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1 Executivesummary

The City of Austin and itsstitutional and social services communitres/e a long
history of dedication to the goals of digital inclusidn.the 2% century, the City

faces new challenges associated with rapid growth, income inequalityppal&tion
migrations that alter neighborhoods and cultural communifd¢she same time,
computers and the Internand the services they offeand a host of access devices
such as smartphones and tabletlso change the way people work, play, heand
engage in citizenship. As Internet access and digital fluency become more essential
to make intelligent education, health, social and work cho@eslingoneself of
digitally-based resources is becoming mandatémgeed, he economic base ofeh

region has embraced technology, and a local workforce and citizenry that possesses
digital capabilities is often taken for granted.

This environment puts digital inclusion efforts high on the list of social and
government concernslhe results of a 2@survey on digital inclusion dynamics are
profiled in this report.Theyunderscore that Austin is a city in which people are
habituated to digital technologies and who use the Intarmgkits servicewidely.

Our bag broadband use statistics showtttinee local population exceeds national
averages in terms of home broadband and InternetAlsaut 92% of the households
surveyed have a home Internet connection, and about the same percentage report
actually using the Internet. This is higher than corapl@ nationastatistics that
suggest aboutZPo of the U.S. households have some type of broadband service at
home.

However, digital exclusion still exists. Over 50,000 Austinites do not use the
Internet, which may translate into lost opportunitigsefducation, social and health
services, and local participation.

This report explores some of the access, use, and attitudes that provide some insight
into the dynamics of digital capabilities. Its findings should lead to improving efforts
at expandingligital fluency and ensuring that everyone has equitable access and
abilities to make use of the expanding resources of the Internet.

Access and Devices: Austinites use many devices to access the Internet; rates exceed
national averages

1. About 92% ofAustin households have a home Internet connection, and about the
same percentage report actually using the Internet. This is higher than comparable
national statisticseporting tha72% of the U.S. households have some type of
broadband service at home.



The Austin populationds use of mobile devic
of having cell phones and horbased Internet subscriptions in Austin are very high,

exceeding national averages. Of the 95.6% with cell phones, 83% have a

smartphone whichan be used to access the Internet.

The majority of respondents also have laptops, and over half have tablets. About
37% have their game consoles connected to the Internet.

Among Internet usershe personal computer is most often used to acceskitarnet,
closelyfollowed by usinga smartphon& connect Tabletsareused less frequently.

While the overall rates of using cellphones to access the Internet are somewhat lower
among Hispanics and African Americans, they are still high (89.7% and 87%
respectively). Among those who have no home broadband connechimyher

percentage of the Afran Americarpopulation uses cellphos&equently to access

the Internet.

Race, Ethnicity and the Internet Mi nority groups are | ess ficor

1.

When we examinaspects of the Internby race and ethnicity, we find théne

African American populaton s | ess ficonnected: 0 80% of th
Internet connection, compared to the Hispanic population at 91.9% and the White,
nontHispanic population at 94.5%. They also are the least likely to report using the

Internet (81%), comparedtotheHispp ¢ popul ati onds figure of
Hi spanic White populationbés figure of 96 %.

. Among lower income groups, having a home broadband subscription and using the

Internet is far less common among African Americans than among other groups.

Although in general most of the Internet users report feeling capable of executing
basic Internet tasks, the African American and Hispanic populations report
themselves somewhat less capable of doing things such as uploading content,
blocking spam, and bookmarking ahsée.

Non-users expense, privacy and lack of interest are reasons for not using the Internet;
non-users are older, less well educated, and female.

1.

People who do not have horhased Internet access share the same opinions about
Internet services that areflected in national statistics: 61% agree or strongly agree
that access is too expensive (down from a previous Austin survey); 55% agree or
strongly agree that they have safety and privacy concerns about using the Internet;
and 41% are simply not inested in using the Internet.



2. Nonusersare far less aware of city locatiow#th free public WiFi than is the case
for people who already have Internet connections at hareeerthelesshey believe
it is less importantor the City and its partners foovide various Internetlated
services including library access, training, and bus access

3. Nonusers tend to be older, less well educaaed, more female. There are more
White nonrHispanic and Hispanic nemsers compared to other racial/ethnic groups
(reflecting overall population numbersCompared to available national statistics, the
Austin norrusers are more ldty to be Hispanic than Africamerican. They also
are more likely to not have completed high school. A significant number of non
uses are in the 454 age group.

4. Forty percent of thpeople who say they do not use the Internet actually do have a
home Internet connection, suggesting that someone else in the household actually
uses that connection.

5. The majority of norusers are carentrated in South Austin.

6. About36 % of the fAunconnectedodo say that they
sessions.

7. Among people who do not have hotnased Internet access, 76% say that they do not
know enough to go online themselves or that they vogkd some help. About 23%
say they simply do not want to start using the Internet.

Places of Access Home and work are important sites; citysponsored locations
especially important for minority populations

1. Work represents the most significant place for Internet use, followed closely by
home. Worki like schooli is a place where people learn skills that they cannot
necessarily learn at home. Schools, coffee shops or similar places, and a family or
f r i e ontk ars lesk significant, although they do show up as access sites for older
people Work is a more significant site for access for #itispanic Whites and for
Asians than for African Americans, and a more important site of access for men than
for women.

2. City-provided sites, such as the library, community centers, and publii j\ces,
figure less prominently as common access sites, but they still retain importance for
African Americans, the older population and the disab@dmmunity Centers and
libraries are more heavily used by African Americans, possibly as an alternative place
to learn skills, as our qualitative observations of the DeWitty Job Training and
Employment Center tend to show. Public-Wiappears to be more important for
them as we) compared to other racial/ethnic groups. People at lower income levels
do not report exceptionally frequent use of public access points.



3. There is broad awareness of the many pubbglgnsored access sites in Austin, and
broad support for computena Internet access in libraries and for training programs.

4. When asked about upgrade plans regarding-bltra speed broadband services,
respondents indicated some price sensitivity: 44% indicated their upgrade would
depend on the price of the serviddéowever, a full 26.6% said they would upgrade
when new services are available. Only 13% indicated little interest in upgrading, i.e.,
that they would keep their current service.

