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Introduction: The purpose of the evaluation was to document the impact that WebTV
was having in the lives of participants. By having access to technology, it was assumed
that participants might used the WebTV's not only to impact health-related behaviors but
also experience changes in their lives that relate to their attitudes towards technology,
perceptions of crime in the community, sense of empowerment and sense of community.
In addition, the evaluation was intended to document the implementation of the EBVO
initiative. Specifically, how often were WebTV's used, for what purpose, and to search
for what kinds of topics? To document the impact of WebTV both process measures as
well as intermediate outcomes were collected. First, we analyzed process measures, then,
looked at intermediate outcomes.

Project Evaluation
Process Evaluation:  The purpose of process evaluation was to document the

implementation of the WebTV initiative. Specifically, we documented the following
evaluation questions:

How many Citizen Leaders received training in using WebTV?
How often did Citizen Leaders used their WebTVs

What did Citizen Leaders actually do with WebTVs?

What topics were searched?

How many success stories were documented and of what type?
What types of emails were exchanged among members?

Research Design: To collect process information qualitative research methods were used
including a phone interview once a month with the Citizen Leaders ard a total of three
focus groups during the duration of the project. In addition, the researchers tracked web
stories during the monthly Every Block a Village meetings. These research methods
allowed for gathering information about the experiences of Citizen Leaders with the new
piece of technology.

Procedures and Samples. A purposive sampling procedure was used, based on the need
for certain leadership characteristics and community relations that identified participants
as appropriate for training. Each participant, or Citizen Leader (CL) who was selected to
participate in the EBV O was either self-selected and/or selected by the staff of Westside
Health Authority (WHA) because they were seen as leaders in the community who had
the ability to connect with other residents in their area. Many Citizen leaders were
already participating in various projects through Every Block a Village (EBV), a grass
roots community-organizing group, prior to the addition of the Online component. Other
potential leaders were selected based on active participation in the community,
particularly on their neighborhood blocks. All Citizen Leaders were African American
and lived in the Austin community for an average of 16 years. Participants were 76%




female and 24% male. Seventy-six percent were between the ages of 30 and 64 years old;
12% were over 65; and 12% were between 18 and 29 years old. Ninety- five percent had
completed high school, and many had received at least some college education (74%).
Seventy- four percent indicated that they had worked for pay in the past 12 months and
90% were involved in volunteer activities in their community.

After theinitial WebTV training was conducted with each Citizen Leader, follow-
up phone calls were conducted every two-to-three weeks initially, and then less
frequently as use of WebTV became a less novel part of the CL's daily activities. During
the follow- up phone calls, CLs were asked how often they used WebTV, the types of
information they searched for and for whom they searched information. They were aso
invited to share stories of their experiences with WebTV. Citizen Leaders were invited to
participate in three focus groups throughout the duration of the project. To supplement
information gathered directly from the CLs, emails that were sent to the email
distribution list were tracked by documenting and coding a sample of the types of
information the CLs were communicating to one another and to the different partners.
Two community members trained as interviewers, both African American females who
had been trained in survey research and had previous experience with similar projects,
and two evaluation researchers conducted all assessments and follow-up interviews with
the CLs. Before any assessment was conducted, CLs were asked to initial a consent
statement, which was kept separate from the assessment instrument.

Measures and Data Collection: The information collected on the phone interviews was
content analyzed and classified according to a coding system created using pilot results.
In addition, Citizen Leaders were asked to share successful attempts at obtaining the
desired information and what actions resulted from those efforts. Web stories were then
defined as successfully obtaining information that was used for oneself, shared with a
family member, friend, or neighbor, or information that resulted in a specific action or
community activity to address a social/community concern.

Results

A total of 42 Citizen Leaders received training on how to use WebTV,
troubleshooting and individual assistance as needed. For the most part, Citizen Leaders
used the WebTV on average three times aweek. Although over 60 people were trained in
the use of WebTV, including staff from public sites, we collected formal assessments
only with the Citizen leaders and a group of residents.



Anayss of Web Stories

Over the three years of the project, atotal of 450 stories were documented. Many
of which illustrate collective and individual efforts to take actions to improve their
communities. We assume that many more stories happened but were not necessarily
shared with the researchers. Table 1 illustrates the content area of the web stories.

Tablel

Percent Content Area of WebTV Stories

N =450
Content Area Percent
Networking 16%
Entertainment 16%
Health 14%
Community events 13%
Education 10%
Employment 6%
Sdfety 4%
Religion 4%

Other (e.g., housing, shopping, hobbies) 17%

Web stories were also content analyzed to identify who benefited from the
information obtained from the EBV O webpage or directly from the Internet. Several
individuals benefited from the information obtained through the WebTV. In 43% of the
stories, the information was for the Citizen Leader; in 29% of the stories family members
and relatives benefited; in 15% neighbors benefited and in 13% of the stories the
community benefited from the information or action. Although we documented Web
stories as part of the process evaluation, atotal of 57 stories documented dealt
specifically with actions taken to address a community concern. An analysis of the topics
addressed by these actions illustrated the following topic areas:

Topic/Area Examples

Public participation Organizing a voter registration drive.
Driving people to the pollsto vote.
Organizing the community to meet with alocal Alderman
to discuss gang and drug-related problems.



Ecological Issues Organzing a community garden.
Cleaning a vacant lot.
Getting the city to remove an abandoned trailer off a block.

Economic Security Organizing a community job fair.
Disseminating information about job openings, free
services for seniors and tax reductions.

Quality of Life Issues Health: Calling "Ask aDoc" to save the life of a neighbor.
Childcare: Obtaining information about child care
guidelines for a child care operation at home.
Y outh: Organizing a youth computer club.

