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Overview

Preliminary results from the July-
December 2013 National Health Interview
Survey (NHIS) indicate that the number of
American homes with only wireless
telephones continues to grow. Two in
every five American homes (41.0%) had
only wireless telephones (also known as
cellular telephones, cell phones, or mobile
phones) during the second half of 2013—
an increase of 1.6 percentage points since
the first half of 2013 and 2.8 percentage
points since the second half of 2012,
However, these increases are smaller than
those observed in previous years. This
report presents the most up-to-date
estimates available from the federal
government concerning the size and
characteristics of these populations.

NHIS Early Release
Program

This report is published as part of the
NHIS Early Release Program. Twice each
year, the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s (CDC) National Center for
Health Statistics (NCHS) releases selected
estimates of telephone coverage for the
civilian noninstitutionalized U.S.
population based on data from NHIS,
along with comparable estimates from
NHIS for the previous 3 years. The
estimates are based on in-person
interviews that NHIS conducts
continuously throughout the year to
collect information on health status,
health-related behaviors, and health care
access and utilization. The survey also
includes information about household
telephones and whether anyone in the
household has a wireless telephone.

Two additional reports are published
regularly as part of the NHIS Early Release
Program, Early Release of Selected Estimates
Based on Data From the National Health
Interview Survey is published quarterly and
provides estimates for 15 selected
measures of health. Health Insurance
Coverage: Early Release of Estimates From
the National Health Interview Survey is also
published quarterly and provides
additional estimates regarding health
insurance coverage. Other Early Release
Program products are released as needed.

Methods

For many years, NHIS has asked
respondents to provide residential
telephone numbers, to permit the
recontacting of survey participants,
Starting in 2003, additional questions

were asked to determine whether a family
had a landline telephone. An NHIS family
was considered to have landline telephone
service if the survey respondent for the
family reported that there was “at least
one phone inside your home that is
currently working and is not a cell phone.”
(To avoid possible confusion with cordless
landline telephones, the word “wireless”
was not used in the survey.)

An NHIS “family” is an individual or
a group of two or more related persons
living together in the same housing unit (a
“household”). Thus, a family can consist of
only one person, and more than one
family can live in a household (including,
for example, a household where there are
multiple single-person families, as when
unrelated roommates are living together).

The survey respondent for each
family was also asked whether “anyone in

Figure, Percentages of adults and children living in households with only wireless telephone

service: United States, 2003-2013
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NOTE: Adults are aged 18 and over; children are under age 18.
DATA SOURCE: COC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey.
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your family has a working cellular
telephone.” Families are identified as
“wireless families” if respondents reported
that someone in the family had a working
cell phone at the time of interview. This
person (or persons) could be a civilian
adult, a member of the military, or a child.

Households are identified as
“wireless-only” if they include at least one
wireless family and if there are no families
with landline telephone service in the
household. Persons are identified as
wireless-only if they live in a wireless-only
household. A similar approach is used to
identify adults living in households with
no telephone service (neither wireless nor
landline). Household telephone status
(rather than family telephone status) is
uged in this report because most
telephone surveys do not attempt to
distinguish among families when more
than one family lives in the same
household.

From July through December 2013,
information on household telephone
status was obtained for 21,512
households that included at least one
civilian adult or child. These households
included 40,173 civilian adults aged 18
and over, and 13,714 children under age
18. Analyses of telephone status are
presented separately for households,
adults, and children in Table 1.

Analyses of demographic
characteristics are based on data from the
NHIS Person and Household Files.
Demographic data for all civilian adults
living in interviewed households were
used in these analyses. “Household
income” is the sum of the family incomes
in the household. Estimates stratified by
household poverty status are based on
reported income only because imputed
income values are not available until a few
months after the annual release of NHIS
microdata. Household poverty status was
unknown for 21.5% of adults in these
analyses.

Analyses of selected health measures
are based on data from the NHIS Sample
Adult File. Health-related data for one
randomly selected civilian adult (the
“sample adult”) in each family were used
in these analyses. From July through
December 2013, data on household
telephone status and selected health
measures were collected from 17,967 of
these sample adults.

Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Intewa llIyANn'lJr 2013

Because NHIS is conducted
throughout the year and the sample is
designed to yield a nationally
representative sample each month, data
can be analyzed quarterly. Weights are
created for each calendar quarter of the
NHIS sample. NHIS data weighting
procedures are described in more detail in
a previous NCHS report (Parsons et al.,
2014). To provide access to the most
recent information from NHIS, estimates
using the July-December 2013 data are
being released prior to final data editing
and final weighting. These estimates
should be considered preliminary. If
estimates are produced using the final
data files, the estimates may differ slightly
from those presented here.

Point estimates and 95% confidence
intervals were calculated using SUDAAN
software (RTI International, Research
Triangle Park, NC) to account for the
complex sample design of NHIS.
Differences between percentages were
evaluated using two-sided significance
tests at the 0.05 level. Terms such as
“more likely” and “less likely” indicate a
statistically significant difference. Lack of
comment regarding the difference
between any two estimates does not
necessarily mean that the difference was
tested and found to be not significant.
Because of small sample sizes, estimates
based on less than 1 year of data may have
large variances, and caution should be
used in interpreting such estimates.

Telephone Status

In the second 6 months of 2013, two
in every five households (41.0%) did not
have a landline telephone but did have at
least one wireless telephone (Table 1).
Approximately 39.1% of all adults (about
93 million adults) lived in households with
only wireless telephones; 47.1% of all
children (nearly 35 million children) lived
in households with only wireless
telephones.

Although the percentage of
households that are wireless-only
continues to increase, there is evidence
that the rate of growth may be slowing.
Considering the annual change from the
second 6 months of one year through the
second 6 months of the next, the 2.8-
percentage-point increase from 2012

through 2013 is less than the 4.2-
percentage-point increase from 2011
through 2012 and the 4.3-percentage-
point increase from 2010 through 2011.
The annual growth from 2009 to 2010
was 5.2 percentage points (results not
shown).

The percentages of adults and
children living in wireless-only households
has also been increasing over time
(Figure), although neither the 1.1-
percentage-point increase for adults from
the first 6 months through the second 6
months of 2013 nor the 1.7-percentage-
point increase for children over the same
period was statistically significant,

The percentages of adults and
children living without any telephone
service have remained relatively
unchanged over the past 3 years.
Approximately 2.5% of households had no
telephone service (neither wireless nor
landline). About 5.2 million adults (2.2%)
and 1.8 million children (2.5%) lived in
these households.

Demographic Differences

The percentage of U.S. civilian

" noninstitutionalized adults living in

wireless-only households is shown, by
selected demographic characteristics and
by survey time period, in Table 2. For
July-December 2013, there are five
demographic groups in which the majority
live in households with only wireless
telephones: adults aged 18-34, adults
living only with unrelated adult
roommates, adults renting their home,
adults living in poverty, and Hispanic
adults.

# Nearly two-thirds of adults aged 25—
29 (65.7%) lived in households with
only wireless telephones. This rate is
greater than the rates for those aged
18-24 (53.0%) or 30-34 (59.7%). The
percentage of adults living in
households with only wireless
telephones decreased as age increased
beyond 35 years: 47.8% for those
aged 35-44; 31.4% for those aged 45—
64; and 13.6% for those aged 65 and
over.

@ Three in four adults living only with
unrelated adult roommates (76.1%)
were in households with only wireless
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telephones. This rate is higher than
the rates for adults living alone
(46.6%) and for adults living only
with spouses or other adult family
members (31.0%).

@ Three in five adults living in rented
homes (61.7%) had only wireless
telephones. This rate is more than
twice the rate for adults living in
homes owned by a household
member (28.5%).

e Adults living in poverty (56.2%) were
more likely than adults living near
poverty (46.1%) and higher income
adults (36.6%) to be living in
households with only wireless
telephones. (Table 2, footnote 3,
gives definitions of these categories.)

® Hispanic adults (53.1%) were more
likely than non-Hispanic white
(35.1%) or non-Hispanic black
(42.7%) adults to be living in
households with only wireless
telephones.

Other demographic differences were
also noted:

¢ Men (40.4%) were more likely than
women (37.9%) to be living in
households with only wireless
telephones.

&  Adults living in the Midwest (43.7%),
South (41.9%), and West (41.2%)
were more likely than those living in
the Northeast (24.9%) to be living in
households with only wireless
telephones.

Demographic
Distributions

The demographic differences noted
in the previous section are based on the
distribution of household telephone status
within each demographic group. When
examining the population of wireless-only
adults, some readers may instead wish to
consider the distribution of various
demographic characteristics within the
wireless-only adult population.

Table 3 gives the percent
distributions of selected demographic
characteristics for adults living in
households with only wireless telephones,

by survey time period. The estimates in
this table reveal that the distributions of
selected demographic characteristics
changed little over the 3-year period
shown. The exceptions were related to age
and home ownership status. From the
second 6 months of 2010 to the second 6
months of 2013,

® Among all wireless-only adults, the
proportion aged 35 and over has
increased steadily. In the second 6
months of 2013, more than one-half
of wireless-only adults (54.6%) were
aged 35 and over, up from 47.6% in
the second 6 months of 2010.

® Among all wireless-only adults, the
proportion living in homes owned by
a household member increased. In the
second 6 months of 2013, 48.5% of
wireless-only adults were living in
homes owned by a household
member, up from 43.3% in the second
6 months of 2010.

Selected Health Measures
by Household Telephone
Status

Many health surveys, political polls,
and other types of research are conducted
using random-digit-dial (RDD) telephone
surveys. Until recently, these surveys did
not include wireless telephone numbers in
their samples. Now, despite operational
challenges, most major survey research
organizations are including wireless
telephone numbers when conducting RDD
surveys. If they did not, the exclusion of
households with only wireless telephones
(along with the small proportion of
households that have no telephone
service) could bias results. This bias—
known as coverage bias—could exist if
there are differences between persons
with and without landline telephones for
the substantive variables of interest.

The NHIS Early Release Program
updates and releases estimates for 15 key
health indicators every 3 months. Table 4
presents estimates by household
telephone status (landline, wireless-only,
or phoneless) for all but two of these
measures. (“Pneumococcal vaccination”
and “personal care needs” were not
included because these indicators are

limited to older adults aged 65 and over.)
For July-December 2013,

® The prevalence of having five or more
alcoholic drinks in 1 day during the
past year among wireless-only adults
(29.0%) was substantially higher than
the prevalence among adults living in
landline households (17.2%).
Wireless-only adults were also more
likely to be current smokers than were
adults living in landline households.

® The percentage without health

insurance coverage at the time of
interview among wireless-only adults
under age 65 (25.2%) was greater
than the percentage among adults in
that age group living in landline
households (14.7%).

® Compared with adults living in
landline households, wireless-only
adults were more likely to have
experienced financial barriers to
obtaining needed health care, and
they were less likely to have a usual
place to go for medical care. Wireless-
only adults were also less likely to
have received an influenza
vaccination during the previous year

e  Wireless-only adults (45.1%) were
more likely than adults living in
landline households (32.3%) to have
ever been tested for human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV), the
virus that causes AIDS,

The potential for bias due to
undercoverage remains a real threat to
surveys conducted only on landline
telephones.

Wireless-mostly
Households

The potential for bias due to
undercoverage is not the only threat to
surveys conducted only on landline
telephones. Researchers are also
concerned that some people living in
households with landlines cannot be
reached on those landlines because they
rely on wireless telephones for all or
almost all of their calls.

In 2007, a question was added to
NHIS for persons living in families with
both landline and cellular telephones. The
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respondent for the family was asked to
consider all of the telephone calls his or
her family receives and to report whether
“all or almost all calls are received on cell
phones, some are received on cell phones
and some on regular phones, or very few
or none are received on cell phones.” This
question permits the identification of
persons living in “wireless-mostly”

- households—defined as households with
both landline and cellular telephones in
which all families receive all or almost all
calls on cell phones.

Among households with both
landline and wireless telephones, 33.6%
received all or almost all calls on wireless
telephones, based on data for July-
December 2013. These wireless-mostly
households make up 16.1% of all
households. During the second 6 months
of 2013, about 44 million adults (18.3%)
lived in wireless-mostly households. This
prevalence estimate was greater than, but
not significantly different from, the
estimate for the second 6 months of 2010
(17.4%).

Table 5 gives the percentage of
adults living in wireless-mostly
households, by demographic
characteristics and by survey time period.
For July-December 2013,

@  Adults with college degrees (22.3%)
were more likely to be living in
wireless-mostly households than were
high school graduates (16.5%) or
adults with less education (12.4%).

®  Adults living with children (22.6%)
were more likely than adults living
alone (9.4%), with roommates
(11.2%), or with only adult relatives
(18.1%) to be living in wireless-mostly
households.

®  Adults living in poverty (9.1%) and
adults living near poverty (12.0%)
were less likely than higher-income
adults (22.1%) to be living in wireless-
mostly households.

®  Adultsliving in rented homes (12.4%)
were less likely to be living in
wireless-mostly households than were
adults living in homes owned by a
household member (21.0%).

Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Intemua IIIyANxﬂ;lr 2013

Research by Boyle, Lewis, and
Tefft (2009) suggests that the majority
of adults living in wireless-mostly
households are reachable using their
landline telephone number. NHIS data
cannot be used to estimate the proportion
of wireless-mostly adults who are
unreachable or to estimate the potential
for bias due to their exclusion from
landline surveys.
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Table 1, Percent distribution of h hold teleph status for h holds, adults, and children, by date of interview: United States, July 2010-December 2013

Household telephone status

Number of
households Landline with Landline without Landline with Nonlandline with
Date of interview {unweighted) wireless wireless unknown wireless  unknown wireless Wireless-only Phoneless Total
Percent of households
July-December 2010 16,676 55.0 129 03 0.1 297 20 100.0
January-June 2011 20,133 55.0 1.2 0.2 0.1 316 2.0 100.0
July-December 2011 19,311 334 10.2 02 0.0 34.0 22 100.0
January-June 2012 20,608 525 9.4 0.2 0.0 358 2.1 100.0
July-December 2012 21,709 50.8 8.6 0.2 0.1 38.2 21 100.0
January-June 2013 19,765 49.5 8.5 0.1 0.0 3394 2.3 100.0
July-December 2013 21,512 47.7 8.6 0.1 0.1 41.0 2.5 100.0
95% confidence interval' s 46.53-48.92 8.05-9.15 0.06-0.16 0.02-0.11 39.82-42.28 2.22-2.79
Percent of adults
July-December 2010 31,791 59.4 10.7 03 0.1 278 18 100.0
January-June 2011 38,104 58.8 9.0 0.2 0.0 30.2 1.8 100.0
July-December 2011 36,564 573 83 0.2 0.0 323 19 100.0
January-June 2012 38,896 56.1 78 0.2 0.0 340 1.9 100.0
July-December 2012 40,839 54.4 7.0 0.2 0.1 365 1.9 100.0
January-June 2013 37,268 52.8 6.9 0.1 0.0 380 22 100.0
July-December 2013 40,173 515 7.0 0.1 0.1 39.1 22 100.0
95% confidence interval’ . 50.27-52.74 6.54-7.53 0.05-0.16 0.02-0.11 37.86-40.36 1.97-2.51 .
Percent of children

July-December 2010 11,815 59.8 6.2 0.1 0.1 318 20 100.0
January-June 2011 13,753 56.7 51 0.1 0.0 364 1.7 100.0
July-December 2011 13,028 54.7 4.8 0.1 0.0 38.1 2.2 100.0
January-June 2012 13,905 527 4.5 0.1 - 40.6 22 100.0
July-December 2012 14,083 49.5 34 0.1 041 45.0 1.8 100.0
January-June 2013 12,932 483 3.6 0.1 0.0 454 26 100.0

July-December 2013 13,714 46.4 38 0.1 0.0 47.1 25 100.0
95% confidence interval' 44.64-48.21 3.26-4.43 0.03-0.19 0.01-0.07 45.38-48.89 2.06-3.15

0.0 Quantity more than zero but less than 0.05.

... Category not applicable.

