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TEXAS BICYCLE SAFETY ASSESS:MENT: 
HEL:MET USE SURVEYS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

According to the Texas Highway Safety Plan, bicycle safety was identified in 1991 as a 

priority traffic safety area by the U.S. Congress . In the priority area of bicycle safety, an 

emphasis in recent years has been the promotion of increased bicycle helmet use. The 1995 Texas 

Traffic Safety program goal is to enhance bicycle safety for school age students as well as adults, 

to identify problem locations/areas, and to develop public awareness countermeasures to improve 

bicycle safety. 

To further promote safety among bicyclists in Texas, in 1994 the Office of Disabilities 

Prevention of the Texas Department of Health undertook a program funded through a grant from 

the Centers for Disease Control. This grant had as its objective to promote bicycle helmet use 

among children, aged 5-14 years, particularly among minorities. Community-based programs 

were established in Travis, Harris, and Bexar Counties, with the objective of increasing helmet 

use among 5-14 year-olds by 30 percentage points from 1994 to 1996. 

Late in 1993, a Texas Bicycle Helmet and Safety Coalition was convened. The coalition 

used a four-pronged approach in the effort to promote bicycle safety and helmet usage. Four task 

forces were formed--legislation, education, helmet distribution, and data collection. The 

legislative task force worked primarily to organize grass-roots support for a mandatory helmet 

law. The education task force was formed to work toward educating Texans regarding the 

benefits of helmet use. The helmet distribution task force was to promote the donation of funds 



for bulk purchasing and distribution of helmets. The data collection task force was formed to 

gather information such as injury data, helmet usage, medical costs, and other types of similar 

data. 

A baseline of data was needed to determine to what extent bicycle helmets were being used 

prior to any formal legislative and/or educational efforts. Furthermore, to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the three community-based programs undertaken by the Texas Department of 

Health, helmet usage was measured. This report, therefore, is a presentation of the results of a 

multi-year data collection effort that was supported by two agencies. The first year of data 

collection was a survey of bicycle helmet use in six communities funded by the Texas Department 

of Health and designed to provide a baseline for evaluating program effects. The second year of 

data collection was supported by the Texas Department of Transportation and was designed to 

continue the data collection in the six communities, as well as to survey a representative number 

of Texas households regarding helmet use. 

II. SURVEY :METHODS 

Observational Survey 

Observational surveys of bicycle helmet use were conducted in six Texas cities. The six 

cities included three cities within the program-targeted counties--Austin, Houston, and San 

Antonio, and three control cities--Fort Worth, Dallas, and El Paso. Observations were conducted 

in succession from July through September, 1994, and were repeated from July through 

September, 1995. 

City Selection--To effectively evaluate program impacts, control cities were matched with 

the targeted cities in the data collection effort. Data collection from control cities helps to isolate 

program effects from other effects. Control cities were comparable to target cities to the extent 

possible regarding the variables of interest. Cities of comparable size and ethnic composition 

were selected. Table 1 provides 1990 Bureau of the Census estimates of population and ethnic 

composition (as defmed by the Bureau of the Census) for the three target and three control cities. 

While not identical, the three matched pairs are cities in Texas that represent the best potential for 

similar urban environments between each target and control cities. 
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Table 1. Target/Comparison City Demographics 

City Population %White %Black %Other 

Houston 1,630,672 52.8 28.1 19.2 
Dallas 1,006,831 55.4 29.5 15.1 

San Antonio 935 ,927 72.3 7.0 20.7 
El Paso 515,342 77.0 3.4 19.6 

Austin 465,577 70.7 12.4 16.9 
Ft. Worth 447 ,619 63.9 22.0 14.0 

Site Selection--The primary sampling unit was school attendance zones. For each target 

city, all school districts were identified. Four high schools were randomly selected within four 

geographic quadrants from the total population of high schools in each target city. Once the high 

schools were selected, a map of the school attendance zone was obtained from the school district. 

The school attendance zone served as the observation zone for the bicycle helmet use survey. The 

entire zone, within city limits, was considered an observation site, and efforts were made to 

observe each roadway in the zone. 