Online Activities and Information Sources: phones are increasingly importanfor
email; personal contacts are important for job and health information sources

1. Indicative of the onset of a smart phone era, people use phones more than PCs for
some online activities, including email and games.

2. For information about places like Atin or their neighborhoodew online sources
like websites and social medige used, but not as much as traditional sources yet.
People in Austin still tend to get their information abitt city and other places of
interestfrom friends family, and televisionHowever, online sites are more
frequently used tharadioand newspapers. Facebook is widely used for some kinds
of information.

3. For job information

1 Most people turn to personal contacts, followed by current employers or
colleagwes, with online job sites as a distant second and third.

1 More than a quarter of workers aged2d@Bgt information about their current
job throughsocial networking sitesvhich issignificantlyhigher than that
among older age groups.

1 African Americans ad Hispanics relied less on personal contacts for job
information than other ethnic groups.

1 Females rely on digital channels for job information more than males do;
however males are more likely to be contacted by headhunters and / or
recruiters.

4. For health information, ost people turn to close friends, health professionals and
relatives.

5. For educational information, most people turn to family members, mobile apps and
education professionals.



2 Introduction andBackground on the Project

The2014 Austin Digital Assessment Project was supported by the Telecommunications &
Regulatory Affairs Office of the City of Austin, tieechnologyand Information Policy

Institute at the University of Texas, and faculty and graduate students from the @epartm

of Radio, Television, and Filmtthe University of Texas. This study on Internet and
technology use surveyed a core sample of 12,000 randomly selected addresses and an
additional oversample of 3,000 households in geographic areas with lower medraesnc
located throughout Austihe goal of the survey was to examine Internet access and use
characteristics across the City. Many of the items replicate those used in national surveys,
allowing comparisons between Austin and the U.S.

The sample of 15,@randomly selected addresses was ordered from the US Data
Corporation. Potential respondents had opportunities to contpéetpiestionnaire either
onlineor on a hard copy questionnaire that was mailed to them with a p@stagesturn
envelope.The glestionnaire was available in both English and Spanish.

A mailed survey was returned by 80% of the African American respondents and by 82% of
the Hispanic respondents, while rRdispanic White and Asian respondents used the mail
version less often (63% d 7%, respectively). In other words, having a mailed survey
appears to be important for reaching minority populations.

The survey was seddministered, and received Institutional Research Board approval at the
University of Texas at Austin. A total @B838paper surveys aral7Oonline surveys were

received totalind 908 returned surveysBoth the offices of the Telecommunications and

Regul atory Authority and the Universityobos Tec
initiated public relations effort® encourage people to complete the questionnaire. These

endeavors including posting flyers at community centers and churches around the city and
especially in the east side of town, developing a radio spot, and releasing press notices about

the survey tht were published in local papers.

The American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) has standardized
definitions for calculating response rates basedonservative measures of eligibility within
a sample. According to methods for mail an@iinet surveys as defined by the AAPOR
Standard Definitions Report (2011), the 2014 Austin Digital Assessment Project had a
response rate di2.9%. This response rate is acceptable for-adtinistered, maibased
surveys.

Details on weighting procedures, respondent demographics, and analyses can be found in the
AppendixA of this report, Respondent Demographics. The appendices contain more detail
on the questionnaire and sampling.



3 Using the Internet Devices, Places,tAdies

3.1 Devices

The great majority of this sampl@2%, has a home Internet connectiand most people in a

household with home broadband do usethe Intérfehe Ci t y6s home broadbal
Internet use rates are above the national average (roughljor®%me broadband as of

2013, and 87% for using the Internet through some device as of 2014, according to the Pew
Research Cent®r The average length of time people have been using the Internet is

reported as 20 years: Austin has an experienced pimpuéd computer and Internet users.

Among the remaining small percentage that does not have a home Internet connection, about
one third (34.6%) actuallgoesuse the Internet at some other place.

Members of the sample own several Inteicagiable electmic devices. As the table below
illustrates, even more people have cell phones than a-hasesl Internet subscription, and
of the 95.6% with cell phones, 83% have a smartphone. This is significant because
smartphones can be used to access the Intamet)g other things.

Device Usage(%)
TV 96.4
Cell Phone 95.6
Home Internet 92
Laptop 83.4
Tablet 59.8
Cable TV 57.2
Desktop 56.8
Game Console 51.6
Landline Phone 39
Satellite TV 9.3

The majority of respondents also have a laptop, and over half have tablets. The Austin
popul ationds use of electronic, mobile device

Several of these devices arged to access the Internébr example, 37.3% have their gam
consoles (owned by 52% the sample) connected to the Inteffmgairel illustrates how
frequently, on average, respondents reported using partaevices to access the Internet.

1 A very small percentage (3.5%) of people said they themselves do not use the Internet even though their home
has a connection.

2 Seehttp://www.pewinternet.org/datmend/internetuse/latesstats/andhttp://www.pewinternet.org/three
technologyrevolutions/
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Onal6 scale of frequency of wuse, where 1 i
personal computer is most often used to access the Internet, but it is followed closely by a
smartphone.

Figure 1 Devices Used for Access: Average Frequency of Use*

6

4
3
2
1 i =
0

Smart Phone Tablet Game Consol¢|brary/C|ty Iab

*Respondents were asked to report how often they used various devices to go online, ranking
frequency of use on a scale of 1 to 6, with 1=Never and 6=Multiple times/day.

Somepeople have suggested that lower income or minority groups may use smartphones to
access the Internet in lieu of maintaining a home broadband subscription. We find some
evidence to support this. First, everyone appears to use cellphones to accessdigdnte
leastsomewhafrequently While the overall rates of using cellphones to access the Internet
are lower among Hispanics and African Americans, they are still high (89.7% and 87%
respectively).

Figure 2 Percent Using Cdphone to Access the Internet by Race/Ethnicity

Other

Asian

Hispanic

Black

Race and ethnic categories

non-Hispanic White

80.0% 85.0% 90.0% 95.0% 100.0%

However, among thoseho have no home broadbaodnnection, a higher percentage of the
African American population uses the cellphdregjuentlyto access the Internet. That said,
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among the small group pkople without a home broadband connection, 70% of them report
being rather light users of the cellphone to access the Internet in arfy case.