—-Quantity zero.

'Refers to july-December 2013,

NOTE: Data are based an household interviews of a sample of the civillan noninstitutionalized poputation.
DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health interview Survey, July 2010-December 2013,
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Table 2, Percentage of adults living in wireless-only households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2010-December 2013

Calendar half-year

95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-Jun 2011 Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-Jun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval'
Race/ethnicity R
Hispanic or Latino, any race(s) 384 40.8 433 46.5 50.5 49.9 531 50.77-55.35
Non-Hispanic white, single race 250 27.6 230 304 329 35.1 351 33.59-36.61
Non-Hispanic black, single race 311 325 36.8 377 39.0 394 427 40.22-45.25
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 270 27.7 316 334 344 352 381 34.79-41.59
Non-Hispanic other, single race 319 338 44.1 434 439 50.1 51.7 42.50-60.82
Non-Hispanic multiple race 36.1 393 36.7 40.2 453 46.2 457 40.11-51.45
Age (years}
18-24 455 46.8 48.6 49.5 53.2 54.3 530 50.34-55.60
25-29 535 581 596 60.1 62.1 65.6 65.7 63,16-68,17
30-34 438 46.2 509 551 56.7 59.9 59.7 57.31-62.09
35-44 309 343 36.8 3941 435 44.5 478 45.75-49.79
45-64 18.8 216 238 258 284 29.8 314 30.09-32.73
65 and over 77 79 85 105 11.6 126 136 12.42-14.81
Sex
Maie 29.0 314 337 352 380 39.7 404 39.00-41.73
Female 26.8 29 309 329 351 36.5 379 36.69-39.20
Education
Some high school or less 29.2 321 347 36.4 424 41.7 4.8 39.73-43.97
High schoo! graduate or GED? 276 308 327 339 359 37.2 388 37.15-40.43
Some post-high school, no degree 309 318 351 36.7 383 40.6 4.7 39.97-43.43
4-year college degree or higher 243 269 27.8 301 322 34.5 355 33.63-37.51
Employment status last week
Working at a job or business 315 342 36.8 384 414 43.5 444 43.02-45.78
Keeping house 258 31.2 327 340 386 394 405 37.79-43.23
Going to school 386 353 40.8 418 46.0 48.1 46.3 42.23-51.49
Something eise (incl. unemployed) 19.2 21.0 22.3 236 251 252 270 25.71-28.24
Household structure
Adult living alone 36.8 38.0 41.3 43.0 439 46.4 46.6 44,65-48.54
Unrelated aduits, no chiidren 69.7 3 77.5 759 76.2 74.7 76.1 69.07-81.97
Related adults, no children 221 23.2 25.1 27.0 28.2 29.6 310 29.56-32.46
Adult(s} with children 29.4 336 354 37.2 422 43.6 44.8 43,12-46.40
Household poverty status®
Poor 42.8 46.8 514 51.8 543 54.7 56.2 53.47-58.96
Near-poor 352 38.1 39.6 423 459 47.5 46.1 43.65-48.50
Not-poor 243 27.7 289 307 332 353 36.6 35.02-38.16

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 2, Percentage of adults living in wireless-only households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2010-December 2013—Continued

Calendar half-year

95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-jun 2011 Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-jun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval’
Geographic region®
Northeast 17.2 18.8 206 231 236 271 249 21.89-28.15
Midwest 30.0 335 35.2 375 40.6 396 43.7 41.02-46.40
South 311 336 359 37.2 39.7 41.8 419 39.87-43.86
West 287 303 330 34.0 378 39.0 41.2 38.86-43.39
Metropolitan statistical area status
Metropolitan 29.1 314 336 35.7 3841 39.5 40.5 39.07-41.90
Not metropolitan 229 25.6 272 27 305 324 337 30.92-36.59
Home ownership status®
Owned or being bought 17.7 20.6 212 232 254 27.2 28.5 27.22-29.76
Renting 50.3 525 56.0 58.2 59.7 61.5 61.7 60.15-63.30
Other arrangement 351 384 40.7 37.7 49.1 42,6 493 42,80-55.90

Number of wireless-only adults in 9,228 11,872 12,350 13,724 15,589 14,512 16,436
survey sample (unweighted)

... Category not applicable.

"Refers to july-December 2013.

*GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency diploma.

Based on household Income and household size using the U.S. Census Bureau's poverty thresholds. "Poor” persons are defined as those below the poverty threshold. "Near-poor” persons have Incomes of 100% to less than 200% of the poverty threshoid.
“Not-poor” persons have incomes of 200% of the paverty threshold or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from simitar estimates produced fater that are based on both reported and
Imputed income. NCHS imputes income when income is unknown, but the imputed income file is not availabie until a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey microdata, For households with multiple families, household
Income and household size were calculated as the sum of the muitiple measures of family income and family size.

“in the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are grouped into the following four reglons used by the U.S. Census Bureau; Northeost Includes Malne, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Istand, New York, New Jersey,
and Pennsyivania; Midwest includes Ohio, ilfinois, Indiana, Michigan, Wiscansin, Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska; South Includes Detaware, Maryland, District of Columbla, West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky,

Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Geargia, Florida, Alab i, Louisiana, O Ark , and Texas; ang West includes Washington, Oregan, Califarnia, Nevada, New Mexico, Arizana, idaho, Utah, Colorado, Montana, Wyoming, Alaska,
and Hawail.

SFor households with multlple families, home status was d by considering the repi d home status for each family. If any family reported owning the home, then the h hold-level varlable was as *Owned or
being bought” for all persons living in the househald. If one family reported renting the home and another family reported “other g ” then the household-level variable was classlfied as *Other arrangement” for ali persons living in the household.

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian nroninstitutionalized population.
DATA SCURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2010-December 2013.

Page |7 U.S. Department of Heaith and Human Services # Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ® National Center for Health Statistics  Released 07/14



Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Interview Survey, July—lEm ﬁlT AN"1

Table 3, Percent distributions of selected demographic characteristics for adults living in wireless-only households, by date of interview: United States, July 2010-December 2013

Calendar half-year

95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-Jun 20N Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-Jun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-Jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval’
Race/ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino, any race(s) 195 19.0 191 203 206 19.7 20.5 18.82-22.34
Non-Hispanic white, single race 61.0 61.8 61.0 59.6 597 61.0 582 57.35-61.09
Non-Hispanic black, single race 13.0 125 131 12.7 123 120 126 11.53~13.76
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 4.5 43 4.7 5.1 49 5.0 5.2 4.67-5.83
Non-Hispanic other, single race Q.7 08 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.70-1.35
Non-Hispanic multiple race 1.3 1.6 13 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.23-1.69
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 e
Age (years)
18-24 211 200 154 18.9 18.9 184 17.4 16.30-18.65
25-29 17.7 17.6 17.0 155 14.8 15.2 14.8 13.92-15.66
30-34 137 133 140 14.0 13.4 135 133 12.59-13.99
35-44 193 19.5 19.2 195 200 19.7 204 19.45-21.34
45-64 236 250 258 26.7 27.1 27.2 27.8 26.72-28.81
65 and over 47 45 4.6 55 57 6.0 6.4 5.78-7.05
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .
Sex
Male 503 504 50.7 49.8 50.1 503 49.7 49.04-50.38
Female 49.7 49.6 493 50.2 49.9 49.7 503 49.62-50.96
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Education
Some high school or less 154 156 152 15.2 16.1 15.0 145 13.58-15.44
High school graduate or GED? 281 278 28.2 271 274 26.7 269 25.83-27.98
Some post-high school, no degree 327 322 327 333 31.8 326 324 31.14-33.71
4-year college degree or higher 239 243 239 245 246 258 262 24.82~27.65
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment status last week
Working at a job or business 68.8 68.5 65.0 69.3 68.9 £9.7 70.1 69.02-71.12
Keeping house 55 59 56 53 5.8 59 57 5.21-6.13
Going to school 4.7 4.2 4.0 43 4.0 44 3.6 3.10-4.28
Something else (incl. unemployed) 20.0 203 20.6 20.2 20.5 19.2 198 18.92-20.81
Unknown, not reported 1.1 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.58-1.02
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .
Household structure

Adult living aione 20.0 18.7 19.8 18.9 18.6 18.8 18.6 17.56-19.65
Unrelated adults, no children 4.0 43 4.0 38 34 32 29 2.24-3.69
Related aduits, no children 36.0 353 358 369 357 358 369 35.60-38.28

Adult(s) with children 40.0 417 405 40.4 42.6 422 41.6 40.11-43.13
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 v

See footnotes at end of table.
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o " p— ATV
Table 3, Percent distribution of selected demographic characteristics for adults living in wireless-only households, by date of interview: United States, July 2010-D ber 2013—Continued
Calendar half-year
95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-jun 2011 Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-Jun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-Jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval’
Househald poverty status®
Poor 17.4 15.6 159 15.0 15.4 139 14 13.00-15.27
Near-poor 18.6 17.7 18.2 17.7 18.0 178 16.6 15.66-17.58
Not-poor 52.3 47.8 46.2 47.1 46.1 48.5 478 46.14-49.48
Unknown, not reported 1.7 18.8 19.8 202 206 19.7 215 20.16-22.90
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
Geographic region®
Northeast 11.0 1 17 124 1n.7 12,6 1.3 9.63-13,15
Midwest 247 249 25.2 245 248 23.1 25.1 22.91-27.35
South 40.2 40.5 399 404 40.1 40.8 39.9 37.59-42.19
West 24,1 235 233 228 234 23.6 238 21.93-25.78
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Metropofitan statistical area status
Metropolitan 82.7 828 823 83.9 826 8238 82.6 80.34-84.58
Not metropolitan 173 17.2 17.7 161 174 17.2 17.4 15.42-19.66
Total 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Home ownership status®
Owned or being bought 433 470 44.2 46.5 46.6 48.0 485 46.65-50.27
Renting 54.2 49.9 533 51.2 50.9 49.6 491 47.28-50.99
Other arrangement 25 3.0 25 23 2.6 24 24 1.94-2.97
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000
Number of wireless-only adults in 9,228 11,872 12,350 13,724 15,589 14,512 16,436

survey sample (unweighted)

... Category not appilcable.

'Refers to July-December 2013.

‘GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency diploma.

Based on hausehold Income and household size using the U.S. Census Bureau's poverty thresholds, “Poor* persons are defined as those below the poverty threshold. "Near-poor” persons have incomes of 100% to less than 200% of the poverty threshold.
*Not-poor” persons have incomes of 200% of the poverty threshald or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from simllar estimates produced later that are based on both reported and
Imputed income. NCHS imputes income when income Is unknown, but the Imputed Income file is not availabie until a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey data. For h with multiple famlties, household
Income and household size were calculated as the sum of the multiple measures of family income and family size.

“in the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are grouped into the following four regions used by the U.S, Census Bureau: Nartheast includes Malne, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey,
and Pennsylvania; Midwest includes Ohio, illinois, indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, Missourl, North Dakota, South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska; South Inciudes Detaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, West Virginla, Virginia, Kentucky,
Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Loulsiana, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Texas; and West includes Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, Idaho, Utah, Colorade, Montana, Wyoming, Alaska,
and Hawaii.

*For households with muitipie families, home o hip status was d by dering the reported home ownership status for each family. If any family reported owning the home, then the household-level varlable was classified as "Owned or
being bought” for ali persons living In the household. If one family reported renting the home and anather family reported “other ar * then the hold-level variable was classified as "Other arrangement” for ail persons living in the household.

NOTE: Data are based on househotd interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.
DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Heaith Interview Survey, July 2010-December 2013,
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Table 4. Prevalence rates (and 95% confidence intervals) for selected measures of health-related behaviors, health status, health care service use, and health care access for adults aged 18 and over,
by h hold h : United States, July-December 2013

Household telephone status

Measure Landline’ Wireless-only Phoneless

Health-related behaviors

Five or more alcoholic drinks in 1 day at least once in past year?

Current smoker?

17.2 (16.09-18.45)
15.2 (14.27-16.26)

29.0 (27.30-30.69)
224 (20.96-23.84)

27.4 (21.68-33.99)
21.4 (17.38-26.07)

Engaged in regular leisure-time physical activity* 36.4 (34.99-37.85) 40.9 (39.36-42.53) 32.2 (26.85-38.12)
Health status
Heaith status described as excellent or very good® 57.4 (55.95-58.90) 63.8 (62.31-65.33) 57.9 (52.00-63.59)
Experienced serious psychological distress in past 30 days® 3.5 (2.96-4.07) 4.4 (3.80-5.08) 6.8 (4.37-10.49)
Obese (adults aged 20 and over)’ 29.9 (28.41-31.50) 29.0 (27.50-30.48) 29.0 (23.56-35.16)
Asthma episode in past year® 3.3 (2.83-3.82) 35 {3.03-4.12) 3.4 (2.00-5.69)
Ever diagnosed with diabetes® 11.7 (10.86-12.52) 6.2 (5.50-6.91) 7.9 (5.10-11.89)
Health care service use
Received influenza vaccine during past year'® 46.5 {44.92-48.14) 31.8 (30.36-33.27) 26.2 (20.75-32.57)
Ever been tested for HIV" 323 (30.84-33.77) 45.1 (43.41-46.90} 40.4 (34.38-46.62)
Health care access
Has a usua! place to go for medical care™ 90.2 (89.20-91.07) 74.9 (73.46-76.29) 75.0 (69.79-79.64)
Failed to obtain needed medical care in past year due to financial barriers™ 5.4 (4.76-6.04) 10.9 (10.04-11.92) 10.7 (7.74-14.65)
Currently uninsured (adults aged 18-64)" 14.7 (13.36-16.10) 25.2 {23.54-27.00} 27.2 {22.09-32.90}
Number of adults in survey sample (unweighted) 9,648 7,875 444

'Includes households that aiso have wireless telephone service.

A year is defined as the 12 months prior to interview. The analyses excluded aduits with unknown alcohol consumption (about 1.1%).

3A person who had smoked more than 100 clgarettes in his or her lifetime and now smokes every day or some days. The analyses excluded adults with unknown smoking status (about 0.8%).

