during the 2013 observational survey in the top five fatality counties (Miami-
Dade, Broward, Volusia, Hillsborough, and Orange).  

Motorcycle Trends 
 

 The annual increase of endorsed motorcyclists in Florida from 2008 to 2013 is 
approximately 3.0 percent.  

 In 2008 motorcycle crashes and fatalities reached an all-time high in Florida. 
Subsequent decreases in the number of motorcycle crashes and fatalities have 
been observed in 2009 and 2010; however, there has been an increase of more 
than 15 percent in motorcycle fatalities in 2011 and another slight increase 
(1.3%) in 2012. 

 In Florida, motorcycle crash fatalities represented 18.8 percent of traffic 
fatalities, and motorcycle crashes represented only 3.3 percent of all traffic 
crashes during 2012.  

 In 2012, less than 1.0 percent of traffic crashes involved at least one fatality, 
while nearly 5.0 percent of motorcycle crashes were fatal crashes.  
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Survey of Motorcycle Dealerships  
 

 A total of 30 motorcycle dealerships, 5 dealerships located in 6 hotspot counties, 
were visited. One representative (owner, general manager, or employee) from 
each dealership was surveyed regarding the dealership’s opinions and operations. 
The survey was completed on an iPad and a member of the research team was 
present to answer any questions the person completing the survey had. Eight out 
of ten (83.3%) motorcycle dealerships surveyed  supported the 2008 mandatory 
training law. 

 90.0 percent of dealerships surveyed have distributed motorcycle endorsement 
information at their location. The survey also showed that 37 percent of 
dealerships have distributed information about the importance of personal 
protective equipment, 33.3 percent distributed information regarding conspicuity 
gear, and 30.0 percent distributed information regarding alcohol and riding under 
the influence. The Florida Rider Training Program (FRTP), 
www.RideSmartFlorida.com, Florida Department of Transportation, motorcycle 
manufacturers, motorcycle advocacy groups, and safety organizations are some 
of the suppliers of educational materials to dealerships.  

 Ninety percent of the surveyed dealerships do not require endorsement 
verification for new buyers. Additionally, 56.7 percent of dealerships allowed 
customers to ride newly purchased motorcycles off dealership lots without 
verifying the rider has a valid motorcycle endorsement.  

 In total, 93.3 percent of the 30 dealerships that were surveyed indicated that 
they were willing to distribute safety awareness promotional materials such as 
advertising for state campaigns and surveys, cards providing motorcycle safety 
tips, handlebar hangers with licensing/endorsement information, and cards 
depicting the economic impact of motorcycle crashes. 

 
  



 

viii 
 

Table of Contents 

Acknowledgments .................................................................................................. iv 

Table of Contents ................................................................................................. viii 

List of Tables ........................................................................................................... x 

List of Figures ....................................................................................................... xii 

Chapter 1 Introduction ........................................................................................... 1 
Background .......................................................................................................... 1 
Research Objectives .............................................................................................. 1 
Data Sources ........................................................................................................ 3 
Report Organization ............................................................................................... 3 

Chapter 2 Observational Survey ............................................................................. 4 
Background .......................................................................................................... 4 
Research Methodology ........................................................................................... 4 
Survey Instrument ................................................................................................ 8 
Observer Training ................................................................................................. 8 
Data Coding ......................................................................................................... 9 
Motorcycle Observations ........................................................................................ 9 
Observed Helmet Use .......................................................................................... 12 
Observed Motorcycle Type .................................................................................... 14 
Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type ............................................................................. 15 
Helmet Use by County ......................................................................................... 15 
Safety Equipment Use .......................................................................................... 16 
Significance Testing ............................................................................................. 18 

Chapter 3 Longitudinal Analysis for the Use of Helmet ......................................... 19 
Background ........................................................................................................ 19 
Motorcycle Observations ...................................................................................... 19 
Helmet Use ........................................................................................................ 19 
Motorcycle Type .................................................................................................. 21 
Significance Testing Results .................................................................................. 22 
Helmet Use by Gender ......................................................................................... 23 
Helmet Use by Occupant Type ............................................................................... 23 
Helmet Use by County ......................................................................................... 24 
Personal Protection Equipment Use ........................................................................ 26 

Chapter 4 Motorcycle Registration, Endorsement, Crash, Injury, and Fatality Trend 
Analysis................................................................................................................ 27 

Motorcycle Registrations and Endorsements in Florida .............................................. 27 



 

ix 
 

Crash, Injury and Fatality ..................................................................................... 27 

Chapter 5 Motorcycle Dealership Survey .............................................................. 34 
Summary ........................................................................................................... 34 
Question Summary .............................................................................................. 36 

Chapter 6 Summary and Conclusions ................................................................... 43 
Observed Helmet Use .......................................................................................... 43 
Motorcycle Trends ............................................................................................... 44 
Motorcycle Dealership Opinion Survey .................................................................... 44 

References ........................................................................................................... 45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

x 
 

List of Tables 

Table 2-1. Top 10 Motorcyclist Fatality Counties in Florida ............................................. 5 
Table 2-2. Sampled Counties for Observational Survey .................................................. 5 
Table 2-3. Determining Number of Roads to be Surveyed .............................................. 6 
Table 2-4. Observational Survey Form Details .............................................................. 8 
Table 2-5. Motorcycle Observations by County ........................................................... 10 
Table 2-6. Helmet Use by Occupant Type and Gender ................................................. 14 
Table 2-7. Observed Motorcycle Type by Gender ........................................................ 15 
Table 2-8. Observed Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type (Sample Size 9675) ...................... 15 
Table 2-9. Other  PPE Use vs. DOT-Compliant Helmet Use ........................................... 17 
Table 2-10. Results of Chi-Square Test ..................................................................... 18 
Table 3-1. Number of Observation by County (2010–2013) .......................................... 19 
Table 3-2. Motorcycle Operator Type by Gender ......................................................... 22 
Table 3-3. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type (2010-2013) .......... 23 
Table 3-4. Helmet Type by Gender ........................................................................... 23 
Table 3-5. Helmet Type by Occupant ........................................................................ 24 
Table 4-1. Motorcycle Endorsement and Registration (2008-2012) ................................ 27 
Table 4-2. Motorcycle Injuries, Fatalities, and Crashes (2001–2012) ............................. 27 
Table 5-1. Motorcycle Dealership Educational Material Distribution ................................ 36 
Table 5-2. Motorcycle Dealership Educational Materials................................................ 36 
Table 5-3. Information Distributed to New Motorcycle Buyers ....................................... 37 
Table 5-4. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Test Driving ............................................... 37 
Table 5-5. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion of Safety Gear Popularity ............................... 37 
Table 5-6. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Endorsement Verification ............................. 38 
Table 5-7. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Riding Purchased Motorcycles off of the Lot .... 38 
Table 5-8. Age of Motorcycle Dealership Customers .................................................... 39 
Table 5-9. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion on Change in Helmet Sales Due to 2008 
Mandatory Training Law .......................................................................................... 39 
Table 5-10. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion on Change in PPE and/or Reflective Strips Due to 
2008 Mandatory Training Law .................................................................................. 39 
Table 5-11. Motorcycle Dealership Promotion of Rider Education and Training ................. 40 
Table 5-12. Motorcycle Dealership Position towards 2008 Mandatory Training Statute ...... 40 
Table 5-13. Motorcycle Dealership Willingness to Distribute Safety Awareness Promotional 
Materials .............................................................................................................. 41 
Table 5-14. Motorcycle Dealership Showroom Size ...................................................... 42 
Table 5-15. Motorcycle Dealership Interest in Partnership with Florida Motorcycle Safety 
Coalition ............................................................................................................... 42 
Table 5-16. Motorcycle Dealership Interest in Partnership with Florida Motorcycle Safety 
Coalition ............................................................................................................... 42 
 
  



 

xi 
 

  



 

xii 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 2-1. Selected Florida Counties for 2013 Observational Survey ............................... 7 
Figure 2-2. Average Number of Observed Motorcyclists ............................................... 11 
Figure 2-3. Average Number of Motorcycle Observations ............................................. 11 
Figure 2-4. Observed Motorcycle Helmet Use (sample size: 9675) ................................. 12 
Figure 5. Type of Motorcycle Helmet Observed (sample size: 9675) .............................. 13 
Figure 2-6. Type of Motorcycle Observed (Sample Size: 8404) ..................................... 14 
Figure 2-7. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by County ........................................ 16 
Figure 2-8. Observed Motorcycle Personal Protective Equipment Use ............................. 17 
Figure 3-1. Observed Motorcycle Helmet Use ............................................................. 20 
Figure 3-2. Type of Motorcycle Helmet Observed ........................................................ 20 
Figure 3-3. Type of Motorcycles Observed ................................................................. 21 
Figure 3-4. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by County ........................................ 25 
Figure 3-5. Observed Motorcycle Personal Protective Equipment Use ............................. 26 
Figure 4-1. Indexed Injuries, Fatalities, and Crashes (2001–2012) ................................ 28 
Figure 4-2. Percent of Motorcycle Fatalities and Crashes in All Traffic Crashes ................. 29 
Figure 4-3. Percent of Fatal and Injury Crashes in Motorcycle Crashes ........................... 29 
Figure 4-4. Percent of Fatal and Injury Crashes in All Traffic Crashes ............................. 29 
Figure 4-5. Motorcycle Crashes and Fatalities by County (2010–2012) ........................... 31 
Figure 4-6. Motorcycle Fatalities by County (2010–2012) ............................................. 32 
Figure 4-7. Motorcycle Injuries by County (2010–2012) .............................................. 33 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

1 
 

Chapter 1  Introduction 

Background 
Unlike drivers of automobiles, motorcyclists are much more vulnerable in a traffic crash due 
to the lack of protection that is offered by an enclosed vehicle such as a car or truck. One of 
the most effective ways for a motorcyclist to prevent serious injury in a traffic crash is to 
use adequate personal protection equipment (PPE) such as helmets, gloves, jackets, pants, 
closed-toe shoes, and eye protection. PPE is designed to reduce the severity of injuries in 
traffic crashes. 
 