In all the examples, WebTVs were used to obtain information, find resources, and
mobilize the community by facilitating communication and dissemination of information.

Anaysis of Email Exchanged on the Listserve

Similarly, we content-analyzed the emails that made it into the listserve. We
classified atotal of 577 emails shared among Citizen Leaders. Table 2 illustrates the type
of emails according to its purpose.

Table?2

Percent of email type by purpose

Type of email N =577
Percent
I nformati on/announcement 42%
Spiritual/life lessons 29%
Encouragement 12%
Request for participation/information 8%
Reminder 6%
Action taken 3%

Most of the emails that were classified as announcements and information
provided over the Internet including the dissemination of information about community
events (e.g., announcing a meeting or other community activity) and the dissemination of
health-related information (e.g., schedule of mobile clinic, application information for a
free vision exam, information about free medical assistance).



[l. Intermediate Outcome Evaluation

The WebTV initiative was also expected to impact Citizen Leaders sense of
community and sense of empowerment. It was expected that by facilitating
communication among residents and facilitating access to information and resources,
Citizen Leaders would take an active part in their communities. Residents who felt
empowered to work towards improving their communities had a significant impact and
experienced neighborhood cohesion and a greater sense of community (see Florin &
Wandersman, 2000).

Specifically, we were interested in the following research questions:

- Werethere differences in Citizen Leaders and Residents perceived sense of
community at Time 1 and Time 2?
Were there differences in Citizen Leaders and Residents perceived sense of
empowerment at Time 1 and Time 2?
Were there differences in Citizen Leaders and Residents attitudes toward
technology at Time 1 and Time 2?
Were there differences in Citizen Leaders and Residents perceptions of
neighborhood safety and crime at Time 1 and Time 27?
In what ways the life of Citizen Leaders changed as aresult of the WebTV
innovation?

Research Design. A pre-test post-test design with a non-equivalent comparison group
was used. The comparison group was defined as non-equivalent because in some
characterigtics, they were somewhat different from the group of Citizen Leaders but at the
same time, they shared some common characteristics. All participants (Citizen Leaders
and Residents) came from the same neighborhood, were African American, each group
had similar number of females and males and similar number owned their homes.

Procedures and Sample. A community questionnaire was devel oped to assess several
constructs using adaptations of existing instruments. These included the Neighbordhood
Cohesion Instrument (which measures sense of community, Buckner, 1988) and Israel's
(1994) empowerment scale. A short survey about attitudes toward technology and
perceptions of community safety was also used. Citizen Leaders were asked to complete
the assessment questionnaire before they received training on how to use WebTV. The
first assessment was defined as Time 1. The assessment and subsequent training was
conducted individually and was scattered across the duration of the project when CLs
became available. Time 2 was defined as the second assessment 12 months after the first
assessment. A total of 42 Citizen Leaders received training on how to use the WebTV.
Twenty-five pre and post assessments were collected from this sample.

To obtain a comparison group, a random sample of residents was asked to
complete the assessment at time 1 and Time 2. A total of 90 residents were interviewed
at Time 1 and 35 were interviewed at Time 2. Table 3 compares the demographic
characteristics for the two groups.




Table3

Demographic Characteristics of Citizen Leaders and Residents

Characteristics Citizen Leaders Residents
N=25 N=35
African American 100% 100%
Female 76% 82%
Mde 24% 18%
Age 18-29 12% 12%
30-64 76% 59%
65 and over 12% 29%
Education
Middle School N/A 15%
High School 21% 44%
Some College 74% 26%
Worked for pay 74% 62%
Volunteered in the community 90% 55%
Own their homes 7% 73%
Have health insurance for self 87% 76%

Overal, Citizen Leaders tended to be a somewhat younger group, had more
education, and volunteered more in their community. Both groups tended to have
similar number of females and males and similar number of homeowners.

Sense of community

Citizen Leaders and residents were asked to complete an adapted version of
Buckner's (1988) sense of community scale. Participants were asked to rate 12 itemsin a
4-point Likert-type scale; ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree.

Table 4 illustrates the means at Time 1 and Time 2 for both Citizen Leaders (N = 25) and
residents (N = 35).



Table4

Means for Sense of Community for Citizen Leaders and Residents at Time 1 and Time 2

Sense of Community Time 1l Means Time 2 Means
CL Residents CL Residents

1. Overall, | am very attracted to living on
on this block. 168 212 156 1.88
2. | fed like | belong to this block. 148 2.09 144 191
3. The friendships and associations | have
with other people on my block mean alot

to me. 152 203 132 182
4. If 1 need advice about something, | could

go to someone on my block. 196 2.00 1.88 1.91
5. | believe my neighbors will help mein  1.68 1.97 1.28* 1.85
an emergency.

6. | have a deep feeling of fellowship

between me and other people on my block 1.72 2.29 152 1.73*
7.1 feel loya to the people on my block. 1.60 2.00 140 235
8. Living on this block gives me a sense

of community. 156 215 144 211
9. | borrow things and exchange favors

with my neighbors. 229 248 204 166
10. I would be willing to work together

with others to improve my block. 132 173 112 200
11. | regularly stop and talk with people

on my block. 164 2.06 140 194
12. Living on this block gives me

a sense of community. 156 215 144 211

* p<.001 Sig. (2-tailed)
Note: The lower the score the greater the attribution

Although the difference between items at Time 1 and Time 2 was statistically
significant only for one item, al items for CLs moved toward the desired
direction. In other words, Citizen Leaders rated higher sense of community at
Time 2.

The overall average mean difference at Time 1 and Time 2 for Citizen Leaders
and Residents was statistically significant. In other words, Citizen Leaders
perceived significantly more sense of community than the residents.