Race/Ethnicity* Cellphone Access
Non-Hispanic

Whites 31%

Afr American 45%

Hispanic 21%

Other 33%
*OFrequentlygidongedénleplh@ase uf or I nternet access A

day.0o
**No Asiansreported not having home broadband.

Respondents without home broadband who reported less than $10,000 in annual income were
the most likely among different income groups to report frequent use of cell phones to access
the Internet, along with their opptessi people in the highest income category. (The pool of
respondents is smaller thanTinble2 because fewer people reported their income.)

Income Cellphone Access
>$10,000 44%
$10,000%$29,999 14%
$30,000%$49,999 38%
$50,000$74,999 33%
$75,0000+ 50%
*Using cellphone for I nternet access fAdailyo or

3.2 PHaces

Theplaceof Internet usage also may indicate a great deal about use patterns and expertise, as

well as the social opportunities that might enhance learning skills and sharing expertise.

Work closely followed home as primary places to use the Internet. Schuftdg shops or

similar places, and a family or friendds home
Al ess oftend than monthly). Al | represent pl
or observe other users, and learn more about the Interthet process. In this, the role of

*ALighto is defined ashonehomscess thedmemetwith@a ffequerscy aflgssthame cel | p

monthly.
8



work (and home, where family members may be available to help) cannot be underestimated.
Some of the Cityprovided sites (the library, community centers, publiecRMplaces) figure

less prominently as common accessssi Our analyses suggest that different types of people
(or users) utilize different access sites.

Figure 3 Sites for Acces§ Mean Frequency of Use*

6
5 ,
)
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)
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o o O )
‘?‘o@ ° c.,é\ v Qf" \\06\ & OV‘$
&« 3° S O
® & (Q@
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1 Respondents wemrgsked to report how often thgp onlineat particular ges ranking frequency
of use on a scale of 1 to 6, with 1=Never and 6=Multiple times/day.

Figure4 provides snapshots of how different groups of individuals adtesinternet. (The

higher the number, the more often peopl e use
ti mes per day.o0) It seems clear th-at work 1is
Hispanic Whites and for Asians than for African Amans, and the reverse is true for

Community Centers, which are somewhat more heavily used by African Americans. Public

Wi-Fi appears to be more important for them as well, compared to other racial/ethnic groups.
Community Centers and public placesactess such as coffee shops also are more important
access points for the disabled.

The largest difference between men and women in terms of access occurs in the work
environment figure5) which is a more prominent access site for men than for women.

People at lower income leveBigure6) do not report exceptionally frequent use of public
access points, but the disabled population appears to benefit from them. The reported use of
public access sites is most significant foe tdisabled and for African Americans. Using the

I nternet at a friend or family memberdéds house

daily occurrence.



Figure 4 Mean use of access sites by Race/Ethnicity

CoA free wifi
Comm. Ctr
Family or Friend home
m Other
Coffee shop, other B Asian
o M Hispanic
Public library, etc.
H Afrn Am.
School H Anglo
Work
Home
5 6
Figure 5 Mean use of access sites by Sex
CoA free wifi
Comm. Ctr
Family or Friend home
Coffee shop, other
B Female
Public library, etc. B Male
School
Work
Home
6
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Figure 6 Mean use of access sites by Disability, Older, Lower Income*

CoA free wifi
Comm. Ctr
Family or Friend home

Coffee shop, other Disabled

Public library, etc. B Lower Income

B Over 65
School

Work

Home

*Lower income & defined here as below $30,000

Geographically, Aust i ntheintesnetiare more densetyglosterece nt s

in certain parts of the cityarticularly west of-B5. Figure7 shows the Internet users by
region of the City in which they live, and the subsequent maps illustrate where people live
who use Citysponsored Community Centers and puldlicFi offerings.Zip codes with

more users of the Internet are most likely to betwé&MoPac as well as in one area in the
centraleastern portion of the City (darker colors in the map).

When we examine where people live who report using library or city facilities for access, the
maps illustrate almost the opposite pattern: peoplewse library facilities for Internet

access are also from the parts of Austin that seem to show fewer Internet users overall when
we visually compare the maps in the two figures. Actual library locations are also plotted
(Figure8). That map illustrates that some of the sections of the city with respondents who
report making use of public Internet access do not have local libraries; in other words, people
have to ma& an effort to seek out libraries that are not nearby in order to access the Internet.

Figure 7 Internet User Percentages by Zip Code

11
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Figure 8 Library Internet User Percentage Responses by Zip Code*
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*Approximate library locations also represented.

12



Figure 9 Public Wi-Fi User Percentages by Zip Code

Cedar¥:P Round Rock /
3 N/

|f_,;«,-\\

(3)
{i il\)lanor Elgin
®
1441

Percentage who use public wifi once a month

Il 0105375

Bl 537510 10.75
Il 1075t 16.125
[T 16.125t021.5

Figure9 maps the population percentages of city regions where people most often use public
Wi-Fi, illustrating heavier use in the south central and some east central portions of the city
as well aghe area in the far south part of the city just west38.I

3.3 Activities

Understandindnowpeople use the Internet, i.e., what they actuddlwith their connections,

provides some insight into what we might call digital fluency or digital capabiliable4

shows what people do with different devices o
Amul tiple times per ndkiadgofpnline dctivityssuch asemasl,arehat c e
actually now more common on smart phones than on PCs. Many of these findings reflect

similar national trends. For example, with respect to mobile phone uses, a 2014 Census

Bureau survey reports

1 32% of the ppulation downloads mobile apps

1T 42% browse the web (Austinbdés fhaccesso rate
T 43% check email (Austinbs rate is 67%), an
T 30% check social netwbrks (Austinds rate |

4 Seehttp://www.ntia.doc.gov/preselease/2014/digitatationreportshowsrapid-adoptionmobile-internet
usefor a summary. The Census data were gathered in 2012.
13
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The Austin results for these and most activities show much highsro@tgpared to national
data. The PC still remains popular for reading online, but use of mobile devices has taken off.