Control city sites were selected to closely match those selected in target cities with regard 

to ethnicity and socioeconomic characteristics of the observation zone. Matching zones were 

identified by first digitizing school attendance zones and then merging Census block group data 

files with county geographic files. Matching zones were considered as those that did not differ 

by more than 15 percent for a majority of the demographic variables examined. Table 2 shows 

the primary demographic characteristics for each set of zones selected for the study. 
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Table 2. Demographic Variables For Attendance Zone Pairs 

City Median Home Per Capita Median Household Percent 
Value Income Income Minority 

Austin 
Zone A $111,609 $20,820 $29,326 31.3 
ZoneB $90,181 $15,466 $40,961 24.7 
Zone C $62,521 $13,040 $27,216 37.7 
ZoneD $85,677 $16,532 $25,909 31.3 

Ft. Worth 
Zone A $101,003 $22,343 $33,910 26.5 
Zone B $84,450 $16,331 $38,742 9.1 
Zone C $73 ,115 $14,122 $29,277 36.4 
ZoneD $72,170 $15,210 $29,203 37.7 

Houston 
Zone A $34,292 $7,375 $15,940 89.8 
ZoneB $45,282 $ 8,554 $16,244 95 .3 
Zone C $72,937 $13,409 $27,797 54.0 
ZoneD $136,433 $26,643 $58,226 18.4 

Dallas 
Zone A $43,850 $ 6,493 $16,548 98.4 
ZoneB $48,458 $ 8,670 $25 ,191 96.7 
Zone C $54,853 $10,368 $27,034 51.4 
ZoneD $171,930 $29,907 $39,598 18.7 

San Antonio 
Zone A $81,494 $16,043 $37,408 35.0 
ZoneB $34,889 $ 6,971 $16,899 87.7 
Zone C $70,960 $14,320 $34,210 38.2 
ZoneD $28,526 $4,136 $11,627 97 .8 

El Paso 
Zone A $97,340 $16,768 $34,284 50.7 
ZoneB $48,431 $7,222 $19,268 83.6 
Zone C $74,690 $12,453 $35,189 63 .1 
ZoneD $42,788 $4,875 $14,065 97.4 
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Data Collection Procedures--Helmet use was collected using mobile surveillance. 

Observers canvassed an observation zone, traveling by car on as many public roads in the zone 

as possible during an observation period (excluding roads that were not within city limits). In 

each city, one zone was surveyed on a weekend day, and three were observed on weekdays. 

Observation on non-school days began at 9:30a.m., suspended at noon, and continued from 

2:00p.m. until dark. Observation began at 7:00a.m. on school days , suspended at 9:00a.m. , and 

continued from 2:30p.m. until dark. From 7:00a.m. to 9:00a.m. and from 2:30p.m. until 

4:00p.m. on school days the observations were concentrated in areas closest to elementary and 

middle schools . The data collection protocol is included as Appendix A. 

In selecting school areas , observations were made in at least two socioeconomically diverse 

neighborhoods if they existed in the attendance zone. That is, observations were conducted in one 

lower to middle income neighborhood and one middle to higher income neighborhood (using 

subjective assessment of neighborhood income levels) . 

As bicyclists were observed, information was tape recorded about each rider. The 

following characteristics were recorded for each rider: 

• helmet use or nonuse 
• correct or incorrect helmet use (correct use defined as helmet worn level on the 

head with chin straps fastened.) 
• gender 
• age (estimated year) 
• ethnicity 
• rider or passenger 
• location (street name or other identifier, e.g. park name, school, swimming pool, 

etc.) 
• on street or off street (driveway or non-public right-of-way) 
• time of day 

The data collection form is included as Appendix B. 

5 



Telephone Survey 

To obtain helmet use data that could be generalized to a larger population than the six 

study areas of the observational surveys, a telephone survey was conducted. The telephone survey 

was conducted by the Public Policy Research Institute (PPRI) at Texas A&M University. 

Telephone Survey Sample. The sample for the telephone survey was obtained from Survey 

Sampling, Inc., and included all regions of Texas. 3,416 households represented the total sample. 

1,051 interviews were completed. The cooperation rate, calculated as 100 X Completed 

Surveys/(Completed Surveys + Refusals/Terminates + Overquota) was 62 percent. 

The most recent birthday method was used to select interviewees within contacted 

households. This method is used to randomize within household responses. However, even with 

the most recent birthday randomization technique the telephone survey method produces a bias 

toward female respondents. To adjust for this bias toward female respondents, in the last 150 

calls by PPRI interviewers asked to speak with the male in the household with the most recent 

birthday. Despite this adjustment, males comprised 41.0 percent and females comprised 58.6 

percent of the completed interviews. Table 3 describes the background characteristics of the 

telephone interview sample. 

