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I. INTRODUCTION

This analysis and methodological report describes Ewald & Wasserman Research Consultants’ (E&W)
survey research data collection methods and results for the second wave of the Motorcycle Lane-Share
Study among Motorcyclists and Drivers in California. The study was conducted on behalf of the California
Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) and the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) at
the University of California, Berkeley. This is the second wave of an intercept study initiated in 2012 and
designed to collect information for a statewide statistically representative study of California drivers and
California motorcyclists regarding their behavior and opinions on motorcycle lane-sharing on freeways
and other multiple-lane roadways.

The 2013 data collection effort consisted of completed intercept surveys with 1,020 vehicle drivers and
713 motorcycle (MC) riders for a total of 1,733 completed surveys. In total, 12 California counties were
included in the sample frame based on the number of motorcycle licenses and vehicle driver’s licenses.
Out of those counties, a total 35 cities were selected, with the city selection based on population density.
Within the 35 cities, a total 340 distinct geographic sites were included in the sample frame-nine to 10
sites within each city area. The target sites were mostly fueling stations, but also included areas and
driving destinations within a 5-mile radius of the initial target sites to include as many motorcyclists as
possible.

The purpose of the study was to collect statistically representative data of California drivers and
motorcycle riders, age 18 and older, who drove or rode to the targeted site during the data collection
period in March and April of 2013. The anonymous survey collected information on respondents’ opinions
on motorcycle lane-sharing, its perceived legality and risks, as well as personal driving perceptions and
behaviors.
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Il. METHODS

m A. Sample Methodology and Sample Site Selection

The 12 counties included in the study were: San Bernardino, Ventura, San Diego, Orange, Riverside, and
Los Angeles for Southern California; and San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
and Sacramento for Northern California (Table M1). The number of motorcycle licenses in the 12 counties
based on 2011/2012 DMV records accounted for 70.2% of all motorcycle licenses in the State of
California. Table M1 also shows the number of intercepts with motorcycle riders by county, ranging from
Los Angeles with 22.4% of all intercepts (26.0% of all motorcycle licenses in the selected sample frame) to
Ventura with 3.1% of all completed intercepts (4.3% of all licenses in the sample frame).

Overall, 713 motorcyclists were intercepted for the study, resulting in an overall confidence interval of
+/- 3.67 at a confidence level of 95%.

Table M1. Sample frame motorcycle riders and completed intercepts by county

% MC .
. . % MC license % of
mMC Counties license of # completes
CA of sample completes
SOUTH San Bernardino 5.5% 7.8% 25 3.5%
Ventura 3.0% 4.3% 22 3.1%
San Diego 8.7% 12.4% 99 13.9%
Orange 8.6% 12.3% 78 10.9%
Riverside 5.4% 7.7% 53 7.4%
Los Angeles 18.2% 26.0% 160 22.4%
NORTH San Francisco 2.5% 3.6% 27 3.8%
Alameda 3.9% 5.6% 35 4.9%
Contra Costa 3.3% 4.7% 58 8.1%
San Mateo 2.0% 2.9% 68 9.5%
Santa Clara 4.6% 6.5% 45 6.3%
Sacramento 4.3% 6.1% 43 6.0%
Total CA 70.2% 100.0% 713 100.0%

The sample frame for the vehicle driver segment of the Lane Share Study was the same as for the
motorcycle riders; both groups were surveyed at the same locations. Table M2 shows the distribution of
driver’s licenses among the 12 selected counties. The number of driver’s licenses in the selected counties
based on DMV records counts encompassed 77.1% of all vehicle driver’s licenses in the State of California.
Overall, 24.8% of all driver intercepts were completed in the county of Los Angeles, where 26.9% of all
California driver’s licenses are issued.

Overall, 1,020 vehicle drivers were intercepted for the study, resulting in an overall confidence interval
of +/- 3.07 at a confidence level of 95%.
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Table M2. Sample frame vehicle drivers and completed intercepts by county
% Auto % Auto
AUTO Counties license of | license in # S ]
CA e completes | completes
SOUTH | San Bernardino 4.9% 6.4% 42 4.1%
Ventura 2.4% 3.1% 28 2.7%
San Diego 8.5% 11.1% 220 21.6%
Orange 8.8% 11.4% 81 7.9%
Riverside 5.0% 6.5% 46 4.5%
Los Angeles 26.9% 35.0% 253 24.8%
NORTH | San Francisco 1.7% 2.2% 52 5.1%
Alameda 4.2% 5.5% 69 6.8%
Contra Costa 3.0% 3.9% 81 7.9%
San Mateo 2.6% 3.3% 47 4.6%
Santa Clara 5.3% 6.9% 66 6.5%
Sacramento 3.7% 4.8% 35 3.4%
Total CA 77.1% 100.0% 1,020 100.0%

m B. Interview Locations, Times, and Duration

The data collection was implemented from Friday, March 22, 2013, through Sunday April 7, 2013, and
included weekdays and weekend days.

Three geographically separate field teams were trained and dispatched to cover all 340 sites included in
the sample frame; these sites were identical to the ones visited in the study’s previous wave. The two
Southern California teams conducted the intercept surveys in the following counties: Ventura, San
Bernardino, Los Angeles and in San Diego, Orange, and Riverside. The Northern California team covered:
San Francisco, Alameda, Santa Clara, Contra Costa, and Sacramento counties. The teams were instructed
to be at the field locations during daylight hours, only during periods without rain, and not for longer than
a six-hour time frame to conduct the intercept surveys.

The master grid of all pre-determined locations within a team’s respective counties was provided to each
team leader and included “site clusters” of four or five selected gas/fueling stations (or equivalent) per
location ranked in the order to be visited from #1 to #5. The protocol for the data collection assumed the
team approach the first site (#1) within a cluster to determine if the business was still in operation and
would generate sufficient vehicle and motorcycle traffic to conduct intercepts. All business sites that were
closed or had less than 10 vehicle drivers or less than 4 motorcycle riders visiting per hour were excluded
from the sample frame and the data collection team moved to the second site (#2) in their cluster. Upon
eligibility of the site, the station manager or similar person was asked for permission to conduct intercepts
on their premises. If permission was granted, the intercept commenced. In cases of refusal, the team
moved to the next defined site.

If the team visited all pre-selected locations without viable options, they consulted the E&W Project
Manager to obtain the next site to visit, based on available substitute areas within an up to five-mile
radius.
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m C. Staff Training

Training procedures and pilot test of observation form

All California field teams were trained during the week of March 19, 2012, on sites in San Francisco, Santa
Monica, and San Diego. The training included a question-by-question review of the intercept form and
role-playing with the team leader to become familiar with the flow of the intercept survey instrument.
The formal training was followed by a closely supervised on-site visit and a 45- to 60-minute round of test
intercepts at various locations within the training area. Frequently asked questions (FAQs) were provided
to all interviewers. Letters to fueling station managers or supervising managers were reviewed prior to
distribution in the field (Appendix C). The final version of the intercept surveys can be found in Appendix A
(for vehicle drivers) and Appendix B (for motorcyclists).

Field data collection

The team leader of each group was responsible for coordinating directly with the E&W Project Manager
regarding scheduling, carpooling, mapping, transfer of materials, and other study-related matters. Team
members were encouraged to carpool to the extent possible.

On location, the team leader first introduced the team to the fueling station manager or personnel before
beginning the data collection. With the consent of management, the team began approaching
respondents to conduct the intercept survey, which took on average 4.5 minutes to complete. The
methodology implemented included the intercept of every motorcyclist age 18 or older who rode to the
location and every third vehicle driver 18 years of age or older who drove to the location. The intercept
survey was conducted in both English and Spanish, and the bilingual field staff had a translated intercept
form for Spanish-speaking drivers and motorcycle riders. The team’s responsibility also included tallying
the number of people who were approached and who, after being read the introduction to participate,
declined the survey or did not speak English or Spanish.

m D. Response and Refusal Rates

Table M3, shows the response and refusal rates for both vehicle drivers and motorcyclists by county.
Overall, 1,753 surveys were completed with both groups. A total 539 respondents refused to participate,
and 94 respondents did not speak English or Spanish and were therefore not qualified for the study. The
eligible refusal rate (Refusals/(Total - Not qualified)) for all counties in the sample ranged from 15.4% in
Santa Clara to 30.9% in Riverside County, with a average refusal rate of eligible respondents of 24.5%.
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Table M3. Total refusal rates by county

County Completes Refusals Total b CUCTTENLL: Eligible Refusal Rate
(language)
San Francisco 69 28 97 4 30.1%
Alameda 118 37 155 3 24.3%
Santa Clara 137 23 160 11 15.4%
Contra Costa 106 31 137 15 25.4%
Sacramento 75 21 96 1 22.1%
San Mateo 68 19 87 3 22.6%
Los Angeles 492 125 617 38 21.6%
Riverside 86 38 124 1 30.9%
San Bernardino 84 22 106 7 22.2%
Orange 166 51 217 2 23.7%
San Diego 303 124 427 9 29.7%
Ventura 49 20 69 0 29.0%
Total 1,753 539 2,292 94 24.5%
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lll. RESULTS

m A. Motorcyclist Intercept Results

Notes:

- The total number of observations listed in this report excludes the “do not know” answers as well as
refusals. The totals in the tables are therefore at times lower than the total number of completes. The
percentages for 2012 have been recalculated to exclude these answers to allow comparison with the
2013 data.