Table 4 Online Activity by Device

Listen Read
Internet Social to Online
access | Email | Game | Network | Banking | Music (%)
Devices (%) (%) s (%) (%) (%) (%)
PC 78.1 66.8 13.4 46.4 13.2 47.7 29.3
Smart 751 | 67.1| 19.9 50.5 18.1 435 22.3
phone
Tablet 34.9 25.9 10.8 20.0 45 12.2 18.5
Game 11.7 02 | 68 0.5 6.1 1.3 6.1
console
Library
| PCC 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.5

Note: The table shows what people do with different devices or forms of access at least daily

(Ada@aidry Amultiple times per dayo).

Whether using a computer, tablet or a smartphone, when it comes to digital capabidities

the same as digital skills, which imply an assessment of efficiency and abilitst of

Au st i n 6-ssing popukatromreports being able to engage inrabgemmon tasks.

When asked if thefeel capableof doing the common actions listedrigure 10, the

respondents rated themselves as proficient in most: highpetcages of peopl e
agreedo or fiagreeo that they feel capable of
making content and recognizing phishing registeredotlvestcapability selratings.

st
p

Figure 10 Agree or Strondy agree they feel capable (%)
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These activities, taken together, might be considered indicators of digital fluency: familiarity
and overall capability with typical I nternet
and investigated how differedemographic factors might be related to Digital Fluency, with

higher ratings associated with greater fluency.

The mean ratings on Digital Fluency in the following figurféigre11 throughFigure15)

indicate strong associations with educational level, age, race and ethnicity, and income and

even smartphone use. People with higher incomes and educational levels and who are

younger ratehemselves more fluent when it comes to these aggregated capabilities. Ratings

differ across ethnic and racial groups as well, with the African American population rating

itself as relatively less fluent with digital tasks. That using a smartphoneoimjpanied by

greater general digital fluency signals this
we consider it a gateway to acquirisng more di
existing familiarity with how to execute these tasks.

40.00—

38.004

36.00

Mean of fluency

34,004

32.007

T T T T T
less than HS HS Some college undergrad degree  Graduate degres

Education level - respondent
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Figure 12 Digital Fluency by Age
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Figure 13 Digital Fluency by Income
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Figure 14 Digital Fluency by Smartphone Use

40,00+

35.00

36.00

34 .00

Mean of fluency

32,00

30,00

25,00

Smartphone

Figure 15 Digital Fluency by Race & Ethnicity
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Al | in all , the -réportedcapabilijes Juggéststrangcondpstensies In f
the digital world, but these findings are mitigatey the fact that such capabilities are not
distributed equally throughout the citizenry.

3.4 Intentions to upgrade

With Austindés high percentage of I nternet wuse
upgrades is logical. Ever since Google Fiber amged its imminent availability in Austin,

competitors have increased their local advertising and promised to improve their network

speeds. When asked about upgrade plans, respondents indicated some price sensitivity: 44%
indicated their upgrade would plend on the price of the service. However, a full 26.6% said

they would upgrade when new services are available. Only 13% indicated little interest in

upgrading, i.e., that they would keep their current servicel(@bke5).

Intentions %

Will upgrade when available 27
Will upgrade but not immediately 8
Depends on price 44
No, will keepcurrent service 13
DK 8
Total 100.0

There is, however, awareness that iftigh-speed services are coming,Fagure16
indicates.Respondents were asked to rank their awareness of different services on a scale of
1 to 5, with 1 meaning Anot awareo and 5 mean

As well, there is a great deal @btimism regarding higlspeed Internet services. Most
people thought it would i mprove many services

60% felt it would improve home entertainment

53% felt it would improve the chance to start businesses
57% thought it would help innovation

67% thought it would help working from home

59% agreed it would improve online learning, and

48% thought it would improve Internet pricing.

= =4 =4 4 A4 -
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Figure 16 Awareness of Ultrahigh-speed services*

Time Warner Cable

Grande

AT&T Uverse

Google Fiber

0 1 2 3 4 5
Not Aware Very

*1=Not aware, 5=very aware

These statistics hint at how Austinites are thinking about their futures, and how network
connectivity can figure into their plans and aspirations.

The next sections in this report examine Internet nonusers, followed by a more detailed look
at how minoriy populations use the Internet.
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4 Profile of the Nonuser
The elatively few people in the sample (8%, or 188) do not use the Internet tend to be
older, less well educatednd somewhat more femalehdre are higher percentages of
Hispanics (53.6%) and White ndfispanics (26%j)han other racial/ethnic groupso are

not using the InternetT h e

8 %

represents about 52,805

population (estimated by the 2012 American Community Survey to be 660,065).

Demographic

Austin Weighted
Sample (N=153)

Race and Ethnicity (adults)

Non-Hispanic White
African American
Hispanic

Asian

Other

Gender

Male

Female
Educational Attainment
Less than high school
High school

Some college

BA

Postgraduate

Age 18 plus

1824

2534

3544

4554

5564

65+

26.1%
18.3%
53.64
1.3%
0.70

46.40
53.80

70.40
13.8%
10.3%0
4.6%
0.70

0%
1.3%
15.20
34.26
15.20
34.20

Compared to available national statistics, the Austin nonusers are less likely to be African
American and more likely to be Hispanic. They also are more likely to not have completed
high school, although one surprising finding is the number of peophe 354 age group
(equivalent to the number of seniors) who do not use the Internet. However, the nonuser

20
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popul ation overall is fairly smal |2%is As noted
still higher than the 87% average Internet use repdsy the Pew Research Center in 2014.

Figure 17 % Nonuser Status by Income (n=130)

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20 —

o m . B

In terms of income, respondents most likely to be nonusers report between $10,000 and
$29,999 a year. This percentage is significantly ablooset of the other income categodies
20% of nonuser respondents reported incomes below $10,000, and only 1% of nonusers
reported income of $75,000 and above. Over 15% of respondents in the nonuser category
declined to provide income information.

These resw$ demonstratéhat nonusers do use some digital technology, but in lower

numbers compared to users. Compared to people using the Internet, nonusers are far less
likely to use tablets, or laptops or desktop computers. When it comes to cellphones, 70% of
nonusergiouse a cellphone, but evarorelnternet users report having cellphone. It is also
striking that 41% of the people who say they do not use the Internet acmblye a home
Internet connection, suggesting that someone else in the housetualityauses that

connection.

