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PLANS AND ACTIVITIES FOR 1990 DECENNIAL
CENSUS

THURSDAY, JULY 25, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE CENSUS AND POPULATION,

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m., in room 311, Cannon House
Office Building, Hon. Robert Garcia (chairman) presiding.

Mr. GARCIA. Good morning and welcome to the hearing of the
Subcommittee on Census and Population on the Census Bureau's
plans and activities for the 1990 decennial census.

This hearing is the first of a series of hearings on the 1990 decen-
nial. We hope, that through a series of hearings focusing on vari-
ous pertinent issues on the decennial planning, we can ensure that
the Census Bureau will be fully prepared to carry out the 1990 de-
cennial successfully. Today we will focus on automation, pretests,
and residency rules.

Counting the American people, needless to say, is a monumental
task. How does one go about counting millions of people accurately
while keeping the costs of counting at a minimum?

At our April 18 hearing on an overview of the Census Bureau, a
major concern raised was whether the Census Bureau will be fully
prepared, ecpecially in regards to automation decisionmaking, to
carry out the 1999 decennial effectively and efficiently. At Cult
hearing, the General Accounting Office informed us that it :s ques-
tionable, and I underline the word "questionable," whether the
Bureau is making timely decisions on automation. The inspector
general of the Department of Commerce has ,-;so expressed similar
concerns.

We have the advanced technology to make the decennial cost-ef-
ficient and accurate. The key question before us today is will the
Census Bureau make timely decisions so ghat it will be prepared to
take full advantage of the available technology.

Another topic of concern before us today is the pretests. We are
spending millions of dollars on them. Are they worth the cost? Do
they test ideas which will directly improve the plans for the 1990
decennial?

We in Congress are under constant pressure to control Govern-
ment spending. While we should not sacrifice the quality of statis-
tics that Pre vitally important to development of policies and pro-
grams ft the American people, we must ensure that the costs for
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the decennial be minimized. Are the pretests helping us or :linden
ing us in our pursuit of that g9al?

Further, through the Census Bureau's management plan, we
learned that the Bureau has proposed residency rules, that is, how
people will be counted if they are ir one place for vacation or for
any other purposes while their permanent residence is at another
place. Since the decennial is a population and housing count, this
topic is important. We want to find out what the Census Bureau
has proposed.

The decennial census is the most complete picture of the Ameri-
can people, and during the years between decennials, official statis-
tics are largely based on the decennial data. From local to national
levels, governments and organizations heavily depend on decenrial
data in establishing and --nplementing social, economic, and heakii
programs. Therefore, the paramount i-nportance of decennial data,
especially the importance of their accuracy, can never be under-
stated.

All of us here today are concerned about the 1990 decennial. We
would not be here if we were not. We are not here as gadflies to
the Census Bureau. We are here to understand the various activi-
ties involved in the preparations for the 1990 decennial. It is my
hope that through this hearing, not only we in the Congress but
the public as well will have a better understanding of the plans
and activities for the 1990 decennial.

Normally we would have the Census Bureau testify first. Howev-
er, for this hearing, we request that the General Accounting Office
be our first witness and then the inspector general. The Census
Bureau wil' testify last so that it will have the opportunity to re-
spond to the GAO's and the inspector general's testimonies.

I am also requesting all the panelists to remain during the ques-
tion and answer period so we can have some dialog.

I would like to apologize to all of you personally for the delay in
starting this hearing. I left at a good time from the city of New
York, and I should have been here in plenty of time. But if you
want to make any complaints or verify what I have said call New
York Air and you will find out that the 8:30 was de: ved by 1 hour.
That is the reason why I am exactly 1 hour late. [Laughter].

But I thank you for your patience, especially my colleague from
Indiana, John Myers, who was here on time, and my colleague
from Utah who joined me in the elevator as we were both rushing
out.

I would now like to yield to my colleague from Utah.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, I appreciate

your opening remarks. And : join with you and appreciate the op-
portunity to be with you today in the update of the Census Bu-
reau's preparation for the 1990 decennial census.

Both the GAO and the Commerce Department inspector genera;
appear to 'nave some serious concerns about the Census Bureau's
plaa for thl 1990 census. Obviously, in the preparation for a major
task, such as conducting the census, enormous problems undoubt-
edly arise. However, there appears to be questions at this time
about the Bureau's ability to meet its responsibilities in a timely
and cost-efficient manner.
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I hope today's testimony can shed new light on the Bureau's deci-
sions. I look forward to their testimony. I appreciate being with
you today.