Effective July 1, 2000, the state of Florida repealed its universal helmet law. The law 
permits motorcyclists over the age of 21 to operate a motorcycle without wearing a helmet 
if they carry at least $10,000 in medical insurance. Eye protection continues to be 
mandatory for all motorcyclists while riding a motorcycle. Florida mandated that all new 
riders, regardless of age, complete a motorcycle training/safety course to gain a valid 
motorcycle endorsement, effective July 1, 2008. Topics covered in the mandatory Basic 
Rider Course (BRC) include proper riding position, crash avoidance techniques, braking, 
turning, and gear shifting techniques, and how to handle dangerous road conditions. 
Additionally, the mandatory training course emphasizes the use of appropriate PPE, 
including helmet, gloves, jacket, long pants, riding boots, reflective clothing, etc.   
 
To effectively improve the safety of motorcyclists in Florida, it is important to measure the 
actual use of PPE in Florida. 
 

Research Objectives 
In past years, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Safety Office, conducted a 
number of Florida motorcycle helmet use observational surveys. This 2013 study, conducted 
in collaboration with the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University 
of South Florida (USF), was designed to evaluate the actual use of PPE by motorcyclists in 
Florida. In total, 12 counties were selected for the study, including Brevard, Broward, Duval, 
Hillsborough, Lee, Miami-Dade, Orange, Palm Beach, Pinellas, and Volusia. Another 
objective of this study was to analyze Florida motorcycle crash data to understand the trend 
of motorcycle crashes and injuries related to helmet use by motorcyclists involved in 
crashes, and the age and gender of motorcyclists involved in crashes. In addition, a 
motorcycle dealership survey was conducted to obtain dealer opinions regarding the 2008 
mandatory motorcycle training law and to measure the level of dealer involvement 
regarding safe riding and new rider training needs. Results were compared to identify trends 
with regards to rider safety, motorcycle registration and endorsement level changes, and 
motorcycle dealership involvement. 
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Specifically, the study objectives were to:  
 

 Measure motorcyclist PPE use, helmet use, and type of motorcycle through 
observational surveys. 

 Study the variation in PPE use between the 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 survey 
cycles.    

 Analyze Florida crash data to estimate trends with regards to motorcycle crashes, 
rider injuries and fatalities, and changes in the number of Florida motorcycle 
registrations and endorsements. 

 Complete in-person anonymous motorcycle dealership surveys.  
 

The supporting tasks of this study are described as follows: 

 Measure 2013 motorcycle helmet use – A motorcycle observational survey (during 
May–June) was conducted in 12 counties, and the findings are presented with 
respect to PPE use, including helmet use, for both motorcycle operators and 
passengers. 

 Comparison of 2013 findings with the 2010, 2011, and 2012 observational survey 
results – The findings from the 2013 survey were compared with the findings from 
the 2010, 2011, and 2012 survey results. This task reveals the annual trends of PPE 
use in Florida. 

 Examination of trends of motorcycle crashes and injuries – Data on the number of 
Florida motorcycle crashes, in terms of fatalities and injuries, were compiled, and an 
analysis of the trends before and after the new training law was performed. Data 
regarding age and gender of riders involved in crashes were also examined. 

 Collection of motorcycle dealership opinions – A survey of motorcycle dealerships 
was conducted to collect opinions on various motorcycle safety issues and the level 
of involvement the dealership takes regarding new rider training and the promotion 
of PPE use. This task assisted the research team in creating  a dealership contact 
database that will be used to distriubute motorcycle safety materials.  
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Data Sources 
The following data sources were used in the research study:   
 

 Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles (DHSMV) data related to 
motorcycle crashes, injuries, fatalities, endorsements, registrations, and citations 
(Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles 2001–2012). 

 Florida Helmet Use Observational Survey data from the 2010, 2011, and 2012 
surveys related to PPE use including observed helmet use trends (CUTR 2010, 2011, 
2012) 

 

Report Organization 
Following this introduction, the remainder of this report is divided into five chapters. 
Chapter 2 presents the results of motorcycle PPE usage obtained through the 2013 
observational survey in 12 Florida counties, including the top 10 highest motorcycle fatality 
“hotspot” counties. Various cross-tabulations between helmet use and other motorcycle and 
rider characteristics are presented. Chapter 3 discusses PPE use for the selected hotspot 
counties over the 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 motorcycle observational survey cycles 
conducted by FDOT and CUTR. Chapter 4 discusses motorcycle crash trends related to age 
and gender and annual changes in motorcycle registration and rider endorsement levels. 
Chapter 5 presents the motorcycle dealership opinion survey data. Chapter 6 summarizes 
the study findings and conclusions.  
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Chapter 2  Observational Survey 

Background 
In 2000, the universal helmet law in Florida was repealed, and a subsequent increase in 
motorcycle crashes and fatalities was observed. To promote the use of PPE in an effective 
and efficient manner, it is important to measure the actual use of PPE in Florida. FDOT 
conducted motorcyclist observational surveys in 2010, 2011, and 2012, which provided 
important information that is used to identify trends of motorcycle helmet use in Florida 
with respect to motorcycle type, gender, occupant type, and other PPE. 
 
Similar to the 2010–2012 observational surveys, the 2013 survey was conducted based on 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) guidelines for seat belt use 
observational surveys. The research methodology and helmet use results from the 2013 
survey are presented in this chapter along with other data regarding PPE use. Statistical 
analysis and cross-tabulations between helmet use and motorcycle type, gender, occupant 
type, and county of survey are also presented in this chapter. 

Research Methodology 
To conduct an observational survey, it is important to adopt an efficient sampling procedure 
based on the guidelines set by NHTSA for state observational surveys of safety belt and 
motorcycle helmet use. The sampling plan includes determining the number of intersections 
in each of the counties to be surveyed, determining the location of these intersections, and 
determining the days and times to conduct the observational survey. The sampling plan also 
ensured that a statistically-valid sample was collected and that the data complied with a 2.5 
percent relative error precision requirement, as stated in NHTSA guidelines. The following 
steps were followed to arrive at the details of the sampling plan: 
 

 Step 1: Using the latest available motorcycle crash data reported by the Fatality 
Analysis Reporting System (FARS), the top 10 fatality counties were determined. 
Miami-Dade, Pinellas, Volusia, Hillsborough, Palm Beach, Broward, Duval, Orange, 
Pasco, and Brevard were the top 10 highest motorcycle fatality counties, as shown in 
Table 2-1. 
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Table 2-1. Top 10 Motorcyclist Fatality Counties in Florida  

Rank County Motorcycle Crashes Motorcycle Fatalities  

1 Broward 719 41 
2 Hillsborough 721 39 
3 Orange 581 37 
4 Miami-Dade 987 32 
5 Volusia 551 24 
6 Pinellas 579 22 
7 Duval 532 17 
8 Lee 268 17 
9 Palm Beach 411 17 
10 Brevard 303 13 

Source: Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles 2012 Crash Data 
 
 Step 2: Out of the 10 highest fatality counties selected for the 2013 observational 

survey, the top 6 counties with highest number of motorcycle fatalities were selected 
for double sampling. Table 2-2 shows the comparison of counties selected in the 
2011-2013 observational surveys. 
 

