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Executive Summary

Broadband access for households has become antanpasource for individuals and
communities. A high speed connection to the intepnevides opportunities for a great many
economic, social and cultural benefits. This stwag to done to explore the extent to which
those opportunities and benefits are currentlylalka to households in New York State. With
the support of the NY State Office of Cyber Seguiind the New York State Broadband
Development and Deployment Council, the CenteiTrhnology in Government partnered
with Stony Brook University to conduct the studye\Wurveyed 3044 New York households to
discover the extent of availability and adoptiorbadadband services and how they are used. We
also asked about the social and economic charsiiterof the households to explore how those
factors affect broadband adoption and use. Thdtsgstesented here cover 1002 surveys
covering the state as a whole and an oversam@é4s surveys in low income counties.

These results show that adoption and use are \pr@ad and diverse, with a pattern of high user
satisfaction overall, but substantial disparitieaccess and adoption for economically and
socially disadvantaged New Yorkers. Broadband wpented as available by 92% of the
sample, with just under 67% as the overall adoptade. Broadband service is primarily by cable
providers (58.7%), another 32.3% divided betweditalfiber (8.1%) and digital subscriber

line (DSL: 22.2%), and the remainder a mix of saéeldialup, and cellular. There are lower
adoption rates in the poorer counties (around 6a%d)at 72% in the state-wide part of the
sample. Adoption rates vary in significant waysoasrracial, economic, and educational levels,
as well as by age and employment status. Only 3ttegoorest households (<$20,000) had
broadband service, with over 91% adoption in thkest households. Respondents with less than
a high school education and those over 65 had sdtine lowest adoption rates—44% and 39%
respectively. However, the group with the lowesign rate (20%) was those rating
themselves as “very low” on internet skills.

Uses of broadband and barriers to adoption wergaslyneclectic. About 23% of the overall
sample reported working from home using an intecoenection. Overall, the most frequent
uses were social (e.qg., links to family and friendsltural (e.g., access to music and video),
economic (banking, shopping), and information as¢asws, government information, etc).
Patterns of use do vary among the demographic grduyp by relatively small amounts
compared to adoption rates. Reasons for non-adygpiesides unavailability, were a mix of too
expensive, lack of interest, and a perception gif misk due to malware, offensive material, and
threats to children. These reasons were fairlyister® across demographic groups.

This picture of adoption and use is grounds fomoisim but not complacency. Adoption rates
and satisfaction are high overall. However dispegiin access and opportunity are substantial
and disproportionately affect the less privilegeougps of New Yorkers. No single strategy
appears sufficient for these challenges.

The report recommends a combination of initiatieeseduce the overall costs of broadband,
reduce knowledge and attitude barriers, and engeurevestment in greater access and online
security. Since the economic benefits of broadmedmportant for business as well, the report
recommends additional research on access, adoptidnyse among users, especially small
businesses in the low income areas of the state.
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Project Background

The project was undertaken in response to a refqaestthe New York State Office of Cyber
Security (OCS) in support of the activities of thhew York State Broadband Development and
Deployment Council. OCS is the recipient of a SEr@adband Data and Development grant
funded by the National Telecommunications InformatAdministration.. The project was
designed to develop and apply a method for ansgé@sic questions about the access to and
adoption of broadband internet services by New Y3tdte householdsThe project research
addressed these questions:

* How do the demographics of New York State in teainsicome, educational attainment,
ethnicity, region, and age affect access to andkepdf broadband internet services by New
York State residents?

* What other factors affect the access to and upithkeoadband internet services by New
York State residents?

» What are the barriers to adoption of broadbandices\e.g. cost, education, language, other
cultural factors)?

The project team sought answers to these questitindiousehold surveys planned to occur in
two phases. Phase 1 included analysis of data ¢mmpleted surveys collected up to January 5,
2011, presented in a preliminary report. The segidrase included in this report covers all data
from the 2064 surveys in the preliminary report bamed with an additional 980 collected to
complete the minimum of 3000 surveys called fathia project plan. Those results are presented
in the sections below.

Project Organization

The survey design and development are the prodctollaboration among the CTG project
team and staff of the Center for Survey Resear@R(Gt Stony Brook, SUNY. The CSR
conducted the data collection portion of the prbj€3 G was responsible for designing the data
analysis and reporting of project results. The Gfgect team collaborated with The Nelson A.
Rockefeller Institute of Government (RIG) for assnce with data analysis and presentation
materials under the direction and support of th&@dam.