Telephone Interview Procedures. The telephone survey was administered between 

September 29, 1995 and October 10, 1995. Interviews were conducted primarily between 

8:00a.m. and 9:00p.m. Monday through Friday, between !O:OOa.m. and 6:00p.m. on Saturdays, 

and between 1:00p.m. and 6:00p.m. on Sundays. The survey instrument is included as Appendix 

C. 
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Table 3. Telephone Survey Respondent Characteristics 

Age (n) (%) 
18-25 178 16.9 
26-39 338 32.2 
40-59 303 28.8 
60+ 232 22.1 

Gender 
Male 431 41.0 
Female 616 58.6 

Ethnicity 
Anglo 728 69.3 
Black 87 8.3 
Hispanic 182 17.3 
Other 22 2.1 
Refused 32 3.1 

Education 
< High School 146 13.9 
High School 343 32.6 
Some College 266 25.3 
College or More 272 25.9 
Refused 24 2.3 

Income 
< $10,000 101 9.6 

$10 '000-$19 '999 139 13 .2 
$20,000-$29' 999 139 13 .2 
$30,000-$49,999 214 20.4 
$50,000 or More 188 17.9 
Refused 270 25.7 
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III. RESULTS--OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY 

Helmet Use Rates--Tables 4 through 6 give the number of bicycle riders observed in each 

zone for each city and the rate of helmet use for each year. Helmet use is presented by paired 

zones, for comparison purposes. Bicyclists were observed in every zone. In seven zones in 1994 

and six zones in 1995 none of the bicyclists observed were wearing helmets. 

Table 4. Austin/Ft. Worth Bicycle Helmet Use 

#HELMETED/ PERCENT 
LOCATION TOTAL OBSERVED HELMETED 

1994 1995 1994 1995 

Zone A 
Austin 9/64 18/93 14.1 19.3 
Ft. Worth 4/27 8/23 14.8 34.8 

Zone B 
Austin 11136 9/38 30.5 23.7 
Ft. Worth 7170 6/50 10.0 12.0 

Zone C 
Austin 7/44 4/47 15.9 8.5 
Ft. Worth 0/35 3/32 0.0 9.4 

ZoneD 
Austin 21174 19/69 28.4 27.5 
Ft. Worth 6177 1162 7.8 1.6 

Total 
Austin 48/218 50/247 22.0 20.2 
Ft. Worth 17/209 18/167 8.1 10.8 
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Table 5. Houston/Dallas Bicycle Helmet Use 

#HELMETED/ PERCENT 
LOCATION TOTAL OBSERVED HELMETED 

1994 1995 1994 1995 

Zone A 
Houston 61104 111162 5.8 6.8 
Dallas 0/63 0/37 0.0 0.0 

Zone B 
Houston 0/93 5/131 0.0 3.8 
Dallas 0/65 0/35 0.0 0.0 

Zone C 
Houston 1/70 6/91 1.4 6.6 
Dallas 0179 0/26 0.0 0.0 

ZoneD 
Houston 27/82 33/66 32.9 50.0 
Dallas 15/46 41/74 32.6 55.4 

Total 
Houston 34/349 55/450 9.7 12.2 
Dallas 15/253 411172 5.9 23.8 

Table 6. San Antonio/EI Paso Bicycle Helmet Use 

#HELMETED/ PERCENT 
LOCATION TOTAL OBSERVED HELMETED 

1994 1995 1994 1995 

Zone A 
San Antonio 3/46 12/52 6.5 23. 1 
El Paso 14/31 4/20 45.2 20.0 

Zone B 
San Antonio 0/49 0/78 0.0 0.0 
El Paso 5/63 2/36 7.9 5.5 

Zone C 
San Antonio 2/66 5/83 3.0 6.0 
El Paso 6/84 3/55 7.1 5.4 

ZoneD 
San Antonio 2/68 01100 2.9 0.0 
El Paso 0/49 0/43 0.0 0.0 

Total 
San Antonio 7/229 17/313 3.1 5.4 
El Paso 25/227 9/154 11.0 5.8 
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Characteristics of Helmeted Riders--Age. Table 6 shows the percent of bicycle helmet use 

according to age for each city and across all cities for 1995. In general, children were less likely 

than adults to wear helmets. Teenagers (15-19) were least likely to wear helmets. 

Table 6. 1995 Percent Helmet Use By Age 

Age 
City 

<5 (n) 5-14 (n) 15-19 (n) 20-30 (n) >30 (n) 

Austin 37.5 (8) 10.9 (64) 10.0 (50) 27.2 (92) 30.3 (33) 
Ft. Worth 7.7 (13) 5.1 (112) 0.0 (7) 18.8 (16) 57.9 (19) 
Houston 15.0 (20) 13.8 (254) 0.0 (66) 8.3 (48) 21.3 (61) 
Dallas 0.0 (3) 2.7 (98) 0.0 (9) 56.2 (48) 64.3 (14) 
San Antonio 0.0 (13) 3.9 (232) 6.2 (32) 26.7 (15) 9.5 (21) 
El Paso 0.0 (6) 2.8 (107) 0.0 (20) 26.7 (15) 33.3 ( 6) 

All 11.1 7.2 3.8 28.6 30.5 
N=1503 n=63 n=867 n=184 n =234 n=154 

Gender. A major difference in helmet use by males and females was not evidenced across 

all age groups combined. As seen in Table 7, 12.4 percent of all male bicyclists observed and 

13.6 percent of all female bicyclists observed were wearing helmets. Among 5 through 14 year 

olds, however, females were twice as likely as males to wear helmets, although males were 

observed riding bicycles in much higher numbers. 