Sense of Empowerment

Sense of empowerment was measured using an adapted version of Isragl's (1994)
empowerment scale. A 4-point Likert type scale was used in which 1 was strongly
agreed and 4 was strongly disagreeing. As with the sense of community scale, the lower
the score the greater the attribution.

Tableb

Means for Sense of Empowerment for Citizen Leaders and Residents at Time 1 and Time
2

Time 1 Means Time 2 Means
Survey items CLs Reddents CLs Reddents
1.1 believe people on my block
appreciate me as an important
person in this neighborhood. 172 227 164 239
2. | can influence the decisions that
my neighbors make regarding
health issues. 208 241 19 173

3. | have control over decisions

that affect my health and family's

hedlth. 156 1.85 1.08* 1.82
4. | am satisfied with the amount

of control | have over decisions

that affect my health and my family’s

hedth. 156 182 144 217*
5. By working together, people on my

block can influence decisions that affect

our hedth. 188 215 168 263*
6. | am satisfied with the amount of

influence | have over health decisions

that affect my block. 270 293 2.12* 2.98

* p<.001 Sig. (2-tailed).
Note: The lower the score the greater the attribution

For residents, the difference between Time 1 and Time 2 for questions 4 and 5
was statistically significant but in the opposite direction.

Although the difference between items at Time 1 and Time 2 was statistically
significant only for afew items, al items for CLs moved towards the desired
direction. In other words, Citizen Leaders rated higher sense of empowerment at



time 2. In addition, at Time 1 ratings of sense of community were correlated with
sense of empowerment for Citizen Leaders. In other words, Citizen leaders with
high sense of community were also likely to have high sense of empowerment,
which is consistent with what other researchers have found pertinent to active
community leaders (Florin & Wandersman, 2000).

The overall average mean difference at Time 1 and Time 2 for Citizen Leaders
and residents was statistically significant. In other words, Citizen Leaders
perceived significantly more sense of empowerment than residents.

Attitudes Toward Technology

Attitudes toward technology were measured using 10 items in a 4-point Likert-
type scale.

Table6

Percent agreement for Citizen Leaders and Residentsat Time 1 and Time 2

[tem Time 1l Time 2
CLs Resdents CLs Resdents

1. Have use for computers on a
day-to-day basis. 76% 51% 74% 54%

2. Using computer technology to

communicate with others can help

me to be more effective in my

neighborhood. 88% 86% 96% 87%

3. | fed at ease learning about
computers or technology. 100% 86% 100% 91%

4. With the use of technology,
| can find information to improve
my health. 100% 93% 100% 94%

5. 1 am the type that can do well with
computers, email, WebTV or
other technology. 76% 72% 96% 46%

6. The thought of using technology
doesn't frighten me. 72% 8% 96% 88%
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7. Computers and other technology
are not confusing to me. 80% 68% 85% 57%

8. | see how | can use technology to
learn new skills. 88% 86% 100% 86%

9. | feel comfortable with my ability
to work with new technology. 84% 82% 100% 86%

10. | am satisfied with the information/
knowledge | have about hedlth
resources. 68% 74% 78%  74%

At Time 1, the mgjority of both Citizen Leaders and residents felt very positive
about technology and computers. It is possible to assume that to some degree
respondents provided socially desirable answers as these answers were not
consistent with what participants expressed during personal interviews.

The percent of Citizen Leaders agreeing with the above attitude statements about
technology increased at Time 2 for all items.

At Time 2, between 95% and 100% of Citizen Leaders felt positive about the
following specific areas. use of email, learning new skills through technology,
feeling comfortable using technology, and using technology to find information
about health.

Neighborhood Safety

Perceptions of safety were measured with three questions:
Overall how safe is your block? how do you think that the overall safety of your
neighborhood has changed in the last 6 months? and how do you think that crime in your
neighborhood has changed in the last 6 months? We used a 5-point Likert-type scale.

Table7

Percent of Citizen Leaders and Residents at Time 1 and Time 2 Rating Safety and Crime
in the Neighborhood

Timel Time2
[tem CLs Resdents CLs Resdents

How safe is your block?
Very safe to safe 78% 76% 87% 72%
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Has safety changed in your
neighborhood in the last 6 months?

Much better or better 37% 18% 31% 36%
Same 54% 47% 41% 44%
Worse 9% 35% 27% 28%

How crime has changed in
The last 6 months?

Much better or better 32% 20% 27% 33%
Same 59% 47% 54% 36%
Worse 9% 35% 18% 33%

The majority of Citizen Leaders and residents believe that crime and safety are
still the same compared with 6- months prior.

More Citizen Leaders rated safety and crime worst at Time 2 than Time 1.

The differencesin ratings at Time 1 and Time 2 might be explained by Citizen

L eaders becoming more aware and sensitive to what was going on on their blocks.
Citizen leaders had access to their own blocks crime mapping and these data
might have made them more sensitive and aware of crime and safety concerns.
Higher percent of residents rated safety and crime much better or better at Time 2.

Overall Comments from Citizen Leaders at Time 2

These comments were obtained from Citizen Leaders during an individual
interview at Time 2.

How has your life changed as a result of having the unit in the home?