Table 2-2. Sampled Counties for Observational Survey 
Double-Sampled Counties Single-Sampled Counties 

2011 Survey 2012 Survey 2013 Survey 2011 Survey 2012 Survey 2013 Survey 
Broward Broward Broward Brevard Brevard Brevard 
Hillsborough Hillsborough Hillsborough Duval Duval Duval 
Miami-Dade Miami-Dade Miami Dade Palm Beach Lee Lee 
Orange Orange Orange Pinellas Marion N/A 
Volusia Pinellas Volusia Lee Palm Beach Palm Beach 

N/A 
 

Volusia Pinellas 

N/A 

Pasco Pasco 

N/A 
Polk Polk 
Seminole N/A 

 
 Step 3: To determine the number of observational sites for the selected 10 counties, 

an average number of road segments per county was determined. There are about 
30,000 road segments (part of a road between two major roads) that belong to an 
Urban Principle Arterial (UPA), Urban Minor Arterial (UMA), and Rural Principle 
Arterial (RPA), which carry 90 percent of Florida’s Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(DVMT). Thus, there is an average of 447 road segments per county (30,000 / 67 = 
447). Based on the NHTSA guidelines displayed in Table 2-3, 447 road segments 
corresponds to a sample size of 27 sites per county for single-sampled counties and 
54 sites per county for double-sampled counties. 
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Table 2-3. Determining Number of Roads to be Surveyed 
Average Number of Road Segments  

in Each Sampled County 
Number of Road Segments Sampled 

in Each Sampled County 
90 22 
100 23 
200 26 
300 27 
400 27 

500–900 28 
More than 1,000 29 

Source: NHTSA Guidelines  
 

 Step 4: To determine specific observation sites in the selected counties for the 2010 
observational study, an ArcInfo database, which includes details such as county 
name, functional classification of road, intersecting street name, annual average 
daily traffic, roadway ID, and mile post, was used. A list of observation sites within 
the selected counties was generated, and random intersections with named roads 
belonging to only UPA, UMA, or RPA functional classes with reported Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) figures were selected. Final site selection was closely representative of 
the ratio that UPA:UMA:RPA contribute to DVMT of that county. Road segments 
observed in the 2010, 2011, and 2012 observational surveys were re-selected for 
observation in the 2013 survey to consistently observe the same locations selected 
in the two previous years. However, some intersections located on an interstate 
highway and those located within 5,000 feet of other selected intersections were 
substituted with an appropriate intersection in the vicinity whenever feasible. For 
single sampling and double sampling, 27 and 54 sites, respectively, were selected. 
 

 Step 5: The stratified selected sample of intersections obtained in Step 4 was further 
clustered to achieve cost effectiveness and efficiency by grouping together sites close 
to each other for ease of travel during the observational survey. Appendix D 
indicates the final observation sites surveyed in each of the selected counties. 
 

 Step 6: To determine the days and hours of the survey, NHTSA uniform criteria for 
state observational surveys of seat belt use suggest that all days and daylight hours 
should be included. As analysis of the motorcycle crash database indicates a higher 
occurrence of motorcycle-related crashes on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays, it 
would be reasonable to assume that motorcycle riding is more common on 
weekends; to take advantage of this increased motorcycle riding, observations were 
planned to be conducted only on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Counties that 
were double-sampled were scheduled for more than one day, and a reserve day was 
scheduled to complete observations that could not be completed for reasons beyond 
the control of the research team. Each trained observer performed observations at 
no more than six sites in one day, and the time of observations was selected based 
on the distance between the six sites. For selection of times of observation, 
preference was given to practicality and convenience, and available options were 
randomly sampled whenever possible. 
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The final multistage stratified sampling plan was approved by FDOT, which included the top 
10 highest motorcycle fatality counties in Florida along with 2 additionally-selected counties, 
Pasco and Polk. Figure 2-1 shows the selected counties for the 2013 observational survey. 

 

 
  Figure 2-1. Selected Florida Counties for 2013 Observational Survey 
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Survey Instrument 
The 2013 survey instrument collected information about the observation session: helmet 
use, gender, motorcycle type, and use of other PPE such as jackets, long pants, shoes, 
gloves, and eye protection for both operators and passengers. Observation session details 
included information on county name, site number, intersection name, start time, end time, 
date, day of week, and prevailing weather conditions during the observations. New to the 
2013 survey instrument are observational categories that include black helmet and high-
visibility gear. Additionally, the conspicuity category was modified from “brightly-colored 
helmet and brightly-colored clothing” to “high-visibility gear.” Surveyors were instructed to 
mark the “high visibility gear” selection if a rider was wearing any fluorescent-colored gear. 
Also new to the 2013 survey instrument was the use of iPads to collect the data. Paper 
surveys were used only as a backup to the iPads in case of power failure. The observer was 
instructed to mark in the appropriate space if there was an observation; otherwise, it was 
left blank. All the information was well accommodated on one page of the iPad survey (see 
Appendix F). Table 2-4 summarizes the details of helmet type, motorcycle type, and 
personal protective gear collected using the observational survey form. 
 

Table 2-4. Observational Survey Form Details 
Operator, 
Passenger 

Description 

Helmet Type 

No Helmet, Full-Face Helmet, Open-Face Helmet, 
Motocross Helmet 
Novelty Helmet, Decorative Helmet, Carrying but 
not Wearing Helmet, Unknown 

Black Helmet 

Motorcycle Type 

Sport Bike, Cruiser, Touring Bike, Standard Bike, 
On Road-Off Road Bike, Trike  
Moped/Scooter, Other/Custom, Unknown Type of 
Bike 

Gender Male, Female 

Conspicuity High Visibility Gear 

Personal Protective 
Gear 

Eye Protection, Jacket, Armor, Vest, Long Pants, 
Shoes, Gloves 

Group Riding Yes, No 

 

Observer Training 
Well-trained, highly-motivated observation crews are very important to perform any field 
data collection in an effective and efficient manner. A total of 10 data collection crew 
members were hired and trained for this project. The majority of the data collectors had 
prior or current motorcycle riding experience. The training session for the CUTR crew was 
conducted in the second week of May. Training was conducted by experienced motorcycle 
riders who have been involved in previous motorcycle observational survey data collection. 
During training, the data collectors received instructions on the sampling plan and the 
observational survey form. Observing motorcycles and capturing the various details about 
PPE use and other demographics can be challenging, given the fact that riders are 
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frequently moving through an intersection and that the observer would only have few 
seconds to accurately observe and record the required information. The training included 
detailed instructions on identifying helmet type, motorcycle type, and details about other 
PPE. During the training, data collectors were shown pictures and videos to help in the 
identification of different varieties of helmets and motorcycles.  
 
Non-compliant helmets were explained, and instructions were given about how to 
differentiate between DOT-compliant helmets and non-compliant helmets. Also given were 
detailed instructions about what constituted appropriate eye protection, close-toed shoes, 
long pants, and jackets. (See Appendix E for a pictorial representation of bike types, helmet 
types, and personal protective gear observed in this survey.) Prior to any formal 
observations, all trainees were required to complete a mock intersection observation.  
 
Trainees were instructed to complete the observation session details (county name, site 
number, intersection name, start time, date, day of week, and prevailing weather 
conditions) and ensure that they had in their possession the FDOT letter that explains their 
task of collecting data at the intersection. Each data collector was instructed to wear a high-
visibility safety vest throughout data collection at intersections to ensure personal safety at 
the intersection. Trainees were instructed to collect operator information first and passenger 
information second. Also, collecting helmet use information was a priority before collecting 
other PPE information. Observers were instructed to leave a section blank on the survey 
instrument if they could not collect all the information and to check “Unknown” if they could 
not determine a particular helmet type or bike type. 
 
The data collectors traveled in groups while conducting the observations and a designated 
driver took them to their locations. The driver was responsible for dropping off and picking 
up the data collectors at their pre-scheduled intersections. The observation schedule was 
set up so that data collectors had enough time between observation times to travel to the 
next intersection. Also, observations continued to be made during inclement weather unless 
the rain was so heavy that motorcycles would not be riding on the road. In this case, data 
collectors were told to continue with observations according to the schedule and return to 
the missed sites at the next convenient time based on their schedule. 

Data Coding 
Collected observational survey data were coded using Microsoft Excel and cleansed for 
errors. A combination of descriptive and inferential statistics was used to analyze the survey 
data and interpret relationships between categorical variables of interest. Frequency and 
cross-tabulation outputs were summarized and organized into tables and graphs for visual 
interpretation. (See Appendix A and Appendix B for detailed survey frequencies.)  

Motorcycle Observations 
To measure the actual use of PPE in 2013 for the 12 selected Florida counties, including the 
top 10 highest motorcycle fatality counties, an observational survey was conducted in the 
months of May and June 2013. One-hour field observations were conducted at 486 sites, 
and at least one motorcycle was observed at 97 percent of these sites. A total of 8,404 
motorcycle operators and 1,271 passengers were observed. Table 2-5 shows the number of 
motorcycle observations by county.  
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Table 2-5. Motorcycle Observations by County 

County 
Population 

(2012 
Estimate) 

Motorcycle 
Endorsements 

(July 2012) 

Motorcycle 
Registrations 
(July 2013) 

Operators 
Observed 

Passengers 
Observed 

Total 
Observed 

Total Avg* Total Avg* Total Avg* 
Double-Sampled (54 intersections/county) 

Broward 1,771,099 71,448  39,929 401 7 23 1 424 8 
Hillsborough 1,256,118 56,340 29,835 750 14 76 1 826 15 
Miami-Dade 2,551,290 64,924 44,110 434 8 29 1 463 9 
Orange 1,175,941 57,279 31,023 812 15 61 1 873 16 
Pinellas 920,381 56,319 32,508 1291 24 129 2 1420 26 
Volusia 497,145 55,883 32,559 1835 34 398 7 2233 41 
Single-Sampled (27 intersections/county) 
Brevard 545,625 46,738 25,705 296 11 24 1 320 12 
Duval 869,729 46,205 25,926 173 6 7 1 180 7 
Lee 638,029 42,342 21,431 693 26 139 5 832 31 
Palm Beach 1,335,415 52,513 30,779 370 14 84 3 454 17 
Pasco 468,562 33,329 16,811 945 35 240 9 1185 44 
Polk 606,888 35,318 16,899 404 15 61 2 465 17 
Total    8,404  1,271  9675  