Table 7. 1995 Bicycle Helmet Use By Gender 

All Males All Females Males Females 
5-14 5-14 

%Helmeted 12.4 13.6 5.7 12.4 
% Not Helmeted 87.6 86.4 94.3 87.6 
Number Observed 1202 301 682 185 
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Ethnicity. Bicycle helmet use analyzed by ethnicity across the two age groups reveals that 

the majority of the helmeted riders were Anglo. Approximately 29 percent of all Anglos observed 

were wearing helmets, and approximately 19 percent of Anglo children 5 to 14 years old were 

wearing helmets. Across all cities, a total of 20 riders in the Other ethnic category (Asian, Indian, 

etc.) were observed. Of these 20 riders, five (25 percent) were wearing helmets. Four of the five 

Other riders were children (5-14 years old). Blacks and Hispanics were very seldom observed 

wearing helmets. This was especially true for riders in the 5 through 14 age group (Table 8). 

Table 8. 1995 Percent Helmet Use By Ethnicity 

Ethnicity 
City 

Anglo (n) Black (n) Hispanic (n) Other (n) 

Austin All 25.8 (155) 7.4 (27) 10.0 (60) 40.0 (5) 
5-14 yrs. 7.7 (26) 5.0 (20) 14.3 (21) 50.0 (2) 

Ft. Worth All 21.7 (83) 0.0 (27) 0.0 (55) 0.0 (2) 
5-14 yrs. 6.8 (44) 0.0 (21) 0.0 (45) 0.0 (2) 

Houston All 35.9 (128) 1.2 (174) 2.9 (138) 30.0 (10) 
5-14 yrs. 34.6 (81) 1.2 (85) 3.7 (82) 50.0 (6) 

Dallas All 52.7 (74) 2.8 (72) 0.0 (27) 0.0 (0) 
5-14 yrs. 26.3 (19) 0.0 (60) 0.0 (19) 0.0 (0) 

San Antonio All 14.4 (69) 1.5 (66) 3.4 (175) 0.0 (3) 
5-14 yrs. 9.3 (43) 2.0 (49) 2.9 (137) 0.0 (3) 

El Paso All 14.3 (28) 0.0 (4) 4.2 (118) 0.0 (0) 
5-14 yrs. 12.5 (16) 0.0 (2) 1.1 ( 89) 0.0 (0) 

All 29.2 1.9 3.7 25.0 
N=1500 n=537 n=370 n=573 n=20 
5-14 yrs. 19.2 1.3 2.8 3.1 
N=872 n=229 n=237 n=393 n=l3 
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Income. Bicycle helmet use was strongly associated with the income level of the 

attendance zone in which bicyclists were observed. As illustrated by the results presented in 

Table 9, bicyclists observed in the zones of highest median household income were more than 

twice as likely to be wearing helmets as those in the middle income category, and more than seven 

times as likely to be wearing helmets as those in the lowest income category. The positive 

association between median household income of the observation zone and helmet use was also 

found in each study city. 

Table 9. 1995 Percent Helmet Use By Observation Zone Income Level 

Income Level Austin Ft. Worth Houston Dallas San Antonio El Paso 

< $20,000 , 5.5 0.0 0.0 6.3 
(N = 489) NA* NA* (293) ( 37) (178) ( 79) 

$20-30,000 19.6 4.2 6.6 0.0 
(N = 455) (209) ( 94) ( 91) ( 61) NA* NA* 

> $30,000 23 .7 19.2 50.0 55.4 12.6 9.3 
(N = 461) ( 38) ( 73) ( 66) ( 74) (135) ( 75) 

.. 
*NA--No observatiOns were made m zones of th1s mcome level. 

Other Characteristics. Other variables that were observed were analyzed for the total 

population and for the 5 through 14 age group. Observers noted whether the bicyclist was riding 

singly or in association with other bicyclists . In this case a group was defined as anyone not 

riding singly. Table 10 shows that the percentage of children in the 5 through 14 age group who 

wore helmets was higher for those riding singly than those riding with others . However, the 

difference in wearing rates is not statistically significant (z test of significance). Furthermore, no 

group effect was evidenced for the sample as a whole. 
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Table 10 shows the percentage of riders helmeted compared to the percentage of 

passengers . A total of 41 passengers were observed, two-thirds of which were children aged 

5 through 14. No child passengers were observed wearing a helmet, whereas 15 .1 percent of all 

other passengers were observed wearing a helmet. 