“Regutar lelsure-time physical activity is defined as engaging In light-moderate lelsure-time physical actlvity for greater than or equal to 30 minutes at a frequency greater than or equal to five times per week, or engaging in vigorous lelsure-time physical
activity for greater than or equal to 20 minutes at a frequency greater than or equal to three times per week. Persons who were known to have not met the frequency recommendations are classifled as “not regular,” regardiess of duration. The analyses
excluded adults with unknown physlcal activity participation {about 2.2%).

“Health status data were obtalned by asking respondents to assess thelr own health and that of famlly members llving in the same household as excelient, very good, good, fair, or poer. The analyses excluded persons with unknown health status (about
0.1%).

*Six psychological distress questions are included in the National Heaith inter Survey. These q ask how often during the past 30 days 2 d ed certain sy of psychologleal distress {feeling so sad that nothing could cheer
you up, nervous, restiess or fidgety, hopeless, worthless, that everything was an effort). The respnnse codes (0-4) of the six items for each person were weighted equally and summed. A value of 13 or more for this scale indicates that at least one symptom was
experienced “most of the time” or *all of the time" and is used here to define serious psychologicat distress.

Obesity is defined as a body mass index (BMI} of 30 kg/m2 or more, The measure Is based on seif-reported helght and weight. The analyses excluded adults with unknown height or weight {about 4.4%). of obeslty are for adults aged 20
and over because the Healthy People 2020 objectives (http://www.heajthypeople.gov) for heaithy welght among adults define adults as persons aged 20 and over.

Information on an eplsode of asthma or an asthma attack during the past year is self-reported by adults aged 18 and over. A year s defined as the 12 months prior to interview. The analyses excluded persons with unknown asthma eplsode status {about
0.1%).

“Prevalence of dlagnosed diabetes is based on seff-report of ever having been diagnosed with diabetes by a doctor or other health professional. Persons reporting “bordertine” diabetes status and women reporting diabetes only during pregnancy were not
coded as having diabetes in the analyses. The analyses exciuded adults with unknown diabetes status (about 0.1%).

“Receipt of flu shots and receipt of nasai spray flu vaccinations were included in the calculation of flu vaccination estimates, Responses to these two flu vaccination questions do not indicate when the subject received the flu vaccination during the 12 months
preceding the interview. in addition, estimates are subject to recall error, which will vary depending on when the question Is asked because the receipt of a flu vaccination is seasonal. The analyses excluded aduits with unknown fiu vaccination status {about
2.5%).

“individuals who received human immunodeficlency virus {HIV} testing solely as a result of blood donatlon were considered not to have been tested for HIV. The analyses excluded aduits with unknown HIV test status {about 3.9%).

2Does not include a hospital emergency room. The analyses excluded persons with an unknown usual place to go for medical care {about 1.0%).
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BA year is defined as the 12 months prior to Interview. The analyses excluded persons with unknown responses to the question on fallure to obtain needed medical care due to cost (about 0.1%).

“p person was defined as uninsured If he or she did not have any private health insurance, Medicare, Medlcald, Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), state-sp d or other p d health plan, or military plan at the time of Interview.
A person was also defined as uninsured if he or she had only indian Health Service coverage or had only a private plan that paid for one type of service such as accidents or dental care. The data on heaith Insurance status were edited using an automated
systemn based on logic checks and keyword searches. The analyses excluded adults with unknown heaith Insurance status (about 1.0%}.

NOTE: Data are based on household Interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionallzed population.

DATA SOURCE: CC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July-December 2013,
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Table 5, Percentage of aduits living in wireless-mostly households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years; United States, July 2010-December 2013

Caiendar haif-year

95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-Jun 2011 Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-Jjun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-Jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval’
Total 17.4 18.2 17.8 17.6 18.0 17.7 183 17.51-19.09
Race/ethnicity
Hispanic or Lating, any race(s) 17.2 16.3 17.0 16.1 174 16.4 16.6 15.29-17.95
Non-Hispanic white, single race 17.2 18.4 17.9 176 17.7 174 18.6 17.61-18.59
Non-Hispanic black, single race 16.2 184 171 17.6 18.6 19.0 18.2 16.17-2048
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 225 210 203 215 222 209 204 17.46~23.74
Non-Hispanic other, single race 238 17.6 156 15.1 125 227 141 9.08-21.27
Non-Hispanic muttiple race 207 16.1 217 187 180 180 16.9 13.29-21.29
Age (years)
18-24 187 20.1 189 201 18.2 18.6 200 18.32-21.74
25-29 16.8 16.3 158 15.0 17.0 14.8 14.5 12.85-16.27
30-44 21.6 219 21.2 207 21.2 20.7 200 18.78-21.22
45-64 18.9 19.8 19.9 19.3 203 19.8 216 20.50-22.82
65 and over 7.1 8.9 8.9 8.9 9.1 10.3 103 9.28-11.32
Sex
Male 17.8 185 183 17.9 183 17.8 18.6 17.80-19.47
Female 1741 17.9 173 173 17.7 176 18.0 17.15-18.81
Education
Some high school or less 121 129 1.7 1.8 1.6 128 124 11.20-13.74
High school graduate or GED? 153 16.6 157 15.5 16.3 16.0 16.5 15.42-17.68
Some post-high school, no degree 189 20.0 194 19.1 183 18.6 189 17.74-20.08
4-year college degree or higher 213 211 214 21.0 215 207 223 21.13-23.47
Employment status last week .
Working at a job or business 205 216 209 206 213 20.2 214 20.41-22.37
Keeping house 16.7 14.9 16.6 155 17.5 19.0 16.9 15.02-18.90
Going to school . 24.4 235 20.0 237 18.2 222 211 17.94-2458
Something else (incl. unemployed) 10.2 1.3 1.4 10.8 11.6 1.7 11.4 10.56-12.28
Household structure
Adult living alone 9.5 10.2 10.1 10.2 9.8 9.5 9.4 8.51-10.28
Unrelated adults, no children 13.4 *15.6 103 13.0 123 129 1.2 7.59-16.31
Related adults, no children 15.8 17.2 169 16.2 174 17.0 18.1 16.97-19.37
Adult(s) with children 227 228 225 224 224 22.2 226 21.33-23.93
Household poverty status®
Poor 10.2 10.5 8.8 10.8 86 10.8 9.1 7.79-10.58
Near-poor 138 133 135 111 127 120 120 10.75-13.41
Not-poor 204 216 219 215 218 214 221 21.05-23.29

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 5, Percentage of aduits living in wireless-mostly households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2010-December 2013—Continued

Calendar half-year

95% confidence
Demographic characteristic Jul-Dec 2010 Jan-Jjun 2011 Jul-Dec 2011 Jan-Jjun 2012 Jul-Dec 2012 Jan-Jun 2013 Jul-Dec 2013 interval'
Geographic region®
Northeast 18.5 19.5 179 18.9 200 18.2 201 18.42-21.90
Midwest 16.3 17.7 16.6 18.5 153 16.7 16.2 14.77-17.80
South 17.2 18.0 17.7 17.3 177 17.0 18.0 16.78-19.35
West 18.0 181 191 189 193 19.4 193 17.50-21.26
Metropolitan statistical area status
Metropolitan 178 184 182 17.9 185 17.9 187 17.84-19.57
Not metropolitan 16.1 17.3 16.4 16.4 158 17.0 16.7 14.94-18.56
Home ownership status®
QOwned or being bought 19.4 20.0 19.9 19.9 20.1 200 21.0 19.95-22.17
Renting 13.0 139 13.5 12.7 13.0 128 124 11.41-13.49
Other arrangement 156 200 1.7 138 173 17.0 14.8 10.86-19.85

Number of adults in survey sample 18,357 21,626 20,184 21,100 21,194 19,106 22,879
who live in landline households with
wireless telephones (unweighted)

* Estirnate has a relative standard error greater than 30% and does not meet standards for rellabllity or precision.
... Category not applicable.

'Refers to July-December 2013.

*GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency dipioma.

Based on household income and househoid size using the U.S. Census Bureau's poverty thresholds. "Paor” persans are defined as those below the poverty threshold. "Near-poor” persons have Incomes of 100% to tess than 200% of the poverty threshold.
*Not-poor” persans have incomes of 200% of the poverty threshold or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from similar estimates produced later that are based on both reported and
imputed income. NCHS jmputes Income when income is unknown, but the imputed income file Is not avallable untii a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey microdata, For households with multiple famiiles, household
income and household size were calculated as the sum of the muitiple measures of family income and family size.

*in the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are into the foll four regions used by the U.S. Census Bureau: Northeast includes Maine, Vermont, New Hampshlre, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey,
and Pennsyivania; Midwest includes Ohio, illinols, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, Mlssour], North Dakota, South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska; South includes Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, West Virginia, Virglnia, Kentucky,

Tennessee, North Carolina, South Caroling, Georgia, Florida, Alab Louistana, Okiah Arkansas, and Texas; and West Includes Washington, Oregon, Caiifornia, Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, ldaho, Utah, Colorado, Montana, Wyoming, Alaska,
and Hawall.

*For households with multiple famifies, home o hip status was d by consld the reported home ownership status for each famlly. If any family reported owning the home, then the household-level variable was classified as “Owned or
being bought” for all persons fiving in the household. if one family reported renting the home and another family reported *other " thenthe h ld-fevel varlable was classified as *Other arrangement” for all persons fiving In the household.

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.
DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2010-December 2013,
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Wireless Substitution: State-level Estimates From
the National Health Interview Survey, 2012
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Nadarajasundaram Ganesh, Ph.D., NORC at the University of Chicago;
Julian V. Luke, National Center for Health Statistics; and
Gilbert Gonzales, M.H.A., State Health Access Data Assistance Center, University of Minnesota

Abstract

Objectives—This report updates subnational estimates of the percentage of
adults and children living in households that do not have a landline telephone but
have at least one wireless telephone (i.e., wireless-only households). State-level
estimates for 2012 are presented, along with estimates for selected U.S. counties
and groups of counties, for other household telephone service use categories
(e.g., those that had only landlines and those that had landlines yet received all
or almost all calls on wireless telephones), and for one earlier 12-month period

Methods—Small-area statistical modeling techniques were used to estimate
the prevalence of adults and children living in households with various household
telephone service types for 93 disjoint geographic areas that make up the United
States. This modeling was based on 2007-2012 data from the National Health
Interview Survey, 2006-2011 data from the American Community Survey, and
auxiliary information on the number of listed telephone lines per capita in
2007-2012.

Results—The prevalence of wireless-only adults and children varied
substantially across states. State-level estimates for 2012 ranged from 19.4%
(New Jersey) to 52.3% (Idaho) of adults and from 20.6% (New Jersey) to 63.4%
(Mississippi) of children.

Keywords: cell phones o telephone surveys  small domain estimation

calls. As of the second half of 2012,
nearly two in every five American
households (38.2%) had only wireless
telephones (1). The prevalence of such
“wireless-only” households markedly
exceeds the prevalence of households
with only landline telephones (8.6%), as
it has since 2009, and this difference is
expected to grow.

Introduction

The prevalence and use of wireless
telephones (also known as cellular
telephones, cell phones, or mobile
phones) has changed substantially over
the past decade. Today, an ever-
increasing number of adults have chosen
to use wireless telephones rather than
landline telephones to make and receive

The National Health Interview
Survey (NHIS) is the most widely cited
source for data on the ownership and
use of wireless telephones. Every 6
months, the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention’s (CDC) National Center
for Health Statistics (NCHS) releases a
report with the most up-to-date
estimates available from the federal
government concerning the size and
characteristics of the wireless-only
population (1). That report, published as
part of the NHIS Early Release Program
(http://www.cde.gov/nchs/nhis/
releases.htm), presents both national and
regional estimates.

Direct state-level estimates of this
prevalence were not available previously
from NHIS data because the NHIS
sample size was insufficient for direct,
reliable annual estimates for most states.
However, in April 2011 NCHS released
the results of statistically modeled
estimates of the prevalence of wireless-
only adults and children at the state
level, using data from NHIS and the
U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS), along with
auxiliary information on the number of
listed telephone lines per capita (2).
Those estimates for 12-month periods
from January 2007 through June 2010
were the first multiyear state-level
estimates of the size of this population
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available from the federal government.
In October 2012, those estimates were
updated through December 2011 (3).

In this report, the estimates are
further updated through December 2012,
Estimates are presented for adults and
children living in wireless-only
households, wireless-mostly households
(defined as households that have
landlines yet receive all or almost all
calls on wireless telephones), dual-use
households (which receive significant
numbers of calls on both landlines and
wireless telephones), landline-mostly
households (which have wireless
telephones yet receive all or almost all
calls on landlines), and landline-only
households.

Methods

The methods employed to produce
the estimates for this report were
identical to those used for the estimates
published in 2011 and 2012 (2,3).
Small-area statistical modeling
techniques were used to combine
NHIS data collected within specific
geographies (states and some counties)
with auxiliary data that are representative
of those geographies, to produce
model-based estimates. Specifically, a
combination of direct survey estimates
from the 2007-2012 NHIS and the
2006-2011 ACS, and auxiliary
information on the number of listed
telephone lines per capita in 20072012,
were used. The small-area model was
used to derive estimates of the
proportion of people who lived in
households that were wireless-only,
wireless-mostly, dual-use, landline-
mostly, and landline-only for twelve
6-month periods: January—June and
July—December in each year from 2007
through 2012.

Selection of small areas

Estimates were derived separately
for adults (aged 18 and over) and
children (under age 18) for 93
nonoverlapping areas that make up the
United States. Twenty-six of these areas
were states and one was the District of
Columbia; other areas consisted of
selected counties, groups of counties, or

the balance of the state population
excluding the selected counties. No
areas crossed state lines, and every
location in the United States was part of
one (and only one) of the 93 areas.
Areas considered for inclusion in this
report were urban areas that receive
federal Section 317 immunization
grants, and other substate areas that are
strata for CDC’s National Immunization
Survey (4). Areas were selected based
on the available survey sample sizes and
the stability of the modeled estimates.

Production of model-based
estimates

For each telephone category, the
6-month estimates for all 93 small areas
were modeled jointly. That is, all
6-month periods were modeled together
in a single model rather than separately
as 12 models (one for each 6-month
period). Separate small-area models
were fitted for each telephone service
use category (e.g., wireless-only,
dual-use) and by age group (adults or
children). The model-based estimates for
each telephone service use category,
small area, and 6-month period were
derived using a standard small-area
modeling and estimation approach
known as “‘empirical best linear
unbiased prediction” (5-7). The
model-based estimates were a weighted
combination of three distinct sets of
estimates: (a) the direct estimate from
NHIS for the small area during the
6-month period of interest, (b) a
synthetic estimate derived from a
regression model involving ACS and
auxiliary data for the small area during
the 6-month period of interest, and
(c) adjusted direct estimates from NHIS
for the small area during all 6-month
periods other than the 6-month period of
interest. By using estimates from all
twelve 6-month periods, the model-
based estimate allows for “borrowing
strength™ across time. When these three
distinct sets of estimates were combined,
the weights associated with each set
reflected the relative precision of each
estimate.