® Pew Research Center (2014), How the Internet has woven itself into American life.
http://www.pewinternet.org/2014/02/27/pdrhow-the-internethaswovernitself-into-americanrlife/.

21



http://www.pewinternet.org/2014/02/27/part-1-how-the-internet-has-woven-itself-into-american-life/

Figurel8 User s and Nmedia®®gr s home
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Wireline Phone
Cellphone 99%
Tablet

Game Console

Laptop Computer % B Nonusers
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Desktop Computer
Home Internet Connection 97%
Satellite TV
Cable TV
v 100%

When asked why they do not use the Internet, respondents agreed or disagreed with the
factors as illustrated iRigure19. The results parallel many national findings with respect to
the importance of cost. However, typically most people say they are siotphterestedn
using the Internet, and while 40% of this sample agrees with that fidtienthird most

often cited reason for not using the Internexpense and privacy concerns are even more
important in our sample. Language difficulties are the leitesd factor.

When we asked nonusers Alf you wanted to star
know enough about computers and technology to be able to do that on your own, or would

you need someone to hel p you?belpshers (Peapled t hey
had to choose just one response from our response options.)
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Figure 19 Reasons for not using the Internet (%)

Do not speak English well enoug

Have somone who will use the Internet for m

Too difficult
Not enough tlmei m Agree
No one to teach me m Disagree

Not Interested

Privacy concerns

Expense

0 50 100

One third said they could do it on their own, and another 24% simply reiterated that they
werenot interested in using the Internet. In other words, there may be some room to work
with professed nonusers by providing some help, or by encouraging them by emphasizing
how useful it might be for them to actually use online resources.

Table 7 Help with technology (%)

Knowledge Level Percent
| know enough to go online on my owr  33.5
| would need someone to help me 42.1
| would not want to start using the 244
Internet '
Total 100

When asked if they would be interested in participating in free training through a local
organization, 36% of the nonusers indicated they would be interested. Among these
nonusersvho desired to get training, the following indicates their interests:
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Training Interest Percentage

Social media 23%
Email 59%
Job Searching 31%
Software 46%
Learning to edit/create my own work 88%
Age is a major fact or infreecpmpaeattraming. Thgvasionuser s o6

majority of those expressing interest in free computer training are over 45 years old (which

is, after all, two thirds of the group of noisers); only 5% of those interested in free training

are under age 45. Race anhrgcity are less significant factors, but respondents identifying

as Hispanic are by far the largest single race and ethnic category expressing interest; over
68% of respondents expressing interest in training are Hispanic. In terms of income, over
64% ofnonusers interested in computer training make less than $30,000 a year. Gender is not
a significant factor, with only a slightly higher percentage of females than males reporting
interest.

When asked Aif you coul d s u bagprce yolbcensiteoed a h o me
acceptable, would you do so?060 fully 63% of th
therole of prices in depressing the use of the Internet and home Internet subscriptions. The

price points people indicated are shown beldiws not too surprising that a very low price

is preferred, but a significant number also chose a price range -60$46ggesting a high

value for the service.

Percentage of

Prices Nonusers
$10$15 36.6%
$16$25 4.5%
$26-$35 12.2%
$36-$45 8.8%
$46-$60 30.7%6
$61-$75 7.3%
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Finally, when we examined the zip code distribution of the small number of nonusers, we
found some areas of the City that appear to house more people in that categsty

notably on the South side of Austin. This information may be helpful in tertasgafting
services in the future (séegure20).

Figure 20 Nonuser locations (zip codes)
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5 African American and Hispanmpilations and the Internet

Throughout this report we are offering snapshots of how different population groups use the
Internet. Many of our results characterize these groups by sex, age, income and racial/ethnic
status. This section specifically higifits the African American and Hispanic populations in
Austin.

As noted earlier, these population groups illustrate lower home broadband subscription rates,
andnumericallythe nonusers of the Internet are predominantly Hispanic, in line with their
compaatively greater presence in Austin. However, when we look at the dynamics of
Internet use and acquiring digital abilities within these two minority populations, some
findings stand out.

Several results suggest less overall digital familiarity withese populations, compared to

the Asian and nohlispanic White population. Having an appropriate device as well as

knowing how to use it for purposes such as completing forms, emailing or accessing the

Internet both figure into the investigation. Foaewle, in terms of how people completed

the survey, markedly fewer African American and Hispanic respondents used the online site:

20% and 19% respectively, compared to 37% and 53% of thelispanic White and Asian
populations using the online site. Mig devi ce ownership and digita
result?

When we | ook at the popul at i oRgurg2d)acheps 6 owner s
African American and Hispanic populations demonstrate lower rates of home Internet

connections and lower possession of laptop computers, tablets, and smartphones. Indeed, the

rates for the African American population using versatile tools such as laptopteosyp

tablets, and desktop computers are markedly lower than for other groups. Their 80% rate of

both having a home broadband subscription and using the Internet is lower than that of the

Hispanic population. While the percentages of all groups havieghone are roughly

equivalent, the African American population has much lower rates of smartphoneiaccess

and smartphones are typically more capable in terms of Internet access compared to

cellphones (or feature phones). Device ownership patternsisiptant differences.

On the other hand, the use of game consoles is the highest among the African American
population group, and it appears this is one way that population accesses the Internet. The
data also show comparable ownership of cellphangateway technology to the more
expensive smartphones.

Do people have the interest, skills or abilities to use their devices to access the Internet?

Here the data also show that the African American population uses desktops, tablets, and

smartphones &s often than othes o . Where 10 means fAnever o an

mul tiple times per day, 06 this populationds us
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groups. However, asoted earlier, using game consoles for Internet access and gdieg to t
library for access are both higher for African Americdrigyre22).