Almost one-fourth (200) of the 5 through 14 year old bicyclists were observed riding on 

a sidewalk, driveway, parking lot, in a park, or some other type of off-street area. Approximately 

20 percent of bicyclists of other ages were observed on off-street locations. There was statistically 

no difference in the helmet wearing rates for children and others riding on surfaces other than the 

street. However, children aged 5 through 14 were more likely to wear helmets on off-street 

locations than on the street. Additionally, bicyclists other than children were almost four times 

more likely to wear helmets while riding on the street than children in the 5 through 14 age group. 

Far more riders were observed in the afternoons and evenings than during the morning 

hours. The total number of observation hours was much greater in the PM time period. There 

was no significant difference in the helmet use rate for riders seen during the morning than riders 

seen in the afternoon and evening periods. 

Table 10. Percent Helmet Use By Other Characteristics 

Rider Characteristic 5-14 Year Olds All Others (n) 

Individual 8.6 (491) 18.6 (473) 
Group 5 .3 (376) 24.5 (163) 

Rider 3.3 (839) 20.2 (623) 
Passenger 0.0 ( 28) 15.4 ( 13) 

On Street 5.5 (667) 21.2 (510) 
Off Street 12.5 (200) 15.1 (126) 

AM 10.7 ( 75) 22.6 (133) 
PM 6 .8 (792) 19.5 (503) 
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IV. SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY 

A total of 1503 bicyclists were observed in the six study areas in 1995. In each study area 

the number of bicyclists observed ranged from between 150 and 450. Helmet use ranged from 

5.4 percent overall in San Antonio to 23 .8 percent overall in Austin. A great deal of variation 

was observed within each city. In general, helmeted riders were more often observed in zones 

with higher median household income levels and with lower percentages of Black and Hispanic 

households. 

Children in the 5 through 14 age group were less likely to wear helmets than adults. 

While 12.6 percent of all riders (including children) were observed wearing helmets, only 7.2 

percent of the targeted 5 through 14 year olds were observed wearing helmets. 

Anglos and riders classified as Other Ethnicity were much more likely than Blacks and 

Hispanics to wear helmets. Of the 370 Black bicyclists observed, only seven riders were seen 

wearing a helmet. Twenty-one of the 573 Hispanic bicyclists (3.7 percent) wore helmets. By 

comparison 29.2 percent, or 157 of the 537 Anglos observed wore helmets. 

There was very little difference in the rate of helmet use by males and females, except 

females 5 through 14 years old were more likely than their male counterparts to wear helmets . 

Furthermore, four times more male riders than females were observed. 

V. RESULTS--TELEPHONE SURVEY 

Respondent Bicycle/Helmet Use. Upon random selection of the household member as 

respondent (see method described above), they were then asked, "do you have a bicycle?" If the 

response was yes, the respondent was then asked, "do you have a bicycle helmet?" In response 

to the first question, 34.1 percent (358) of the 1051 respondents gave an affirmative answer. Of 
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the 358 respondent households with a bicycle, 100 also said they had a bicycle helmet. This 

represents 27.9 percent of the households with a bicycle. When asked how often they wore their 

helmets, 62 percent of the 100 respondents with bicycles and helmets said they wore their helmet 

every time they rode their bicycle. An additional 18 percent said they wore their helmet most of 

the time. Eleven percent of the respondents with helmets said they rarely wore them. When 

asked the purpose for which the bicycle in the household was used, approximately 50 percent said 

for recreation. Another 35 percent gave exercise as the bicycle's primary use. Three percent said 

they used their bicycle as a means of transportation. 

Non-Respondent/Multiple Bicycle Households . Respondents were asked if anyone else in 

their household had a bicycle. In 381 of the households, someone other than or in addition to the 

respondent had a bicycle. 225 respondent households also reported a third, fourth, or fifth bicycle 

in the household. Therefore, a total of 610 bicycle "owners" other than or in addition to the 

respondent were identified. 

Of the 610 bicycle owners, 263 (or 43 percent) were reported to also own a bicycle 

helmet. Half (50.6 percent) of the bicycle owners with helmets reported using them every time 

they rode their bicycles . An additional 19 percent reported using them most of the time . 12.5 

percent of the sample of multiple bicycle households reported they rarely or never used the 

helmets they owned. 