- In the 2013 wave of data collection, some motorcycle intercepts were completed at additional
locations outside of gas stations and the total 16 surveys from these sites were tested for any
significant difference from the rest of the data. No differences were detected, and the surveys were
therefore included.

- Due to rounding to one decimal point, some percentages presented do not always add up to the exact
full number. Some 2012 data tables were re-calculated to add up to exactly 100% for data
comparison.

Respondent demographics

The demographic information collected from motorcycle riders included the respondent age and gender,
which are shown in Tables M4 and M5, respectively. The majority of motorcyclists were between the ages
of 35 and 70 (70.7% of all respondents).

Table M4. Respondent Age
Respondent age Frequency Percent Percent
2013 2012
18-24 54 7.6% 6.3%
25-34 142 20.0% 21.1%
35-44 143 20.1% 23.5%
45-54 203 28.6% 30.6%
55-70 156 22.0% 17.0%
70 or older 12 1.7% 1.4%
Total 710 100.0% 100.0

The gender distribution of motorcycle riders is show in Table M5, with a large majority of riders being
male (93.7%), similar to the 2012 data (93.4% male).

Table M5. Respondent Gender

Percent Percent
Respondent Gender | Frequency 2013 2012
Male 668 93.7% 93.4%
Female 45 6.3% 6.6%
Total 713 100.0% 100.0%

The distribution of age and gender of respondents is shown in Table M6. There are no significant

differences in the gender distribution among the age groups.
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Table M6. Respondent Age by Gender
Age/gender Male Female Total
18-24 96.3% 3.7% 100.0%
25-34 91.5% 8.5% 100.0%
35-44 93.7% 6.3% 100.0%
45-54 91.1% 8.9% 100.0%
55-70 97.4% 2.6% 100.0%
70 or older 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Motorcycle use
The principal reason for motorcycle use is outlined in Table M7, below. The majority of respondents

mainly use their motorcycle for pleasure riding on the weekend, with 49.4% of all valid responses.
Another 31.1% indicated motorcycle use for both commuting to work and pleasure riding on the
weekends, and 15.0% of respondents solely commute to work on their motorcycle. Long-distance touring
rides accounted for 2.4% of all answers, and “other specified answers” (1.8%) included: recreation, sport,
and similar. This usage patterns is comparable to the 2012 data.

Table M7. Q1. “What best describes how you use your motorcycle most of the time?” and 2012
comparison

a1 e Percent Percent
2013 2012
Pleasure riding on weekends 350 49.4% 45.9%
Both commuting to work and 220 31.1% 30.8%
pleasure riding on weekends
Commuting to work 106 15.0% 18.0%
Long-distance touring rides 17 2.4% 1.6%
Other specified 13 1.8% 2.0%
Bar hopping 2 0.3% 0.5%
Total 708 100.0% 100.0%

Table M8 shows the frequency of motorcycle use, with the majority of respondents, 62.9%, riding
between three (3) and seven (7) days a week.

Table M8. Q2. “About how often would you say you ride your motorcycle?” and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent

oF Frequency | 5013 2012

6-7 days a week 211 29.7% 34.8%

3-5 days a week 236 33.2% 25.9%

1-2 times a week 224 31.5% 29.9%

Less than once a week 39 5.5% 9.4%

Total 710 100.0% 100.0%
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Motorcycle miles traveled

Question 3 of the intercept asked for the number of miles respondents ride their motorcycle on an
average day. A total 704 answers ranged from 3 to 1,000 miles per day (compared to 553 responses of 2
miles to 600 miles per day in 2012), with a mean mileage of 84.35 miles and a median of 60 miles per day
(Table M9).

Table M9. Q3. Average miles riding per day and 2012 comparison

Total responses 2013 2012
Number responses 704 553
Missing responses 9 7

Mean 84.35 71.7
Median 60.0 50.0
Minimum 3 2

Maximum 1,000 600

Lane-splitting on freeways

Of all motorcyclists intercepted, 81.9% stated that they lane-split when riding on freeways compared to
77.6% in 2012, an increase of 4.3%, which is (weakly) significant in a two-tailed comparison at p=0.03 (see
Table M10).

Table M10. Q4. “Do you lane-split on your motorcycle when riding on freeways?” and 2012 comparison
Q4 e Percent Percent Difference
2013 2012 2013-2012
Yes 584 81.9% 77.6% +4.3%
No 129 18.1% 22.4% -4.3%
Total 713 100.0% 100.0% --

With respect to the frequency of lane-splitting while riding on freeways, 53.3% of respondents stated to
“always” or “often” lane-split, compared to 49.6% of all motorcyclists surveyed in 2012 (see Table M11).
There are no significant differences in the lane-splitting frequency between 2012 and 2013.

Table M11. Q5. “How frequently do you lane-split on freeways?” and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent

Qs Frequency | 5h13 2012

Always 204 35.4% 30.9%

Often 177 17.9% 18.7%

Sometimes 103 30.7% 37.5%

Rarely 93 16.1% 12.9%

Total 577 100.0% 100.0%

The incidence of motorcyclists lane-splitting on freeways by region is shown in Table M12; there are no
significant differences between regions. However, the difference between 2012 and 2013 in Northern
California—an increase of 6.4%—is significant at p=0.00.
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Table M12. Lane-splitting on CA freeways by region and 2012 comparison

Lane-splitting Percent Percent | Difference
2013 2012 2013-2012

Northern CA 83.3% 76.9% +6.4

Southern CA 81.0% 77.9% +3.1%

The distribution of gender by lane-splitting behavior on freeways is shown in Table M13. Overall, 82.0% of
all male riders stated to lane split on freeways and 80.0% of female motorcyclists did. The comparison to
2012 is insufficient, since only very few female respondents in this year’s wave answered this question,
resulting in a sample size too small for comparison.

Table M13. Q4. “Do you lane-split on your motorcycle when riding on freeways?” by gender and 2012
comparison

. Percent Percent
Gender/Lane split 2013 2012
Male 82.0% 79.7%
Female 80.0% 48.6%
Total 81.9% 77.6%

Table M14 shows the cross-tabulation of motorcyclist age and lane-splitting on freeways, ranging from
41.7% of those 70 years or older to 86.7% of 35-44 year-olds. The differences among age groups is
significant (p=0.00), with younger and older motorcyclists being less likely to lane-split on freeways
compared to 35-44 year old riders.

Table M14. Q4. “Do you lane-split on your motorcycle when riding on freeways?” by age and 2012
comparison

Age/Lane split P’;:;l“-;t P;:)cle;t
18-24 77.8% 73.3%
25-34 83.1% 88.0%
35-44 86.7% 83.2%
45-54 81.3% 77.5%
55-70 81.4% 71.9%
70 or older 41.7% 62.5%

Table M15 shows the frequency of riding and lane-splitting on freeways in the 2013 and 2012 data.
Overall, the majority of respondents who lane-split on freeways ride their motorcycle at least 1-2 times a
week (34.3%) and only 4.8% of rider who ride less than one a week lane-split on freeways (significant at
p=0.00).
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Table M15. Q4. “Do you lane-split on your motorcycle when riding on freeways?” by frequency of riding

. . Percent Percent

Frequency ride/Lane split 2013 2012

6-7 days a week 32.2% 34.8%

3-5 days a week 28.7% 29.9%

1-2 times a week 34.3% 25.9%

Less than once a week 4.8% 9.4%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Accidents with vehicles while lane-splitting of freeways

Of all motorcyclists who lane-split on freeways, 8.6% reported to have been hit by a vehicle while lane-
splitting and 4.0% stated to have hit a vehicle (Table M16). The difference to the 2012 percentages is not
significant.

Table M16. Q6. “Have you ever hit a vehicle or has a vehicle hit you while you were lane-splitting on a
freeway?” and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent
Qs 2013 2012
Yes, vehicle hit me 8.6% 11.8%
Yes, | hit vehicle 4.0% 3.2%
No, never 87.5% 85.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Riders who stated to have never hit a vehicle nor were hit while lane-splitting were asked the follow-up
guestion, Q6a, about their experiences of nearly hitting a vehicle. A total 34.4% of these respondents
stated that they had nearly hit a vehicle while lane-splitting, compared to 46.5% in 2012—-a difference of
12.1% which is significant at p=0.00 (Table M17).

Table M17. Q6a. “Did you ever nearly hit a vehicle?” and 2012 comparison

Q6a Percent Percent Difference
2013 2012 2013-2012
Yes 34.4% 46.5% -12.1%
No 65.5% 53.5% +12.0%
Total 100.0 100.0% --

The follow-up question Q7 on the damage caused by a collision can be found in Table M18. The responses
are summarized for respondents who have been hit by a vehicle or who hit a vehicle while lane-splitting
on a freeway, combining the multiple answers provided. Overall, 78 responses from 64 unique
respondents were included (excluding respondents who asked to skip this question). A total 46.2% of
motorcyclists hit a car mirror, 12.8% reported minor injuries, and 7.7% suffered severe injuries as a result
of hitting a vehicle or being hit. The differences to the 2012 data are not significant.