Thank you very much.
Mr. GARCIA. My colleague from Indiana.
Mr. MYERS. Well, Mr. Chairman, though it used to be that Indi-

ana was fa 'r away than New York, but this morning, it was
not, wai it? It is easy to get caught out there, I know.

Thank you very much. I welcome the witnesses.
Mr. GARCIA. Let us start off with Mr. Gene L. Dodaro, who is As-

sociate Director of the General Government Division of the Gener-
al Accounting Office.

STATEMENT OF GENE L. DODARO, ASSCCIATE DIRECTOR, GEN-
ERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY JACK KAUFMAN

Mr. DODARO. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased

to appear today to discuss the Census Bureau's preparations for the
1990 census. I am accompanied by Mr. Jack Kaufman, who is re-
sponsible for our audits at the Bureau.

We have iirepared a full statement addressing the areas you re-
quested. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
it entered into the record and at this time briefly summarize our
observations.

Mr. GARCIA. SO granted.
Mr. DODARO. Thank you.
My comments this morning will focus on the Bureau's automa-

tion planning and pretest activities concerned with improving mail
response.

We commend the Bureau for its initiative in testing alternative
technologies and exploring other ways to improve census oper-
ations, such as developing an automated address file. However, the
Bureau's preparations, including tested date and planned milestone
dates for important decisiGns are noc moving at the pace we believe
necessary for a cost-efficient 1990 census.

We share your view that the next census not repeat the mistakes
of the past. The Bureau has already lost valurble time and, as a
consequence, has not maximized the opportunities afforded by the
pretest.

We remain concerned that the Bureau is waiting until Septem-
ber 1986 to make an equipment decision. An early 1986 decision
would be more appropriate. Historically, the Bureau has taken 4 to
5 years to procure automated equipment after its need has been
identified. If history is any indication of what the futur3 holds, a
late 1986 decision could impair the conduct of an effective and eco-
nomical census.

Presently, the Bureau is evaluating three types of equipment, its
historically proven methodthe FACT 80 system, the optical mark
reader, and data key.

The optical mark reader was tested as part of the 1985 Tampa
pretest. Because the reader was designed to process a much smaller
size form than that used in 1980, the Tampa pretest questionnaire
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wa physically reduced in size while still containing all the 1980
short form questions. This reduction provided smaller spaces for
the questions and answers. Apparently, respondents were confused
as to where to place the answer to a question or just overlook ques-
tions. Even for traditional low nonresponse questions, such as sex
and birth for example, almost 12 percent of the Tampa respondents
did not answer the question on sex compared to 2 percent in Jersey
City.

Absent a more simplified or multipage form, the Bureau must
now retest an optical mark reader that can accommodate a larger
size document to evaluate the reader's suitability for the 1990
census.

The Bureau is also seriously considering 'he use of data keying,
the most expensive, slowest, and error-prone data entry option.

According to one Bureau plan, as many as 35,000 machines
would be acquired at a total estimated cost of $175 million. This is
at least $165 million more than the other current equipment op-
tions. Bureau officials estimate that during the census tabulation,
140,000 keyers would be needed. Personnel costs could exceed $200
million, and recruiting and training such a large number of opera-
tors would be a monumental, if not impossible, task.

The Bureau also has eliminated some automation alternatives
without testing them. For example, optical mark readers can proc-
ess a multipage short or long questionnaire provided the form has
pages that can be separated and read individually. We believe this
alternative should be tested and actively considered by the Bureau.

The use of desk top optical mark readers should also be seriously
evaluated. These readers are fast enough to process large volumes
of forms quickly for decentralized data entry. They are inexpensive
enough to be acquired in large quantities and could have a diversi-
ty of uses after 1990.

Now, let me discuss several activities in the 1985 pretest which
were designed to improve mail response. These included the two-stage census in Jersey City and the use of mail reminder cards in
Tampa. Both these activities, in our opinion, had flaws which limit
their usefulness. The short form questionnaire used in the first
stage of the Jersey City test was not the simplified form we advo-
cated. It contained more questions than are necessary to carry out
the basic objectives of the population count. For example, questions
about plumbing and the rent of housing units increased the ques-
tionnaire's complexity and discouraged response.

The second stage long form repeated almost all the questions
asked initially on the first form, as well as additional questions.
This repetition of questions and a lack of an adequate publicity
campaign probably had much to do with the poor response rate for
the second stage.