The sample of other bicyclists in the households was comprised of 54.3 percent males and 

45.7 percent females . The median age for bicyclists in households in addition to or other than the 

respondent was 9 years old. These bicycle owners used their bicycles primarily for recreation. 

Approximately three-fourths identified recreation as the primary purpose of their bicycle. 

Fourteen percent reported the bicycle was used for exercise, and 7.5 percent used their bicycle 

for transportation. 
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VI. SUMMARY OF TELEPHONE SURVEY 

The telephone survey of 1,051 households provided information regarding 968 bicycle 

owners. In 37.5 percent of the cases where a bicycle was reported in the household, a bicycle 

helmet was also reported in the household. Additionally, 53.7 percent of the bicycle helmet 

owners reported they always wore them when riding, and 19 percent said they wore them most 

of the time when riding. Of bicycle helmet owners, 12.1 percent reported they rarely or never 

wore them. 

For all respondents identified with bicycles, 62.5 percent had no bicycle helmet. 

Furthermore, 12 percent of those who reported having a helmet and a bicycle said they rarely or 

never used the helmet. Combining "never users" and bicycle owners without helmets results in 

a usage rate for the remaining bicycle owners of 33.5 percent. 

The results of the telephone survey should be interpreted with some degree of caution. 

It is possible that helmet use was over-reported by the respondents. Furthermore, interviewees 

reported the behavior of other members of the household (many of them minors of or under the 

guardianship of the respondent). Therefore, these second-hand reports may be exaggerated or less 

than accurate. 

VII. OVERVIEW 

The Texas Transportation Institute (TTl) conducted observational surveys of bicycle helmet 

use in six cities. Three of the cities (Austin, Houston, and San Antonio) were targeted by a Texas 

Office of Disabilities and Prevention program to increase bicycle helmet use among 5-14 year

olds. Three control cities (Fort Worth, Dallas, and El Paso) were selected. Target city and 

control city observation zones were designated using census data for school attendance zones 

merged with county geographic files. Observations were conducted in succession from July 

through September in 1994 and 1995. 
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Overall, 1503 bicyclists were observed in the six study areas in 1995. In each study area 

the number of bicyclists observed ranged from between 150 and 450. Usage for the combined 

observation zones in each city was as follows: 

Austin 20.2% 
Ft. Worth 10.8% 
Houston 12.2% 
Dallas 23 .8% 
San Antonio 5.4% 
El Paso 5.8% 

A great deal of variation was observed within each city. In general, helmeted riders were 

more often observed in zones with higher median household income levels and with lower 

percentages of Black and Hispanic households. Children in the 5 through 14 age group were less 

likely to wear helmets than adults . While 12.6 percent of all riders (including children) were 

observed wearing helmets , only 7.2 percent of the targeted 5 through 14 year olds were observed 

wearing helmets . 

The statewide telephone survey revealed that approximately 34 percent of the randomly 

selected households had at least one bicycle in the household. Of the total number of bicycle 

owners identified (N = 968) 62 percent reported they had no helmet. However, among bicycle 

owners who also owned helmets, reported usage was high. 53.7 percent of the bicycle helmet 

owners reported they always wore them when riding, and 19 percent said they wore them most 

of the time when riding . 
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APPENDIX A 

BICYCLE HELMET OBSERVATION PROCEDURES 

Definition: Bicycle means a human-powered vehicle with two wheels in tandem designed 
to transport by the action of pedaling, one or more persons seated on one or 
more seats on its frame. Such term does not include a tricycle. 

1. Observations will take place on two weekdays and at least one weekend day. 

2. Morning start time is 9:30am and observations should continue until noon. 

3. Observations may be suspended from noon until 2:00pm. 

4 . Afternoon/evening observations should start at 2:00pm and continue until dark. 

5. Observers should start mobile surveillance at an outer boundary of the school 
attendance zone at the morning start time, and systematically travel on as many 
public roads in the zone as possible from 9:30am until 5:00pm. 

6. At the start of surveillance, tape record the date, start time and location. 
Throughout the surveillance, note each street you travel on, and mention each cross 
street. Mention names of subdivisions, if marked, as you enter them. 

7. The following information should be recorded for each bicyclist: 

gender 
rider/passenger 
age (estimate year) 
ethnicity 
helmet use or nonuse 
correct or incorrect helmet use (Correct use is a helmet worn level on the 

head with chin straps fastened.) 
location (street name or other identifier, e.g. park name, school, swimming 

pool, etc.) 
driveway or non-public right-of-way 
time of day 

8. During the afternoon/evening observation hours, effort should be made to observe 
in at least three socioeconomically diverse neighborhoods if they exist in the 
attendance zone. That is, observations should be conducted in orie low income 
neighborhood, one middle income neighborhood, and one high income neighborhood 
(using your subjective assessment of neighborhood income levels). Where zones are 
relatively homogeneous, blanket coverage should be attempted. 
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9. To include the three neighborhood types described in #8, it may be necessary during 
afternoon/evening surveillance to concentrate travel on neighborhood collector roads 
and arterials, observing local streets within field of view and not actually 
traveling on each. 