"Being able to maintain communication with family, friends and neighbors®
"Has open awareness about new information, given me easy access to
information”

"With WebTV | can help my community better"

"| feel atremendous pride in my new skill, | have access to something | did not
have before, and thought it was not for me"

"easy access to health information when | can't reach a health provider”

"It has impacted my life alot, my family's and my sister's life"

"At the beginning technology was too overwhelming, now | fed very
comfortable"

"It has helped me with information like grand parents raising kids'

"Now | know what email isand | used it alot"

"My hedlth is much better now that | use WebTV"
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"It make you feel better because you can organize your block by sharing
information”

"It has changed my life alot, | have anew way of gaining information”

"It helped empowered me"

"I'm better informed, connecting with my neighbors’

" | have more opportunities and resources now"

"I love having the Web at my fingertips, it's easy to stay on it al night"

"It allows you to help other"

"I'm more informed of what is going on"

" I'm able to help people and children, and pass information out”

"The Web is a useful tool"

"It has enable me to gain knowledge"

"I became more knowledgeable, more educated, came in contact with things |
never thought about”

"l have had more easy and inexpensive access to health resources and advice"

"It brings comfort to your life because you can get answers —freedom it saves
money over time"

"Now | feel empowered because | have a sense of what is really happening in the
world"

Most Citizen Leaders mentioned using emails and "Ask a Doc" to communicate
with healthproviders

Most Citizen Leaders felt more satisfied with the relationships with health
providers at the time of the final interview.

Most Citizen Leaders felt more satisfied with the relationships they had with
people on their block at the time of the final interview.

Citizen Leaders were also asked to rate their relationships with health providers.
Statistically significant differences were observed between Time 1 and Time 2 for
Citizen Leaders in the following items: knowing how to get information about
health services in the community, staying in regular contact with health providers,
and knowing most of the people on the block.

Conclusions

Citizen Leaders used WebTV on average of three times aweek. In addition,
relatives, friends and neighbors also used the Citizen Leaders WebTV about once
aweek.

A total of 450 WebTVs were documented in which the Citizen Leader
successfully obtained information for self, relatives, friends or neighbors. Most
commonly, Web stories illustrated the use of technology for networking,
entertainment, health information, community events and education.

A total of 57 Web stories illustrated efforts to address a community/social concern
by Citizen Leaders.
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WebTVs became atool for Citizen Leaders to communicate with each other,
disseminate information, obtain resources and information, and become aware of
what was going on in their community and also as a tool for action.

Compared with residents, Citizen Leaders were a more educated group with more
experience as volunteers with higher score in sense of community, sense of
empowerment and attitudes toward technol ogy.

Citizen Leader's ratings of sense of community, sense of empowerment and
attitudes toward technology increased, for all items, in a positive direction. In
other words, at Time 2 Citizen Leaders felt more empowered, with higher sense
of community and more comfortable using technology such as WebTVs and using
emall.

All Citizen Leaders expressed their satisfaction with the innovation. They all
thought they had benefited from using WebTVs, their families and also their
communities have benefited.



EBV Online
Health Data Analysis



Maternal Child Health Outcomes Hypothesis:
Methods

Maternal and infant birth outcomes were examined to assess the impact of the EBV
intervention in the geographic area known as Chicago Police Besat, 1524. A comparison
group and a treatment group with a before intervention and during intervention design
was used. Two Chicago police beat geographic areas, one immediately east and one
immediately west of the EBV intervention police beat served as the comparison group.
Two time periods were analyzed to better assess the impact of the EBV intervention:
before the full intervention (1998-1999) and during the intervention (2000). Birth
certificate data with maternal demographic, delivery, and infant birth characteristics were
entered into the computer to assess changes between the two time periods and differences
between the comparison and intervention groups. The outcomes examined were as
follows. mothers who are less than 20 years of age; starting prenatal care after the first
semester or no prenatal care; prematurity (less than 37 weeks gestational age); and, low
birth weight (less than 2500 grams). Chi square tests were performed to test differences
in proportions with probability of .05 for statistical significance.

Results.

Number of Live Births:
Comparison Group  Intervention Group

1998-1999 384 146
2000 178 62
Age of Mother: Comparison Group  Intervention Group
Before During Before During
Teenage 21.4% 29.8% 33.7% 29.0%

Risk of awomen being a teenage mom significantly increased between the two
time periods in the comparison group (p <.03) while the risk decreased in the
intervention group. The difference between the increase in the comparison group and the
decrease in the intervention group was statistically significant at p <.04.

Trimester When Prenatal Care:.  Comparison Group  Intervention Group

Before During Before During
Second Semester or 25.8% 15.3% 25.2% 14.5%
Later or No Prenatal
Care

Percent of pregnant women who started prenatal care in the second semester or
later or who report no prenatal care changed significantly in both groups (comparison, p
<.048; intervention group, p <.024). There was not evidence of a difference between the
two groups during the intervention.



Gestational Age: Comparison Group  Intervention Group
Before During Before During

Premature I nfant 10.6% 14.7% 12.0% 13.1%
There was no evidence of a statistically significant change between the two time

periods for either group. Similarly there was no evidence of a statistically significant
difference between each group at either time period.

Low Birth Weight: Comparison Group  Intervention Group
Before During Before During
Under 2500 grams  9.4% 11.3% 13.7% 11.5%

There was no evidence of a statistically significant change between the two time
periods for either group. Similarly there was no evidence of a statistically significant
difference between each group at either time period. However, the percent LBW
increased in the Comparison Group and the percent LBW decreased in the Intervention
group. Theincrease of +1.9% versus the -2.2% approached statistical significance, p
<.10.

Maternal Medical Risk Factors;

Data are not available through 2001. At this time we are unable to address the
hypothesis of reduction in maternal medical risk factors in Beat 1524.