* Per hour per site 
 
Among the double-sampled counties, Volusia County had the highest number of motorcycles 
observed, with 41 motorcyclists per hour per site and an average of 34 operators per hour 
per site and 7 passengers per hour per site. Miami-Dade County, with the largest population 
and the highest number of motorcycle registrations among the counties, had 9 riders per 
hour per site. Among the single-sampled counties, Pasco County had a higher number of 
motorcyclists observed (44 motorcyclists per hour per site), and Duval County had the 
lowest number (7 motorcyclists per hour per site). Figures 2-2 and 2-3 represent the 
distribution of the average number of motorcycle observations by day of week and time of 
day. All the observations were scheduled on Friday, Saturday, or Sunday, and the highest 
number of average motorcyclists observed per hour per site was on Sunday (see Figure 2-
2).  
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Figure 2-2. Average Number of Observed Motorcyclists  

(per hour per site) by Day of Week 
 
 

 
Figure 2-3. Average Number of Motorcycle Observations  

(per hour per site) by Time of Day 
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Observed Helmet Use 
The 2013 observation survey of motorcyclists in Florida categorized the use of motorcycle 
helmet into three different categories: DOT-compliant helmet (includes full-face helmet, 
motocross helmet, and open-face helmet), non-compliant helmet, and unhelmeted (includes 
carrying but not wearing, decorative, and no helmet). As it can be seen in Figure 2-4, the 
survey found that 51 percent of motorcyclists in Florida wear a DOT-compliant helmet. 
 

 
Figure 2-4. Observed Motorcycle Helmet Use (sample size: 9675) 

 
Figure 2-5 shows a breakdown of the types of motorcycle helmets observed. Among the 
helmeted motorcyclists, open-face helmets were observed more often than full-face 
helmets. Nearly 50 percent of motorcyclists were unhelmeted, 15.2 percent of riders had 
some sort of decorative headgear such as a bandana, hat, or some other head covering in 
place of a helmet, and 0.6 percent of riders were carrying a helmet and not wearing it. 
                  

51%

3%

46%

DOT‐Compliant Helmet

Noncompliant Helmet

Unhelmeted
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Figure 5. Type of Motorcycle Helmet Observed (sample size: 9675) 
 
As indicated in Table 2-6, the result of chi-square test with all observations shows that there 
is no statistically significant difference in the use of helmet by gender for all motorcyclists. 
However, when subdivided into Single Operator and Operator with Passenger categories, it 
is notable that there is a statistically significant difference in the use of helmet by gender. 
For the Single Operator case, females show a much higher rate of helmet use compared to 
males. In general, the Operator with Passenger case shows a relatively lower helmet use 
compared to the Single Operator case. According to the survey, the male operator with 
female passenger combination represents nearly 90 percent of the Operator with Passenger 
category. It is interesting note that the use of helmet can be divided into four major 
combinations as follow: 
 

1. Operator: DOT-Compliant Helmet; Passenger: DOT-Compliant Helmet – 29.4% 
2. Operator: DOT-Compliant helmet; Passenger: Unhelmeted – 12.9% 
3. Operator: Unhelmeted; Passenger: Unhelmeted – 33.3% 
4. Operator: Unhelmeted; Passenger: DOT-Compliant Helmet – 18.9% 
5. Others: 5.5% 
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Table 2-6. Helmet Use by Occupant Type and Gender 

Occupant 
Type Gender 

DOT-
Compliant 

Helmet 

Noncompliant 
Helmet Unhelmeted 

Pearson 
Chi-

Square 
P-value 

Single 
Operator 

Male (6,827) 51.5% 2.8% 45.7% 

9.188 .010 

Female (470) 58.7% 2.6% 38.7% 

Total (7,297) 52.0% 2.8% 45.2% 

Operator 
and 
Passenger 

Male (1,121) 43.3% 3.7% 53.1% 

9.656c .008 

Female (1,255) 49.3% 2.6% 48.0% 

Total (2,376) 46.5% 3.1% 50.4% 

Total 
Male (7,948) 50.4% 2.9% 46.7% 

1.646a .439 

Female (1,725) 51.9% 2.6% 45.5% 

Total (9,673) 50.6% 2.9% 46.5% 
(): Sample Size 

 

Observed Motorcycle Type 
Figure 2-6 shows the distribution of types of motorcycles observed. A total of 8,404 
motorcycles were observed. The most common type of observed motorcycle was cruisers 
(42.4%), followed by touring (19.4%), and sport bikes (16.0%). 
 

 

Figure 2-6. Type of Motorcycle Observed (Sample Size: 8404) 
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Table 2-7 shows a cross tabulation analysis of motorcycle type by gender. The table 
includes only single operator cases. The chi-square test (Pearson Chi-Square=129.005, 
DF=7, P-value=0.000) shows that there is a statistically significant association between the 
gender of operator and the type of observed motorcyclists. 
 

Table 2-7. Observed Motorcycle Type by Gender 

Operator Cruiser Custom Moped/ 
Scooter 

On/ 
Off 

Road 

Sport 
Bike Standard Touring Trike 

Male 
(6,827) 39% 2% 12% 1% 17% 5% 21% 3% 

Female 
(470) 48% 1% 24% 0% 10% 3% 8% 6% 

(): Sample size 
 

Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type 
Table 2-8 shows the observed use of helmet by motorcycle type. In total, 81.7 percent of 
sport bike riders were observed with DOT-compliant helmets, and the majority of those 
sport bike riders were wearing a full-face helmet. In contrast, a smaller proportion of cruiser 
and touring motorcyclists were wearing a DOT-compliant helmet; the majority of these 
motorcyclists were wearing an open-face helmet. In this study, the “Unhelmeted” category 
represents decorative headgear which includes caps, bandanas, hats, or some other type of 
head covering. 
 

Table 2-8. Observed Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type (Sample Size 9675) 

Helmet Use by County 
It is noted that observed helmet use continues to be quite different from county to county. 
Figure 2-7 shows the observed helmet use in the sampled 12 counties. Observed helmet 
use ranged from a low of 42.5 percent to a high of 64.6 percent. Four of the 12 surveyed 
counties had observed helmet use rates below the statewide average of 47.9 percent: Lee 

Motorcycle 
Type Cruiser Custom Moped/ 

Scooter 
On/Off 
Road 

Sport 
Bike Standard Touring Trike 

DOT-Compliant Helmet 
Full-Face 9.2% 3.0% 12.9% 48.1% 80.2% 31.5% 8.4% 9.7% 
Open-Face 32.7% 18.0% 22.7% 13.9% 1.5% 29.1% 44.5% 42.6% 
Motocross 0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 16.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Subtotal 42.0% 21.0% 36.1% 78.5% 81.7% 60.8% 53.0% 52.3% 
Noncompliant 
Helmet 4.1% 7.8% 1.1% 0.0% 0.4% 2.2% 2.8% 3.0% 

Unhelmeted 
Carrying 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 1.3% 1.8% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 
Decorative 18.3% 24.0% 12.5% 3.8% 3.0% 8.1% 17.5% 17.0% 
No Helmet 35.1% 46.7% 49.7% 16.5% 13.1% 28.6% 26.5% 27.7% 
Subtotal 58.0% 79.0% 63.9% 21.5% 18.3% 39.2% 47.0% 47.7% 

Sample Size 4,151 167 1076 79 1,439 406 2,028 329 
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(32.9%), Palm Beach (46.4%), Pinellas (46.7%), and Volusia (41.8%). Observed helmet 
use rates were highest in Hillsborough (57.4%) and Seminole (56.2%). 
 
 

 
Figure 2-7. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by County 

(): Sample size 

Safety Equipment Use 
Figure 2-8 shows the percentage use of personal protective equipment by Florida 
motorcyclists as observed in the 2013 observational survey besides helmets. Eye protection, 
which is required by Florida law, shows the highest percentage of use, followed by closed-
toed shoes. It is notable that approximately 25 percent of observed motorcyclists did not 
wear long pants. Wearing a jacket and/or gloves was also not common in Florida compared 
to other types of PPE. 
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Figure 2-8. Observed Motorcycle Personal Protective Equipment Use 

(Sample size: 9675) 
 
Table 2-9 shows the relationships between the use of other PPE and helmet type. It is 
notable that 93.6 percent of the motorcyclists who wear a jacket also wear a DOT-compliant 
helmet, and 78.4 percent of the motorcyclists who wear Hi-Viz gear also wear a DOT-
compliant helmet. 
 