10. When observing multiple riders, frrst note the total number observed and the location 
information, then list the required information for each rider individually. (For 
example, "3 riders on Elm St, 4:30pm. 1st rider female, 9 years old, Hispanic, not 
wearing helmet. 2nd rider male ... etc. 
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BICYCLE HELMET OBSERVATION PROCEDURES 
(WEEKDAYS DURING SCHOOL YEAR) 

D~fmition: Bicycle means a human-powered vehicle with two wheels in tandem designed 
to transport by the action of pedaling, one or more persons seated on one or 
more seats on its frame. Such term does not include a tricycle. 

1. Observations will take place on at least two weekdays in each community. 

2. Morning start time is 7:00am and observations should continue until 9am. 

3. Observations may be suspended from 9am until 2:30pm. 

4. Afternoon/evening observations should start at 2:30pm and continue until dark. 

5. Observers should start mobile surveillance at a neighborhood location that 
encompasses an elementary or middle school, and systematically travel throughout 
the neighborhood to maximize the opportunity to observe children bicyclists riding 
to school. It is advisable to select a 7:00am-9:00am observation area that includes 
an elementary and a middle school that are in close proximity to each other. 
Observe on streets near one school during half the observation period, and move to 
the second school for the remaining half of the observation period. Repeat this 
procedure at a different set of schools (preferably not adjacent to the morning set), 
during the observation period from 2:30pm to 4:00pm. The remaining streets 
throughout the attendance zone should be traveled from 4:00pm until dark. 

6. At the start of surveillance, tape record the date, start time, location, and school 
area. Throughout the surveillance, note each street you travel on, and mention each 
cross street. Mention names of subdivisions, if marked, as you enter them. 

7. The following information should be recorded for each bicyclist: 

gender 
rider/passenger 
age (estimate year) 
ethnicity 
helmet use or nonuse 
correct or incorrect helmet use (Correct use is a helmet worn level 

on the head with chin straps fastened.) 
location (street name or other identifier, e.g. park name, school, swimming 
pool, etc.) 
driveway or non-public right-of-way 
time of day 
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8. When selecting school areas, effort should be made to observe in two 
socioeconomically diverse neighborhoods if they exist in the attendance zone. That 
is, observations should be conducted in one lower to middle income neighborhood 
and one middle to higher income neighborhood (using your subjective assessment of 
neighborhood income levels). 

9. When observing multiple riders, first note the total number observed and the location 
information, then list the required information for each rider individually. (For 
example, "3 riders on Elm St, 4:30pm. 1st rider female, 9 years old, Hispanic, not 
wearing helmet. 2nd rid~r male ... etc. 
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APPENDIX B 

BICYCLE HELMET OBSERVATION 

C~TY --------------------------- A. Z. 

DAY/DATE ------------------------------

START TIME 

WEATHER -------------------------------

OBS. HELMET SEX AGE ETHNICITY STREET TIME 
# USE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
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APPENDIX C 
HELLO 

Hello, my name is calling for the Texas Transportation 
Institute. This month we are conducting a confidential survey of public 
opinion in Texas, and we'd really appreciate your help and cooperation . 

HELL02 
In order to determine who to interview, could you tell me, of the people 
who currently live in your household who are 18 or older, who had the most 
recent birthday? I don't mean who is the youngest adult, but rather, who 
had the most recent birthday. 

[IF NOT R, ASK TO SPEAK WITH PERSON WITH MOST RECENT BIRTHDAY] 

BP_l 
Do you have a bicycle? 

BPlC_ l 

1 Yes 
2 No [SKIPTO BP_2] 
8 Don't know [SKIPTO BP_2] 
9 Refused [SKIPTO BP_2] 

Do you "have a bicycle helmet? 

BPlD_l 

l Yes 
2 No [SKIPTO BPlE_al] 
8 Don't know [SKIPTO BPlE al] 
9 Refused [SKIPTO BPlE_a1J 

How often do you wear a bicycle helmet? 

l Every time I ride 
2 Most of the time 
3 Sometimes 
4 Rarely 
8 Don't know 
9 Refused 

BPlE_al 
Do you use your bicycle MOSTLY for [SELECT *MOST* FREQUENT USE] 

BPlE_bl 

l Transportation 
2 Recreation, or 
3 Exercise 
8 Don't know [SKIPTO BP_2] 
9 Refused [SKIPTO BP_2] 

Do you use your bicycle MOSTLY for [SELECT *SECONDARY* USE] 

1 Transportation 
2 Recreation, or 
3 Exercise 
8 Don't know 
9 Refused 

BP_ 2 
Does anyone else in your household have a bicycle? 