Figure 21 Devices & Services by Population Group
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Figure 22 Means of Accessing the Internet by Population Group
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If we look at a few common activities that use digital devices such as sending email, playing
music or engaging social networking sites, similar patterns emergex&ople Figure23
andFigure24 show that the library or Public Computingi@er are the more popular places
for emailing and listening to music among African Americans than is the case for other
subgroups (although overall use rates are still fairly low). Using devices such as tablets, PCs
and smartphones is comparatively lespydar for them for email compared to the rates for
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other groups; the Hispanic population uses these devices more for email than do African
Americans, but here too the comparisons with Asians andHispanic Whites are telling.
Listening to music using smartphone is a common practice for everyone, with rates for
African Americans again being somewhat higher.

Figure 23 Email site by Subgroup
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Figure 24 Music Source by Subgroup

Library music

PC Music Asian
1 Hispanic
Tablet music m African American

m Non-Latino White

Smartphone music

N
N
w
N

28



Library/PCC social networks

PC social networks Asian
Hispanic
African American
Non-Latino White

Tablet social networks

Smartphone social networks

Our final comparison looking at devices and common digital activities across populations
examines social networking, another very common acthatyd one many smartphones are
designed to optimizeHere, it is clear that the Asian and White #dispanic populations are
accessing social networks via PCs and tablets more frequently than are other groups. The
figures for using smartphones for these purposes, however, are more similar. Once again, the
African American population uses library or PCC facilities for this purpose &ba fairly

low rate, but more often than is the case for other groups.

Thus, in terms of technologies such as laptop or desktop PCs or tablets, minority populations
demorstrate lower ownership levels and consequently less use for various purposes. Game
console ownership and use for Internet access, however, are higher among the African
American population. As noted above, library or PCC facilities are more important for
various functions for African Americans than for other groups. Pbased technologies
facilitate entertainment such as listening to music or social networking across all groups.

If device ownership and ease of use for information purposes (e.g., doetilate different
patterns, what might be behind them? Do some groups not own PCs because they are
expensive? Because they are more complicated to use? Income is one possible answer.
While more complex analyses will quantify the role of incomes, ihe case that the African
American and Hispanic populations reported lower levels of income compared to the other
groups Figure26). This clearly can affect device ownership and costly items such as
Internet subscriptions.
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Figure 26 Race/Ethnicity by Income
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If we look at people making less than $30,000 in annual income and how that might be
associated with using the Internet or having a home broadband subscription, the data are
striking:

Table 10 Among $30K* or less income, % reportng...

Non-Latino | Af American | Hispanic | Asian
White
Use 83 44 80 85
Internet
Home
BB 77 41 85 69

*N of <$30K =401

The African American population at this income levehis least likelyto invest in a home
broadband subscription, and also far less likely to use the Internet. If the utility of the
Internet is not apparent, there would be no reason to spend the money on a home
subscription. This finding suggests that the Internet ike$arvalued for that subgroup
compared to all of the other population groups.

Moreover, we know that nearly everyone working-futie reports using the Internet, but
among peoplaotworking full-time, there are racial/ethnic differences: while 93% ar®d 92
of the Asian and Noihatino White populations respectively report using the Internet and not
working full-time, those figures are lower for African Americans (73%) and Hispanics
(81%).
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Beyond income, there also are some differences in how peoplddassa the Internet and

acquire digital fluency. When it comes to seeking assistance, a higher percentage of the

Hi spanic popul ation reports relying fAion someo
is tied with the African American populationi r epor ti ng fArel ying somewh
el seo (7%). Nevertheless, most people do not
above) Figure27).

Figure 27 For help with the Internet, I rely...
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What strategies do these results suggest for helping people to use the Internet? The
guestionnaire listed a variety of family members as well as institutiebafigd instructors
(librarians, teachers, trainers) and asked people to indicate who taugtbtbse the

Internet. AgFigure28suggests, the African American subgroup significantly more often
reported relying on institutionally based peopleachers, librarians, traingrdor learning

to use the Internet, compared to other groups. It, along with the Hispanic population, also
more often reported relying on a son or daughter to teach them in contrast to the low
percentages reported by otlygoups. The important role of parents is also apparent,
particularly for noaHispanic Whites. Informal help from friends also is evident.
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Figure 28 Who taught you to use the Internet?
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There is evidence across thevay results that the library is not a preferred or frequently
used source of information or training for the Hispanic population. This may hint at a need
to think about how the library system can reach that population. However, the African
American poplation seems to use libraries and other public institutions at far greater rates.
Underscoring this finding, the next section, which examines information sources for jobs,
likewise illustrates that the African American population more heavily reliegana@enter

or agency for information about jobs, whereas theispanic White and Asian populations
rely more heavily on personal contacts.
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6 Information Sources

People in Austin still tend to get their information about places of interest fromdrediti
sources, such as friends and family, and television. Online sites tended to be next, followed
by radio, then newspapers. Facebook was tkesoeirce, overall, showing that it has

become an importance source of information, followed by mobile apps and Tiveter.

online sources of information are used, but not as much as traditional sourées yet.
neighborhood information, within Austipyimary information sources are friends and

family, television, newspapers, online sites, radio and Facebook. For Austin information,
overall, primary information sources are similar except that newspapers fell to fifth place,
behind radio, just ahead Baebook

Other Immigrant
Info Neighborhoo| Austin Texas USA Info | Countries Country
sources d Info (%) Info (%) Info (%) (%) Info (%) Info (%)
Friends &

Family 57.5 64.9 60.9 52.9 415 15.6
TV (offline) 35.1 61.8 61.0 62.2 58.1 13.4
Newspapers

(offline) 31.0 39.5 33.7 36.1 33.2 3.5
Online Site 28.4 56.5 54.3 56.7 50.8 95

Radio

(offline) 25.9 50.4 41.8 41.8 38.8 7.9

Facebook 22.1 38.8 32.1 34.2 30.9 7.7
Mobile App 11 23.7 18.3 20.5 19.7 2.0
Twitter 3.9 13.0 9.7 13.5 12.2 11

The more prevalent source of job information is personal contacts, followed by current
employers or colleaguewith online job sites as a distant second and third.-Thwrals of
respondents genformation aboutheir current job from personal contacts, 26.9% from
current employers or colleagues, while 23.5% from online job sites such as Monster,
LinkedIn, and Craigslist. In comparison, only aafiproportion oftherespondents g¢ob
information from email lissens (4.3%) print media6.7%), or social networking sites
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(7.3%) In addtion, 8.5% of the respondentstgnformation about their current job from
headhuntesor recruitersand 12.4% from job centers or job agencies.