Table 2-9. Other  PPE Use vs. DOT-Compliant Helmet Use 

PPE Type DOT-Compliant 
Helmet 

Noncompliant 
Helmet Unhelmeted Sample 

Size 

Jacket 93.60% 0.50% 5.90% 765 

Eye Protection 51.00% 2.90% 46.10% 9,558 

Long Pants 50.60% 2.90% 46.50% 7,324 

Closed Toe Shoes 52.00% 3.00% 45.00% 9,106 

Gloves 75.30% 2.80% 21.90% 2,386 

Vest 46.00% 5.00% 49.00% 759 

Hi-Viz Gear 78.40% 0.30% 21.30% 370 

Armor 86.20% 0.00% 13.80% 65 
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Significance Testing  
Relationships between helmet use and type of motorcycle, gender of operator, type of 
occupant, county observed, and group riding were explored by conducting significance 
testing. This was vital to determine if the relationships between helmet use and motorcycle 
type, helmet use and gender, helmet use and occupant type (operator vs. passenger), 
helmet use and county observed, and helmet use and group riding are statistically 
significant. The Pearson chi-square test (X2) for independence was used to test the premise 
that: 
  

 Helmet use and type of motorcycle are independent of each other. 
 Helmet use and gender are independent of each other. 
 Helmet use and type of occupant are independent of each other. 
 Helmet use and county of motorcycle observation are independent of each other. 
 Helmet use and group riders are independent of each other. 

 
The p-value results displayed in Table 2-8 indicate that five tests reject the null hypothesis, 
which means the observed helmet use in Florida shows a statistically significant association 
with motorcycle type, gender, occupant type, county of observation, and whether or not a 
motorcycle occupant is traveling in a group (single operator only). 
 

Table 2-10. Results of Chi-Square Test 

Null Hypothesis ( H0 ) 
Pearson 

Chi-Square 
Degree of 
Freedom 

P-Value 

Helmet use and type of motorcycle are 
independent of each other 

765.935 14 0.000 

Helmet use and gender are independent of each 
other 

9.188 2 0.010 

Helmet use and type of occupant are independent 
of each other 

21.816 2 0.000 

Helmet use and county of the motorcycle 
operator are independent of each other 

252.937 22 0.000 

Helmet use and group riders are independent of 
each other (Single Operator) 

7.895 2 0.019 

Helmet use and group riders are independent of 
each other (Operator and Passenger) 

.237 2 .888 
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Chapter 3  Longitudinal Analysis for the Use of Helmet 
 

Background 
This chapter presents the annual levels of motorcycle helmet and other personal protective 
equipment use observed throughout the 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 survey cycles. In this 
chapter, the 10 highest motorcycle fatality counties are compared over a 4-year time 
period. Cross tabulation and descriptive statistics were used to analyze the survey data and 
interpret relationships between categorical variables of interest.  

Motorcycle Observations 
The 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 motorcycle observation surveys were conducted in May 
and June of their respective years, and the observations were made following NHTSA 
guidelines. Table 3-1 shows a comparative tabulation of the total number of operators and 
passengers observed by county. It should be noted that Pinellas County was double-
sampled in 2012 and 2013, but single-sampled in 2010 and 2011. Lower motorcycle-per-
hour-per-site observations were observed in 2013 in all hotspot counties except Miami-
Dade. Bad weather may have been a contributing factor to the reduction in motorcycle 
observations in Broward County.  
 

Table 3-1. Number of Observation by County (2010–2013) 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Total Avg* Total Avg* Total Avg* Total Avg* 
Double-Sampled (54 intersections/county) 
Broward 500 9 772 14 703 13 320 6 
Hillsborough 1056 20 691 13 1,041 19 826 15 

Miami-Dade 565 10 589 11 512 9 463 9 
Orange 712 13 1160 21 1,013 19 873 16 
Volusia 310 6 1920 36 2,308 43 2233 41 

Pinellas - - - - 1,912 35 1,420 26 
Single-Sampled (27 intersections/county) 
Brevard 248 9 728 27 1,004 37 424 16 
Duval 355 13 440 16 362 13 180 7 
Lee 468 17 304 11 1,010 38 832 31 
Palm Beach 160 6 266 10 556 21 454 17 
Pinellas 494 18 827 31 - - - - 
Total 4,563 11 7,697 19 12,715 24 8025 19 

*Per hour per site 

 

Helmet Use 
As shown in Figure 3-1, 2013 observations showed higher (3.0%) DOT-compliant helmet 
use in the 10 hotspot counties compared to 2012. Noncompliant helmet (2.9%) use 
continued to drop slightly in 2013 compared to 2012 (3.1%) and 2011 (3.4%). 
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 ( ): Sample Size 

Figure 3-1. Observed Motorcycle Helmet Use 
 
Figure 3-2 shows a breakdown of the types of motorcycle helmets observed. The use of full-
face (21.9%) and open-face (27.9%) helmets indicated a slight increase in 2013 over the 
previous three years.  

 
 ( ) Sample Size 

Figure 3-2. Type of Motorcycle Helmet Observed  
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Motorcycle Type 
Figure 3-3 shows the distribution of motorcycle types observed in 2010, 2011, 2012, and 
2013. A significant decrease (5.2%) in touring bikes may be due to the extensive training 
and riding experience of the surveyors.  Clarifications to the definitions of motorcycle types 
were made in the 2013 survey. The percentage of mopeds/scooters increased slightly 
(2.16%) in 2013 after a small decline from 2011 to 2012. Cruiser, touring, sport bike, and 
standard motorcycles showed slight decreases from the 2012 observational survey, whereas 
custom and trike motorcycles showed increases. 
 

 
    ( ) Sample Size 

Figure 3-3. Type of Motorcycles Observed 
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Cross-tabulation analysis of motorcycle type by gender is shown in Table 3-2. The top two 
motorcycle types used by males and females in each category have been highlighted for 
easy reference. The majority of male and female motorcycle operators were observed to use 
cruiser motorcycles in the four survey cycles. Continuing the trend after 2010, male 
operators have been using touring motorcycles more frequently than sport bikes. The 
second most popular motorcycle type for females in 2013 was the touring bike. This is a 
departure from the 2010–2012, surveys which indicated females were observed riding 
scooters, second only to the cruiser.  

Table 3-2. Motorcycle Operator Type by Gender 

Motorcycle 
Type 

Male Female 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Cruiser 46.7% 34.0% 34.6% 40.6% 46.0% 37.2% 35.5% 46.4% 
Moped/ Scooter 8.6% 10.8% 9.9% 12.9% 23.8% 24.4% 20.7% 12.6% 
Other/Custom 0.7% 1.2% 1.7% 1.9% 0.0% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 
On/Off Road 0.8% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 
Standard 6.8% 12.8% 6.8% 4.7% 7.9% 13.8% 8.0% 2.2% 
Sport Bike 19.9% 17.3% 18.0% 17.0% 9.6% 11.0% 13.0% 8.5% 
Touring 15.0% 20.1% 25.6% 19.1% 7.9% 10.6% 18.0% 23.8% 
Trike 1.1% 1.8% 2.1% 2.7% 2.9% 1.4% 3.5% 5.1% 
Unknown 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% - 1.7% 0.7% 0.1% - 

Total 
100% 

(4,473) 
100% 

(6,245) 
100% 

(8,268) 
100% 

(6,701) 
100% 
(630) 

100% 
(1,198) 

100% 
(2,034) 

100% 
(1,322) 

( ) Sample Size 
 

Significance Testing Results 
Results of the 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 survey data testing for statistical significance to 
determine the relationship between helmet use and other variables were presented in a 
previous chapter. The two datasets were further compared in detail between the two years. 
 
Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type 
Table 3-3 shows the observed use of helmets by motorcycle type. Standard and on/off road 
motorcycle riders show a slight decrease in DOT-compliant helmet use compared to the 
2012 survey. Sport bike riders in the hotspot counties have continued to increase their 
overall use of DOT-compliant helmet use by 7.7 percent since 2010. Moped and scooter 
riders continue to be the largest percentage (62.8%) of riders that do not wear helmets.  
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Table 3-3. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by Motorcycle Type (2010-2013) 

Motorcycle Type 
Dot-Compliant Helmet 

2010 2011 2012 2013 

Cruiser 44% (2,154) 41% (2,640) 38.1% (4,396) 41.9% (3,336) 

Moped/Scooter 38% (415) 34% (862) 34.3% (1,356) 35.6% (1,032) 

On/Off Road 79% (37) 68% (92) 69.4% (114) 62% (73) 

Sport Bike 74% (853) 75% (1,232) 77.2% (2,246) 81.7% (1,251) 

Standard 66% (306) 52% (954) 61.2% (879) 60.6% (343) 

Touring 56% (698) 49% (1,609) 42.4% (3,186) 53% (1,579) 

Trike 62% (55) 64% (162) 43.1% (280) 52.3% (248) 
 ( ) Sample Size 
 

Helmet Use by Gender 
Table 3-4 shows the use of different types of helmets by gender. Open face and full face 
helmets continue to be the most commonly observed helmets. Noncompliant helmet use 
declined slightly for males and females in 2013. DOT-compliant helmet use increased for 
females (2.2%) and for males (3.2%) in 2013. 
 