Model-based estimates were
produced for every small area and
6-month period, and consecutive

6-month estimates were combined to
produce 12-month estimates. The
small-area estimates for 12-month
periods were obtained by averaging the
two consecutive 6-month estimates. This
helped to reduce the variability of the
estimates. The 12-month small-area
estimates for each telephone category
were then adjusted to agree with the
national direct estimates from NHIS for
the corresponding telephone category
and year. The 12-month estimates were
further adjusted to agree with annual
ACS estimates for the population
without telephone service (landline or
wireless) for each small area. For states
with multiple small areas, 12-month
state-level estimates were obtained by
appropriately weighting the 12-month
small-area estimates by population size.

Model-based estimates were
produced for 2007-2012. Because the
models now included full-year data from
2012, the estimates for 2007-2011
differed from the estimates previously
reported (3) that were based on models
that did not include data from 2012. The
differences in the estimates for 2007-
2011 were generally small (e.g., for the
prevalence of wireless-only adults,
mean = —0.01, interquartile range = 0.5).
Therefore, the updated estimates for
2007-2011 are not presented here.
Instead, this report includes estimates
for July 2011-June 2012 and January—
December 2012 only.

Estimates for Adults
and Children Living
in Wireless-only
Households

Results from the small-area
modeling strategy showed great
variation in the prevalence of adults
living in wireless-only households
across states. Estimates for 2012 ranged
from a high of 52.3% in Idaho to a low
of 19.4% in New Jersey (Table 1). Other
states in which the prevalence of
wireless-only adults was relatively high
(exceeding 45%) were Mississippi
(49.4%), Arkansas (49.0%), and Utah
(46.6%). Several other states in the
northeast joined New Jersey with
prevalence rates below 25%, including
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Connecticut (20.6%), Delaware (23.3%),
New York (23.5%), Massachusetts
(24.1%), and Rhode Island (24.9%).
Similarly, results showed great
variation in the prevalence of wireless-
only children across states, ranging from
a high of 63.4% in Mississippi to a low
of 20.6% in New Jersey (Table 1). Other
states with a high prevalence of
wireless-only children included Idaho
(62.2%), Arkansas (59.8%), Missouri
(55.2%), and South Carolina (54.5%).
Other states with a low prevalence of
wireless-only children included Vermont
(24.5%), Connecticut (25.4%), Alaska
(25.7%), and Massachusetts (26.7%).

Estimates for Adults
and Children Living in
Households With
Wireless Telephones

Table 2 presents modeled estimates
for 2012 for the prevalence of adults
living in households with various
telephone service types, including but
not limited to wireless-only status.
Estimates are presented for adults living
in wireless-mostly households, landline-
mostly households, dual-use households,
and landline-only households. These
results can be used to obtain the
prevalence of adults living in
households with any wireless telephones
{regardless of whether the wireless
telephones are the only telephones).
Estimates ranged from a high of 94.1%
in Utah to a low of 80.8% in West
Virginia. Two-thirds of the states (33
total) exceeded 90%, with Maryland
(93.8%), New Hampshire (93.6%),
Minnesota (93.6%), and Illinois (93.0%)
joining Utah with the highest rates.
Along with West Virginia, states with
the lowest rates included New Mexico
(81.1%) and North Dakota (82.6%).

Table 2 can also be used to examine
the prevalence of adults living in
households that receive all or almost all
calls on wireless telephones, regardless
of whether the households have landline
telephones. Both wireless-only and
wireless-mostly adults are in this group.
Estimates of the prevalence of adults
living in households where wireless
telephones are the primary means of

receiving calls ranged from 64.1% in
Arkansas to 39.4% in Connecticut.
Thirty-two states had rates of primary
wireless use exceeding 50%, with Texas
(63.0%), Idaho (62.7%), and Mississippi
(62.0%) joining Arkansas at the top end.
Other states at the low end included
Massachusetts (41.19%), New York
(41.2%), West Virginia (41.3%), and
Vermont {41.3%).

Table 3 presents modeled estimates
for 2012 for the prevalence of children
living in households with various
telephone service types. The table can
be used to calculate estimates for
children similar to those for adults as
described above.

Implications of Findings

The increasing prevalence of
wireless-only households has
implications for random-digit-dial
(RDD) telephone surveys. Historically,
such surveys did not include wireless
telephone numbers in their samples.
Now, despite operational challenges (8),
most major RDD telephone surveys
include wireless telephone numbers
(9,10). If they did not, the exclusion of
households with only wireless
telephones (along with the 2.1% of
households that have no telephone
service) could hias results (11).

Statistical challenges exist when
samples of wireless-only households are
combined with samples of landline
households from RDD surveys. To
ensure that each sample is appropriately
represented in the final data set and
appropriately weighted in the final
analyses, reliable and current estimates
of the prevalence of wireless-only
households are needed (8). Moreover,
if the persons interviewed on their
wireless telephones are not screened to
exclude those who also have landlines,
reliable and current estimates of the
prevalence of landline and wireless
telephone service use may be required
in order to address the probability that
an individual could be in both
samples (8).

This report presents survey
researchers with the most up-to-date
estimates available from the federal
government concerning the prevalence

of landline and wireless telephone
service use in each state.
Telecommunications companies may
also find these estimates useful for
understanding changing conditions in
state and local markets.
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Table 1. Modeled estimates (with standard errors) of the percentage of persons living in wireless-only households, by selected
geographic areas, age, and period: United States, 2011-2012
Adults aged 18 and over Children under age 18
July 2011- January- July 2011~ January-
Geographic area June 2012 December 2012 June 2012 December 2012
Percent (standard error)

Alabama . .. ............. . ...... 344 (1.9 364 (2.0 46.8 (3.1) 49.6 (3.2)
Jefferson County . . .. .. .. ... .. ... 40.8 {2.7) 41.7 (2.8) 55.7 (4.4) 55.2 (4.4)
RestofAlgbama . . . ..... ... ..... 33.4 (2.1) 355 (2.3) 45.4 (3.5) 48.7 {3.7)

AEsKa. . .. 30.2 (2.8) 316 (2.7) 22.8 (3.8) 257 (3.7)

Arizona .. ... 39.4 (1.8) 41.2 (1.9 45.8 (2.6) 49.9 (2.7)
Maricopa County . . . . ... .......... 427 (2.4) 44.6 (2.6) 48.1 (3.5) 52.0 (3.7)
Restof Arizona. . . ... ... . ... ... 34,6 (2.6) 36.1 (2.7) 42.1 (3.8) 46.3 (3.9)

ATKENSES . . o oo 457 (2.1) 43.0 (2.1) 56.6 (3.3) 59.8 (3.1)

California . . . ... .. .. 30.1 (0.7) 32.6 (0.8 33.8 (1.1) 38.2 (1.2)
Alameda County . .. . ... ......... 31.4 (2.6) 34.2 (2.9) 343 (4.1) 37.0 (4.3
FresnoCounty . ... .............. 31.8 {2.8) 33.8 {2.9) 31.6 (3.7) 36.1 (3.6)
Los Angeles County . . ... .......... 30.2 (1.5) 31.7 (1.6) 33.7 (2.1) 36.7 (2.2)
Northern counties” . .. ... ... ....... 21.0 (2.7) 30.5 (3.0) 32.0 (4.1) 38.2 (4.9)
San Berpardino County. . . .......... 33.7 (2.5) 38.9 (2.7) 38.0 (3.5 458 (3.9)
San DiegoCounty . . . ............. 23.5 (1.8} 26.6 (2.0) 23.1 {2.7) 29.5 (3.0)
SantaClaraCounty . . . .. .......... 30.9 (2.4) 31.4 (2.5) 32.8 (3.6) 349 (3.7}
Rest of California. . . . ............. 308 (1.2) 33.6 (1.3 354 (1.9) 40.0 (2.0

Colorado . .. ... ... . 39.9 (1.9) 41.7 (2.0 42.2 (27 45.1 (2.8)
City of Denver counties® . . . ... ... ... 35.2 (2.4} 37.8 (2.7) 417 {3.6) 46.3 {3.9)
Restof Colorado. . . .. .. ... ... ... 42.9 (2.6) 44.3 (2.7 42.6 (3.8) 442 (3.8)

Connecticut. . . ... .. .. 19.1 (1.7) 206 (1.7} 21.2 {2.4) 25.4 (2.6)

Delaware . . . . ... .. ... . ... ... .. 23.0 (2.1) 23.3 (1.9) 24.5 (3.5 26.8 (3.3}

District of Columbia. . . . .. .. ...... ... 444 (2.9) 46.0 (2.6) 43.7 (4.9) 42.2 (4.4)

Florida. . ... . ... ... ... ... ... 371 (1.2) 39.7 (1.2) 456 (1.8) 49.2 (1.8}
Miami-Dade County . . .. ... ....... 36.6 (3.0) 376 (3.1) 48.8 (4.6) 53.2 (4.6)
Duval County . . . ... ... .......... 435 (2.2) 44,4 (2.3) 52.8 (3.2) 54.2 (3.3)
OrangeCounty . . .. .............. 43.9 (3.2) 46,5 (3.2) 49.1 (4.8) 51.4 (4.6)
Restof Florida . ... .............. 35.4 (1.5) 384 (1.5) 43.7 {2.3) 47.7 (2.3}

GeOrgia . . v v oo 343 (1.6) 37.0 (1.7) 41.3 (2.4) 459 (2.9)
Fulton/DeKalb counties . . . . ... ...... 40.7 (2.9) 41.8 (3.0 46.8 {4.5) 48.8 (4.4)
Restof Georgia, . .. .............. 33.0 (1.8) 36.0 (1.9 40.3 (2.7) 45.4 (2.7)

HAaWali. o oo oo oo 29.2 (2.1) 31.6 (2.2) 38.8 (3.9) 43.8 (3.9)

idaho . . ... ... 49.7 (2.0) 52.3 (1.9 58.3 (2.9 62.2 (2.6)

flingis . ... .. ... . 35.2 (1.4) 38.0 (1.5) 39.7 (2.2) 42,4 (2.3)
Cook County . ... ............... 39.7 (2.0 42.2 (2.1) 411 (3.1) 42.3 (3.2)
Madison/St. Clair counties . . . . .. ... .. 3581 (3.5 36.5 (3.6) 43.8 (5.7) 45.6 (5.5)
Restof lllinois. . ... .............. 339 (1.8} 36.8 (2.0 39.1 (2.7} 42.2 (2.9)

Indiana . ........... .. ... .. .. 33.4 (1.6) 36.1 (1.8) 43.3 (2.7) 46.3 (2.9)
Lake COUNLY. . . o v vt oo e et 30.3 (2.8) 33.1 (3.0) 41.3 (5.0 445 (5.2)
Marion County .. . ... ..., ... .... 41.5 (3.3) 448 (3.3) 51.0 (5.1} 52.8 (4.7)
Restofindiana. . ................ 323 (2.0 348 (2.2) 42.0 (3.2) 45.3 (3.5)

OWE . o oot e e 40.1 (2.0) 422 2.1 41.3 (3.2) 454 (3.2)

Kansas . ... ..o 400 (1.8) 42.3 (1.9) 48.6 (2.8} 525 (2.7)
Johnson/Wyandotte counties . . .. ... .. 311 (3.1) 35.0 (3.3) 33.7 (4.9) 415 (4.8
RestofKansas. . ... .. ..o 429 (2.2) 44,8 (2.2) 53.8 (3.4) 56.4 (3.2)

Kentucky . .. ... ... o oo 35.3 (2.2) 37.0 (2.2 47.1 {(3.2) 52.5 (3.2)

fowisiana. . . ... .. ... 34.0 (2.1) 36.2 (2.2) 42.8 {3.1) 451 (3.1)

Maine . . ... ... ... o 33.0 (2.4) 35.0 (2.3) 38.6 (3.6) 41.6 (3.3)

Maryland . .. ... ... ... 278 (1.5) 29.4 (1.6) 31.1 (2.3) 33.6 (2.4)
Baltimore City. . . ... ... ... ... 37.2 (3.1 39.6 (3.2) 46.7 (5.0) 51.8 (5.3)
Prince George's County. . .. . ... ... .. § § § §
Restof Maryland. . . .. ...... .. ... 26.2 (1.9 27.6 (2.0 28.0 (2.8) 30.0 (3.0)

Massachusetts. . . . ... ... . ..., . ... 22.3 (1.5) 241 (1.6) 237 (2.4) 26.7 (2.7)
Suffolk County . .. ... ... .. ... 351 (3.4) 37.5 (3.6) 41.9 (6.4) 48.9 (6.8)
Rest of Massachusetts .. ... ........ 20.9 (1.6) 226 (1.7) 22.2 {(2.6) 24.9 (2.8

Michigan .. ... ... ... .. ... ... 37.5 (1.6) 38.5 (1.7) 42.7 (2.5) 44.2 (2.6)
Wayne County . ... .............. 43,5 {2.6) 46.6 (2.8) 54.5 (4.2) 59.6 (4.1}
Restof Michigan. .. .............. 37.0 (1.8) 38.0 (1.9) 417 (2.7) 42.9 (2.8

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 1. Modeled estimates (with standard errors) of the percentage of persons living in wireless-only households, by selected
geographic areas, age, and period: United States, 2011-2012—Con.