A total of 10 “other” responses given by motorcyclists included a range of physical damage to either the
motorcycle or the vehicle.
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Table M18. Respondents who have been hit or did hit a vehicle while lane-splitting: Q7. “What damage

was caused by that hit or collision?” (multiple choice) and 2012 comparison

Q7. Damage caused (combined)

Just hit car mirror

I had minor injuries (scrapes/bruises)
| had severe injuries (broken bones,
lacerations, trauma)

Scraped/hit side of car

| hit car front bumper

| was run over by car

| hit one or more cars

| was knocked down

Other

Total

Percent
Percent 2013 2012
46.2% 34.6%
12.8% 11.1%
7.7% 9.9%
11.5% 7.4%
2.6% 1.2%
0.0% 1.2%
0.0% 2.5%
6.4% 7.4%
12.8% 24.7%
100.0% 100.0%

Table M19 shows the details of lane-splitting behavior on freeways in regard to speed, with the added
coding of “At all times” based on open-ended comments. The majority 62.3% of all respondents only lane-
split at speeds below 20MPH or when traffic is at a standstill, compared to 64.4% in 2012. There is no
significant difference to the 2012 data. Other specified answers included indications of lane-splitting at

higher speeds or any speed under the speed limit.

Table M19. Q8. “What best describes your lane-splitting on freeways? Would you say you lane-split

only when...?” and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent
Qs 2013 2012
Traffic is at a standstill 15.6% 15.7%
Traffic is stop-and-go 21.5% 28.6%
Traffic is moving less than 20 MPH 25.2% 20.1%
Traffic is moving less than 30 MPH 14.8% 15.7%
Traffic is moving less than 40 MPH 8.2% 4.9%
Traffic is moving less than 50 MPH 4.5% 4.7%
Traffic is moving less than 60 MPH 2.8% 2.3%
Traffic is moving less than 70 MPH 3.6% 1.6%
Other 1.6% 0.7%
At all times 2.3% 5.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%
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Lane-splitting on roads other than freeways
Of all respondents, 61.1% stated to lane-split when riding a motorcycle on roads other than freeways
(Table M20), a similar percentage compared to 2012.

Table M20. Q9. “Do you lane-split on your motorcycle when riding on multiple-lane roads other than
freeways?” and 2012 comparison

Q9 Percent Percent
2013 2012
Yes 61.1% 63.9%
No 38.9% 36.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The incidence of motorcyclists lane-splitting on multiple-lane roads other than freeways defined by
northern or southern California region is shown in Table M21. There are no significant differences

between regions (and no differences to 2012 data, not shown).

Table M21. Lane-splitting on CA multiple-lane roads by region
Northern | Southern
Lane-splitting CA CA Total
Yes 60.5% 61.5% 61.1%
No 39.5% 38.5% 38.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

A variable was computed to count the number of respondents who lane-split on both freeways and
multiple-lane roadways, only on freeways, or only on multiple-lane roads. The frequency of that variable
is shown in Table M22. Of all respondents, 54.6% reported to lane-split on both freeways and other
roadways, 27.2% lane-split on freeways only, while 11.6% never lane split. There are no significant
differences to the 2012 results in lane-splitting behavior.

Table M22. Lane-split behavior by road types and 2012 comparison
Lane split behavior by road type P;:)cle; t P;:)clezn t
Lane-split on both freeways and roads 54.6% 53.9%
Lane-split on freeways only 27.2% 23.6%
Never lane-split 11.6% 12.9%
Lane-split on multiple-lane roads only 6.6% 9.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table M23 shows the lane-splitting behavior by road type distributed among the age groups. Similar to
the significant differences among lane-splitting on freeways by age groups, the comparison of the lane-
split variable by road type and age is also significant (p=0.00). The younger the respondent, the more
frequently they lane-split on both freeways and other multiple-lane roads (64.8% of all respondents
between 18 and 34), while respondents 45 and older more frequently lane-split on freeways only.
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Table M23. Respondent age by lane-split behavior and road types
Never Lane- L Lane-Split on Bl
Respondent Age Split Freeways and e on Roads Total
Roads Only
18-24 11.1% 64.8% 13.0% 11.1% 100.0%
25-34 11.3% 64.8% 18.3% 5.6% 100.0%
35-44 7.7% 60.8% 25.9% 5.6% 100.0%
45-54 11.8% 47.3% 33.5% 7.4% 100.0%
55-70 13.5% 45.5% 35.9% 5.1% 100.0%
70 or older 41.7% 41.7% 0.0% 16.7% 100.0%
Total 11.7% 54.4% 27.3% 6.6% 100.0%

The frequency of lane-splitting on multiple-lane roadways is shown in Table M24, with a comparable
distribution to the 2012 data. Of the motorcyclists who lane-split on roads other than freeways, 44.2%
reported to “always” or “often” lane-split on roads, while 55.7% “sometimes” or “rarely” did.

Table M24. Q10. "How frequently do you lane-split on roads other than freeways?” and 2012
comparison

Percent Percent
Qio 2013 2012
Always 25.3% 22.5%
Often 18.9% 16.3%
Sometimes 35.7% 37.2%
Rarely 20.0% 23.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Accidents with vehicles while lane-splitting on roads other than freeways

In total, 7.4% of motorcyclists who lane-split on roads stated to have been hit by a vehicle while 1.2%
have hit a vehicle. Overall, 91.5% of motorcyclists who lane-split on all roads other than freeways never
hit a vehicle nor were hit by a vehicle (Table M25). There is no significant difference to the 2012 data.

Table M25. Q11. “Have you ever hit a vehicle or has a vehicle hit you while you were lane-splitting on
roads other than freeways?” and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent
Qs 2013 2012
Yes, vehicle hit me 7.4% 8.3%
Yes, | hit vehicle 1.2% 1.1%
No, never 91.5% 90.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Of motorcyclist who never experienced a hit or collision while lane-splitting on roads other than freeways,
23.3% of respondents stated that they have nearly hit a car while lane-splitting (Table M26), similar to
2012.
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Table M26. Ql1a. “Did you ever nearly hit a vehicle?” and 2012 comparison
Percent Percent
Qila 2013 2012
Yes 23.3% 29.7%
No 76.7% 70.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Motorcyclists who hit or who were hit by a vehicle stated the damages for Q12, the results of which are
listed in Table M27. These results are the combination of multiple-choice answers given and are outlined
in comparison with the 2012 data. A total 31.6% stated to have hit a car mirror, followed by 13.2%
scraping or hitting the side of the car, 13.2% were knocked down, while 7.9% of motorcyclists reported
minor injuries, and 5.3% reported severe injuries. Other specified answers included various physical
damage to either vehicle or motorcycle.

There are no significant differences in the answer to the 2012 results.

Table M27. Q12. Frequencies of damages caused by hit/collision and 2012 comparison and 2012
comparison

Percent Percent
Q12 2013 2012
Just hit car mirror 31.6% 20.0%
Scraped/hit side of car 13.2% 14.3%
scerations, traama) o s | 1L
| had minor injuries (scrapes/bruises) 7.9% 8.6%
| hit one or more cars 0.0% 2.9%
| was knocked down 13.2% 2.9%
| hit front bumper 2.6% 0.0%
Other 26.3% 40.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Speed of traffic while lane-splitting

Of all motorcyclists who lane-split on roads other than freeways, 87.7% lane-split when traffic moves at a
speed of 30MPH or less, compared to 87.4% of respondents in 2012 (Table M28). An additional 7.0% lane-
split when traffic is moving less than 40 or 50 MPH compared to 4.9% in 2012 (difference is not

significant).

Of the other specified answers given on lane-splitting on non-freeways (5.3% or 22 answers), six of those
answers stated to “always” lane-split on roads, while the other responses indicated various speed ranges,
any speed while staying under speed limit, and similar.
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Table M28. Q13. “Would you say you lane-split only when...?” and 2012 comparison
Percent Percent
Qi3 2013 2012
traffic is at a standstill 36.1% 32.9%
traffic is stop-and-go 23.2% 31.5%
traffic is moving less than 20 MPH 19.4% 16.9%
traffic is moving less than 30 MPH 9.0% 6.1%
traffic is moving less than 40 MPH 3.0% 2.6%
traffic is moving less than 50 MPH 4.0% 2.3%
Other 5.3% 7.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Speed differential while lane-splitting
The answers to the question of the speed differential in general when lane-splitting is shown in Table

M29. The majority of responses, 44.1%, rode about 10 miles per hour faster than the rest of the traffic
when lane-splitting, with a total 70.7% of all lane-splitters stating a speed of 10 MPH or less. The
remaining 29.3% riders rode more than 10 MPH faster than the rest of traffic while lane-splitting,
compared to 33.8% in 2012. The combined decrease of 3.4% of riders going faster than 10MPH than the

rest of traffic while lane-splitting is significant at p=0.00.

“Other” answers included, “always,” “when it is safe,” and similar, which could not be grouped into the
existing answering options.