Table 3-4. Helmet Type by Gender 
Rider Gender Male Female 

Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2010 2011 2012 2013 

DOT-Compliant 
Helmet 

Full-Face 17.1% 16.8% 13.8% 13.8% 26.0% 23.0% 22.1% 23.4% 
Open-Face 31.7% 35.7% 34.2% 36.5% 26.4% 24.6% 24.0% 26.1% 
Motocross 0.3% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 
Sub Total 49.1% 53.1% 48.2% 50.4% 52.8% 48.4% 46.7% 49.9% 

Noncompliant 1.6% 1.6% 1.3% 3.4% 3.0% 3.6% 3.1% 2.9% 

Unhelmeted 

No Helmet 40.0% 36.7% 35.4% 34.8% 32.2% 37.0% 33.8% 31.7% 
Decorative 8.9% 6.3% 12.9% 11.5% 12.4% 10.4% 15.7% 14.8% 
Carrying  0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 1.3% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 
Sub Total 49.2% 43.3% 48.7% 49.6% 45.9% 48.1% 50.2% 50.1% 

Grand Total  
100% 

(4,473) 
100% 

(6,245) 
100% 

(8,268) 
100% 

(6,701) 
100% 
(630) 

100% 
(1,198) 

100% 
(2,034) 

100% 
(1,322) 

( ) Sample Size 
 

Helmet Use by Occupant Type 
Table 3-5 shows the use of different types of helmets by occupant type. Overall use of DOT-
compliant helmets increased for operators by 3.0 percent from 2012 and increased for 
passengers by 2.2 percent. Noncompliant helmet use dropped slightly from 2012, but 
remains up 1.6 percent from 2010. 
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Table 3-5. Helmet Type by Occupant 
Occupant Type Operator Passenger 

Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2010 2011 2012 2013 

DOT-
Compliant 
Helmet 

Full-Face 25.7% 22.8% 22.0% 23.0% 16.8% 15.8% 11.5% 13.3% 
Open-Face 26.8% 25.2% 24.8% 27.1% 29.1% 36.0% 32.9% 33.7% 
Motocross 0.4% 0.9% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 
Sub Total 52.9% 48.9% 47.4% 50.4% 46.4% 52.0% 44.8% 47.0% 

Noncompliant Helmet 1.3% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 1.3% 3.5% 3.2% 3.0% 

Unhelmeted 

No Helmet 32.4% 36.8% 33.5% 31.6% 43.3% 37.9% 38.0% 37.3% 
Decorative 12.1% 10.2% 15.3% 14.5% 9.1% 6.5% 13.8% 12.5% 
Carrying  1.2% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 
Sub Total 45.7% 47.7% 49.6% 49.6% 52.3% 44.5% 52.0% 53.0% 

Grand  
Total 

 100% 
(4,743) 

100% 
(6,699) 

100% 
(8,851) 

100% 
(7,055) 

100% 
(453) 

100% 
(848) 

100% 
(1,512) 

100% 
(970) 

( ) Sample Size 
 

Helmet Use by County 
Figure 3-4 shows the DOT-compliant helmet use for the hotspot counties over the four-year 
period. All counties except Miami-Dade (-2.9%) showed increases in helmet use compared 
to 2012. In 2013, Lee County shows an increase of 9.8 percent compared to the 12.1 
percent decrease observed in 2012. Broward County increased in helmet use from 48.5 
percent in 2012 to 60 percent in 2013, a total increase of 11.5 percent.  
 
Inclement weather was reported during the data collection for Broward County, which may 
have caused the significant increase in helmet use. For the third year in a row, Hillsborough 
County was observed to have the highest helmet use (64.6% in 2013). 
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   ( ) Sample Size 

Figure 3-4. Observed DOT-Compliant Helmet Use by County 
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Personal Protection Equipment Use 
Figure 3-5 shows the use of PPE used by motorcyclists that were observed in the hotspot 
counties for 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013. Eye protection use (required by law in the state 
of Florida) was observed on 98.6 percent of riders in 2013. Compared to 2012, there was a 
slight increase in use of all protective gear categories in 2013.  

  
( ) Sample Size 

Figure 3-5. Observed Motorcycle Personal Protective Equipment Use 
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Chapter 4  Motorcycle Registration, Endorsement, Crash, Injury, 
and Fatality Trend Analysis 

 

Motorcycle Registrations and Endorsements in Florida 
Overall, motorcycle registrations and endorsements in Florida have increased continually 
during the past five years. The annual increase of endorsed motorcyclists in Florida is 
around three percent. Motorcycle registration data shows the snapshot of motorcycle 
registration in a particular month and year. 
 

Table 4-1. Motorcycle Endorsement and Registration (2008-2012) 

Month Motorcycle 
Endorsements1 

Annual 
Change 

Motorcycle 
Registrations2 

Annual 
Change 

July 2008 924,746 572,590 

July 2009 977,208 5.7% 584,651 2.1% 

July 2010 1,009,803 3.3% 569,703 -2.6% 

July 2011 1,042,811 3.3% 572,573 0.5% 

July 2012 1,080,655 3.6% 579,191 1.2% 

July 2013 1,111,813 2.9% 585,067 1.0% 
1 Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles. 
2http://flhsmv.gov/html/reports_and_statistics/reports_and_statistics.html, accessed September 1, 2013. 
 

 

Crash, Injury and Fatality 
It can be seen in Table 4-2 that Florida had reduced the number of motorcycle fatalities for 
four consecutive years between 2007–2010; however, there had been an increase of more 
than 15 percent in motorcycle fatalities in 2011 and another slight increase (1.3%) in 2012. 
 

Table 4-2. Motorcycle Injuries, Fatalities, and Crashes (2001–2012) 

Year Motorcyclists Killed Motorcyclists Injured Motorcycle 
Crashes 

Operator Passenger Operator Passenger 
2001 227 19 5,101  5,766 
2002 252 24 5,384  5,972 
2003 274 30 5,973  6,635 
2004 339 26 6,558  7,367 
2005 441 36 7,282  8,147 
2006 521 29 7,934 835 8,990 
2007 517 33 8,186 769 9,205 
2008 502 30 8,519 883 9,618 
2009 376 26 7,435 767 8,313 
2010 350 33 6,686 725 7,484 
2011 413 38 7,194 776 8,621 
2012 425 32 7,809 839 9,384 

 
Figures 4-1 to 4-4 show the trend of motorcycle crashes, injuries, and fatalities in Florida. 
In 2012, motorcycle crash fatalities represented 18.8 percent of traffic fatalities, and 
motorcycle crashes represented only 3.3 percent of all traffic crashes. Also, it is notable that 
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the proportion of motorcycle crash injuries and fatalities in all motorcycle crashes was 
significantly higher than the proportion of traffic injuries and fatalities in all traffic crashes. 
In 2012, less than one percent of traffic crashes involved at least one fatality, while nearly 
five percent of motorcycle crashes were fatal crashes. 
 

 
Figure 4-1. Indexed Injuries, Fatalities, and Crashes (2001–2012) 
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Figure 4-2. Percent of Motorcycle Fatalities and Crashes in All Traffic Crashes 

 
 

Figure 4-3. Percent of Fatal and Injury Crashes in Motorcycle Crashes 
 
 

 
Figure 4-4. Percent of Fatal and Injury Crashes in All Traffic Crashes 
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Figures 4-5, 4-6, and 4-7 are trend-indicating scatter charts representing motorcycle 
crashes, injuries, and fatalities in Florida. Figure 4-5 represents the total motorcycle crashes 
per county (reflected by circle size) in relation to the total motorcycle fatalities to crashes 
per that county (reflected by circle color) between 2010 and 2012. Although Miami-Dade 
County has the highest number of motorcycle crashes (2693), the percentage of fatalities to 
crashes falls within the 1.0 percent to 4.0 percent range. Most notable is Lee County with 
only 685 crashes, but 6.1 percent to 10.0 percent ratio of fatalities to crashes. It is 
important to mention that in a previous chapter (Figure 3-4), it was indicated that Lee 
County was reported to have the lowest observed helmet use between 2010 and 2012 
(41.1%). Broward (106), Miami-Dade (101), Hillsborough (100), Orange (90), and Volusia 
(78) counties are the top five fatality counties during 2010-2012 period as indicated in 
Figure 4-6. The top five injury counties are Miami-Dade (2327), Broward (1799), 
Hillsborough (1718), Volusia (1432), and Pinellas (1416) as indicated in Figure 4-7.  
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Figure 4-5. Motorcycle Crashes and Fatalities by County (2010–2012) 
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Figure 4-6. Motorcycle Fatalities by County (2010–2012) 
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Figure 4-7. Motorcycle Injuries by County (2010–2012) 
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Chapter 5  Motorcycle Dealership Survey 
 

Summary 
The motorcycle dealership opinion survey is conducted to gather information about 
dealership participation rates in the promotion of motorcyclist education and safety for the 
purpose of identifying potential strategies to improve existing motorcycle safety awareness 
campaigns in Florida. The 2013 motorcycle dealership opinion survey was distributed in-
person to 30 dealerships, five dealerships in each of the top six counties with the highest 
motorcycle fatalities. The survey, formatted on an iPad, was completed by the dealership’s 
managing representative or salesperson with the knowledge that the survey was 
anonymous and that responses were not in any way connected to the dealership.  
 