Aduits aged 18 and over Children under age 18
July 2011- January- July 2011- January-
Geographic area June 2012 December 2012 June 2012 December 2012

Percent (standard error)

Minpesota . ... .. 344 (1.6) 35.7 (1.7) 33.0 (2.5) 36.7 (2.6}
Twin Cities counties® . . ... ... ... ... 356 (2.1) 36.7 (2.3) 33.7 (3.5) 37.0 (3.7)
Rest of Minnesota . . ... ........ ... 331 (2.3) 34.6 (2.5 32.2 (3.4) 36.3 (3.7)

Mississippi . ... .. oo o 456 (2.0) 49.4 (1.9) 59.0 (3.2) 63.4 (3.0}

Missouri. . ... .o 38.1 (1.8) 41.4 (2.0) 49.8 (2.8) 55.2 (3.0)
St LowisCounty/City . . ... ......... 342 (2.9) 38.1 (3.2) 32.4 (4.3) 39.2 (4.8
Restof Missouri . . ... ......... ... 39.3 (2.1) 42.4 (2.4) 54.5 (3.4) 59.4 (3.5)

Monrtana . .. ... ... e § § § §

Nebraska. ............ ... ....... 37.4 (2.0) 37.5 (2.0) 40.5 {3.3) 43.7 (3.2)

NEvada . ... oo 36.0 (1.8) 38.9 (1.8) 379 (2.8) 41.7 (2.8)
Clark County .. ... .. ... .. ..., 37.2 (2.2) 40.7 {2.2) 36.3 (3.3) 40.6 (3.4)
RestofNevada. . . ............... 33.1 (2.9) 34.4 (2.9) 42.2 (5.0) 44,6 (5.0)

New Hampshire . . . .. .............. 25.4 (2.0) 26.7 (1.9) 29.3 (3.6) 30.3 (3.2

Newldersey. ... ........ ... ... ... 17.8 (1.3) 19.4 (1.4) 19.8 (2.1) 20.6 (2.2)
EssexCounty. . ............ .. ... 35.9 (3.4) 40.2 {3.7) 29.9 (4.4) 38.2 (5.0
Restof New Jersey . . ..... . ....... 17.2 (1.3) 18.8 (1.5) 194 (2.2) 19.8 (2.3)

New Mexico . ... ... ... ....... 35.8 (2.0) 36.8 (2.0) 50.7 (3.3) 53.4 (3.3)
Southern counties®. . . .. ... .. ... ... 38,1 (2.8) 40.1 (3.0) 56.1 {4.4) 59.1 (4.8)
Rest of New Mexico. . . .. .......... 350 (2.5) 35.6 (2.5) 48.6 (4.2) 51.2 (4.1)

NewYark. .. ... ... ... ... ... .... 214 (1.1) 235 (1.2) 23.2 (1.7) 26.8 (1.9)
City of New York counties®. . . .. ... ... 26.0 (1.5) 29.4 (1.8) 25.7 (2.4) 29.8 (2.7)
RestofNewYork. . ............... 18.0 {1.5) 19.1 (1.6) 21.5 (2.3) 24.7 (2.6)

NorthCaralina. . . ... ... ... ... ..... 343 (1.7) 34,7 (1.7) 46.3 (2.6) 471 (2.8)

NorthDakota. . . ............ .. ..., 39.9 (1.8) 40.2 (1.7) 449 (3.5) 50.0 (3.2)

ONIo. . o e e 35.5 {1.3) 36.8 (1.4) 412 (2.2 44.7 (2.4)
Cuyahoga County . .. ............. 343 (2.9) 38.1 (3.2) 31.1 (4.0) 37.0 (4.2)
Franklin County. . . ............... 40.8 (3.7) 41.8 (3.7) 439 (4.4) 43.1 (4.5)
Restof Ghio. . . ... ... ........... 34.9 (1.6) 35.8 (1.7) 42.2 (2.7) 46.0 (2.9)

Qklahoma. . .. .. .. ... ... .. ... . ... 37.1 (2.0) 38.0 (2.0) 46.1 (3.2) 50.9 (3.4)

Oregon . ... ... .. 37.2 (2.1) 36.8 (2.2) 38.6 (3.4) 41.5 (3.4)

Pennsylvamia. . .. ... ... ... ... 25.0 (1.2) 26.2 (1.3) 29.9 (2.1) 31.4 (2.1)
Allegheny County . .. .. ... . ... .. .. 39.4 (3.2) 40.4 (3.4) 42.0 (5.2) 43.9 (5.4)
Philadelphia County . . . .. ... ... .... 33.5 (2.6) 37.8 (2.9) 40.8 (4.2) 46.8 (4.4)
Rest of Pennsylvania . .. .. .. ....... 21.8 (1.4) 22.7 (1.6) 26.9 (2.5) 276 (2.5

Rhodelsland. . . . ........ ... ... ... 18.5 (1.7) 24.9 (1.8) 25.5 {3.4) 34.8 (3.4)

SouthCarolina. . . ................. 37.0 (1.9) 38.0 (2.1) 48.3 {3.2) 54.5 (3.3)

SouthDakota .. .................. § § § §

TENnESSeE . . . . v v v i e 359 (1.6) 37.8 (1.7) 47.3 {2.6) 52.3 (2.6)
Davidson County. . . .. .. .......... 48.0 (3.5) 51.2 (3.6) 55.5 {5.2) 61.8 (5.4)
Shelby County . . ...... ... ... .... 43.2 (3.2) 46.2 (3.3) 49.4 (4.8) 54.1 (4.7)
Restof Tennessee. . .. ............ 32.9 (2.0) 34.5 (2.1) 458 (3.2) 50.7 (3.3)

TEX8S . . 426 (1.1) 44.5 (1.2} 51.9 (1.7) 542 (1.7)
Bexar County . . . ................ 41.4 (2.3) 42.6 {2.5) 52.1 (3.6) 57.0 (3.9
Dallas County. . . . .. ... ... ... .. 55.0 (2.6) 56.5 {2.6) 63.0 (3.6) 65.8 (3.6)
ElPasoCounty. . ... ........ .. ... § § § §
Harris County . . . ... ... ... .. ... 441 (2.0) 47.0 (2.1) 49.2 (2.8) 54.8 (2.9)
RestofTexas. . . ......... . ...... ) 40.9 (1.5) 4289 (1.6) 50.4 (2.2) 52.0 (2.2)

Utah . ... .. .. 42.3 (2.0) 46.6 (1.9) 43.8 (2.8) 48.5 (2.6)

VEImMONt. . . .o v 29.0 (2.1 29.9 (1.9) 22.6 (3.5) 245 (3.2)

Virginia . ... 30.1 (1.8) 32.0 (1.9) 32.2 (2.5) 36.2 (2.7)

Washington. . ... ... .......... ... . 37.3 (1.5) 394 (1.6} 37.5 (2.1) 41.8 (2.2)
Eastern counties® ... ............. 321 (2.2) 34.2 (2.4) 40.7 {3.6) 44.2 {3.7)
KingCounty. .. ................. 45.3 {2.8) 46.0 (2.9) 38.6 {4.0) 41.0 (4.0)
Rest of Washington . . .. .. .. ....... 346 {2.3) 37.6 (2.4) 35.4 (3.1) 41.1 (3.4)

West Virginia. . . ......... ... ... ... 273 {2.4) 30.2 (2.4) 36.1 (3.6) 42.7 (3.6)

Wisconsin. . . ... ... .. 35.2 (1.8) 38.0 (2.0) 38.0 (2.8) 445 (3.0)
Milwaukee County . . . .. ... ........ § § § §
Restof Wisconsin . . ... ........... 32.8 (2.1) 36.6 (2.2) 34.8 (3.2) 41.0 (3.5)

Wyoming . ... ... § § § §

§ Model-based estimates for Maryland-Prince George's County, Montana, South Dakota, Texas-El Paso County, Wisconsin-Milwaukee County, and Wyoming are not reported because, for at least
one telephone service use category, direct estimates from the National Health Information Survey were mare than double or fess than one-half the synthetic estimate. These differences between
* two components of the model-based estimates suggest that the direct estimates for these areas may be biased. Biased estimates violate a key model-based estimation assumption.
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TIncludes Butte, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldl, Lake, Lassen, Mendocine, Modoc, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Tebama, and Trinity.
2Includes Adams, Arapahoe, Denver, and Douglas.

3includes Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington.

‘Includes Catron, Chaves, Curry, De Baca. Dona Ana, Eddy. Grant, Hidalgo, Lea, Lincoln, Luna, Otero, Roosevelt, Sierra, and Socarro.

SIncludes Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond.
Sincludes Adams, Asotin, Benton, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Kiickitat, Lincaln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, Spokane, Stevens, Walla Walla, Whitman, and

Yakima.
NOTE: Estimates were calculated by NORC at the University of Chicago.
SOURCES: CDC/NCHS, National Health interview Survey, 2007-2012; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2011; and infoUSA com consumer database, 2007-2012.
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Table 2. Modeled estimates (with standard errors) of the percent distribution of household telephone status for adults aged 18 and over,
by selected geographic areas: United States, 2012

No
Wireless- Wireless- Landline- Landline- telephone
Geographic area only mostly Dual-use mostly only service' Total
Percent (standard error)

Alabama . .. .. ... ... 36.4 (2.0 16.0 (1.5) 21.6 (1.9 16.3 (1.6) 7.8 (1.3) 2.0 100.0
Jefferson County . . ... ...... .. ... 41.7 (2.8) 176 (2.1) 20.7 (2.5 12.1 (1.8} 6.5 (1.8 1.5 100.0
Restof Alabama . . ............... 355 (2.3) 1587 (1.7) 21.7 (2.1) 17.0 (1.8) 8.0 (1.4) 2.0 100.0

Alaska. . ... ... 31.6 (2.7) 17.7 (2.2) 30.3 (2.9) 12.2 (1.9) 6.6 (1.8) 1.6 100.0

AMZOMA . . e 41.2 (1.9) 16.4 (1.4) 18.8 (1.6 107 (1.1) 10.8 (1.4) 2.1 100.0
Maricopa County . . . ... ........ ... 446 (2.6) 17,1 (1.9) 18.8 (2.2} 6.0 (1.2) 11.8 (1.9) 1.8 100.0
RestofArizena. . . ... ............ 36.1 (2.7) 155 (2.0) 18.8 (2.4) 17.6 (2.1} 9.4 (1.9) 26 100.0

Arkansas . . . .. ... . e 48.0 (2.1) 15.1 (1.5) 15.8 (1.6) 109 (1.3} 6.7 (1.1) 2.4 100.0

California. . . ......... .. ... . ... 326 (0.8) 21.5 (0.7) 25.6 (0.8) 11.3 {0.5) 7.4 (0.5 1.5 100.0
Alameda County . . .. ............. 342 (2.9) 17.6 (2.3) 301 (3.1) 10.6 {1.8) 6.3 (1.7) 1.2 100.0
FresnoCounty . .. .......... ... ... 33.8 (2.9) 9.6 (1.8) 321 (3.1) 10.8 (1.9) 12.3 (2.3) 1.3 100.0
Los Angeles County . . . . ....... ... .. 31.7 (1.6) 228 (1.4) 26.6 (1.5) 9.8 (1.0) 7.5 (0.9) 1.4 100.0
Northern counties®. . .. . .. .. ... . ... 30.5 (3.0) 15.2 (2.3) 236 (3.1 19.2 (2.5) 10.1 (2.3} 1.4 100.0
San Bernardino County. . .. . ... ... .. 389 (2.7) 22.5 (2.3) 23.6 {2.6) 9.8 (1.8) *3.8 (1.2) 1.2 100.0
San Diego County . . . . .« 26.6 (2.0) 21.1 (1.8) 32.0 {2.3) 9.4 (1.3) 8.3 (1.4) 2.6 100.0
Santa Clara County . . . .. ... ... .. .. 31.4 (2.5) 21.2 {2.2) 279 (2.7 9.3 (1.6) 9.0 (1.8) 11 100.0
Restof California. . .. .. ... ........ 336 (1.3) 221 (1.1 233 (1.2} 12.5 (0.9 71 (0.7 1.4 100.0

Colorado . . ... ... ... ... ... 41.7 (2.0) 16.9 (1.5) 209 (1.8) 11.9 (1.3} 6.7 (1.1) 1.8 100.0
City of Denver counties® . .. ... ... ... 37.8 (2.7) 180 (2.1 23.5 (2.8 12.0 (1.8) 6.1 (1.5) 1.7 100.0
Restof Colorado. . .. ......... ..., 443 2.7) 156 (2.0) 193 (2.4) 11.8 {1.8) 7.1 (1.6) 1.8 100.0

Connecticut. . . .. ... .o 206 (1.7) 18.8 (1.6) 320 (2.1) 18.5 (1.6) 9.0 (1.3) 1.1 100.0

Delaware . . . ........... ......... 23.3 (1.9) 225 (1.9) 300 (2.2) 7.1 (1.7) 6.0 (1.1) 1.2 100.0

District of Columbia. . ... ............ 46.0 (2.6) 183 (2.1) 17.3 (2.1) 9.1 (1.5) 6.6 (1.4) 2.6 100.0

FIOMAE. o oo e e 39.7 (1.2) 17.2 (0.9) 226 (1.1) 1.5 (0.8) 65 (0.7) 2.5 100.0
Miami-Dade County . . . . ........... 37.6 (3.1) 13.0 2.1) 27.8 (3.2) 11.8 (2.1) 71 (2.0 2.6 100.0
DuvalCounty . . . ................ 44,4 (2.3) 18.8 (1.8) 19.8 (2.0 6.4 (1.1) 6.5 (1.3) 4.0 100.0
Qrange County . . ... ............. 46.5 (3.2) 222 (2.7 18.7 (2.8) 6.2 (1.6) *4.5 (1.6) 19 100.0
RestofFlorida . . .......... .. .... 38.4 (1.5) 16.7 (1.2} 23.1 (1.4) 129 (1.1} 6.6 (0.8) 2.3 100.0

Georgia. . ... ... . 37.0 (1.7) 22.8 (1.4) 20.2 (1.5) 1.0 (1.1) 6.4 (0.9) 2.6 100.0
Fulton/DeKalb counties . . . .. .. ... ... 41.8 (3.0) 21.6 (2.5) 21.3 (2.8) 9.0 (1.8 *42 (1.4 2.1 100.0
Restof Georgia, . . ............ ... 36.0 (1.9) 231 (1.7) 20.0 (1.7) 1.4 {1.3} 6.8 (1.1} 2.7 100.0

Hawail, . .o oo 316 (2.2) 19.6 (1.8) 28.9 (2.2) 11.6 (1.5) 8.5 (1.2) 1.7 100.0

idaho . ... ... ... . 52.3 (1.9) 10.4 (1.1) 17.5 (1.5) 12.3 (1.2) 4.9 (0.9) 2.7 100.0

Wingis . . .. ... 38.0 (1.9) 17.5 (1.2) 24.3 (1.5) 13.2 (1.1 55 (0.8) 1.6 100.0
CookCounty . ... ... ... ... .. 42.2 (2.1) 148 (1.5) 242 (2.0) 104 (1.3} 6.3 (1.1) 2.0 100.0
Madison/St. Clair counties . . . . . ... ... 36.5 (3.6) 17.5 (2.8) 253 (3.7) 13.7 (2.5) *5.4 (2.1) 1.6 100.0
Restof Minois. . .. ............... 36.8 (2.0 18.2 (1.6) 24,3 (1.9) 14.0 (1.4) 52 (1.0) 1.4 100.0

Indiana . ........ .. ... .. . 0 36.1 (1.8) 15.4 (1.4) 20.9 {1.6) 155 (1.3) 9.5 (1.2) 2.7 100.0
take County. . . ................. 331 (3.0 151 (2.2) 23.5 {2.9) 16.8 (2.3) 101 (2.2) 1.4 100.0
Marion County . . ................ 44.9 (3.3} 88 (1.9) 16.5 (2.7) 16.8 (2.5) 9.0 (2.2) 3.9 100.0
Restofindiana . . . ...... ......... 34.8 (2.2) 16.6 (1.7) 21.4 (2.0) 15.1 (1.6) 8.5 (1.5) 2.6 100.0

lowa . . ... ... ... . 42.2 (2.1) 184 (1.6) 19.4 (1.8} 11.9 (1.4) 5.7 (1.1) 2.3 100.0

Kansas . .. ... ... .. ... ... 42.3 (1.9) 13.5 (1.3} 23.2 (1.7) 11.0 (1.2) 8.3 (1.2) 1.7 100.0
Johnson/Wyandotte counties . . . . .., .. 35.0 (3.3) 14,2 (2.4) 31.8 {3.5) 10.8 {2.1) *6.6 (2.0) 1.7 100.0
RestofKamsas . . . ............... 448 (2.2) 13.3 (1.5) 20.3 (1.9) 1.0 (1.4} 8.8 (1.4) 1.7 100.0