EBV Online
Crime Data Analysis



CRIME DATA HYPOTHESIS: Attached are the descriptive statistics for the three beats during
three time periods for 11 crime measures (8 unique measures and three composite measures);

Three Police beats 1511, 1531, 1524

Three Time Periods. Before (Oct97 - Jan99: 16 months)
Transition  (Feb99 - Dec99: 10 months)
Intervention  (Jan00 - JunO1: 18 months)

Crime Measures. Homicide to Arson;
Three composite measures.Violent Crime
Nonviolent Crime
Total Crime

Group: Comparison Group (1511 and 1531)
Treatment Group (1524)

Analyses were performed using frequency counts. Populations adjustments are not necessary if we
assume that there is no differential change in population among the three police beats over the three
time periods -- which is a reasonable assumption. | performed a 2-time period (Before vs
Intervention) and a 3-time period (Before vs Transition/Intervention) analysis with no difference in
results. There are headings provided for each of the data sets below:

Non parametric and paramateric analyses were performed (more details later: including ANOVA

(with T-tests and other follow-up tests) and GLM [General Linear Models] which is more
appropriate for this data set).

The concluson: Thereisno evidencethat crimein Beat 1524 (using any of the 11 crime
indices) is significantly different from the comparison beats (1511, 1531) after taking into
account the differences before the I ntervention Time Period. (two-sided and one-sided tests
wer e performed)

Thereis clear evidence that crime has decreased over the three time periods for the Comparison
beats and for the Treatment beats along several indicators of crime. These are noted below on this
page. The decrease in the number of crimes over the three time periods is the same for the
Comparison beats and Treatment beat.



Below is a synopsis (details to be discussed later) indicating statistically significant differences (p
<.05).

Primary
Hypot hesi s or

Crinme | ndicator Group Effect Time Effect I nteraction

Conp Vs Treat Before Vs Intervention

Honoci de ---- ---- ----

Sexassl t ---- ---- ----

Robbery ---- . 0001 ----

Aggr asl t ---- . 0001 ----

Bur gl ary ---- . 0001 ----

Thef t . 0001 . 0005 ----

MWThef t ---- . 0001 ----

Arson

Vi oCri me ---- . 0001 ----

NVCri me . 0006 . 0001 ----

Tot Crine . 0001 . 0001 ----



BEFORE Tl ME PERI CD

BEAT=1511

Vari abl e N

FOR THREE BEATS

HOMOCI DE 16
SEXASLT 16
ROBBERY 16
AGCGRASLT 16
BURGLARY 16
THEFT 16
MTHEFT 16
ARSON 16
VI OCRI ME 16
NVCRI MVE 16
TOTCRI ME 16

. 4375000
. 0000000
. 6250000
. 1875000
. 0625000
. 2500000
. 9375000
. 6875000
. 2500000
. 9375000
. 1875000

. 8139410
. 0954451
. 0804412
. 5255023
. 9911360
. 2769419
. 6049734
. 0144785
. 9609843
. 1317950
. 4845911

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1524

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 16
SEXASLT 16
ROBBERY 16
AGCGRASLT 16

BURGLARY 16
THEFT 16
MTHEFT 16
ARSON 16

VI OCRI ME 16
NVCRI ME 16
TOTCRI ME 16

. 3125000
. 0625000
. 4375000
. 0625000
. 1250000
. 8750000
. 3750000
. 3750000
. 8750000
. 7500000
. 6250000

e

NOOOWOUGIUol~ OO

. 4787136
. 8539126
. 3200116
. 2213504
. 7373048
. 0182998
. 9306488
. 6191392
. 5408970
. 0895986
. 8316016

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1531

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 16
SEXASLT 16
ROBBERY 16
AGCGRASLT 16

BURGLARY 16
THEFT 16
MVTHEFT 16
ARSON 16

VI OCRI ME 16
NVCRI ME 16
TOTCRI ME 16

. 3125000
. 1875000
. 0000000
. 4375000
. 4375000
. 8750000
. 1250000
. 6875000
. 9375000
. 1250000
. 0625000

e

OO0 OW~NWOITWwEF O

. 4787136
. 4244882
. 9665266
. 5132416
. 7765725
. 2376331
. 0956959
. 8732125
. 3224095
. 0788558
. 5346858

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



TRANSI TI ON TI ME PERI OD FOR THREE

BEAT=1511

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 10
SEXASLT 10
ROBBERY 10
AGGRASLT 10
BURGLARY 10
THEFT 10
MTHEFT 10
ARSON 10
VI CCRI ME 10
NVCRI MVE 10
TOTCRI ME 10

. 1000000
. 7000000
. 6000000
. 6000000
. 0000000
. 5000000
. 5000000
. 5000000
. 0000000
. 5000000
. 5000000

. 3162278
. 4830459
. 5652645
. 9214510
. 8873013
. 5362239
. 4399612
. 5270463
. 0332230
. 9721446
. 9161646

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1524

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 10
SEXASLT 10
ROBBERY 10
AGGRASLT 10
BURGLARY 10
THEFT 10
MTHEFT 10
ARSON 10
VI CCRI ME 10
NVCRI MVE 10
TOTCRI ME 10

. 2000000
. 8000000
. 4000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 9000000
. 0000000
. 7000000
. 4000000
. 6000000
. 0000000

P OWONNWNNOO

e

. 4216370
. 7888106
. 6749870
. 4944383
. 8297084
. 9923575
. 4037009
. 8232726
. 0983867
. 9969693
. 1753697

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1531

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 10
SEXASLT 10

ROBBERY 10
AGGRASLT 10
BURGLARY 10
THEFT 10
MTHEFT 10
ARSON 10

VI CCRI ME 10
NVCRI ME 10
TOTCRI ME 10

. 2000000
. 7000000
. 4000000
. 2000000
. 6000000
. 4000000
. 6000000
. 4000000
. 5000000
. 0000000
. 5000000

. 4216370
. 9486833
. 2386554
. 4731669
. 4298407
. 5023801
. 5339622
. 5163978
. 4161255
. 1463630
. 1923882