90 % (n=1342)

Across all age groups, the most frequently used sourcegra@ntjob information is personal
contacts The youngest cohort, respondents age@4L8re particularly reliant on this

information source and are also thesnlikely group to rely on online tools such as job
websites like LinkedIn and Monster. The youngest group is also by far the most likely to use
socialnetworking sites including Twitter and Facebook and are more likely than other age
groups to report usg employers and colleagues as information resources. No respondent in
the youngest category reported use of job agencies or print media. The next age category of
25-34 year olds are just slightly less likely than their juniors to use job websites, bdut muc
less likely to rely on social networking platforms for current job information; whereas just
over a quarter of the youngest respondents use social networking sites, under 5% of those 25
34 years old do. This 254 year old group is also the most likelye category to get job
information from headhunters and recruiters and from email listservs.

Respondents aged-34 are significantly more likely than other age groups to report using

job centers and agencies, and are the least likely to use persoaatconseeking job
information. Whereas about a third of respondents in the two youngest age categories report
using job websites, this proportion drops precipitously among those 35 and older. Those who
are 55 to 64 report the highest reliance on prirdiendollowed by respondents aged 65 and
older. Members of this oldest group are the most likely to use personal contacts as job
information sources.
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Current job information sources 1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+ n
From personal contacts 70.2 68.0 57.9 67.7 71.8 805 1342
From current employers or colleagues 30.2 26.7 27.1 26.3 254 20.0 1342
From onlingjob sites such as Monster, 347 333 178 105 119 73 1344
LinkedIn, and Craigslist

From a job center or agency 0.0 13.6 18.1 12.6 14.1 9.8 1343
Contacted by headhunters or recruiters 4.5 13.1 9.0 6.3 2.8 7.3 1343
From social networking sitesich as 25.1 4.9 5.0 2.6 2.8 0.0 1342
Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and Meetu|

From printechewspapers, magazines, or 0.0 4.2 7.5 11.6 141 125 1342
journals

From email listservs 4.0 6.0 1.9 4.2 49 24 1343
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Current job information Non-Hispani African

-Hispanic : : .

. Hispanic Asian Other n
sources

White American

From personal contacts 73.1 43.2 59.3 65.7 82.9 1342
From current employers or  31.8 24.7 21.8 21.8 8.6 1342
colleagues
From online job sites such a 22.2 30.9 25.4 21.6 14.3 1343
Monster, LinkedIn, and
Craigslist
From a job center or agency 9.3 28.4 13.6 18.8 2.9 1342
Contacted by headhunters o 9.3 2.5 8.9 6.9 8.6 1342
recruiters
From social networking sites 5.8 6.2 11.0 2.0 11.4 1342
such as Facebook, Twitter,
Pinterest, and Meetup
From printechewspapers, 5.5 16.0 7.4 6.9 2.9 1343
magazines, or journals
From email listservs 5.1 2.5 2.6 5.9 2.9 1341

Percentage (%) within ethnicity category
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Personal contacts are the most popular information resource for current job information
across ethnic groups, and respondents in the categories-bliganic White and Other are

the most likely to use personal contacts for this purpose. Those iden&i/mopaHispanic

White are also the most likely to rely on current employers and colleagues, with nearly 32%
reporting use of this information channel. Ndispanic White respondents are much less
likely than Asian, African American, and Hispanic resportsién utilize job centers and
agencies. Over 30% of African Americans report using job websites, followed by just over a
guarter of Hispanics. African Americans are also significantly more likely to rely on print
media such as magazines and newspapergobarugnters. Respondents identifying as
Hispanic or Other are most likely to employ social media as a source of job information, and
Asians are the least likely, with only 2% using social media tools for seeking job
information. Asians are the most likdty report using email listservs for this purpose but
across all of the ethnic groups, listservs were infrequently reported as a resource for job
information.

Current job information sources Male Female n

From personal contacts 66.0 67.5 1342
From current employers or colleagues 24.8 29.4 1342
Z::ij?;I:}r:;sj;)b sites such as Monster, LinkedIn, 208 6.7 1343
From a job center or agency 12.7 12.1 1343
Contacted by headhunters or recruiters 11.8 4.7 1341
s b LI R
From printechewspapers, magazines, or journals 7.9 5.3 1342
From email listservs 3.5 5.2 1342

'Percentagé) within gender category
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Less than Under-

Current job information high High Some graduate Graduate

sources school school college degree degree n
Frompersonal contacts 73.1 43.2 59.3 65.7 82.9 1342
From current employersor —; ¢ 23.8 215 305 36.4 1341
colleagues

From online job sites such a

Monster, LinkedIn, and 263 18.0 24.5 25.0 22.1 1343
Craigslist

From a job center or agency  10.4 7.6 13.1 13.9 13.0 1343
Contacted by headhunters o 0.0 19 81 13.0 95 1341

recruiters

From social networking sites
such as Facebook, Twitter, 0.0 1.7 14.4 6.2 4.7 1341
Pinterest, and Meetup

From printedhewspapers,

. : 3.1 7.6 7.0 6.6 7.5 1344
magazines, or journals

From email listservs 0.0 1.7 2.4 3.2 12.3 1341

Percentage (%) within gender category
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Both menandwomenare mosteliant onpersonal contact®r job information, followed by

sources like current employers or colleagues, online job sites, and then job centers or
agencies. Yet, female respondents use digital channels to get information about their current
jobs significantly more than do male respent$, both in terms of going to online job sites

and seeking information on social networking platfori@wever male respondents

(11.8%) are more likely tbe contacted blgeadhunters or recruiters than éemale

respondents (4.7%Jhere is nasignificantgender gajn terms of getting job information

from personal contacts, current employers or colleagues, job centers or agencies, print media,
as well as email listservs.