The dealership survey shows that 100 percent of the dealerships surveyed said that they 
have distributed some type of educational materials within the past three years. 
Endorsement and licensing information was distributed by 93.3 percent of the dealerships 
surveyed, a 10 percent increase compared to 2012. The distribution of educational 
information regarding the importance of personal protective equipment declined 6.7 percent 
in 2013 as compared to 2012. In total, 30.0 percent of dealerships distributed information 
regarding brightly colored gear. Only 26.7 percent of dealerships distributed information 
regarding how alcohol influences riding. The majority of dealerships indicated that they 
received safety material from sources such as the Ride Smart Florida, motorcycle 
manufacturers, motorcycle training schools and various other safety organizations. 
 
Upon completion of the survey, each dealership was provided with a Florida Motorcycle 
Safety Coalition bag from the Florida Ride Bright Campaign and various safety education 
items. Included were magnets, stickers, information cards, handlebar hangers, posters, and 
wristbands promoting the None for the Road, Look Twice. Save A Life., Ride Bright, and 
RideSmartFlorida.com safety campaigns. Approximately 65 percent of the dealers were not 
aware that these materials are available from the FDOT through Ride Smart Florida. It is 
noted that there was an increase in safety material orders through the 
www.RideSmartFlorida.com website shortly after the surveys were completed.  
 
The survey also asked dealers for their opinions regarding the 2008 mandatory training 
statute that requires all new motorcyclists to successfully complete a BRC prior to receiving 
a motorcycle endorsement. The 2013 survey revealed that 83.3 percent of dealerships 
supported the 2008 statute and 10 percent were neutral on the topic. The majority of 
dealers (93.3%) promote motorcyclist education and training to new motorcycle buyers by 
offering free or discounted endorsement classes or financing options for classes. Most 
notably, the 2013 survey revealed a drastic change in dealer opinions towards motorcycle 
endorsement verification for new buyers. The 2012 survey, which surveyed twice as many 
dealers than the 2013 survey, showed that there was a divide among the dealerships with 
regards to motorcycle endorsement verification for new buyers with 50 percent requiring 
endorsement verification and 50 percent not requiring verification. In 2013, only 10 percent 
of all dealerships required motorcycle endorsement verification for new buyers, a 40 percent 
decline compared to 2012. This may be attributed to the reduction in the total number of 
surveys conducted in 2013. More in-depth research needs to be conducted to understand 
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the issue of responsibility regarding endorsement verification at motorcycle dealerships. 
Furthermore, 56.7 percent of dealerships allowed customers to ride their new motorcycles 
off the dealership lot without verifying that the motorcyclist possesses a motorcycle 
endorsement, a 26.2 percent decline compared to 2012. Some of the dealerships provided 
the following responses as to why they do not verify if a new buyer does in fact have a 
motorcycle endorsement.  
 

 It is not our responsibility to check. 
 It is not required. 
 It is the state of Florida’s responsibility. 
 We are not the police. 
 Riders of 49cc scooters do not require endorsements. 

 
Safety gear and helmet use issues have also been explored in conjunction with the 2008 
statute mandating training for motorcycle endorsement. The 2013 survey revealed that 
86.7 percent of dealerships did not see an increase in helmet sales and/or usage and 90 
percent did not see an increase in the sales of personal protective gear and/or reflective 
strips as a result of the 2008 statute. When dealerships were asked to score the popularity 
of specific safety gear items worn by motorcyclists, eye protection ranked first for the fourth 
year in a row. This may be the result of eye protection use being mandatory for all 
motorcyclists in Florida. Helmets were ranked second followed by long pants, jacket, riding 
boots and gloves.  
 
Overall dealership response to the 2013 motorcycle dealership survey was very positive. 
Dealers showed a genuine concern about motorcyclist education and safety. Dealers did 
express a hesitation to excessively promote safety at their dealerships due to the fact that 
they do not want to scare potential buyers from purchasing a motorcycle. Even with this 
hesitation, 100 percent of respondents to the survey indicated that they were willing to 
distribute safety awareness promotional materials. It is important to note that dealership 
responses showed that in the last six months the primary age group for customers was 35 
to 44 years old (46.7%), followed by 25 to 34 years old (30.0%). In conclusion, it is 
imperative to continue to develop strategies and to build upon dealership relationships in 
order to successfully promote motorcycle safety and to positively affect motorcycle safety in 
Florida. 
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Question Summary 
 

Table 5-1. Motorcycle Dealership Educational Material Distribution 
Question 1: Has your dealership distributed any educational materials within the past three 
years? Check all that apply: 

Response 2010 (20) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Endorsement / Licensing 
information 90.00% 100.00% 80.0%  90.0%  

Alcohol and Driving under the 
Influence awareness 40.00% 88.90% 26.7%  30.0%     

Importance of Personal 
Protective Equipment and 
helmets 

70.00% 100.00% 40.0%  36.7%  

Conspicuity / Reflective Gear 60.00% 100.00% 21.7%  33.3%  

None 10.00% 0 18.3%  6.7%  

() Sample size 
 
 

Table 5-2. Motorcycle Dealership Educational Materials 
Question 2: Does anyone supply your dealership with educational materials?  

Response 2012 (60) 2013 (30) 
Yes 39.0% 60.0% 
No 61.0% 40.0% 
Blank 2.0% 0% 
() Sample size 
 
If yes, who?: 
Adventure Rider Training 
M.I.T. 
Manufacturers MTI 
ABATE 
Harley Davidson 
Ride Smart Florida - 4 
Rider Safety Course 
www.saferider.org 
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Table 5-3. Information Distributed to New Motorcycle Buyers 
Question 3: What information on motorcycle safety (other than materials the manufacturer 
provides) does your dealership provide to new motorcycle buyers? Check all that apply: 

Response 2010 (20) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Endorsement/Licensing 
information  80.0% 100.0% 83.3% 93.3% 

Alcohol and driving under the 
influence awareness  25.0% 66.7% 20.0% 26.7% 

Importance of Personal 
Protective Equipment and 
helmets  

55.0% 88.9% 36.7% 30.0% 

Conspicuity/Reflective gear  35.0% 88.9% 21.7% 30.0% 
None  15.0% 11.1% 18.3% 6.7% 
() Sample size 
 
 

Table 5-4. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Test Driving 
Question 4: Does your dealership require customers to have a valid motorcycle 
endorsement to test drive a motorcycle? 

Response 2010 (20) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes  100.0% 100.0% 94.9% 83.3% 
No  0.0% 0.0% 5.1% 16.7% 
() Sample size 
 
 

Table 5-5. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion of Safety Gear Popularity 
Question 5: Score the following safety gear by popularity (of usage) among riders, (6) being 
most popular and (1) being least. 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Helmet  4.28 3.78 4.83 4.83 
Eye Protection  4.5 4.33 5.24 5.00 
Gloves  3.17 4.11 2.87 2.23 
Jacket  2.83 3.22 3.40 3.03 
Long Pants  2.78 3.11 2.84 3.43 
Riding Boots  2.44 3.11 2.11 2.47 

() Sample size 
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Table 5-6. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Endorsement Verification 
Question 6: Does your dealership require motorcycle endorsement verification for new 
buyers? 

Response 2010 (19) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes  36.8% 33.3% 50.0% 10.0% 
No  63.2% 66.7% 50.0% 90.0% 

() Sample size 
 
 
If No, why?: 
49cc and below not required 
Anyone can by a motorcycle 
Buyer purchase for someone else 
If they want to ride off the lot 
Not always for buyer - 2 
Not required 
Scooter store 
We will deliver the bike on a trailer if customer does not have one 
 
 
Table 5-7. Motorcycle Dealership Policy for Riding Purchased Motorcycles off of the 

Lot 
Question 7: Does your dealership allow customers to ride their new motorcycles off the lot if 
they are not endorsed? 

Response 2010 (19) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes  36.8% 0.0% 30.5% 56.7% 
No  63.2% 100.0% 69.5% 43.3% 
() Sample size 
If Yes, why? : 
Not our responsibility 
Not required 
Not required to verify 
Not the dealerships responsibility 
Not the police 
Under 50cc is legal 
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Table 5-8. Age of Motorcycle Dealership Customers 
Question 8: What is the primary age group of your customers for the last six months? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
18-24  5.6% 0.0% 3.3% 0% 
25-34  11.1% 11.1% 41.7% 30.0% 
35-44  50.0% 22.2% 36.7% 46.7% 
45-54  33.3% 66.7% 18.3% 23.3% 
55 +  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
() Sample size 

 
 

Table 5-9. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion on Change in Helmet Sales Due to 2008 
Mandatory Training Law 

Question 9: Have you seen an increase in helmet sales and/or usage due to the 2008 
statute which mandates training? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes  16.7% 66.7% 25.0% 13.3% 
No  83.3% 33.3% 75.0% 86.7% 
() Sample size 

 

Table 5-10. Motorcycle Dealership Opinion on Change in PPE and/or Reflective 
Strips Due to 2008 Mandatory Training Law 

Question 10: Have you seen an increase in the sales of personal protective gear and or 
reflective strips due to the 2008 statute which mandates training? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes 22.2% 55.6% 28.3% 10.0% 
No 77.8% 44.4% 71.7% 90.0% 
() Sample size 
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Table 5-11. Motorcycle Dealership Promotion of Rider Education and Training 
Question 11: Does your dealership promote rider education and training for new motorcycle 
buyers? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes, my dealership promotes 
rider education and training for 
new motorcycle buyers with 
discounted or free classes with 
purchase.  