Table M29. Q14. “How much faster than the rest of the traffic do you go when lane-splitting?” and 2012
comparison

Q14 Percent Percent Difference

2013 2012 2013-2012
about 5MPH faster than other traffic 26.6% 24.1% +2.5%
about 10MPH faster than other traffic 44.1% 42.1% +2.0%
about 15MPH faster than other traffic 15.0% 20.5% -5.5%
about 20MPH faster than other traffic 10.0% 9.4% +0.6%
about 30MPH faster than other traffic 2.5% 1.1% +1.4%
about 40MPH faster than other traffic 1.0% 1.3% -0.3%
about 50MPH faster than other traffic 0.8% 0.4% +0.4%
Other 0.0% 1.1% -1.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The comparison of lane-splitting behavior by street type and speed of the motorcyclist is shown in Table
M30. The differences among the lane-splitting speed on freeways, other roads, and both freeways and
roads are significant at p=0.00. The comparison to the 2012 data (gray shaded headers) does not show
any significant change in the differential speed by lane-splitting road type.
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Table M30. Q14. “How much faster than the rest of the traffic do you go when lane-splitting?” and
comparison to 2012 data (shaded gray)

Speed while lane- Lafn:—esvsgt :n Lafr::;s‘z:t son Lane-split on|Lane-split on| Lane-split | Lane-split
splitting by lane-split v 4 freeways freeways | onroads | on roads
and roads | and roads
behavior by road type 2013 2012 only 2013 | only 2012 | only 2013 |only 2012
about 5SMPH faster... 21.4% 19.7% 28.6% 23.8% 62.2% 50.0%
about 10MPH faster... 45.4% 44.4% 45.1% 40.0% 28.9% 34.6%
about 15MPH faster... 15.6% 23.4% 16.5% 18.5% 4.4% 9.6%
about 20MPH faster... 12.4% 8.1% 6.6% 13.8% 4.4% 5.8%
about 30MPH faster... 3.2% 1.4% 1.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
about 40MPH faster... 1.1% 1.4% 1.1% 1.5% 0.0% .0%
about 50MPH faster... 1.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

An additional variable was created to make an assumption on the riders’ actual average speed while lane-
splitting to evaluate the average speed while lane-splitting by road type. The supposition was made that
the actual speed equals the stated differential speed from Q14 (e.g., “about 5MPH faster than other
traffic” was coded as 5MPH while lane-splitting). This variable calculation in cross-tabulation with the
lane-splitting variable resulted in an average speed differential of 11.55MPH overall and an average speed
ranging from 7.56MPH for riders who only lane-split on roads to 12.32MPH for speeds of motorcyclists

lane-splitting on roads and freeways (Table M31).

In summary, riders who split on all road types do so at a higher average speed differential (12.32MPH
faster than other traffic) than riders who split only on freeways (10.93MPH faster than other traffic) and
riders who split only on roads (7.56MPH faster than other traffic).

Table M31. Differential speed calculation

Lane-split on|Lane-split on .
Lane-split on
freeways freeways Total
roads only
and roads only
Differential speed average in MPH 12.32 10.93 7.56 11.55

Perceived threats while lane-splitting and traffic violations
The answers to Q15 on the question of “most serious threat to motorcyclists when lane-splitting” can be

found in Table M32, with the following answer categories added as a result of open-ended coding:
e (Cars changing lanes
e Cars not signaling lane change

e Cars’ open doors

The most frequently mentioned serious threat to motorcyclists was “drivers not looking in mirror/drivers
not seeing MCs”, which was given by 33.1% of all lane-splitting motorcyclists, similar to the 2012 data. A
total 25.6% mentioned “distracted drivers,” which included cell phone use and texting as the distraction,

Page 18 2013 California Motorcycle Lane Sharing Study — E&W



and 12.0% stated aggressive drivers as the most serious threat. The small changes in the perception of
most serious threat to motorcyclists between 2013 and 2012 are not significant.

The other specified answers given to Q15 included “other drivers,” motorcyclist not paying attention,
being cut off, merging lanes, and similar.

Table M32. Q15. “In your opinion, what is the MOST serious threat to your safety when lane-splitting?”
and 2012 comparison

Percent Percent
Qis 2013 2012
Drivers not looking in mirror (not 33.1% 32.5%
seeing MC)
Distracted drivers (cells or texting) 25.6% 30.0%
Other 13.3% 11.7%
Cars changing lanes 6.3% 10.1%
Aggressive drivers 12.0% 7.3%
Cars not signaling lane change 3.4% 2.3%
Cars not paying attention 0.0% 1.5%
Car’s open doors 1.8% 1.5%
Narrow Lanes 1.5% 1.0%
Cars changing into carpool lane 0.0% 0.8%
Big trucks 1.6% 0.6%
Poor road surface 1.0% 0.4%
Drunk drivers 0.5% 0.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

All lane-splitting motorcyclists intercepted were also asked if they have ever received a traffic ticket or
citation while lane-splitting, the results of which can be found in Table M33. Of all motorcyclists, 2.1% of
lane-splitting riders did receive a ticket, compared to 0.4% in 2012. That difference shows a (weak)

significance at p=0.04.

Table M33. Q16. “Have you ever received at traffic ticket or citation while lane-splitting?” and 2012
comparison

Q16 Percent Percent Difference
2013 2012 2013-2012
Yes 2.1% 0.4% +1.7%
No 97.9% 99.6% -1.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0% --

Table M34 lists the violations received while lane-splitting, which are for a total of 13 respondents who
received a ticket and included: “speeding” in 23.1% of all violations, “misuse of lanes” in 23.1%, and

“failure to signal lane change” in 15.4%.

Other violations received (and combined in “Other specified” in Table M34) while lane-splitting were
“crossing double-yellow line,” “unsafe operation,” and a ticket for lane-splitting in Nevada.
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Table M34. Q17. “What was the violation?” and 2012 comparison
Percent Percent
Q17 2013 2012
Speeding 23.1% 63.2%
Misuse of lanes 23.1% 15.8%
Failure to signal lane change 15.4% 5.3%
Other specified 38.5% 15.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The intercept also asked if motorcyclists ever experienced a vehicle trying to prevent them from lane-
splitting; the results can be found in Table M35. Overall, 73.5% of all respondents mentioned that they
had experienced being prevented from lane-splitting, an increase of 6.3% from 2012 (not significant).

Table M35. Q18. “Has a vehicle driver ever tried to prevent you from passing while you were lane-

splitting?” and 2012 comparison
Percent Percent
Qis 2013 2012
Yes 73.5% 67.2%
No 26.5% 32.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Motorcycle rider training class and motorcycle endorsement
A question added to the 2013 intercept was about motorcycle training classes; the results are listed in
Table M36. Of all surveyed motorcyclists, 58.5% had taken a motorcycle rider training class..

Table M36. Q19. “Have you taken a motorcycle rider training class?”

Q19 Frequency | Percent
Yes 415 58.5%
No 294 41.5%
Total 709 100.0%

The final question of the intercept asked if respondents have a valid motorcycle endorsement. Table M27
shows the results, indicating that 92.2% of all riders to have a valid motorcycle endorsement.

Table M37. Q21. “Do you have a valid motorcycle endorsement?”
Q21 Frequency | Percent
Yes 652 92.2%
No 55 7.8%
Total 707 100.0%
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m B. Vehicle Driver Intercept Results

Respondent demographics
Tables V1 and V2 show the age and gender demographic information collected from a total of 1,020

vehicle drivers. The median age range for all vehicle drivers in this study is between 35 and 44 years (as
answered by 1,013 drivers).

Table V1. Respondent Age

Respondent Age Frequency | Percent
18-24 184 18.2%
25-34 266 26.3%
35-44 212 20.9%
45-54 180 17.8%
55-70 148 14.6%
70 or older 23 2.3%
Total 1,013 100.0%

As show in Table V2, more male (66.2%) than female (33.8%) vehicle drivers were intercepted,
comparable to the gender ratio in 2012.

Table V2. Respondent Gender

Percent Percent
Respondent Gender | Frequency 2013 2012
Male 675 66.2% 63.4%
Female 345 33.8% 36.6%
Total 1,020 100.0% 100.0%

The distribution of age and gender of vehicle drivers intercepted is outlined in Table V3. The distribution is
comparable and there is no significant difference among the age groups.

Table V3. Respondent Age by Gender

Respondent Age Male Female Total
18-24 63.0% 37.0% 100.0%
25-34 64.7% 35.3% 100.0%
35-44 64.6% 35.4% 100.0%
45-54 67.8% 32.2% 100.0%
55-70 70.3% 29.7% 100.0%
70 or older 82.6% 17.4% 100.0%

The driving frequency by California region is shown in Table V4, with a comparable distribution between
Northern and Southern California drivers.
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Table V4. Driving frequency on CA freeways by region

How often WOl:I|d Northern | Southern
you say you drive on Total
. CA CA

freeway in CA

6-7 days a week 30.6% 69.4% 100.0%
3-5 days a week 36.8% 63.2% 100.0%
1-2 times a week 40.9% 59.1% 100.0%
Less than once a week| 45.9% 54.1% 100.0%
Total 34.4% 65.6% 100.0%

Observations and perceptions on lane-splitting on freeways

The number of observations of motorcyclists lane-splitting on freeways in an average week is shown in
Table V5. The number of lane-splitting MCs observed by drivers ranged from “zero” to 120 per week, with
a median number of five (5) observed motorcycles lane-splitting. The mean and median number of
observations did not change significantly between 2012 and 2013.

Table V5. Q2. Lane-splitting MCs observed on freeways and 2012 comparison

2013 2012
Total responses 991 704
Missing responses 29 29
Mean 9.64 9.75
Median 5.0 5.0
Minimum 0 0
Maximum 120 210

The next intercept question asked vehicle drivers if they believe lane-splitting for motorcycles on freeways
to be legal. The frequencies of responses are shown in Table V6, with 55.5% of all vehicle drivers stating
that lane-splitting for motorcycles on freeways is legal, while 35.6% did not think it to be legal. The
remaining 9.0% respondents did not know. Overall, there has not been a significant change in perception
between 2012 and 2013.