Across all education groups, the most frequently used job informatiocesisysersonal
contactsinterestingly,people who have lowektvels ofeducation and who hatke highest
levels ofeducation are significantly more reliant on personal contaigsifisantly lower
percentags ofrespondents withigh schoolnd undergaduate collegeducatiornget
informationthis way, and those with high school education were the least likely to report
using personal contactBeople reportingt least some college are much more likellgeo
contacted by headhunters or recruiters thase who have high school or less education.
Respondents who have completed college are more likely to get job information through
current employees or colleagues. Respondents with some college edutationthout
undergraduate degreesre more likelya get current job information through social
networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and Meetup than people with other
levels of education. Those wilgraduatedegreeare the most likely to get job information
through email listservs. Thelare no significant educatiangapsn terms of getting job
information through job centers or agen@asswell agrint mediasuch asiewspapers,
magazines or journals.

The nostprevalent source of healiiformationis close friendsfollowed bydoctos, nurses
or public health professionagsmdfamily members or relativegor example, 80.5% of
respondents géealthinformation from personal coatts, 68.% fromdoctors, nurses or
public health professionalerhile 65.%% get this informatiorfrom family members or
relatives.By contrastonly a small proportion of respondentstgeealthinformation from
print media (5.8%), social networking si{€s9%), and email listservé3.4%).In addtion,
11.7%6 of respondentget healthinformationfrom acquaintanced4.6% from health
websites, 23.1% from mobile apps, and 34.1% from online communities or groups
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Figure 30 Health Information Sources

Health Information Sources

100 0
20 305 % (n=1908)
80 68.9
70 65.9
60 -
50
40 - 34.1
30 - 23.1
20 - 14.6 11.7

10 | I 84 69 58

0 - H = =

® v & & ¢ & & © o @
(({\Q,o ;,\0@ < ?}\4 Qéoo .\er \oc,{* @Qo . %@e,\ qj’i& @06

& & & & @ & ¢ & & &

S < & R < N R SO
& N S N &
\zg:b @Q/@ @6\ \'b\
6&* Qf‘o S
&
SN

Family members or relatives (54.5%), teacherstbereducationaprofessionals (52.5%),

and close friends (51.6%) are primary sources for education information. It is noteworthy
that another main source people use to get education information is mobile apps (52.5%). By
contrast, much smaller percentages of people regoguaintances (24.8%), community
organizations (21.8%), social networking sites (21.3%), and online communities or groups
(13%) to get educati@hinformation. Furthermore, 35.3% of respondents use printed
newspapers, magazines, or journals and 35%nmsaé kstservs to get educatiah

information.
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Figure 31 Education Information Sources

Education Information Sources
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7 City Services

Using Technology to Access Online City Services

Respondents frequently use digital technology to pay bills and access city services. Interms
of technologyPCsare the most popularhoice oftednology, with 17% of respondents
employing PCs on at least a weekly basis. Near¥ i&portusing a PC aigast once for

paying utility bills orfor getting city informationSmart phonesra the next most popular

mode of access, with nearly 11% of respondents using them at least weekly to access city
information or pay utility billsJust over 4% of respondets have used smart phone at

least oncdo accesshese serviceg ablets, which rank as the third most frequently reported
technology, are considerably less common, with just 16.8% of people surveyed using them at
least monthly for bills or for findingity information.

Computers in city libraries or labs and game consalesarelyused for these purpase
Only about3% of respondent®(it of N=1521) report ever using computer at a city library
or lah

Figure 32 Device Frequecy of Use for Paying Utility Bills or Accessing City
Information
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Table 16 Accessing City Information and Paying Utility Bills at Least Monthly

Race/Ethnicity PC Smart Phone Tablet
Non-Latino White 68.1 26 15.6
African American 40.5 18 9.1
Hispanic 43.9 31.1 14.3
Asian 88.7 44.4 30.5
Other 36.6 7.7 60

Table 17 Accessing City Information and Paying Utility Bills at Least Monthly %

Income PC Smart Phone Tablet
<$19,999 46.1 27.2 15.3
$20,000%$39,000 57.5 47.8 8
$40,000$74,999 62.8 30.7 14.8
$75,000 + 70.3 28 21.5

Table 18 Accessing City Information and Paying Utility Bills at Least Monthly %

Education PC Smart Phone Tablet
<High School 44.3 45.1 14.9
High School 30.2 17.5 15.8
Some College 55.3 25 10
Undergrad Degree 70 29.1 19.5
Graduate Degree 77.6 31.6 24.5

Those using PCs to access online city information and bill services are likely to be of non
Hispanic White or Asian backgrounds, with a high income and education level. Asian and
Hispanic users are more likely than other ethnic groups to use smart phioties purpose.
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Respondents without high school diplomas are also more likely to employ smart phones in
this manner. Tablet users are generally fewer, and tend to hold college degrees and have high
incomes.

Awareness and Perception of City Services

TheCty of Austin offers a variety of free servi
and online technologies. These include computer and Internet access at Austin Public Library
branches, public Wi service in downtown Austin, computer training irbpa libraries and
city-affiliated venues, and \Aki access on Capital MetroRapid buses. Awareness of these
services varies widely by race and ethnicity, income, and education. Overall, respondents are
most familiar with the computer and Internet accesaaes offered at Austin Public Library
branches, with nearly 95% reporting awareness. The great majority of respondents were
aware of other public services, although these programs were not quite-aeavall as the
Libraryds c¢omput fdlities Respohdants averanleast likalyctakamvs

about WiFi access on city busses, with nearly 14% of respondents reporting they are
unaware of this service.

Service % Aware
Computer and Internet Accesd 94.9
Public Libraries

Free Public WiFi Downtown 86.7
Public Computer Training 88.1
Wi-Fi on Capital MetroRapid 86.1

While it is encouraging that many Austin residents are aware of the services offered by the
City i at least 80% of every population group reports being aware of these services
awareness varies considerably by race and ethnicity, income, and educatioand\his

may indicate the need for greater outreach among certain populations. African American
residents were among the respondents least likely to report awareness of City of Austin
digital inclusion efforts, particularly the downtown area®M/senice and computer training
programs. Additionally, over 10% of African American respondents are not familiar with the
free computer and Internet access offered at Austin Public Library branches. Generally, the
Library programs were the most widely recogdizeross the categories of Race and
Ethnicity, Education, and Income.
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