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



I NTERVENTI ON TI ME PERI OD FOR THREE BEATS

BEAT=1511

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 19
SEXASLT 19
ROBBERY 19
AGGRASLT 19
BURGLARY 19
THEFT 19
MTHEFT 19
ARSON 19
VI CCRI ME 19
NVCRI MVE 19
TOTCRI ME 19

. 2631579
. 8947368
. 2105263
. 5789474
. 0000000
. 5263158
. 6315789
. 6315789
. 9473684
. 7894737
. 7368421

. 4524139
. 9941348
. 7797552
. 6562851
. 0000000
. 6506482
. 5933662
. 7608859
. 4208823
. 4035637
. 6373064

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1524

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 19
SEXASLT 19
ROBBERY 19
AGGRASLT 19
BURGLARY 19
THEFT 19
MTHEFT 19
ARSON 19
VI CCRI ME 19
NVCRI MVE 19
TOTCRI ME 19

. 5263158
. 2631579
. 4736842
. 3684211
. 4210526
. 9473684
. 6842105
. 5789474
. 6315789
. 6315789
. 2631579

. 7723284
. 9911893
. 2722473
. 2865133
. 7144836
. 5868023
. 4809423
. 6924826
. 7750570
. 5713381
. 8366780

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

BEAT=1531

Vari abl e N

HOMOCI DE 19
SEXASLT 19

ROBBERY 19
AGGRASLT 19
BURGLARY 19
THEFT 19
MTHEFT 19
ARSON 19

VI CCRI ME 19
NVCRI ME 19
TOTCRI ME 19

. 5789474
. 9473684
. 5263158
. 9473684
. 4736842
. 6315789
. 4736842
. 3157895
. 0000000
. 8947368
. 8947368

. 8377078
. 9112680
. 0327606
. 0889238
. 0647416
. 5897776
. 8159944
. 5823927
. 4204534
. 3401085
. 9285291

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



ANALYSI S OF TWO CROUPS (1COWP = COVMPARATI VE GROUP, BEATS 1511,

AT THREE TI ME PERI ODS

2TREAT= TREATMENT GROUP, BEAT 1524)

TIME PERI OD | S BEFORE THE | NTERVETNI ON

GROUP=1COWP

Vari abl e

1531

THI'S ANALYSI S COVBI NES 1151 W TH 1531)

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MWTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI ME
TOTCRI ME

. 3750000
. 0937500
. 3125000
. 8125000
. 7500000
. 0625000
. 0312500
. 6875000
. 5937500
. 5312500
. 1250000

. 6599120
. 2536238
. 0196092
. 8422702
. 0926893
. 9139294
. 4312076
. 9310937
. 5085301
. 9297776
. 0040317

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

GROUP=2TREAT

Vari abl e

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI ME
TOTCRI ME

. 3125000
. 0625000
. 4375000
. 0625000
. 1250000
. 8750000
. 3750000
. 3750000
. 8750000
. 7500000
. 6250000

s

NOOO WUl OO

. 4787136
. 8539126
. 3200116
. 2213504
. 7373048
. 0182998
. 9306488
. 6191392
. 5408970
. 0895986
. 8316016

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



DURI NG THE TRANSI TI ON TI ME PERI OD

GROUP=1COWP

Vari abl e

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGCGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI MVE
TOTCRI ME

. 1500000
. 7000000
. 0000000
. 4000000
. 3000000
. 4500000
. 5500000
. 4500000
. 2500000
. 7500000
. 0000000

. 3663475
. 7326951
. 6128426
. 7060991
. 3419188
.2161187
. 3946552
. 5104178
. 0686858
. 1290937
. 9339378

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

GROUP=2TREAT

Vari abl e

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGCGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI MVE
TOTCRI ME

. 2000000
. 8000000
. 4000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 9000000
. 0000000
. 7000000
. 4000000
. 6000000
. 0000000

P OWONNWNNOO

e

. 4216370
. 7888106
. 6749870
. 4944383
. 8297084
. 9923575
. 4037009
. 8232726
. 0983867
. 9969693
. 1753697

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



DURI NG THE | NTERVENTI ON PERI CD

GROUP=1COWP

Vari abl e

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGCGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI MVE
TOTCRI ME

. 4210526
. 9210526
. 3684211
. 2631579
. 2368421
. 0789474
. 0526316
. 4736842
. 9736842
. 8421053
. 8157895

. 6830606
. 9410052
. 8584485
. 8881957
. 1056549
. 5623327
. 2378452
. 6872130
. 9524551
. 3359408
. 3038029

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

GROUP=2TREAT

Vari abl e

HOMOCI DE
SEXASLT
ROBBERY
AGCGRASLT
BURGLARY
THEFT
MTHEFT
ARSON

VI OCRI ME
NVCRI MVE
TOTCRI ME

. 5263158
. 2631579
. 4736842
. 3684211
. 4210526
. 9473684
. 6842105
. 5789474
. 6315789
. 6315789
. 2631579

. 7723284
. 9911893
. 2722473
. 2865133
. 7144836
. 5868023
. 4809423
. 6924826
. 7750570
. 5713381
. 8366780

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

0

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000

. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000



EBV Online
Survey Instruments



EBV ONLINE
Resident Survey

Sense of Community

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each
gatement and CIRCL E the response most appropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or WRONG

answe.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. Ovedl, | amvery atracted to living on this block. 1
2. | fed likel belong to this block. 1
3.  Thefriendships and associations | have with other people on my block meanalot 1
4, :? In:Zeded advice about something, | could go to someone on my block. 1
5. | believe my neighbors would help me in an emergency. 1
6. | fed loyd to the people on my block. 1
7. 1 borrow things and exchange favors with my neighbors. 1
8. 1 would bewilling to work together with others on something to improve my block. 1
9. | plantoreman aresdent of this neighborhood for anumber of years. 1
10. | have adeep feding of fellowship between me and other people on my block. 1
11. 1 regularly stop and talk with people on my block. 1
12. Living on this block gives me a sense of community. 1
Empower ment/Attitude/K nowledge of Family Health