Table V6. Q3. “Do you think it is legal for motorcycles to lane-split on freeways?” and 2012 comparison
Legal to lane-split | Percentage | Percentage
freeways 2013 2012
Yes 55.5% 52.2%
No 35.6% 36.9%
Don’t know 9.0% 9.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table V7 shows the cross-tabulated frequency of driving on California freeways and the perceived legality
of lane-splitting for motorcycles on freeways, with a comparison to the 2012 data. Comparable to 2012
the results show that respondents who drive more frequently also stated that lane-splitting for MCs is
legal on freeways more frequently, though the differences are not significant, nor is the comparison to
the 2012 data.
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Table V7. Frequency of driving of freeway and perception of legality for motorcycles to lane-split on

freeways and 2012 comparison

Frequency driving
and perception of

Legal for MCs to lane-
split freeways

lane-splitting 2013 2012
6-7 davs a week 62.9% 61.1%
3-5 days a week 61.3% 59.5%
1-2 times a week 52.5% 58.0%
Less than once a 57.7% 32.1%
week

Total 60.9% 59.1%

Table V8 shows the relationship between the respondent’s age and the perceived legality of lane-splitting
on freeways. There is no significant difference between the vehicle driver’s age and the positive answer of
lane-splitting being legal. But in comparison to 2012, a slightly larger proportion of respondents do
believe it is legal for motorcycles to lane-split on freeways. For the group of 18-24-year-olds, 53.7%
believed lane-splitting to be legal, compared to 44.5% in 2012; an increase of 9.2% (though not significant
between years nor between age groups).

Table V8. Perception of legality for motorcycles to lane-split on freeways and age and 2012 comparison

Legal for MCs to lane-
Respondent age split freeways

2013 2012
18-24 53.7% 44.5%
25-34 58.6% 62.0%
35-44 67.4% 60.7%
45-54 59.1% 65.7%
55-70 67.2% 63.3%
70 or older 63.2% 50.0%
Total 60.9% 59.3%

A total 88.0% of all vehicle drivers experienced a motorcyclist lane-splitting between the vehicle they
were in and another vehicle while on a freeway, compared to a similar 86.8% in 2012 (Table V9).

Table V9. Q4. “Have you ever had a motorcyclist lane-splitting between the vehicle you were in and

another vehicle?” and 2012 comparison

Q4 Percentage | Percentage
2013 2012
Yes 88.0% 86.8%
No 12.0% 13.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0%
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Accidents with lane-splitting motorcyclists while on freeways

Intercepted vehicle drivers who observed a motorcycle lane-splitting on a freeway were asked if they ever
hit a motorcyclist or if they have been hit by a lane-splitting motorcyclist. The results in Table V10 show
that a total 3.0% of all drivers stated to have hit or been hit by a motorcycle that was lane-splitting on
freeway, compared to 5.3% in 2012. This 2.3% reduction is slightly significant (p=0.02), though the
number of observations is small.

Table V10. Q5. “Have you ever hit a motorcycle or has a motorcycle hit you while driving on a
freeway?” and 2012 comparison

Qs Percentage | Percentage | Difference
2013 2012 2013-2012

Yes, MC hit me/my car & | hit 3.0% 5.39% 3%

motorcycle

No, never 97.0% 94.7% +2.3%

Total 100.0% 100.0% -

Vehicle drivers who were never been hit by nor hit a motorcycle that was lane-splitting were asked a
follow-up question about their experiences on nearly being hit by a motorcycle (see Table V11). A total
28.3% of respondents stated that they had nearly been hit or nearly hit a motorcyclist who was lane-
splitting on a freeway, compared to 34.6% in 2012. This 6.3% reduction of “nearly-hits” is slightly
significant at p=0.01.

Table V11. Q5a. “Were you ever nearly hit by a motorcycle?” [on freeway] and 2012 comparison

Qsa Percentage | Percentage | Difference
2013 2012 2013-
Yes 28.3% 34.6% -6.3%
No 71.7% 65.4% +6.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0% -

The follow-up question for vehicle drivers who stated to have hit or been hit by a motorcycle lane-
splitting on a freeway asked about damages caused by that collision and allowed for multiple responses,
the combined results of which can be found in Table V12.

Overall, 28 answers from 27 unique respondents were included. Of all answers given, 57.1% of drivers
stated that the motorcycle “just hit the car mirror” and 25.0% reported their vehicle was scraped or the
side was hit. The other damages mentioned included broken tires and motorcyclists falling onto the
vehicle. These findings are similar to the 2012 data results.
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Table V12. Q6. “What damage was caused by that hit or collision?” and 2012 comparison

Q6 Percentage | Percentage
2013 2012
Just hit car mirror 57.1% 58.8%
Scraped/hit side of car 25.0% 26.5%
MC hit my front bumper 3.6% 0.0%
| knocked down MC 3.6% 0.0%
Other 10.7% 14.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Vehicle drivers were also asked if they ever witnessed a collision involving a lane-splitting motorcycle on a
freeway, and 17.3% of respondents stated that they did, compared to 19.1% in 2012 (Table V13,
difference is not significant).

Table V13. Q7. “Have you ever witnessed a collision that involved a motorcycle that was lane-splitting
on a freeway?” and 2012 comparison

Q7 Percentage | Percentage
2013 2012
Yes 17.3% 19.1%
No 82.7 80.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Observations and perceptions on lane-splitting on multiple-lane roads

All vehicle drivers were asked to state the number of motorcyclists they observe lane-splitting on
multiple-lane roads in an average week; the results are shown in Table V14. The number of lane-splitting
motorcyclists observed ranged from “zero” to 150 per week, with a median number of two observations
and a mean of 5.83 motorcyclists per week. These results are comparable to 2012 data.

Table V14. Q8. Lane-splitting MCs observed on multiple-lane roads and 2012 comparison

Percentage | Percentage

2013 2012
Total responses 978 677
Missing responses 42 56
Mean 5.83 5.37
Median 2.0 3.0
Minimum 0 0
Maximum 150 250

All drivers were asked if they ever observed a motorcycle lane-splitting on a multiple-lane road and 68.7%
confirmed this, similar to the 69.4% of respondents in 2012.
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Table V15. Q9. “Thinking about driving on a multiple lane road - have you ever had a motorcyclist lane-

splitting between the v

sehicle you were in and another vehicle?” and 2012 comparison
Q9 Percentage | Percentage
2013 2012
Yes 68.7% 69.4%
No 31.3% 30.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Accidents with lane-splitting motorcyclists while on multiple-lane roads

Respondents who observed a motorcyclist lane-splitting on a multiple-lane road were asked if they have
ever hit or if their car was ever hit by a lane-splitting motorcycle; the responses can be found in Table V16.
Overall, only 1.9% of all drivers (13 responses in total) confirmed that they were hit by a lane-splitting

motorcyclist, similar to the 1.6% of respondents in 2012.

Table V16. Q10. “Have you ever hit a motorcycle or has a motorcycle hit you that was lane-splitting on

roads other than freeways?” and 2012 comparison

Q10 Per;g:;age Per;g:;age
Yes, MC hit me/my car 1.9% 1.6%
No, never 98.1% 98.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Drivers who were never hit by a lane-splitting motorcycle on a multiple-lane road were asked if they were

ever nearly hit by a motorcycle, and 25.0% of respondents confirmed this, comparable to the 24.9% of
drivers in 2012 (see Table V17).

Table V17. Q10a. “Were you ever nearly hit by a motorcycle?” and 2012 comparison

Q10a Per;g:tsage Per;;:;age
Yes 25.0% 24.9%
No 75.0% 75.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The stated damage caused to vehicles by lane-splitting motorcycles on multiple-lane roads is shown in
Table V18, with a combined total of 17 answers. Overall, 35.3% of drivers mentioned “scraped/hit side of
car,” 23.5% stated the motorcycle “just hit the car mirror,” and 23.5% noted no damage. The other
specified answers included “dent my bumper” and “totaled car”.
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Table V18. Q11. “What damage was caused by that hit or collision?” and 2012 comparison

Percentage | Percentage

Qi 2013 2012
Just hit my car mirror 23.5% 37.5%
Scraped/hit side of car 35.3% 50.0%
MC had minor injuries 5.9% 0.0%
(scrapes/bruises)

Other 11.8% 12.5%
None 23.5% 0.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Vehicle drivers were asked if they ever witnessed a collision that involved a MC that was lane-splitting on
a multiple-lane road, and 13.2% reported that they did, compared to 16.0% in 2012. The slight decrease of
2.8% between 2013 and 2012 is not significant (Table V19).

Table V19. Q12. “Have you ever witnessed a collision that involved a motorcycle that was lane-splitting
on roads other than freeways?” and 2012 comparison

Q12 Per;gr;;age Per;grlrtzage
Yes 13.2% 16.0%
No 86.8% 84.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table V20 shows the perception of lane-splitting being legal on multiple-lane roads. Overall, and similarly
to 2012, a slightly larger proportion of drivers believe that lane-splitting on multiple-lane roads is illegal
(45.9%). There is a slight increase in the number of drivers who believe lane-splitting on multiple-lane
roads is legal, from 41.7% in 2012 to 44.0% in 2013, though that increase is not significant. Overall, 10.0%
of all drivers did not know if lane-splitting is legal on multiple-lane roads.