Sampling Design

Two sampling levels were used: (1) a sample o21968w York State residents chosen to be
representative of the state as a whole tbes York State sampjend (2) an oversample of

2042 New York State residents in low income cowsielected to represent concentrations of
underserved populations. A minimum of 1000 completgrveys was required for the state-wide
sample, with 1002 reported here, and 2042 additicorapleted surveys for the low income
counties with median family incomes below 80 petadrihe state average.

1. By broadband adoption we mean the choice by a hol¢o subscribe to available broadband Internet
services. The FCC defines a broadband connectionaghat provides two-way data transmission tofeomt
the Internet with advertized speeds of at least fioegabits per second (mbps) downstream and gribatier
one megabit per second upstream. By this criter@irall satellite internet service qualifies asditband, as
does 3G and 4G cell phone service and wide-aresgless service, though these land-based wireleggagsr
are not available in all areas of the state.
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The Survey

The survey instrument was developed by the CRSCAr@, based in part on the recent surveys
by the FCC and the Social Sciences Research Caurtod instrument includes questions about
the respondent’s demographic characteristics, ilmtaavailability of, access to, types of internet
use, purchase decisions for broadband servicesymedor use/non use, and related technical
information. All but two items are closed-end, fixehoice in form.

Surveys were conducted by telephone, including lexedand cellular. The overall data
collection was concluded in as short a time asiplest limit the effects of changes in
broadband services or availability.

Responsibility for Results

At the completion of the survey phases, the CSRnditd the survey results (an SPSS file)
along with sufficient documentation of the dataisture and coding to support comprehensive
analysis. Aside from reviewing the data for purogkerror checking and cleaning, the polling
organization was not responsible for additionalysis or narrative reporting concerning the
results. The CSR was responsible for submittingitiem report describing the polling methods
and any additional information needed to suppdrssguent analysis. The Rockefeller Institute
provided data analysis with methodological commants preparation of results in tables or
charts.

The Survey

The survey results include data from telephonevidw/s conducted between November 12,
2010and February 122011. In those calls, residents of New York Stageenasked about their
Internet connections and activities, primarily &gl at home use. Phone numbers were obtained
through a list-assisted method of random-digitid@land up to seven contact attempts were
made to each household phone number selected.dontact was established, the interviewer
asked for responses from an individual 18 yearxsd®r considered to be “most responsible for

all computer connections to the Internet.” To asghe most representative sample possible, all
households and individuals initially unwilling taicipate in the survey were contacted again,
and an attempt was made to persuade them to pat#ci

A total of 3044 interviews were completed for thaadreported. One thousand and two
interviews were conducted in the general populatioNew York State, with 303 respondents
located in New York City (Bronx, Kings, New York,u@ens, and Richmond Counties), 172
respondents in the surrounding suburbs (Nassakl&at; Suffolk, and Westchester Counties),
and 527 respondents in counties in upstate New.Yaladditional 2042 interviews were
conducted with a targeted oversample, consistingsgfondents in three regions: 1) the Bronx
(516 completes), 2) Brooklyn (506 completes), apnd@tate (1020 completes). This latter,
upstate region consisted of respondents livingRicdunties: Allegany, Broome, Cattaraugus,
Chautauqua, Chemung, Chenango, Delaware, EssexliRtadamilton, Herkimer, Jefferson,
Lewis, Montgomery, Oswego, Otsego, Steuben, Stréage, and Yates Counties. These 19

2. John B. HorriganBroadband Adoption and Use in America, OBI Workdagper Series No .. WWashington,
D.C.: Federal Communications Commission, 2010. Blaabailey, Amelia Bryne, Alison Powell, Joe
Karaganis, and Jaewon Chumlgoadband Adoption in Low-income Communities Verdid. New York:
Social Science Research Council, March 2010.
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counties were chosen because their median houskeitolthe was below 80% of the state
median household income.

For the data reported, margins of error dependersample size used. For the main sample of
1,002 respondents, the margin of error is +/- 3.E@6.the oversample in the upstate region, the
margin of error is +/- 3.1%. For the oversamplethmBronx and Brooklyn, the margin of error
is +/- 4.3 and 4.4%, respectively.