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. | believe people on my block gppreciate me as an important person in this 1

neighborhood

2. | caninfluence the decisions that my neighbors make regarding hedth issues 1
3. | have control over the decisonsthat affect my hedth and my family's hedth. 1
4. | am satidfied with the amount of control | have over decisonsthat affect my hedth 1

and my family's hedth.
1



5. By working together, people on my block can influence decisions that affect our 12 3
hedth.
6. My block hasinfluence over hedth decisons thet affect my life. 12 3

7 | am stisfied with the amount of influence | have over hedth decisonsthat effectmy 1 2 3
block
8. Peoplein my community work together to influence decisonsin the city and Sate. 12 3

Technology Attitudes’/K nowledge

1 Which of the following technologica devices have you used within the last 6 months?
(Pleese circle dl that gpply)

Fax machine Word processor E-mall
Internet (World Wide Web) Persona computer Other
2. Have you received training on how to use WebTV or other technological devices, during the
last year? YES NO
3. If something goes wrong with atechnica device you are using, (computer, e-mail, WebTV,
etc.) how comfortable are you about solving the problem? (Please check one)
very comfortable fairly comfortable comfortable
not very comfortable not comfortable at al
4, How often do you access information using technical devices (e.g. web page, Internet)?
everyday once aweek once amonth
once every 2 to 6 months once ayear never

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each
gtatement and Cir cle the response most appropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or Wrong answer.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. | don't have any use for computers on aday-to-day bass. 12 3

2 Using computer technologies to communicate with others over acomputer network 1 2 3
can help me to be more effective in my neighborhood

3. | fed a easelearning about computers or technology. 1 2 3

4. Withthe use of technology (Internet, web page). | can find information/resourcesto 1 2 3
improve my hedth.

5. | am not the type to do well with computers, e-mail, Web TV and other 1 2 3
technology.

6. Thethought of usng technology (computers, Web page, Internet) frightens me. 1 2 3

7. Computers and other technologies are confusing to me. 1 2 3



8. | dontseehow | can usetechnology (Web page, Internet) to learn new skills. 1 2 3 4

9. | fed comfortable about my ability to work with new technology (Web TV, 1 2 3 4
I nternet)
10. | am satisfied with the information/knowledge | have about hedlth resources. 1 2 3 4
Reationships
1 In the last 6 months how many times have you talked on the phone to the following hedth
providers?
doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other
2. In the last 6 months how many times have you visited the following hedth professond in
person?
doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other
3. In the last 6 months how many times have you used other forms of communication with the

fallowing hedth providers (e-mail, fax, World Wide Web)?

doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each
gatement and CIRCL E the response most appropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or WRONG
answer.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. |l amabletotak toahedth provider (doctor/nurse) when needed. 1 2 3 4
2 | ansidied with therdaionship | have with my hedth or family hedthprovider 1 2 3 4
(doctor/nurse).
3. | know how to get information about hedth servicesin my community. 1 2 3 4
4. | am stidfied with the follow-up and return phone cals from hedlth providers 1 2 3 4
(doctorgnurse).
5. | candiscuss hedth issues or concerns with my neighbors. 1 2 3 4

6. | dayinregular contact with professonaswho are providing hedth servicestoany 1 2 3 4
family member or me.

7. When necessary, | take the initiaive in looking for hedth services for afamily 1 2 3 4
member or me.

8. | fed | know mos of the people on my block. 1 2 3 4

3



0. | fed sisfied with the reationships | have with the people on my block. 1 2 3 4

10. | fed comfortable taking withmost of the people on my block. 1 2 3 4

Safety
1 Overdl, how safeisyour block?

1 2 3 4
very safe sdfe unssfe vey unsafe
2. How do you think that the overall safety of your neighbor hood has changed in the last 6
months?
1 2 3 4 5
Much better Better Same Worse Much worse

3. How do you think that crime in your neighbor hood has changed in the last 6 months?

1 2 3 4 5
Much better Better Same Worse Much worse

Please tell us about WebTV

1 Areyou: (please circle one)
Mde Femde

2. How many years have you lived in this neighborhood?

3. Have you heard about Web TV? Yes No
If yes, from someone on your block? Yes No
4, Do you know who is the Citizen Leader on your block?

5. If yes, have you used the WebTV placed in her/his home?
If yes, how often?

What type of information have you searched for?

6. If yes, have you received information from her/him obtained through WebTV?
If yes, how often?

What type of information you received from her/him?



7. Have you used WebTV in another place other than the Citizen Leader’ s home? (e.g., a work,
public site such asalocal school or park?). If yes, where?

8. What are three things you like best about WebTV?

0. In what ways have the used of WebTV impacted your hedth or family’s hedth

10. Now that you have had accessto WebTV how do you fed in genera about technology?

How does this compareto 1 year ago?



Citizen Leaders Survey
Every Block a Village Online

Sense of Community

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each
gtatement and CIRCL E the response most appropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or WRONG

answe.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. Ovedl, | am very attracted to living on this block. 1
2. | fed likel beong to this block. 1
3.  Thefriendships and associations | have with other people on my block meanalot 1
4, :? Ir?f;eded advice about something, | could go to someone on my block. 1
5. | beieve my neighbors would hep mein an emergency. 1
6. | fed loyd to the people on my block. 1
7. | borrow things and exchange favors with my neighbors. 1
8. 1 would bewilling to work together with others on something to improve my block. 1
9. | plantoremain aresdent of this neighborhood for anumber of years. 1
10. | have adeep feding of fellowship between me and other people on my block. 1
11. | regularly stop and talk with people on my block. 1
12. Living on this block gives me a sense of community. 1
Empower ment/Attitude/K nowledge of Family Health

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree
1. | believe people on my block appreciate me as an important person in this 1

neighborhood



2. | caninfluence the decisions that my neighbors make regarding hedth issues 12
3. | have control over the decisons that affect my health and my family's hedlth. 12

4. | am satigfied with the amount of control | have over decisonsthat affect my hedth 1 2
and my family's hedth.