Kentucky . . ... ... . L 37.0 (2.2) 15.3 (1.7) 19.7 (2.0) 16.6 (1.7) 9.1 (1.5) 2.4 100.0

louisiana . .. ... ... ... .. L. 36.2 (2.2) 16.5 (1.7) 26.4 (2.2) 11.9 (1.5) 7.7 (1.3) 1.8 100.0

Maine . . ......... ... . ... .. .. .. 35.0 (2.3) 13.4 (1.6) 210 (2.1 22.6 (2.0} 6.8 (1.3) 1.3 100.0

Maryland . . . . ... ... . 294 (1.6) 181 (1.4) 28.4 (1.7) 17.8 (1.4) 4.6 (0.8) 1.6 100.0
Baltimore City. . . ... ............. 396 (3.2) 11.7 (2.1) 23.4 (3.1) 12.1 (2.2) 9.4 (2.3) 3.8 100.0
Prince George's County. . . ... .. ... .. § § § § § § §
RestofMaryland. . . . ... ... ....... 27.6 {2.0) 17.9 (1.7) 30.3 (2.2) 19.0 (1.8) 3.8 (1.0) 1.4 100.0

Massachusetis. . . o ..ot 24.1 (1.6) 17.0 (1.4) 343 (2.0) 15.0 (1.4) 8.4 (1.2) 1.1 100.0
Suffolk County . . .. ..ot 375 (3.6) 17.5 (2.8) 19.8 (3.4) 12.2 (2.5) 1.2 (2.8) 1.6 100.0
Rest of Massachusetls . . .. ... ..., .. 226 (1.7) 16.9 (1.6) 36.0 (2.1) 15.4 (1.5) 8.1 (1.2) 1.1 100.0

Michigan . . ... ... . ... .. 0. 39.5 (1.7) 144 (1.2) 216 (1.6) 15.8 (1.3} 6.5 (1.0) 2.2 100.0
Wayne County .. ... .. .. ... 486 (2.8) 16.8 (2.1) 16.8 (2.4) 9.4 (1.6) 5.8 (1.5) 4.6 100.0
Restof Michigan. . .. ... .......... 39.0 (1.9) 142 (1.3) 21.8 (1.7 16.3 (1.4) 6.6 (1.0) 21 100.0

Minnesota . .. ..o 357 (1.7) 17.5 (1.3 26.5 (1.7) 13.8 (1.2) 50 (0.9) 1.4 100.0
Twin Cities counties® ... .. ... .. .. .. 36.7 (2.3) 18.3 (1.8) 27.9 (2.3) 12.5 (1.8) 3.2 (0.9 1.3 100.0
Restof Minnesota . . . ... .......... 346 (2.5) 16.6 (1.9) 24.9 (2.5) 15.3 (1.9 7.2 {1.5) 1.4 100.0

See footnotes at end of table.



National Health Statistics Reports = Number 70 m December 18, 2013

EXHIBIT AN-2

Page 9

Table 2. Modeled estimates {with standard errors) of the percent distribution of household telephone status for adults aged 18 and over,
by selected geographic areas: United States, 2012—Con.

No
Wireless- Wireless- Landline- Landline- telephone
Geographic area only mostly Dual-use mostly only service' Total
Percent (standard error)

Mississippi . . .. . 49.4 (1.9) 12.6 (1.3) 16.0 (1.5) 142 (1.3) 58 (1.0 2.1 100.0
MiSSOUr. . . v o 41.4 (2.0 15.8 (1.4) 206 (1.7) 141 (1.4) 59 (1.0) 2.1 100.0
St Llouis County/City . .. ... ..., ... 381 (3.2) 154 (2.3 25.1 (3.2) 13.4 {2.2) 6.4 {1.9) 1.5 100.0
Restof Missouri . .. . ............. 42.4 (2.4) 159 (1.7) 18.3 (2.0) 14.3 (1.7) 57 (1.2 2.3 100.0
Montana . ... ... ... § § § § § § §
Nebraska . ... . ... .. ... ... ... ... 37.5 (2.0 15.3 (1.5) 250 (1.9) 12.8 (1.4) 7.7 (1.2) 1.6 100.0
Nevada . . ... ... ... ... . 38.9 (1.8) 21.2 (1.5) 19.9 (1.6) 9.4 (1.0} 9.1 (1.2 1.5 100.0
Clark County . . ... .............. 407 {2.2) 21.6 (1.9) 19.8 (1.9 7.9 (1.2 8.6 (1.4) 1.5 100.0
Restof Nevada. . . .. ............. 344 (2.9 20.1 (2.4) 20.1 (2.6) 13.0 (2.0 10.5 (2.1) 1.7 100.0
New Hampshire . . . ... ... .. ... ... 26.7 (1.9) 17.5 (1.8) 31.8 (2.1) 176 (1.6) 52 (1.0) 1.2 100.0
NewJersey. . .. ... 19.4 (1.4) 25.7 (1.6) 31.1 {1.8) 15.2 (1.3) 6.9 (1.0) 1.6 100.0
ESSEX COUNLY . . v oo ve e e 402 (3.7) 14.8 (2.6) 30.9 (3.9) *3.3 (1.3) 8.2 (2.4) 2.5 100.0
Restof NewJersey . . . ............ 18.8 (1.5) 26.0 (1.6) 31.1 (1.8) 185 (1.3) 69 (1.0 1.6 100.0
NewMexica . . ...... ... ... ........ 36.8 (2.0 13.2 (1.4) 21.7 (1.9) 9.4 (1.2} 15.1 (1.7) 3.8 100.0
Southern counties®. . . .. ... ... ... .. 401 (3.0) 9.4 (1.7) 22.7 (2.8) 9.2 (1.8) 153 (2.5) 3.3 100.0
Rest of New Mexico. . ............. 356 (2.5 146 (1.8) 21.4 (2.3) 9.4 (1.5 151 (2.1) 4.0 100.0
NewYork. .. ... ... ... .. ... .... 2358 (1.2) 17.7 (1.1) 309 (1.4) 16.5 (1.1) 94 (0.9) 2.0 100.0
City of New York counties®. . . . ... . ... 29.4 (1.8) 16.7 (1.3) 303 (1.7) 10.2 (1.1) 106 (1.2) 2.7 100.0
Restof New York. . .. ........... .. 19.1 (1.6) 18.4 (1.6) 31.3 (2.0) 21.3 (1.7) 86 (1.3) 1.4 100.0
North Carolina. . . ................. 347 (1.7) 12.7 (1.2) 26.2 (1.7) 17.2 (1.4) 7.6 (1.0) 1.7 100.0
North Dakota. . . .. ....... ... .. ... 40.2 (1.7) 10.8 (1.1} 23.2 (1.5 8.4 (1.0 15.6 (1.3) 1.7 100.0
Ohio. . ... . e 36.8 (1.4) 161 (1.1) 24.0 (1.3) 158 (1.1) 53 (0.7} 2.1 100.0
Cuyahoga County . . . .. ... . .. ... .. 381 (3.2) 18.4 (2.5) 19.3 (2.9) 16.2 (2.4) 6.1 (1.8) 1.9 100.0
Frankiin County. . . .. ... ... .. ... .. 41.8 (3.7) 17.1 (2.8) 25.4 {(3.8) 10.7 (2.4) T 2.4 100.0
Restof Chio. . .. ... ... ... ... 359 (1.7) 15.6 (1.3) 24.4 (1.8) 164 (1.3) 55 (0.8) 2.1 100.0
Cklghoma. . . . ... . ... ... ..., 39.0 (2.0 19.2 (1.8 21.2 (1.8) 1.3 (1.3) 786 (1.2 1.8 100.0
Oregon .. ... L i 36.8 (2.2) 16.1 (1.7} 19.7 (1.9) 16.4 (1.7) 9.2 (1.4 1.8 100.0
Pennsylvania. . . ... . ... ... ... .. 26.2 (1.3) 18.7 (1.2) 26.4 (1.4) 184 (1.2) 8.7 (0.9) 1.5 100.0
Allegheny County . .. . ... . ..... .. 40.4 (3.4) 12.6 (2.3} 245 (3.3) 14.4 (2.4) *6.8 {2.0) 1.4 100.0
Philadelphia County . . . ... .. ... .. .. 37.8 (2.9 18.1 {2.2) 21.8 {2.7) 13.0 (2.0) 8.6 (1.7) 2.7 100.0
Rest of Pennsylvania . . ............ 22.7 (1.8} 19.5 (1.5) 27.4 (1.7) 19.7 (1.9) 9.3 (1.2 1.4 100.0
Rhodelsland. . . . ... .............. 248 (1.8) 220 (1.7) 28.5 (1.9) 15.9 (1.5) 6.9 (1.1) 1.7 100.0
South Carofina. . .. ... ... .. ... ..... 38.0 (2.1) 163 (1.5 18.7 (1.8) 16.0 (1.5) 8.0 (1.2) 2.0 100.0
SouthDakota . .. ... ... ... ....... § § § § § § §
TEnnessee . . . . ... 378 (0.7) 16.7 (1.3) 248 (1.7) 13.3 (1.2) 5.4 (0.9 2.1 100.0
Davidson County. . . . ... ... ... ... 51.2 (3.8 16.5 (2.6) 16.1 (3.0) 104 (2.2) *41 (1.7) 1.7 100.0
Shelby County ... . ... .. . 46.2 (3.3) 17.8 (2.5) 18.7 (2.9) 87 (1.8 *5.6 (1.8) 18 100.0
Restof Tennessee. . . ... .......... 345 (2.1) 16.5 (1.6} 26.7 (2.1) 14.6 (1.6) 56 (1.1) 2.2 100.0
TEXAS . v o 445 (1.2) 18.5 (0.9) 18.0 (1.0) 9.4 (0.7} 7.5 (0.6) 2.0 100.0
Bexar County . . .. ............... 426 (2.5) 16.1 (1.9) 17.7 (2.1 58 (1.2} 16.0 (2.1) 1.7 100.0
Dallas County. . .. ... ... ... ..... 56,5 (2.6) 16.4 (1.9) 13.1 (1.9) 7.1 (1.3) 52 (1.3) 1.8 100.0
ElPasoCounty. .. ............... § § § § § § §
Hamis County. . ................. 47.0 2.1) 20.7 (1.7) 16.4 (1.7) 9.7 (1.3) 3.7 (0.9) 2.5 100.0
RestofTexas. .. ................ 429 (1.6) 180 (1.2) 18.3 (1.3) 102 (1.0) 6.7 (0.8 1.9 100.0
Utah. . ... ... .. o 46.6 (1.9) 15.2 (1.3) 221 (1.5) 10.2 (1.1) 41 (0.8) 1.8 100.0
VEIMONL. « o o e e 29.9 {1.9) 1.5 {1.3) 23.9 (1.8) 224 (1.7) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 100.0
Virginia .~ .. 000 320 (1.9) 221 (1.7 240 (1.9} 146 (1.4) 53 (1.0 1.9 100.0
Washington. . . . . ... ... . o 394 (1.6 17.4 (1.2) 22.1 (1.5) 134 (1.1 6.3 (0.9) 1.4 100.0
Eastern counties’ . . ... .. ... ... ... 34.2 (2.4) 19.4 (2.0 22.8 (2.3) 15.8 (1.9) 62 (1.4) 1.7 100.0
KingCounty. .. ... .. ... ... ... . 46.0 (2.9) 16.9 (2.2) 21.0 (2.6) 9.8 (1.7) *4.7 (1.4) 1.8 100.0
Rest of Washington . . ... ........ .. 37.6 (2.4) 16.7 (1.9) 22.5 {2.3) 14.6 (1.8) 7.4 (1.5) 1.2 100.0
WestVirginia. . .. ... . 30.2 (2.4) 1.1 (1.6) 14.6 (1.9) 24.8 (2.2) 16.7 (2.1} 2.5 100.0
WISCONSIM. . . .o 33.0 (2.0 11.3 (1.3) 202 (1.7) 180 (1.8) 9.8 (1.3} 1.7 100.0
Milwaukee County . . . .. ... . ... . ... § § § § § § §
Restof Wisconsin . . . ... .......... 366 (2.2) 11.9 (1.5) 20.3 (2.0) 19.5 (1.8) 10.1 (1.9) 1.5 100.0
WYOMING v v vv e e e § § § § § § §

“ Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 30% and less than or equal to 50% and is considered unreliable.

§ Model-based estimates for Maryland-Prince George's County, Mantana, South Dakota, Texas-El Paso County, Wisconsin-Milwaukee County, and Wyoming are not reported because, for at least
one telephone service use category, direct estimates from the National Health Information Survey were more than double or less than one-half the synthetic estimate. These differences between

two components of the modei-based estimates suggest that the direct estimates for these areas may be biased. Biased estimates violate a key model-based estimation assumption.
t Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 50% and is not shown.

"The proportion of adults living in househoids with no telephone service was not modeled. Other proportions were adjusted so that this estimate agreed with the 2011 American Community Strvey

estimate for this proportion.

2ncludes Butte, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Lassen, Mendocino, Madoc, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Tehama, and Trinity.
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3includes Adams, Arapahoe, Denver, and Douglas.

“Includes Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington.

"flncludes Catron, Chaves, Curry, De Baca, Dona Ana, Eddy, Grant, Hidalgo, Lea, Lincoln, Luna, Otero, Roosavelt, Sierra, and Socorro,

SInciudes Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond.

"Includes Adams, Asotin, Benton, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Frankiin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Kiickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, Spokane, Stevens, Walla Walia, Whitman, and
Yakima.

NOTE: Estimates were calculated by NORC at the University of Chicago.