22.2% 44.4% 28.3% 40.0% 

Yes, my dealership promotes 
rider education and training for 
new motorcycle buyers with 
financing options.  

5.6% 0.0% 1.7% 13.3% 

Yes, my dealership promotes 
rider education and training for 
new motorcycle buyers.  

66.7% 55.6% 48.3% 40.0% 

My dealership does not currently 
promote rider education and 
training for new motorcycle 
buyers.  

5.6% 0.0% 21.7% 6.7% 

() Sample size 
 

 

Table 5-12. Motorcycle Dealership Position towards 2008 Mandatory Training 
Statute 

Question 12: What is your position toward the recent 2008 Florida statute change that 
made training mandatory for motorcycle endorsement? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Strongly Support  38.9% 55.6% 51.7% 20.0% 
Support  27.8% 33.3% 30.0% 63.3% 
Neutral  5.6% 0.0% 15.0% 10.0% 
Oppose  11.1% 0.0% 1.7% 6.7% 
Strongly Opposed  16.7% 11.1% 1.7% 0% 
Comments  N/A 1 N/A N/A 
() Sample size 
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Table 5-13. Motorcycle Dealership Willingness to Distribute Safety Awareness 
Promotional Materials 

Question 13: Which of the following safety awareness promotional materials would your 
dealership be willing to distribute? Check all that apply: 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Cards depicting the economic 
impact of motorcycle crashes  5.6% 22.2% 15.0% 13.3% 

Cards providing motorcycle safety 
tips  72.2% 100.0% 36.7% 20.0% 

Handlebar hangers with 
licensing/endorsement 
information and safety tips  

55.6% 77.8% 30.0% 23.3% 

Any other material to assist in 
advertising state campaigns and 
surveys  

0.0% 33.3% 76.7% 83.3% 

None  16.7% 0.0% N/A N/A 
() Sample size 
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Table 5-14. Motorcycle Dealership Showroom Size 
Question 14: Approximately how many square feet is your dealership’s showroom? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (59)  2013 (30) 
3,000 SF  22.2% 0.0% 33.9% 6.7% 
3,000 - 5,000 SF  33.3% 44.4% 25.4% 20.0% 
5,000 - 10,000 SF  27.8% 11.1% 25.4% 26.7% 
10,000 + SF  16.7% 44.4% 15.3% 46.7% 
() Sample size 
 
 
Table 5-15. Motorcycle Dealership Interest in Partnership with Florida Motorcycle 

Safety Coalition 
Question 15 (2010-2011): Would you like more information on how you can partner with 
Florida’s Motorcycle Safety Coalition? 

Response 2010 (18) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Yes  55.6% 55.6% N/A N/A 
No  44.4% 44.4% N/A N/A 
() Sample size 
 
 
Table 5-16. Motorcycle Dealership Interest in Partnership with Florida Motorcycle 

Safety Coalition 
Question 15 (2013): What is your position at the dealership? 
 

Response 2010 (20) 2011 (9) 2012 (60)  2013 (30) 
Owner  N/A N/A N/A 20%  
General Manager N/A N/A N/A 10.0%  
Department Manager  N/A N/A N/A 36.7%  
Technician  N/A N/A N/A 0%  
Other N/A N/A N/A 3.3%  
() Sample size 
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Chapter 6  Summary and Conclusions 
 
In order to better measure actual helmet and other PPE use by motorcyclists in the state of 
Florida, an observational survey of motorcyclists was conducted in twelve counties, 
including the top ten highest motorcycle fatality counties. A combination of descriptive and 
inferential statistics were used to analyze the 2013 survey data and to interpret 
relationships between helmet use and motorcycle type, helmet type, and rider details 
including occupant type, rider and gender. Detailed comparisons were made between the 
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 observational surveys in order to capture annual variations in 
PPE use among Florida motorcycle riders. A summary of motorcycle crash trends and 
motorcycle registration and endorsement trends were also presented. These analyses were 
performed to study the effects of the 2008 mandatory training law and to continue to 
monitor motorcycle helmet use trends in the state of Florida. In addition, a survey of 30 
motorcycle dealerships, five dealerships in each of the top six motorcycle fatality counties, 
was performed on location to assess the level of dealership involvement in regards to new 
rider safety and training.  

Observed Helmet Use 
The 2013 observation survey of motorcyclists in Florida categorized the use of motorcycle 
helmet into three different categories: DOT-compliant helmet (includes full-face helmet, 
motocross helmet, and open-face helmet), non-compliant helmet, and unhelmeted (includes 
carrying but not wearing, decorative, and no helmet). 
 
In comparison with the 2012 survey, the 2013 survey showed a slight increase (3.1%) in 
DOT–compliant helmet use. Cruiser and touring riders are statistically less likely to wear a 
DOT-compliant helmet. Among the twelve observed counties, Lee County was observed to 
have the lowest helmet use at 42.5 percent and Hillsborough County was observed to have 
the highest helmet use at 64.6 percent. DOT-compliant helmet use in the 2013 hotspot 
counties was observed at 50 percent which is a slight increase (3.0%) from 2012. The use 
of noncompliant helmets was observed to be 3.0 percent in 2013, which is a negligible 0.1 
percent decrease from the 2012 survey. 
 
In 2012, 81.7 percent of sport bike riders were observed with DOT-compliant helmets, and 
the majority of those sport bike riders were wearing a full-face helmet. In contrast, a 
smaller proportion of cruiser and touring motorcyclists were wearing a DOT-compliant 
helmet; the majority of these motorcyclists were wearing an open-face helmet. 
 
Observed eye protection use was 98.9%, a slight decrease from 2012. Eye-protection use in 
the ten hotspot counties observed in 2013 increased 2.9 percent from the 2012 survey and 
12.3 percent from the 2011 survey. Observed PPE use of all categories increased in the 
Hotspot Counties in 2013 in comparison to 2012. 

Observed helmet use in Florida shows a statistically significant association with motorcycle 
type, gender, occupant type, county of observation, and whether or not a motorcycle 
occupant is traveling in a group (single operator only).The riders of sport bikes showed the 
highest rate (81.7%) of wearing a helmet, while those riding custom motorcycles showed 
the highest non-use rate (79.0%).  Cruiser riders, comprising 42.4 percent of the total 
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observations in the 2013 survey, were observed not wearing helmets 62.1 percent of the 
time. 

Motorcycle Trends 
Overall, motorcycle registration and endorsement in Florida have been increased continually 
during the past five years. The annual increase of endorsed motorcyclists in Florida is 
around three percent. Florida had reduced the number of motorcycle fatalities for four 
consecutive years between 2007–2010; however, there had been an increase of more than 
15 percent in motorcycle fatalities in 2011 and another slight increase (1.3%) in 2012 
 
In 2012, motorcycle crash fatalities represented 18.8 percent of traffic fatalities, and 
motorcycle crashes represented only 3.3 percent of all traffic crashes. Also, it is notable that 
the proportion of motorcycle crash injuries and fatalities in all motorcycle crashes was 
significantly higher than the proportion of traffic injuries and fatalities in all traffic crashes. 
In 2012, less than one percent of traffic crashes involved at least one fatality, while nearly 
five percent of motorcycle crashes were fatal crashes. 
 
In 2012, Lee County reported only 685 crashes, but had a 6.1 percent to 10.0 percent ratio 
of fatalities to crashes. It was indicated that Lee County was reported to have the lowest 
observed helmet use between 2010 and 2012 (41.1%). 

Motorcycle Dealership Opinion Survey 
The 2013 dealership survey was completed in person and resulted in a 100 percent 
response rate. In total, 83.3 percent of the sampled motorcycle dealerships stated that they 
support the 2008 statute that requires all new riders to complete a safety course in order to 
obtain a motorcycle endorsement.  
 
In 2013, only 10 percent of all dealerships required motorcycle endorsement verification for 
new buyers, a 40 percent decline compared to 2012. This may be attributed to the 
reduction in the total number of surveys conducted in 2013. Furthermore, 56.7 percent of 
dealerships allowed customers to ride their new motorcycles off the dealership lot without 
verifying that the motorcyclist possesses a motorcycle endorsement, a 26.2 percent decline 
compared to 2012. Some of the dealerships provided the following responses as to why 
they do not verify if a new buyer does in fact have a motorcycle endorsement.  
 
It is not our responsibility to check. 
It is not required. 
It is the state of Florida’s responsibility. 
We are not the police. 
Riders of 49cc scooters do not require endorsements. 
 
All of the sampled motorcycle dealerships (100%) indicated that they are willing to 
distribute safety materials. After dealerships completed the survey, they were directed to 
the www.RideSmartFlorida.com website to learn what safety material is provided to them 
free of charge by the FDOT. It is noted that there was an increase in safety material orders 
through the www.RideSmartFlorida.com website shortly (within a week) after the surveys 
were completed. 
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