5. By working together, people on my block can influence decisons that affect our 12
hedth.

6. My block hasinfluence over hedth decisons that affect my life. 12

7 | am stidfied with the amount of influence | have over hedth decisonsthet affectmy 1 2
block
8. Peoplein my community work together to influence decisonsin the city and date. 12

Technology Attitudes’K nowledge

1 Which of the following technologica devices have you used within the last 6 months?
(Please circle dl that gpply)

Fax machine Word processor E-mall
Internet (World Wide Web) Persona computer Other
2. Have you received training on how to use WebTV or other technologica devices, during the
last year? YES NO
3. If something goes wrong with atechnica device you are using, (computer, e-mail, WebTV,
etc.) how comfortable are you about solving the problem? (Please check one)
very comfortable fairly comfortable comfortable
not very comfortable not comfortable at al
4, How often do you access information using technical devices (e.g. web page, Internet)?
everyday once aweek once amonth
once every 2 to 6 months once ayear never

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each

gtatement and Cir cle the response most gppropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or Wrong answer.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree

1. | don't have any use for computers on a day-to-day bass. 12 3 4

2 Using computer technologies to communicate with others over acomputer network 1 2 3 4

can help me to be more effective in my neighborhood



3. | fed at easelearning about computers or technology. 1 2 3

4. Withthe use of technology (Internet, web page). | can find information/resourcesto 1 2 3
improve my hedth.

5. | am not the type to do well with computers, e-mail, Web TV and other 1 2 3
technology.

6. Thethought of using technology (computers, Web page, Internet) frightens me. 1 2 3

7. Computers and other technologies are confusing to me. 1 2 3

8. | dontseehow | can usetechnology (Web page, Internet) to learn new skills. 1 2 3

9. | fed comfortable about my ability to work with new technology (Web TV, 1 2 3
I nternet)

10. | am satisfied with the information/knowledge | have about health resources. 1 2 3

Reationships

1 In the last 6 months how many times have you talked on the phone to the fallowing hedlth

providers?
doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other
2. In the last 6 months how many times have you visited the following hedth professond in
person?
doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other
3. In the last 6 months how many times have you used other forms of communication with the

fallowing hedth providers (e-mail, fax, World Wide Web)?

doctor nurse midwife
natural heders other hedlth professional other

Below are some statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please read each
gatement and CIRCL E the response most appropriate for you. Thereisno RIGHT or WRONG
answer.

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree



1. |l amabletotak toahedth provider (doctor/nurse) when needed. 1 2 3

2 | ansaidied with the rdaionship | have with my hedth or family hedth provider 1 2 3

(doctor/nurse).
3. | know how to get information about hedth servicesin my community. 1 2 3
4. | am stisfied with the follow-up and return phone cals from hedlth providers 1 2 3
(doctorgnurse).
5. | candiscuss hedth issues or concerns with my neighbors. 1 2 3

6. | dayinregular contact with professonaswho are providing hedth servicestoany 1 2 3
family member or me.

7. When necessary, | take theinitiative in looking for hedth servicesfor afamily 1 2 3
member or me.

8. | fed | know most of the people on my block. 1 2 3

0. | fed sisfied with the reationships | have with the people on my block. 1 2 3

10. | fed comfortable talking with most of the people on my block. 1 2 3

Safety

1 Overdl, how safeisyour block?

1 2 3 4
very safe sdfe unssfe vey unsafe

How do you think that the overall safety of your neighbor hood has changed in the last 6
months?

1 2 3 4 5
Much better Better Same Worse Much worse

How do you think that crime in your neighbor hood has changed in the last 6 months?

1 2 3 4 5
Much better Better Same Worse Much worse

Please tell us about WebTV

1.

2.

Areyou: (please circle one)
Mde Femde
How many years have you lived in this neighborhood?

g



3. Y ou have had WebTV for over 1 year. In generd, how has your life changed as aresult of
having the unit in the home?

10



How do you think WebTV has changed the following aspects of your life:

a. Theway you communicete with others?

b. Your overdl accessto information?

c. Waysinwhich you obtain hedth information/advice?

d. Your hedth and your family’s hedth?
During the last year, on average, how often did you use WebTV for yoursdlf?
2-4 times aweek onceaweek every other week once amonth
During the last year, on average, how often did afamily member living with you
use WebTV
2-4 times aweek onceaweek every other week once amonth
During the last year, on average, how often did afriend or family member not living with you use
WebTV
Once aweek every other week onceamonth every other month

Other:

During the last year, on average, how often did a neighbor (someone from your block) use
WebTV?

Once aweek every other week onceamonth  every other month
Other:

11



9. Please rate the following topics by how often you searched for them?

Regularly Occasiondly Seldom Never

Hedlth

Crime/safety

Community Events

News

School/academic

Jobs, economy

Entertainment

Other (specify)

10.  Wha arethree things you like the best about having WebTV?

11.  If you could &fford it (gpproximate cost of the line $25) would you consder maintaining a
WebTV a home?

12.  Now that you have had accessto WebTV how do you fed in genera about
technology?

How does this compare to 1 year ago?