SOURCES: CDC/NCHS. National Heallh Interview Survey, 2007-2012; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2011; and infoUSA.com consumer database, 2007-2012.
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Table 3. Modeled estimates (with standard errors) of the percent distribution of household telephone status for children under age 18, by
selected geographic areas: United States, 2012

No
Wireless- Wireless- Landline- Landiine- telephone
Geographic area only mastly Dual-use mostly only service' Total
Percent (standard error)

Alabama .. ... ... .. ... .. ... . ... 49.6 (3.2) 19.8 (2.7) 18.5 (2.9) 6.6 (1.6) *3.5 (1.5) 2.1 100.0
Jefferson County . . . . . . ... ... 55.2 (4.4) 203 (3.7) 16.4 (3.7) T T 1.4 100.0
Restof Alsbama . . . ... ... ... ... .. 48.7 (3.7) 19.7 (3.1) 18.8 (3.3) 7.2 (1.9) *3.5 {1.6) 2.2 100.0

Alaska. . . . ... ... o 25.7 (3.7) 27.6 (3.9) 30.6 (4.2) 101 (2.6) *5.1 (2.1) 0.9 100.0

Arizona . . ... 489 (2.7) 19.7 (2.3) 16.3 (2.3) 37 (0.9 8.4 (1.9) 2.0 100.0
Maricopa County. . . . ... . ... ... 52.0 (3.7) 18.6 (3.0 15.7 (3.0) T 10.9 (2.8) 1.6 100.0
Restof Arizona. . . .. .......... ... 48.3 (3.9) 21.4 (3.5) 17.4 (3.4) 7.8 (2.0) *42 (2.0) 28 100.0

Arkansas . . ... ... 58.8 (3.1) 16.3 (2.5) 14.1 (2.5) *41 (1.3) *3.0 (1.3) 2.8 100.0

California . .. .. .. ... .. .o 38.2 (1.2) 229 (1.1) 241 (1.1 7.4 (0.8) 6.0 (0.6) 1.4 100.0
Alameda County . . . . ... ... .. ... 37.0 (4.3) 227 (4.0) 342 (4.9 *49 (1.8) T 0.7 100.0
FresnoCounty ... ... ............ 36.1 (3.6) 11.5 (2.5) 28.3 (3.8) 8.1 (2.1) 147 (3.3) 1.3 100.0
LosAngelesCounty . .. . ........... 36.7 (2.2) 24.4 (2.0) 23.5 (2.0) 7.2 (1.2) 6.5 (1.3) 1.6 100.0
Northerncounties®. . . ... ... ... .... 38.2 (4.4) 18.3 (3.8) 25.8 {4.6) 8.6 (2.4) *7.6 (3.1) 1.5 100.0
San Bernardino County. . .. ... ...... 458 (3.9) 22.9 (3.5) 19.8 (3.5) 69 (1.9) 3.4 (1.7) 1.1 100.0
SanDiegoCounty . . . ............. 295 (3.0) 23.4 (2.9 28.4 (3.3) 8.2 (1.8) 8.2 (2.1) 2.3 100.0
Santa Clara County . . .. ........... 34.8 (3.7) 241 (3.5) 31.7 (4.1) *3.8 (1.5) *4.6 (2.0) 0.7 100.0
Rest of California. . . . ............. 40.0 (2.0) 229 (v.7) 222 (1.7) 7.8 (1.1) 56 (1.0 1.3 100.0

Colorado . . ... . ... . ... .. 45.1 (2.8) 21.1 {2.4) 23.7 (2.8) 6.1 (1.3) *2.2 (1.0 1.9 100.0
City of Denver counties® . .. .. ... .... 46.3 (3.9) 20.2 (3.3) 245 (3.7) *5.5 (1.7) 1 1.4 100.0
Restof Colorado. . . . ... ... ..... 44,2 (3.8) 21.7 (3.3) 231 (3.6) 6.5 (1.9) t 2.2 100.0

Connecticut. . . . . . . ... L 25.4 (2.6) 206 (2.5) 329 (3.0) 1.8 (1.9) 8.4 (1.9 0.8 100.0

Delaware . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... 26.8 (3.3) 28.5 (3.5 35.5 (3.9) 59 (1.8) 1 1.2 100.0

Districtof Columbia. . . .. ........ . ... 42.2 (4.4) 19.4 (3.7) 25.3 (4.0) *3.8 (1.7) *7.2 (2.6) 2.2 100.0

Florida. . . ... ... ... ... . ... 49.2 (1.8) 21.1 (1.6) 21.4 (1.6) 2.6 (0.6} 2.7 (0.7) 31 100.0
Miami-Dade County . . . ... ...... ... 53.2 (4.6) 18.3 (3.8) 21.1 (4.3) T T 2.9 100.0
Duval County . . ... ... ........... 54.2 (3.3) 18.6 (2.8) 18.6 (2.9) *1.9 (0.9) 1 8.7 100.0
Orange County . . . .. ... .ot vv . 51.4 (4.6) 23.3 (4.2) 21.1 (4.4) T 1 1.7 100.0
Restof Florida . . ... ............. 47,7 (2.3) 21.5 (2.0) 22.0 2.1) 3.0 (0.8) 3.0 (0.9 2.7 100.0

GeOMGIa. . v i 458 (2.4) 24.6 (2.2) 18.7 (2.0 39 (1.0) 3.8 (1.1) 3.0 100.0
Fulton/DeKalb counties . . . . .. ... .. .. 43.8 {4.4) 25.1 (4.1) 22.8 (4.3) T t 2.1 100.0
Restof Georgia. . . .. ............. 45.4 {2.7) 24.5 (2.5) 18.0 (2.3) 45 (1.1) 4.4 (1.3) 3.2 100.0

Hawaii. . . .......... . ... ... ... 43.8 (3.9) 18.6 (3.2) 286 (3.9 *3.7 (1.4) *3.5 (1.7) 1.7 100.0

Idaho . .. .. ... ... .. ... . ... ... 62.2 {2.6) 9.1 (1.6) 17.8 (2.2) 7.0 (1.4) T 2.7 100.0

BAGIS « o v o v e e o e 424 (2.3) 21.3 (2.0 265 (2.2) 59 (1L.1) 2.3 (0.8) 1.6 100.0
CookCounty .. ................. 423 (3.2) 16.2 (2.5) 324 (3.3) "4.1 (1.3) *2.8 (1.2) 2.4 100.0
Madison/St. Clair counties . . . . ... .. .. 456 (5.5) 21.4 {4.7) 258 (5.6) *5.8 {2.4) 1 1.2 100.0
Restof fllinois. . . ... ... ... ..., 422 (2.9 22.7 (2.8) 25.0 (2.8) 6.4 (1.4 *2.3 (1.0) 1.4 100.0

Indiana .. ... ... ... .. ... ... ... 46.3 (2.9) 16.0 (2.2) 18.5 (2.5) 6.5 (1.4) 83 (1.9 3.4 100.0
Lake County. .. ........ .. ... .. 44.5 (5.2) 18.9 (4.2) 21.0 (4.8) "55 (2.3) *8.0 (3.8) 2.1 100.0
Marion County . .. ... .. .......... 52.8 (4.7) 1.0 3.1 21.0 (4.3) *52 (2.0 ‘59 (2.8) 4.1 100.0
RestofIndiana. . . ........ ... ... 45.3 (3.5) 16.6 (2.8) 18.1 (3.1) 6.9 (1.7} 8.7 (2.4 34 100.0

lowa . . . ... ... 454 (3.2) 27.5 (3.0 18.0 (2.7) *3.3 (1.1) 2.7 (1.2) 3.0 100.0

Kansas . . ... .o i 52.5 (2.7) 158 (2.1) 219 (2.4) 52 (1.2 *3.2 {1.1) 14 100.0
Johnson/Wyandotte counties . . . . ... .. 41.5 (4.8) 17.6 (3.9) 32.9 (5.2) *5.0 (2.0) 1 1.1 100.0
RestofKansas. . ................ 56.4 (3.2) 1583 (2.4) 18.0 (2.7) 53 (1.4) *3.6 (1.4) 1.4 100.0

Kentueky . . ... .o 52.5 (3.2) 16.2 (2.5) 146 (2.5) 9.4 (1.8) *4.3 (1.5) 3.0 100.0

LOUISIANA . . . o v o v v e 451 (3.1) 21.5 (27) 24.4 (3.0) 4.8 (1.3 T 2.2 100.0

Maine . .. ... ... 416 (3.3) 17.9 (2.7} 21.8 (3.0 16.1 (2.5) t 0.6 100.0

Maryland . .. ... .. .. ... . o 33.6 (2.4) 22.7 (2.3) 306 (2.7) 9.7 (1.6) T 2.1 100.0
Baftimore City. . .. ... ... . ... ... ... 51.8 (5.3} 12.5 (3.6) 22.0 (4.9) *6.7 (2.5) 1 5.4 100.0
Prince George's County. . .. . .. ... ... § § § § § § §
Restof Maryland. . .. ... .. ... ... 30.0 (3.0) 23.3 (2.9 32.8 (3.4) 106 (2.0) . 1 1.9 100.0

Massachusetts. . .. .. ... . ... ... ..., 26.7 2.7) 22.3 (2.7) 37.9 (3.3) 8.6 (1.7) *3.3 (1.3) 1.2 100.0
Suffolk County . ... ... ... . 48.9 (6.8) 22.0 (5.8) *20.2 (6.1) T t 2.8 100.0
Rest of Massachusetts . .. ..., . ..... 24.9 (2.8) 22.3 (2.9) 38.4 (3.5) 8.9 (1.8) *3.4 (1.4) 1.1 100.0

Michigan .. .............. . ... ... 442 (2.6) 18.6 (2.2) 23.5 (2.5) 8.1 (1.5) *3.2 (1.1) 2.3 100.0
Wayne County . ................. 59.6 (4.1) 19.5 (3.7) 12.4 (3.4) *2.8 (1.3) 1 3.5 100.0
Restof Michigan . . .. ... ........ .. 429 (2.8) 18.6 {2.3) 24.5 (2.7) 8.6 (1.6) *3.3 (1.2) 2.2 100.0

Minnesota ... ... .. 36.7 (2.6) 225 (2.4) 30.0 (2.8) 83 (1.5) T 1.2 100.0
Twin Cities counties® . ... ... ... ... . 37.0 3.7 19.9 (3.2) 33.1 (4.0) 9.0 (2.1) 1 0.8 100.0
Raestof Minnesata . . . ... .. .. ...... 36.3 (3.7) 25.7 (3.6) 26.1 (3.8) 7.4 (2.0) t 1.5 100.0

See footnotes at end of able.
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Table 3. Modeled estimates (with standard errors) of the percent distribution of household telephone status for children under age 18, by
selected geographic areas: United States, 2012—Con.

No
Wireless- Wireless- Landline- Landline- telephone
Geographic area only mostly Dual-use mostly only service' Total
Percent (standard error)

Mississippi . . .. ... .. 63.4 (3.0) 15.4 (2.4) 11.3 (2.2) 55 (1.4) *25 (L.1) 1.8 100.0
MISSOUM. + oo v v e 55.2 (3.0) 17.8 (2.4) 16.4 (2.4) 59 (1.4) 2.3 (1.1 2.5 100.0
St Louis County/City . ... ........ .. 39.2 (4.8) 22.9 (4.4) 286 (5.1) *6.5 (2.3) T 2.1 100.0
Restof Missourl . ... ............. 58.4 {(3.5) 16.5 (2.8) 13.1 (2.6} 5.8 (1.6) 1 2.5 100.0
Momana .. ........... § § § § § § §
Nebraska. .. ....... ... .......... 437 (3.2) 19.7 (2.7) 26.8 {3.2) 58 (1.5) 24 (1.2) 1.6 100.0
Nevada .. ... ... ... ... ... ... 41.7 {2.8) 27.2 {2.6) 20.8 {2.5) 40 (1.1) *4.7 (1.4) 1.7 100.0
ClarkCounty . . .......... ... .... 406 (3.4) 25.0 {3.1) 22.9 (3.1) *40 (1.3) ‘6.1 (1.9) 1.5 100.0
RestofNevada. . ... .......... ... 44.6 (5.0) 33.5 (4.8) 15.0 (3.9) *3.9 (1.9) 1 2.2 100.0
New Hampshire . . . ... ... ... ....... 30.3 (3.2) 23.4 (3.1) 32.7 (3.6) 9.8 (2.1) T 1.2 100.0
NewJersey. . .. .................. 206 (2.2) 31.2 (27) 33.2 (2.9 8.5 (1.6) 4.8 (1.4) 1.7 100.0
Essex County. . .. ......... ... ... 38.2 (5.0) 20.4 (4.3) 33.1 (5.5) T T 4.3 100.0
Restof New Jersey . .. ..... ... . ... 18.8 (2.3) 31.6 (2.8) 33.2 (3.0) 8.8 (1.8) *4.8 (1.5) 1.6 100.0
New Mexico . . .. ... . ............. 53.4 (3.3) 15.2 (2.5) 18.7 (2.8) 2.7 (1.M) *5.1 (1.8) 4.8 100.0
Southern counties® . . ... ... ... .. .. 59.1 (4.8 104 (2.9) 20,7 (4.3} 1 1 4.5 100.0
Restof New Mexico. . ......... . ... 51.2 (4.1) 171 3.2) 179 (3.5 *3.4 (1.5) *5.5 {2.3) 5.0 100.0
NewvYork. .. .. ... .. ... .. ... .... 26.8 (1.9) 21.0 (1.8) 345 (2.2) 10.7 (1.3) 4.9 (1.1) 2.0 100.0
City of New York counties®. . . ... ..... 29.8 (2.7) 20.3 (2.5) 34.7 (3.0) 7.3 (1.5) 5.3 (1.5) 2.7 100.0
Restof NewYork. . . ........... ... 24.7 (2.6} 216 (2.5) 343 (3.1) 131 (2.0 *4.7 (1.4) 1.6 100.0
NorthCarolina. . . ................. 471 (2.6) 17.8 2.1) 23.2 (2.4) 6.9 (1.3) *3.4 (1.1) 1.6 100.0
NorthDakota. . .. ... ... ........... 50.0 (3.2) 16.3 {(2.4) 252 (2.9) 1 6.8 (1.8 1.5 100.0
Chio. . ... ... 44.7 (2.4) 18.1 (1.9) 228 (2.2) 8.5 (1.3) *2.8 (1.0) 3.0 100.0
CuyahogaCounty ., . .. ........... 37.0 (4.2) 20.5 {3.8) 25.5 (4.4) 14.2 (3.0 t 2.5 100.0
Frankiin County. . . ... ............ 43.1 (4.5) 19.7 (3.8) 28,5 (4.7) *5.4 (2.0) t 1.6 100.0
RestofGhio. . ............ ... ..., 46.0 {2.9) 17.8 (2.3) 21.7 (2.6) 8.2 (1.6} *3.4 (1.2) 3.2 100.0
Oklahoma. . . . . ... ... ... ......... 50.8 (3.4) 24.8 (3.0 15.1 (2.6} *3.3 (1.2) *4.6 (1.6) 1.3 100.0
Oregon .. .. ... .. . L 41.5 (3.4) 21.4 (3.0 22.3 {3.2) 7.2 (1.8) *5.7 {1.9) 1.9 100.0
Pennsylvania. . . ......... . ... ... 31.4 (2.1) 246 (2.1) 29.9 (2.4) 8.5 (1.3) 36 (1.0 2.1 100.0
Allegheny County . . . ............. 43.9 (5.4) 21.7 4.7) 28.6 (5.6) *4.7 (2.2) t 0.8 100.0
Philadelphia County . . . . ... ... ... .. 46.8 (4.4) 17.1 (3.4) 22.3 {41 8.5 (2.3) i 2.7 100.0
Rest of Pennsylvania . . ... ...... ... 276 (2.5 26.1 {2.6) 31.2 (2.8) 8.9 (1.5 41 (1.3) 2.2 100.0
Rhode Island. . . ........... .. ..... 34.8 (3.4) 27.9 (3.3) 25.4 (3.4) 6.5 (1.8) *3.4 (1.5) 1.9 100.0
SouthCaroling. . . .........oo .. 54.5 (3.3) 19.0 (2.7) 16.2 (2.6) 58 (1.5) *2.5 (1.2) 2.1 100.0
SouthDakota .. ...........vvu.... § § § § § § §
Tennessee . . . . . ... . e 52.3 (2.6) 18.1 (2.1) 20.6 {2.4) 59 (1.3) t 2.3 100.0
Davidson County. . . . ... .......... 61.8 (5.4) 17.6 (4.2) 17.5 {4.6) T 1 2.1 100.0
Shelby County .. ................ 54,1 (4.7) 22.4 (4.2) 16.8 (4.0) 1 ) 1.4 100.0
Restof Tennessee. . . ... .......... 50.7 (3.3} 17.2 (2.6) 21.8 (3.0) 7.2 (1.7) t 25 100.0
Texas . .. ... 54,2 (1.7) 216 (1.5) 147 (1.3) 4.1 (0.7 . 3.4 (07) 2.1 100.0
BexarCounty . . .. ............... 57.0 (3.9) 18.4 (3.2) 16.4 (3.2) t *5.9 (2.2) 1.6 100.0
Dallas County. . . . ... ... ......... 659 (3.6) 17.6 (3.0 10.7 (2.6) *3.6 {1.4) t 2.0 100.0
ElPaso County. . .. .............. § § § § § § §
Harris County . . ... .......... ... . 54.8 (2.9) 22.6 (2.5) 13.5 {2.1) 4.7 (1.2) *2.1 (1.0) 2.4 100.0
RestofTexas . .. ... ... .. ... .. .. 52.0 (2.2) 228 (1.9) 15.3 (1.7) 4.6 (0.9) 3.4 (0.9 18 100.0
Utah. . . ... . ... 48.5 (2.6) 197 (2.1) 23.5 (2.3) 4.5 (1.0 *1.8 (0.8) 1.8 100.0
Vermont. . .. .. ... Lo 24.5 (3.2) 13.5 (2.6) 328 (3.7) 20.7 (3.0) 8.2 {2.3) 0.2 100.0
Virginia .. ... 36.2 (2.7) 24.3 (2.5) 276 {2.7) 6.9 (1.4) *3.1 (1.1 2.0 100.0
Washington. . ... ... ... ... 41.8 (2.2) 20.6 (1.9 23.8 (2.1) 78 (1.2 46 (1.2 1.3 100.0
Eastern counties” . . ... .... ... .... 44.2 (3.7) 23.4 (3.3) 215 (3.4) 7.2 (1.9) T 1.8 100.0
KingCounty. . ... ............... 41.0 (4.0) 18.3 (3.5) 319 (4.9 *47 (1.7 1 1.4 100.0
Rest of Washington . . ... . ... ... ... 411 (3.4) 18.8 (3.0) 20.7 (3.2) 9.8 (2.0) 7.5 (2.2 1.0 100.0
WestVirginia, . .. ... ... 42.7 (3.6) 1.9 (2.4) 13.9 (2.7) 18.6 (2.8) 100 (2.5) 28 100.0
WISCOMSIN. « « o v v oo e 445 (3.0) 17.4 (2.5) 243 (3.0) 86 (1.7) - *26 (1.2 2.7 100.0
Milwaukee County . . . ... ... ... ... § § § § § § §
Restof Wisconsin . . .. .......... .. 41.0 (3.5) 18.5 (2.9} 25.6 (3.5) 9.9 (2.1 t 2.5 100.0
Wyoming . ... ... oo § § § § § § §

* Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 30% and less than or equal to 50% and is considered unreliable.

1 Estimate has a relative standard error greater than §0% and is not shown.

§ Model-based estimates for Maryland-Prince George's County, Montana, South Dakota, Texas-El Paso County, Wisconsin-Milwaukee County, and Wyoming are not reported because, for at least
one telephane service use category, direct estimates from the Natianal Heaith Information Survey were more than double or less than one-half the synthetic estimate. These differences between
two components of the model-based estimates suggest that the direct estimates for these areas may be biased. Biased estimates violate a key model-based estimation assumption.

"The propartion of chiidren living in households with no telephone service was not madeled. Other proportions were adjusted so that this estimate agreed with the 2011 American Community
Survey estimate far this proportion.
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%Includes Butte, Colusa, Del Norte. Glenn, Humboidt, Lake, Lassen, Mendacino, Modoc, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Tehama, and Trinity.

Sincludes Adams, Arapahoe, Denver, and Douglas.

“Includes Ancka, Carver, Dakola, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington.

SIncludes Catron, Chaves, Curry, De Baca, Dona Ana, Eddy, Grant, Hidalgo, Lea, Linceln, Luna, Otero, Roosevelt, Sierra, and Socorro.

8inciudes Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond.

"Includes Adams, Asotin, Benton, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Kiickitat, Lincoln, Okancgan, Pend Oreille, Spokane, Stevens, Walla Walfa, Whitman, and
Yakima.

NOTE: Estimates were caiculated by NORC at the University of Chicago.

SOURCES: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, 2007-2012; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2011; and infoUSA.com consumer database, 2007-2012.
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Technical Notes

Survey data sources

The estimates presented in this
report are based on National Health
Interview Survey (NHIS) data collected
from January 2007 through December
2012, and on American Community
Survey (ACS) data collected from 2006
through 2011. NHIS is a multipurpose
health survey conducted by the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention’s
(CDC) National Center for Health
Statistics (NCHS). ACS is a multi-
purpose survey conducted by the U.S.
Census Bureau to produce estimates of
demographic, social, economic, and
housing characteristics.

National Health Interview Survey

NHIS is a multistage probability
household survey of a large sample of
households drawn from the civilian
noninstitutionalized household
population of the United States. This
face-to-face interview survey is
administered by trained field
representatives from the U.S. Census
Bureau, under contract to NCHS. NHIS
interviews are conducted continuously
throughout the year to collect
information that is used to assess
progress toward meeting national health
objectives. Survey content includes
health status, health risk factors,
health-related behaviors, health care
access, and health care utilization. NHIS
also includes questions about
demographic and sociceconomic
characteristics, household telephones,
and whether anyone in the household
has a wireless telephone,

The sample for NHIS is stratified
by state, which allows NHIS data to be
used in statistical models that produce
state-level estimates. However, for most
states the limited number of sampling
strata and small sample sizes preclude
reliable direct state-level estimates.
Household telephone status information
was obtained for 75,150 persons in
2007, for 73,749 persons in 2008, for
88,053 persons in 2009, for 89,620
persons in 2010, for 101,449 persons in
2011, and for 107,723 persons in 2012.

Fewer than 0.5% of persons with
completed NHIS family-level interviews
had missing data for household
telephone status.

NHIS was used to derive direct
estimates for each telephone service use
category by age group (adults aged 18
and over or children under age 18),
small area, and 6-month period. These
estimates were the dependent variables
in the statistical models. Also, NHIS
was the source for the national estimates
used for raking the model-based
estimates for each telephone service use
category by age group and year.

American Community Survey

ACS is a multistage probability
survey that provides data on households
and group quarters. In this report, a
subset of the full ACS sample—the
civilian noninstitutionalized
population—is used to represent a
population similar to that sampled for
NHIS. Data are collected continuously
through a combination of mailed,
telephone, and face-to-face interviews.
ACS is both nationally and state-
representative and has included
approximately 2 million housing units
per year since 2006.

ACS data are released for calendar
years rather than for 6-month periods.
Moreaver, 2012 ACS data will not he
released until Fall 2013. Therefore, ACS
data for 2006 were used in models for
both 6-month periods of 2007 (i.e.,
January-June 2007 and July-December
2007). Similarly, ACS data for 2007
were used in models for both 6-month
periods of 2008; data for 2008 were
used in models for 2009; data for 2009
were used in models for 2010; data for
2010 were used in models for 2011; and
data for 2011 were used in models for
2012. Moreover, ACS was the source
for the proportion of adults or children
living in households with any telephone
service (landline or wireless). These
ACS estimates were used as
benchmarking totals when raking the
model-based estimates.

Auxiliary data source

The numbers of listed telephone
lines within each state for 2007-2012

were obtained from a consumer database
compiled by infoUSA.com (Infogroup,
Papillion, NE). This database is updated
bimonthly with information from 37
sources, including postal delivery
sequence files, National Change of
Address lists, utility company records,
and more than 4,000 white pages
directories. These data were available
for each calendar year rather than each
6-month period. Therefore, annual data
on listed telephone lines were used in
models for both 6-month periods of the
selected calendar year. The count of
listed telephone lines was divided by the
number of civilian noninstitutionalized
persons and, because these proportions
were available at the state level only, the
same state-specific proportion was used
in the model for each small area in the
state.

Definitions

For each family contacted by NHIS,
one adult family member is asked
whether “you or anyone in your family
has a working cellular telephone.” An
NHIS family can be an individual or a
group of two or more related persons
living together in the same housing unit
(a “household”). Thus, a family can
consist of only one person, and more
than one family can live in a household
(including, for example, a household
where there are multiple single-person
families, as when unrelated roommates
are living together).

To produce the statistics for this
report, families are identified as
“wireless families” if anyone in the
family had a working cellular telephone
at the time of interview. This person (or
persons) could be a civilian adult, a

- member of the military, or a child.

Households are identified as “wireless-
only” if they include at least one
wireless family and if there are no
working landline telephones inside the
household. To determine whether there
was a working landline telephone inside
the household, survey respondents were
asked if there was "‘at least one phone
inside your home that is currently
working and is not a cell phone.”
Household telephone status (rather
than family telephone status) is used
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because most telephone surveys draw
samples of households rather than
families. Adults and children are
identified as wireless-only if they live in
a wireless-only household. Individual
ownership or use of wireless telephones
is not determined. A similar approach is
used to identify adults and children
living in landline-only households and
in households with both landline and
wireless telephones.

NHIS includes an additional
question for persons living in families
with both landline and wireless
telephones. The respondent for the
family is asked to consider all of the
telephone calls the family receives and
to report whether “all or almost all calls
are received on cell phones, some are
received on cell phones and some on
regular telephones, or very few or none
are received on cell phones.” This
question permits the identification of
persons living in “wireless-mostly”
households {defined as households with
both landline and cellular telephones in
which all families receive all or almost
all calls on cell phones) and “landline-
mostly”” households (defined as
households with both landline and
cellular telephones in which all families
receive all or almost all calls on landline

telephones). "*Dual-use”” households are
those with both landline and cellular
telephones that are neither wireless-
mostly nor landline-mostly. That is, they
receive some calls on cell phones and
some on landline telephones.

Small-area model

Detailed descriptions of the
small-area model and the derivation of
the model-based estimates and standard
errors are provided elsewhere (2). As
noted above, the model-based estimates
were a weighted combination of three
distinct sets of estimates: (a) the direct
estimate from NHIS for the small area
during the 6-month period of interest,
(b) a synthetic estimate derived from a
regression model involving ACS and
auxiliary data for the small area during
the 6-month period of interest, and
{c) adjusted direct estimates from NHIS
for the small area during all 6-month
periods other than the 6-month period of
interest.

NHIS and ACS sampling weights
adjust for the probability of selection of
each household, and are adjusted for
nonresponse. The results in this report
are based on weighted estimates. R
software (hitp://www.r-project.org) was
used to derive the model-based

estimates and standard errors. Design
effects were included in the models to
account for the complex survey designs.

The approach used to create the
model-based estimates can produce
substantially biased prevalence estimates
and unstable variance estimates when
the direct estimate from NHIS is based
on small sample sizes, when that sample
is drawn from only a few geographic
areas, and when those few geographic
areas are not representative of the state
or county of interest. To identify
potentially problematic model-based
estimates, the person-level prevalence
ratio of the direct survey estimate to the
synthetic regression-based estimate was
examined for each telephone service use
category and for each small area. Ratios
were computed across all 6-month
periods. If the ratios for any telephone
service use category were greater than
two or less than one-half, then all
model-based estimates for that reporting
area were suppressed from Tables 1-3 in
this report. This occurred for six small
areas: Maryland-Prince George’s
County, Montana, South Dakota,
Texas-El Paso County, Wisconsin-
Milwaukee County, and Wyoming. For
these areas, the synthetic estimates
derived from the regression model are
presented in the Table below.

Table. Synthetic regression-based estimates (with standard errors) of the percent distribution of household telephone status, by age, for
selected geographic areas where model-based estimates are not reported: United States, 2012

No
Wireless- Wirgless- Landline- Landiine- telephone

Age and geographic area only mostly Bual-use mostly only service' Total

Adults aged 18 and over Percent {standard error)
Maryland-Prince George's County . . ... ... .. 32.2 (5.7) 21.3 (4.3) 29.6 (6.0) 13.3 (3.6) T 1.0 100.0
Montana. .. .............. ... ... ... 399 (6.1) 16.9 (3.9) 17.7 (4.9) 14.7 (3.8) 1 2.4 100.C
SouthDaketa. ... ... ... ... .. ... 38.6 (5.9 15.1 (3.6) 21.8 (5.1} 13.8 (3.7} 1 2.0 100.0
Texas-ElPasoCounty . .. .............. 43.8 (6.3) 14.3 (3.7} 23.2 (5.9) T T 3.8 100.0
Wisconsin-Milwaukee County . . . . .. ... ..., 441 (6.1) 13.7 (3.5) 20.8 (5.1) 9.7 (3.2 1 2.4 100.0
WYOmING .. ... 39.3 (6.1) 157 (3.7) 19.8 (5.1) 13.3 (3.7) t 2.1 100.0

Children under age 18
Maryland-Prince George's County . . .. . . . . .. 356 (7.5) 248 (6.4) 31.2 (7.8) t ) 1.0 100.0
Montana. . .. ... ... . . . ... ... ... ... 49.7 (8.1) 229 (68.2) *15.6 {6.0) 1 t 2.5 100.0
South Dakota. . . .o oovee e 46.2 (1.7) 19.3 {5.6) 22.3 (6.5) 1 1 2.5 100.0
Texas-ElPasc County ... ... ........... 55.9 (7.4) *15.2 (5.0) *17.7 (6.0) T T §.2 100.0
Wisconsin-Milwaukee County . . . .. ... ... .. 51.5 (8.1) *16.4 (5.4) *21.1 {6.6) 1 1 3.4 100.0
WYOMING .« . o 47.3 (8.0) 21.0 (5.9) *17.9 (6.3) T T 1.7 100.0

T Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 50% and is not shown.
* Estimate has a relative standard errar greater than 30% and less than or equal to 50% and is considered unreliable.
"The proportion of persons living in households with no telephone service was not modeled. Other proportions were adjusted so that this estimate agreed with the 2011 American Community

Survey estimate for this proportion.

NOTES; Model-based estimates for these six areas are not reported in the main-text tables because the direct National Health interview Survey estimates {(a component of the model-based
estimates) may be biased. This table presents synthetic estimates (another component of the model-based estimates) for these areas. These synthelic estimates are the best available estimates
for these areas but should be used with caution because they are generally less reliable than the model-based estimates reported for other geographic areas. Estimates were calculated by NORC

al the University of Chicago.

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2011; and infoUSA.com consumer database, 2007-2012.
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