Table V20. Q13. “Do you think it is legal for motorcycles to lane-split on multiple-lane roads?” and 2012
comparison

Percentage | Percentage
ais 2013 : 2012 :
Yes 44.0% 41.7%
No 45.9% 45.5%
Don’t know 10.0% 12.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Approval/disapproval of lane-splitting
Overall, 36.6% of all vehicle drivers “strongly approve” or “somewhat approve” of lane-splitting in

general, the same percentage as in 2012. The majority of 63.4% “somewhat disapprove” or “strongly
disapprove” of it (Table V21).
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Table V21. Q14. “How would rate your approval or disapproval of lane-splitting” and 2012 comparison

Q14 Per;grlm;age Per;::;age
Strongly approve 9.2% 8.3%
Somewhat approve 27.4% 28.3%
Somewhat disapprove 24.9% 26.1%
Strongly disapprove 38.5% 37.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table V22 shows the frequencies of the created variable “Approval of lane splitting” based on the
grouped positive or negative response to Q14 (above) together with the cross-tabulation of the
respondent’s gender for both waves of data collection. In both 2012 and 2013, there were significant
differences between male and female drivers in the approval rate of lane-splitting, with male respondents
showing a higher rate of approval (41.9% in 2012 and 42.8% in 2013) compared to females (p=0.00 for
both 2012 and 2013). There are no differences in approval rates between 2012 and 2013.

Table V22. Approval or disapproval of lane-splitting by gender

Approval Disapproval
Gender Iozlznz z%pn Total
Male 41.9% 58.1% 100.0%
Female 25.7% 74.3% 100.0%
Total 36.0% 64.0% 100.0%
Gender Ap;:)r:;/ al D|sa2|:(»)|::>lr;val Total
Male 42.8% 57.2% 100.0%
Female 24.3% 75.7% 100.0%
Total 36.5% 63.5% 100.0%

There is no significant difference among the age groups in their approval of lane splitting (table not
shown).

Question 15 asked drivers to state why they approve or disapprove of lane-splitting in a multiple choice
format. Open-ended comments were coded and the following three answering categories were added:

e  Savesgas;
e Safe only when traffic stopped or at slow speed;

e Approval if rider is careful/lane splitting when safe.

Note: The answering option “It is unfair they get ahead of me” was amended with the addition of “same
rules for auto and MCs.” The answering option “might cause me to have an accident” includes “might
cause me (or others) to have an accident.”

The majority of respondents who disapprove of lane-splitting believe it is unsafe (57.5%). Of respondents
who approve of lane-splitting, only 8.4% consider it unsafe and 15.8% consider it safe (Table V23). A total
19.1% of drivers approve of lane-splitting because it helps traffic congestions; of those disapproving, only

Page 28 2013 California Motorcycle Lane Sharing Study — E&W




0.5% stated this as a reason. The “other” reasons for approval included: sometimes riding a motorcycle
him/herself, because they fit (in-between cars), because it is necessary for the engine, or respondents had
no opinion or did not care. Specified “other”reasons for disapproval included: motorcycles are hard to
see, because of experience with accidents, and others.

Table V23. Approval of lane-splitting by reason for approval/disapproval

Approval by reason Approval | Disapproval
Itisillegal 2.0% 1.6%
It is unsafe 8.4% 57.5%
It is unfair they get ahead of me/same rules for both auto 0.4% 4.4%
and MCs

It startles/surprises me 1.5% 6.9%
It scares me they might crash 2.9% 8.0%
They ride too fast 2.0% 3.2%
Might cause me (or others) to have an accident 1.1% 9.7%
It is legal 7.7% 0.2%
It is safe 15.8% 0.2%
Helps traffic congestion 19.1% 0.5%
Other 30.8% 6.8%
Saves gas 2.0% 0.0%
Safe only when traffic stopped or at slow speed 2.4% 0.5%
Approval if rider is careful/lane splitting when safe 4.0% 0.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

An additional variable was created to combine the answers regarding lane-splitting legality on freeways
and other multiple-lane roads, which can be found in Table V24. A total 36.6% of all vehicle drivers stated
that they believe it is legal for motorcycles to lane-split on both freeways and multiple-lane roads,
compared to 34.2% of drivers in 2012; 28.9% believed both to be illegal, compared to 29.2% in 2012. A
total 3.9% of respondents did not know whether lane-splitting on freeways or roads is legal, compared to
5.2% in 2012. The slight differences in the perception of legality between 2012 and 2013 are not
significant.
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Table V24. Perception of legality of lane-splitting on both freeways and multiple-lane roads and 2012
comparison

. . Percentage | Percentage
Perception of legality 2013 2012
Both legal 36.6% 34.2%
Both illegal 28.9% 29.2%
FWY legal - Road illegal 14.0% 13.2%
FWY illegal - Road legal 5.1% 5.6%
Both - do not know 3.9% 5.2%
FWY legal 4.8% 5.3%
Road legal 2.3% 1.6%
FWY illegal 1.5% 2.9%
Road illegal 2.9% 2.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The cross-tabulation of the approval of lane-splitting and the perception of legality is shown in Table V25.
The table shows that the majority of those who approve of lane-splitting believe it is a legal activity; of all
drivers who approve of lane-splitting, 57.0% also stated it to be legal. Drivers who believe lane-splitting to
be illegal also have a higher rate of disapproval, 39.4%, the differences being significant at p=0.00. There

is no significant difference to the 2012 approval rates.

Table V25. Approval or disapproval of lane-splitting by perception of legality of lane-splitting and 2012
comparison

. . Approval |Disapproval| Approval |Disapproval
Perception of legality 2013 2013 2012 2012
Both legal 57.0% 25.5% 56.8% 21.5%
Both illegal 10.9% 39.4% 8.3% 40.9%
FWY legal - Road illegal 17.3% 12.0% 17.0% 11.1%
FWY illegal - Road legal 4.5% 5.6% 6.4% 5.1%
Both - do not know 2.2% 4.6% 1.1% 7.5%
FWY legal 3.6% 5.1% 4.5% 5.8%
Road Legal 3.6% 1.6% 3.0% 0.9%
FWY illegal 0.0% 2.1% 1.9% 3.4%
Road illegal 0.8% 4.0% 0.8% 3.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The approval rating of lane-splitting by the regions of Northern and Southern California is shown in Table
V26. There are no significant differences in the approval between the two regions in 2012 or 2013.
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Table V26. Approval or disapproval of lane-splitting by California region and 2012 comparison

. Approval Approval
Region I02?)13. pz%n
Northern CA 37.6% 39.9%
Southern CA 35.9% 34.3%
Total 36.5% 36.0%

The perceived legality of lane-splitting on freeways and/or multiple-lane roads (by the perception of
legality variable) cross-tabulated by California region is shown in Table V27. The distribution of responses
between both regions shows that 41.0% of Northern Californian respondents believe lane-splitting to be
legal on both freeways and other multiple-lane roads, compared to only 34.3% of Southern California
drivers. This difference in perception between regions is significant at p=0.00.

Table V27. CA region variable by perception of legality of lane-splitting and 2012 comparison
2013 2012
Perception of legality Northern | Southern | Northern | Southern
CA CA CA CA
Both legal 41.0% 34.3% 31.4% 35.5%
Both illegal 25.2% 30.8% 24.2% 31.4%
FWY legal - Road illegal 14.3% 13.8% 16.6% 11.8%
FWY illegal - Road legal 6.0% 4.6% 6.3% 5.3%
Both DK 5.2% 3.3% 4.5% 5.5%
FWY legal 5.2% 4.6% 8.1% 4.1%
Road Legal 0.6% 3.1% 2.7% 1.2%
FWY illegal 1.7% 1.3% 2.2% 3.1%
Road illegal 0.9% 4.0% 4.0% 2.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table V28 shows the distribution of the perception of legality variable by California county. The answer
“both legal” was given by 19.0% of all respondents in San Bernardino and 53.6% of respondents in
Ventura County. The frequency of the answer “both illegal” showed an inverse relationship between
those two counties. These differences in perception by county are significant at p=0.00 though the

absolute number of observations is very small.
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Table V28. Perception of legality of lane-splitting by California County

FWY FWY
County L?sgt,:l. ||fgg;u. ':5::{ iILef:;- Both DK |FevgvaY| f:ga:: illi‘eAfI;Yal iﬁ:; Total
illegal | legal
San Bernardino| 19.0% | 42.9% | 21.4% | 7.1% 4.8% 2.4% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% |100.0%
Ventura 53.6% | 0.0% | 143% | 7.1% | 10.7% | 0.0% 3.6% 7.1% 3.6% |100.0%
San Diego 34.5% | 36.4% | 12.3% | 5.9% 0.5% 3.6% 1.4% 0.9% 4.5% |100.0%
Orange 38.3% | 39.5% | 7.4% 3.7% 1.2% 4.9% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% |100.0%
Riverside 30.4% | 21.7% | 21.7% | 8.7% 6.5% 4.3% 0.0% 2.2% 4.3% |100.0%

Los Angeles 33.9% | 26.3% | 14.3% | 2.4% 4.8% 6.4% 4.8% 1.6% 5.6% [100.0%
San Francisco | 40.4% | 23.1% | 17.3% | 9.6% 3.8% 0.0% 1.9% 3.8% 0.0% |100.0%

Alameda 34.8% | 31.9% | 15.9% | 4.3% 1.4% 8.7% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% |100.0%
Contra Costa 45.7% | 25.9% | 8.6% 6.2% 8.6% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% |100.0%
San Mateo 42.6% | 23.4% | 8.5% 6.4% 8.5% 4.3% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% [100.0%

Santa Clara 38.5% | 26.2% | 20.0% | 6.2% 4.6% 1.5% 0.0% 1.5% 1.5% (100.0%
Sacramento 45.7% | 14.3% | 17.1% | 2.9% 29% | 143% | 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% [100.0%

The rate of approval of lane-splitting by California county is displayed in Table V29. The approval rates
ranged from 26.1% in San Mateo to 52.9% in Sacramento. The disapproval rates ranged from 48.0% in
Ventura to 73.9% in San Mateo. The differences between counties are not significant.