To correct for sample bias, a set of weights derivem U.S. Census American Community
Survey (ACS) state- and county-level data was efpb each sample group (general
population, Bronx, Brooklyn, and upstate regiorf)e3e weights compensate for a lower
response rate among certain groups, such as nespmnbales, less educated, lower income
individuals, and employed individuals. These induals tend to be underrepresented in the
sample. The weights were used in the statisticallyaas referred to below.

Questions Summary

Demographic questions regarding age, income, geseler, internet skills, etc. were asked of all
respondents. Also, all participants were asked médrahey possessed an internet connection in
their homes and its nature. Those intervieweesinthicated that they had a cable, DSL, fiber,
satellite, or cellular connection, or that theinnection was “not dialup but not sure what it is”
were deemed “high speed” respondents. The remaimeler grouped as “dial-up” or “none”
respondents.

“High speed” respondents were asked a series aitigus that break down into three categories.
The first group was general in nature: type of @mtion, provider, cost, satisfaction, etc. The
second group queried their internet usage: shoppithgcation, social networking, etc. The last
group reviewed the same usages and asked whetttewaa a major, minor, or not a reason for
subscribing.

The remaining respondents were further subdividedraing to whether high speed internet
was available in their area. For those participarte could subscribe, the reasons for not doing
so were explored: not interested, no time, too espe, lack of ability, etc.

Respondents for whom broadband access was noableailere divided further between those
would subscribe if it were available and those wiowild not. Those who would subscribe were
asked how they would use internet if available hsa for shopping, education, social
networking, etc. in terms of whether each types#d# would be a major, minor, or not a reason
for subscribing. Those who would not subscribe af/bigh speed internet were available were
asked the reasons got their preference in terrfakfof interest, no time, too expensive, lack of
ability, etc. The entire survey is included in Apde A.

Analysis Methods

The results reported here include two types ofyaisl descriptions of the respondents in the
sample and their responses to individual questams,analyses exploring reasons for variation
in broadband adoption and use. The latter anafgees primarily on how broadband adoption
and use varies across minority or disadvantagedpgrfow income, age, racial/ethnic minority,
etc.), and the rest of the sample. The analyslades pair-wise examination of demographic
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factors related to broadband adoption and usequgarson chi-square tests of independence
and linear regression). The demographic varialies a

1. Age: 18-24; 25-34; 35-49; 50-64; 65+; unknown.

2. Education: less than high school diploma; high std@gploma; some college; bachelor’s
degree; graduate +; unknown.

3. Employment: full-time employed; part-time employsd|f-employed; unemployed;
retired; other.

4. Income: less than $20,000; $20,000-$35,000; $35§@00000; $60,000-$100,000; more

than $100,000; unknown.
5. Ethnicity/Race: white, black/African American; Heapc/Latino; Asian; other.
6. Marital Status: single, married/living with partnether.

The binary dependent variable for the chi-squatceragression analyses was coded as “high
speed” (those that responded “cable, fiber, DSInatrdial-up but not sure what it is”) or “not
high speed” (those without internet connectionhaise who responded “dial-up, satellite,
cellular, don’t know”).

The chi-square analysis for all these demograpduiables showed a statistically significant
relationships with the presence or absence of adtyand connection. For all variables the
statistical results indicate a robust relationsifipach demographic variable with the likelihood
of broadband adoption.

The results of the chi-square analysis were usedrstruct a statistical model of broadband
adoption. The further analysis examined the detgr@éhich the model could account for the
combined effects of the demographic variables oadivand adoption. This test was done using
ordinary least-squares regression. The basis éorafyression model and details of the analysis
results are available in detail in Appendix B. Timelings from the model analysis are presented
in a later section below.