BP1A_2 

1 Yes 
2 No [SKIPTO Dl] 
8 Don't know [SKIPTO Dl] 
9 Refused [SKIPTO Dl] 

Who else in your household has a bicycle? 

1 Male 
2 Female 
3 No one else [SKIPTO Dl] 
8 Don't know 
9 Refused 
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BPlB_2 
What is the age of that individual? 

[AGE OF BIKE OWNER #] 
L-1 

[98 Don't know ] 
[99 Refused] 

BPlC_2 
Does that individual have a bicycle helmet? 

Yes 
2 No 
8 Don ' t know 
9 Refused 

BPlD_2 
How often does that individual wear a bicycle helmet? 

l Every time (s}he rides 
2 Most of the time 
3 Sometimes 
4 Rarely 
8 Don't know 
9 Refused 

BPlE_ a2 
Does that individual use his/her bicycle MOSTLY for [SELECT *MOST* FREQUENT USE] 

l Transportation 
2 Recreation, or 
3 Exercise 
8 Don ' t know 
9 Refused 

BPlE_b2 
Does that individual use his / her bicycle MOSTLY for [SELECT *SECONDARY* USE] 

l Transportation 
2 Recreation, or 
3 Exercise 
8 Don ' t know 
9 Refused 

[ASK BPlE_ 2 through BPlE_ b2 for all bicycle riders in household. ] 

Dl 

D2 

I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself so that we can see how 
different groups of people feel about the things we've been talking about . 

Are you currently married , widowed, divorced, separated or have you never 
been married? 

l Married ( including common law marriages and spouse away in service} 
2 Widowed 
3 Divorced 
4 Separated 
5 Never married ( including annulments } 
8 DK 
9 RF 

Including yourself, how many people over the age of l8 live in your 
household? 

[NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN HH] 
L-1 

[98 Don't know ] 
[ 99 Refused] 
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D3 

D4 

What was the last grade of school that you completed? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Grade 0-4 

Grade 5-8 
Grade 9-11 
Grade 12; high school graduate 
Grade 13-15; some college (including business or trade schools) 
Grade 16; graduated college 
Graduate work 
DK 
RF 

Last week , were you working full-time, part - time, going to school, keeping 
house , or what? 

1 Working full-time 
2 working part-time 
3 Going to school [SKIPTO D7] 
4 Keeping house [SKIPTO D7] 
5 Disabled 
6 Retired 
7 unemployed 
8 DK [SKIPTO D7] 
9 RF [SKIPTO D7] 

DSA 
What kind of BUSINESS do/ did you work for, meaning, what does/did that business make 
or do? 

[98 Don ' t know] 
[99 Refused ] 

DSB 

D7 

D6 

What kind of WORK do/ did YOU do? That is what is/was your occupation, for example , 
plumber , typist, farmer . .. 

[98 Don't know) 
[99 Refused J 

What is your current age? 

[AGE] 
L-J 

[95 95 years old or older] 
[98 Don't know] 
[99 Refused) 

How many years have you lived in Texas, or have you lived here all of your 
life? [INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENTS ANSWERS D7 YEARS, ASK "So you've lived 
in Texas your whole life?•] 

[NUMBER OF YEARS] 
L-J 

[ 00 Less than one year] 
[ 90 All my life] 
[98 Don't know) 
[99 Refused] 
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DB 

09 

Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic group - Anglo 
or White, African-American or Black , Hispanic, Asian, American Indian or 
something else? 

1 Anglo 
2 African-American 
3 Hispanic (including Chicano, Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, 

Cuban, or Spanish-American) 
4 Asian 
5 American Indian 
6 Something else [SPECIFY] 
8 OK 

9 RF 

Last year was your total family income before taxes : 

1 Under $10,000 
2 $10,000 
3 $20,000 
4 $30 , 000 
5 $40,000 

$50,000 
8 OK 

RF 

to $20,000 
to $30,000 
to $40,000 
to $50,000 
and above 

BYE 
Thank you for your cooperation, that is all of my questions . 

[PLEASE HANG UP THE PHONE AT THIS TIME] 

>EX 
[INTERVIEWER : Indicate the sex of this respondent without asking.] 

[1 Male] 
[2 Female) 
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