Table V29. CA County by approval of legality of lane-splitting and 2012 comparison

Approval of lane-splitting 2013 | Approval of lane-splitting 2012
County Total
Approval Disapproval Approval Disapproval

Orange 37.5% 62.5% 36.5% 63.5% 100.0%
Los Angeles 36.8% 63.2% 32.2% 67.8% 100.0%
San Bernardino 26.8% 73.2% 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
Ventura 52.0% 48.0% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
San Diego 35.5% 64.5% 39.8% 60.2% 100.0%
Riverside 30.4% 69.6% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
San Francisco 27.5% 72.5% 41.2% 58.8% 100.0%
Alameda 41.8% 58.2% 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
Contra Costa 42.5% 57.5% 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Sacramento 52.9% 47.1% 27.5% 72.5% 100.0%
San Mateo 26.1% 73.9% 81.0% 19.0% 100.0%
Santa Clara 35.5% 64.5% 29.6% 70.4% 100.0%
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Preventing motorcycles from lane-splitting

Vehicle drivers were also surveyed on if they ever prevented a motorcyclist from lane-splitting. The
responses are illustrated in Table V30. Of all drivers, 6.4% stated that they tried to prevent a motorcycle
from lane spitting, compared to 7.3% in last year’s intercept (difference is not significant).

Table V30. Q16. “Have you ever tried preventing a motorcycle that was lane-splitting from passing
you?” and 2012 comparison

Qleé Percentage | Percentage
2013 2012

Yes 6.4% 7.3%

No 93.6% 92.7%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table V31 shows the stated rationale from drivers on why they tried to prevent a motorcyclist from lane-
splitting with a comparison to the 2012 data. A total 17.4% of drivers stated being afraid of causing an
accident as a reason, followed by 14.5% indicating that lane-splitting is unsafe. The other specified
answers included a range of opinions and various motivations. The overall distribution of responses is
similar to 2012.

Table V31. Q17. “Why did you try to prevent the motorcyclist from lane-splitting?” and 2012
comparison

Percentage | Percentage
Q17 2013 : 2012 :
Itisillegal 2.9% 4.5%
It is unsafe 14.5% 25.4%
It is unfair they get ahead of 11.6% 13.4%
It startles/surprises me 7.2% 3.0%
It scares me they might 7.2% 4.5%
They ride too fast 7.2% 4.5%
Might cause me to have an 17.4% 19.4%
Other 31.9% 25.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The cross-tabulation of approval of lane-splitting by having attempted to prevent motorcyclists from the
action is shown in Table V32. The difference between approvers and non-approvers in blocking
motorcyclists from lane-splitting is significant (p=0.01), indicating that those drivers who disapprove
prevent motorcyclists from lane-splitting more frequently (4.0% of those who approve versus 8.1% of
those who disapprove compared to 3.5% of approvers versus 9.5% of disapprovers in 2012 — note that
number of observations is very small).
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Table V32. Approval of lane-splitting by having prevented MC from lane-splitting and 2012 comparison

Prevented MC 2012 Difference 2012

from lane-splitting | Approval |Disapproval| 2013-2012 Approval Disapproval
Yes 4.0% 8.1% -4.1% 3.5% 9.5%

No 96.0% 91.9% +4.1% 96.5% 90.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% 100.0%

There is no statistically significant difference between male and female drivers and the frequency of
preventing MCs from lane-splitting, nor is there a measurable difference in the age of drivers and this
behavior (no tables shown).
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Appendix A— Intercept Form Vehicle Drivers

= W

Hi. ry name is | am doing a brief survey an

VEHICLE SURVEY safety izues for the Office of Traffic Safety and U C Barkelay. It will take 2
few minutes and will helptraffic safety researchers learn more about the
opinions of C& drivers on lane splitting. Thiz is completely anonymous and
yiou can skip any question you do not want 1o answer.

Flist, ane you over 18 years ofd? Have you aver whnessed a collislon that invobied a
[ Wa — oo net proceaa m ctoiyile that was lane splitting on a frecway?
100 Yes (Mot just aip collision)

10 Yes 2 Mo

About how often would you say you dive on a w[] DK 20 Skip

frecway In CA? MR | AR GOIRG TO ASE 0L AR LT ROADS OTHER THAR FREEWENS

1[0 &-7 davs a week 2[00 3-5davs awesk THAT HaWE mIULTIFLE LAKES SO hkS I THE SARIE DIR BT M.

:[ 1-2 tires a week 4[] L=z than once a week

wl DK s Skip

Thinking about diving on a muktipde lane road,
F2F THE PLIRFCSE O F THIS SUEWEY, THE TERR "L WE SFLTTIRES " b ESMS not a freoway, how many motorycles do you seo lane
A MCTORCYCLET RIDING BETWEEN TR LARES OF SLOWER MOWING splitting In an average week?
CR STOPFED TRa FFEC HEADIMNG IM THE SAME DIRECTIC W,
& of eventslvesk)
we[] DK sz ] Skip

Thinking about driving on a freeway — and not any
othor strest, how many motonydbes do you see lane

splitting In an average wee k? And thinking abount driving on a mukipls lane moad

- have you everhad a motoncyclist lane splitting

=5 L of eme&ls‘fwjeew beatwraszn the vishbcke you we ne Inand another vehicke?
sl DK wsl] skip 1O ves 20 o (GO TO @12}
wal] DK sa[] Skip
Do ywou think k 15 LEGAL for m otony des to lane splh
on frecways? Have you everhit amotowycle OR has a motorych
10 Wes :0 M hilt you that was lane splitting on a read other than
w[] DK sa[] =kp a frecway?
Again, thinking about deving on a freeway - have you :0 :‘;"ﬁ:r‘ e hit b . -
everhad a motorcyclist lane gpliting between the | JBME Yo BURT NEAY ML by A metarocs
vehicle you wene i}frland amﬂs"l::a-r vzﬁkle? 1L ‘es (GO TO Q12) 2L Mo f50 1O Q12}
O ‘ez, motomecke hit mefrw car 200 *es, | hit motomecle
10 ez 20 Mo (GO T Q7 r ' e rr = e
wl] DK s3] =hip =] DK =L ske

What dam age was causad by that hit or collislon?

Have you everhhlt a motonycle OR has a motonycle (D0 not resd- Seled All

hit you that was lane splitting on a freoway?
1[0 Just hit roy mimor

O Mo, never - o
Cm. Wke e v o ever neady hit by & matoroycke? zg i:?;‘:‘d'f hit side of car
1] ¥es{GO TO Q7 U o {Go To Q7 4[] M had ssvers injunes tboken bores, lboemtions, truma)
10 ves, motomwcle hit rredrwcar 200 Yes, | hit rotomecke e[ MC had minar injuries (scrapes £ broissg
‘I}alj Dk sa[] Skp e[] Hit rw front burrpsr
700 | ran over the motome list
What damage was caused by that hit or collslon? 2] Hit ore or mome cars
(D0 not read - Salact Al 30 1 krocked dowwn the motompclist
100 Just hit vty car rnimor 1] Cther -
:[0 Scrmped s hit sideof car 1l hone =[] DK =[] Skip
:0 M had svere injuries bmoken bones, lcemtions, trmuma)
] M had minor injuries {scrmpes § bruiss) Have you ever whnessed a collslon that nvolved a
SE :“’C hit ”ﬂ:;”mmt!-'”ﬁ;t m ooy be that was lane splitting on amuh ple lane
€ RN ower riow : L
00 M Hit on or e car road other than a freoway? (Mot fust ainy colfisiain)
2 | knocked dowen the moto mclist 10 es :0 NC{
o0 cher sl DK s Skip
wd hane w=l] Dk aal] Skp

Page 35 2013 California Motorcycle Lane Sharing Study — E&W



VAT
F YAY;
L )

Do wou think i 1s LEGAL for motory des to lane spll And lastly, for statistieal punposes, please stopme
on multiple lane mwads other than freoways? when 1 get to your age ange: Ane you betweon?
10 ‘es :0 Mo 10 18-24
=0 DK s Ship 20 z5-34
:[0 3544
o[ 4554
Overall, how would rate your approval or disapproval <[] =570
of lane splitting? Would you say you... ¢ T0aralder
100 stongly appmowe sl skp

20 Sormewhat appmwe

: [0 Sorrewhat dismpprowe

4[] Stmongh disappove Thank yvou very much for yourtime. Those are all the quastions.
w= DK s skip

Why doyou say that? (D0 not read- Saled Al

100 1 i illegal

: [ i unsafe

[ I i urfair they get abead of me
4[]t startkesturprsss me

e[t zcames e they might crsh

£ [ They ride too fast

7O Miight cause meto have an accident
[ ki legal

s kst

1 Hep tmific congestion

[ Cther
wl] DK a1 Skp

Have you aver tHed preventing a motongycle that was
lane splitting from passing you?