Results

Sample Characteristics

The tables (1-7) below show the number of respotscemd their reported demographic
characteristics. For the basic demographic varsaie report the weighted and unweighted
numbers to show the actual response rates andhieywtere adjusted. The weighting takes into
account how characteristics of the sample diverg® the state population as a whole. Some of
these differences are the likely consequenceseasiinvey method, namely telephone interviews
to home and personal cell phone numbers conducieaigdthe day. The sample therefore
somewhat over-represents the elements of the pgoulass likely to be at home during the day
or not reachable by phone. The weighted resultadjtested to ensure the results of the analysis
are as close as possible to what would result aomanbiased sample. The downstate responses
are those from Nassau, Rockland, Suffolk, and Wiester counties. In the interest of keeping
the body of the report to manageable length, theireing analyses of broadband adoption and
use report only the results for the weighted samigte results for the unweighted analyses are
available from the author on request.
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Table 1 - Age of Sample Respondents v. NY State

Table 1: Age of Sample Respondents
Age Group Reported Weighted
Number Percent Number Percent

18-24 154 5.1 268 8.8
25-34 289 9.5 567 18.6
35-49 728 23.9 785 25.8
50-64 894 29.4 753 24.7
65 & over 735 24.1 540 17.7
Unknown 244 8.0 131 4.3
Total 3,044 100.0 3,044 100.0

Table 2 - Gender of Sample Respondents v. NY State

Table 2: Gender of Sample Respondents
Gender Group Reported Weighted
Number Percent Number Percent
Female 1,862 61.2 1,600 52.6
Male 1,177 38.7 1,434 47.1
Unknown 5 0.2 10 0.3
Total 3,044 100.0 3,044 100.0

Difference in the racial/ethnic distributions iretactual sample versus the weighted sample are
likely the result of different factors. The sampierences may be the result of respondents who
assigned themselves to categories included as r&tbeproportion of unknown or refused
answers. The current ACS and Decennial Censusrhaue detailed racial categories that are

too long and complicated for use in phone intergieso the simpler categories were used. The
underrepresentation of Black/African American HisigA_atino proportions in the unweighted
sample is likely a result of the oversample inltwe income upstate counties that have relatively
larger White-Non Hispanic populations.

Table 3 - Race of Sample Respondents v. NY State

Table 3: Race of Sample Respondents
Race Group Reported Weighted
Number Percent Number Percent

White 2,062 67.7 1,926 63.3
Black / African-American 456 15.0 519 17.0
Hispanic / Latino 203 6.7 359 11.8
Asian 78 2.6 65 2.2
Other / Unknown 245 8.0 175 5.8
Total 3,044 100.0 3,044 100.0

The distribution of household income in (Table éfjact the adjustment of the sample for
oversampling in the low income areas. The unwedjbtample has a disproportionately low
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frequency in the lower income ranges than the il as a whole. The weighted frequencies
produce a distribution closer to what would be exge due to the oversampling of low income
areas of the state. However, these distributionsldhbe interpreted with caution due to the
large proportion in the “Unknown” category—Ilargenmbers of respondents refused to answer
the income question.

Table 4 - Household Income of Sample RespondentsNY State

Table 4: Household Income of Sample Respondents
Household Income Group Reported Weighted
Number Percent Number Percent

Less than $20,000 312 10.2 522 17.1
$20,000 to $35,000 313 10.3 503 16.5
$35,000 to $60,000 450 14.8 559 18.4
$60,000 to $100,000 513 16.9 563 18.5
More than $100,000 397 13.0 450 14.8
Unknown 1,059 34.8 446 14.7
Total 3,044 100.0 3,044 100.0

The education level distribution (Table 5) is sorhatumore difficult to interpret. The
unweighted sample distributions show a somewhdtdnigverall education level than the 2009
ACS NY state data for the state. As with the incdevels, the weighted distribution is a better
representation of the overall education levelhadtate.

Table 5 - Education Level of Sample Respondents MY State

Table 5: Education of Sample Respondents
Education Group Reported Weighted
Number Percent Number Percent

Less than High School 239 7.9 488 16.0
High School graduate 712 234 9206 29.8
Some College 816 26.8 759 24.9
Bachelor's degree 611 20.1 478 15.7
Graduate degeree 545 17.9 321 10.6
Unknown 121 4.0 92 3.0
Total 3,044 100.0 3,044 100.0

The marital status of the original and weighted glashis very similar. However there are some
differences from the ACS NY state data. The 200G A€Esults are not directly comparable to
our survey since the 2009 ACS includes ages 15r8%laes not include a category for living
with partner, whereas our survey respondents vegpneined to be 18 years or older, with no
upper age limit. For rough comparison, the NY AG&adset shows 48.1% married (including
separated), 36.9% never married, 8.5% divorced 6adfb widowed.