100 ‘ez 2 o (G0 TO Q)
{aalj [l sa[] Skp

Why did you try to prevent the motorcycle from lane
splltting? (D0 not read- Safadt A

1O kisillegal

0 K Eurssfe

[0k s unfair they ot ahead of me
4l startes f surprisss e

[0 I =scams methew might crash

[0 They ride too fast

70 miight causs e to hawe an accidernt
2 Crher
=[] DK s3] Skip

FOR EEW STAFF TO FILLOUT:
Date:

Interviswer

Tiree: 7489010001 M2 5203540506 AN

Location:

Respondent’s gender (DO MOT ASK} 10 M 0 F
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Appendix B— Intercept Form Motorcycle Riders

Hi, ry name iz
satety issuas for the Office of Traffic Safety and U C Berkeley. It will take a

MOTORCYCLE SURVEY

E W

| am doing a brief survey an

few minutes and will helptraffic safety researchers learn more about the
opinions of O& drivers on lane splitting. This is completely anonyrous and
you can skip any question you do not want to answer.

Flist, ane you over T8 years ofd?
D — do not proceaa]

10 Yes

What best descibes how you uss your motony de
MOST of the tima? (D0 not read - Salact SRE)

10 Commuting towark

2 [ Pleasume rding on weshends

: [ Both commuting to wark and pleasure iding on weskends
4+ Long-distance touring rides

£ [0 Ear hopping

e[ Cher
=[] DK x[0 Skp

About how often would you say you dde your
motorycke?
100 &-7 davs a wesk 300 25 days awesk

20 1-2 tires 2 week 4 Le= thanonce a week
wl] DE ] Skp

On an average day about how many mlles
do you Hde yourm ot oy le?

trurrber of milkesf mnge)

Have you everhht a vehk ke orhasa vehkcle hht you
whils you wiens lane splitting on a freaway?

:0 Mo, rever-

&z, Did wou ever rearhy hita vehick?

10 Yes (GO TO Qa) 20 Mo (GO TO R}
100 ez, wehicke hit e 20 *fies, | hit wehicle
2] DE a3 Skip

What dam age was @usad by that hit or collislon?
D0 hot read- Safact 411

100 Just hit car mimor

2 Screpedihit side of car

:[ 1 had sevem injuries thmken bones, lacemtions, traurme)
4+ 1 had miner injurnes (= mpes /b uiseg

e[ 1 hitcar front burper

e[ Iwas run overbey car

O I hitone or ok cars
2 lwas knocked down

o[ ther.

w1 Mone
as[] DK s3] Skip

What best doscrbes your lane splitting on frecways?
Weuld you say you lane gplit onby when... Salact ORE)

10 tmffic is ot a standstill

: 200 trffic s stop-and-go
s=[] DK sllske :0 tmffic & moving kess than 20 MPH
4 trffic i moving less than 30 MFH
FOR: THE PURPCS EGF THIS SUIRVEY, THE TERRA " LA, HE 5 FLITTIRG™ hEAMS <[] traffic i moving ks than 40 MPH
A MOTORCYCLET RIDING BETWEEN TWW LANES OFSLOWER MOMNG <01 e is mowing kess than 50 MFH
OR STOPPED TRAFFIC HEA DING IN THE SAME DIRECTION, 200 traffic is roving kess than 60 MFH
[ tmffic & moving kess than 70 WPH
Do you lane split on your motorgrcke when dding on o0 other
f newways? w1 DK a1 Skip
10 ez 2 o (G0 TO Qi
wl DK s Ship
Jj P2 LA GOIG TO A5 KU ARD LT RO DS OTHER THAM FREEWAYS

How f ently do you lane split on frecways? THAT HAWE M ULTIFLE LARES SIS I THE SAME DIRECTE B,

Weould you say...
10 Abways 2 ohen Do you lane split on your motorcyclke when dding on
z0 Sometimes a[d Rameh multfde lane roads other than frecways?
=]k sl ske 10 e 200 Ho (GO TO Qld when
Q=1 else go to Q19
2] DK 0 Skip

How frequently do you lane split on roads other than
freoways? Would you say...

10 Akbwvays 20 Cften
30 Sometimes 4 Ramrl
w1 DK a1 skip
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VAT
F YAY;
L)

Have you everhit a vehicke orhas a vehicke hit you
whilk: you wene lane splitting on a muhtiple lane road
other than a freeway?

=0 o, rever -
11z, Did wou ever nearhy hit a vehice?
10 ves{GO TOQB) 10 Mo (GO TO QB)
J:1|:| ‘es, wehicke hit e £ o car 20 es, | hit wehick

What damage was caused by that hit or collison?
(DO not read - Salact 4000

10 Just hit car mimor

20 Scrmpedrhit side of car

0 1had ssver injures b moken bones, lhcertions, taumna)
4[] Thad rrinor injunes (scrpes £ b rises)

e[ Ihit carfmort burnper

e[ Iwaz mun overby car

700 1hit ore or o cars
30 Iwasz knocked down

a1 Cehec

wl Mone

=[] DK xs[] Shp

What best descibes your lane splitting on moads other

than freeways? Would you say you lane split only
when... (Sefact ONE)

100 traffic iz at a stardstill
2 traffic Estop-and-go
: [ traffic i mowing kessthan 20 MPH
4[] traffic i moving kess than 20 MPH
e[ traffic i rowing kess than 40 WPH
¢ [ traffic &5 mowing kess than 50 MWPH

7 other

w= DK ] skp

i you had to guess, when lane splitting - how much

faster{in general than the st of the tafflc do you

go? Would you say you go ab-oart ...

EmIPH -- 10WIFH -- 15MWPH -- 20MFH -- 20MPH -- 40 FH -- S0MFPH
fasterthan other trffic

«[ DK as[] Ship

In your opinlon, what ks the MOST sadous threat

to yoursafoty when lane plitting?

(D0 ot read - Sofact QONE)

10 Ditrcted Drivers (el ar texting!

20 Drivers not loaking in rimor (divers don't sse el
: [ Aggressve drivers

4 Drunk drivers

c [ Bigtrucks

e[ Poormad surface

70 Mamow Lanes

a[] ©ther

wl] DK a1 Skip
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Have you ever necelved a trafflc theket or chtatlon whilke
lane splitting?

10 ves
l;aD 18
What was the vielatlon?

10 speeding

2 Fallowing too cloesh

2 Miz-useof lanes

4] Failureto signallane change

e[ Crther
gl DK

20 Mo (GO TO Q18
a1 skip

x[ Skip

Has a vehkcle driver aver thed to prevent you from
passing while you wene lane plitting?

10 es 20 Mo
w1 DK a1 skip

Finally, have you taken a motonycle dder training
class?

10 es 20 ho G0 To Q2 1)
J}aD Dk s skip
Who provided the class?
100 Mare of Omganization
w1 DK a1 skip

One meone quastion, and nemem ber that your
mesponse b anonymous: Do you have a valid
m otorcycle endorsem ent?

10 es 20 Mo
2] DK 0 Skip

And lastly, for statlstial purposes, please stopme
when | get to your age range: Ane you batwieon?

10 1824

200 25

;0 35-44
4[] 45t

£[] 5570
e[ 70 oralder
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Thank you very much for your tire. Those are all the quastions.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY

BERKELEY * DAVIS « IRVINE » LOS ANGELES « MERCED » RIVERSIDE « SAN DIEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SANTA DARBARA « SANTA CRUZ

SAFE TRANSPORTATION

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION CENTER
2614 Dwight Way, MC 7374

BERKELEY, CA 94720-7374

Phone: (510) 642-0566 Fax: (510) 643-9922

March/April 2013

Dear Fueling Station Manager:

The purpose of this letter is to tell you about a public safety survey being conducted by the University of
California, Berkeley Safe Transportation Research and Education Center and the California Office of
Traffic Safety on motorcyclists and lane splitting. The survey will take less than five minutes and will
help traffic safety researchers learn more about the opinions of CA automobile drivers and
matoreyclists on this topic. The results of the study will provide the State with ideas for making the
roads of California safer.

We are working with Ewald & Wasserman Research Consultants, a survey research firm in San
Francisco. We have selected this location to conduct the surveys because it is in a well-travelled
geographic area of the state. The trained interviewers who are conducting the surveys at your location
will be courteous of your customers, and will not interfere with business conduct. They will complete the
surveys within a few days. Additionally, customers will be allowed to stop answering questions at any
point they want, and all responses will be anonymous.

If you have any questions about the research study, please call Jill Cooper at 510-643-4259.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and your participation in this study.

Sincerely,

David R. Ragland, Ph.D. Christopher J. MurpHy
Professor, UC Berkeley School of Director

Public Health California Office of Traffic Safety

2013 California Motorcycle Lane Sharing Study — E&W




	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. METHODS
	( A. Sample Methodology and Sample Site Selection
	( B. Interview Locations, Times, and Duration
	( C. Staff Training
	Training procedures and pilot test of observation form
	Field data collection

	( D. Response and Refusal Rates

	III. RESULTS
	( A. Motorcyclist Intercept Results
	Respondent demographics
	Motorcycle use
	Motorcycle miles traveled
	Lane-splitting on freeways
	Accidents with vehicles while lane-splitting of freeways
	Lane-splitting on roads other than freeways
	Accidents with vehicles while lane-splitting on roads other than freeways
	Speed of traffic while lane-splitting
	Speed differential while lane-splitting
	Perceived threats while lane-splitting and traffic violations
	Motorcycle rider training class and motorcycle endorsement

	( B. Vehicle Driver Intercept Results
	Respondent demographics
	Observations and perceptions on lane-splitting on freeways
	Accidents with lane-splitting motorcyclists while on freeways
	Observations and perceptions on lane-splitting on multiple-lane roads
	Accidents with lane-splitting motorcyclists while on multiple-lane roads
	Approval/disapproval of lane-splitting
	Preventing motorcycles from lane-splitting