An adequate assessment of the reasons for nonresponse was not
carried out. Limited interviewing of nonrespondents was hurriedly
planned for the first stage, but the sample size was too small to
derive valid statistical results. In addition, the Bureau had noplans to evaluate reasons for nonresponse to the second stage. In
short, the results of the two State censuses are inconclusive and
the test wa3 of limited value.
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In the Tampa pretest, the Bureau mailed just one reminder card
to about half of the nonrespondents. The cards generated a net 3.8
increase in responses, but enumerators still had to make visits to
40 percent of the households. We believe the Bureau missed an op-
portunity to test the full thrust of our previous recommendation
concerning the use of multiphase mail followup. In that procedure,
two to three mailouts would be made prior to the Bureau begin-
ning door-to-door followup enumeration.

At least one reminder should include another questionnaire in
case the original was discarded. Considering the high cost associat-
ed with door-to-door visits, the multiphase approach should be ex-
amined. The Bureau has estimated that each 1-percent increase in
the response rate for 1990 would save $5 to $6 million

In summary, we are concerned about missed opportunities in the
1985 pretest. In view of the short planning time remaining, we be-
lieve the Bureau cannot afford the luxury of testing all the poten-
tial improvements in its formal pretest. Pretests require about 1
year for preparation, are expensive, and involve enumerator follow-
up activities which are not a requisite for all .est ing.

We bPlieve the Bureau should use special purpose tests to ade-
quately evaluate, one, the potential of different types of data entry
equipment; two, questionnaires, specifically short simplified fo *m;
and, three, procedures, including the two-stage census and multi-
phase mail followup. Such tests could be completed months ahead
of the 1986 pretest and would provide the Bureau an opportunity to
make up for some lost time in its decisionmaking.

This cor ides my remarks, and later we will be happy to
answer any questions.

[Statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF GENE L. DODARO, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERNMENT

DIVISION, U.S GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to appear today to discuss the Census Bureau's

preparations .or the 1990 Decennial Census. I am accompanied by

Mr. Jack Kaufm.n, who is responsible for our audits at the

Census Bureau. My comments will focus on the Bureau's

automation activities and pretests prepa-story for the 1990

census. I also w,11 comment on the proposed residency rules for

the 1990 census and briefly discuss the recommendations made by

the Commerce's Office of Inspector General on the Bureau's

organization and automation plans.

The Bureau's preparations, including tests to date and

planned milestone dates for important decisions, are not

condJcive to a cost efficient 199n Decennial Census. We share

your concern that th.: 1990 census not become a census of lost

opportuni.ies. On the bright side, however, some options are

available for the Bureau to get back on track, but time is

quickly running out.

Although it may appear that there is ample time to plan

wisely for the 1990 census, in fact there is onlj a limited time

to thoroughly test significant changes or modifications to

census forms, equipment, and procedures. For all practical

purposes the Bureau must complete these evaluations well before

its 1988 dress rehearsal. DeNeloping census forms rand proce-

dures f': the 1988 rehearsal will take about one year or

longer. Thus, in early 1987 the Bureau must decide almost

exactly how it will conduct the 1990 Decennial Census. The

importance of the 1985 and 1986 pretests and special purpose
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tests cannot be overstated. These tests will be the last ones

completed in time to precipitate major changes in the 1996

census.

With this timetable in mind, we will highlight our

observations and suggestions to help expedite the Bureau's

planning and improve its p'eparatory efforts.

AUTOMATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE PROCESSING

Early indications are that some concepts tested in the 1985

pretests have potential for 1990 census application. These

successes include accounting for questionnaires as they are

received, early capture of data into computer files, and

automated review of questionnaires for determining the complete-

ness And consistency of responses. However, as discussed in our

April 18, 1985, testimony before this subcommittee, we remain

concerned that the Bureau is waiting until September 19946 to

make an equipment decision. An early 1986 decision would be

more realistic, given the Bureau's procurement experience.

Historically, the Bureau has taken 4 to 5 years to obtain

automated equipment after its need has neen identified, yet the

decision on the equipment to be used for the 1990 Lt_ASUS is not

scheduled until late 1986.

Equipment alternatives

Th. Bureau is actively considering three types of data

entry equipment and has incorporated them in its pretests.

These three types are:

--A modified version of the film optical sensing

device/FACT 80 used in the last census.

11
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--Large optical mark reader/scanners.

--Data entry keying.

The FACT 80 and the optical mark reader will be tested in

the 1986 Los Angeles pretest, and data entry keying will be

tested in the 1986 Mississippi pretest. Both optical mark

reader tqu)pment and data keying were used in the 1985

pretests. Data keying will also be used in Los Angeles for name

capture for the post enumeration survey anc for entering data

from some of the ling forms. The existing u,.,tical mark reader

does not have page turner capability leaded to capture the data

from the currently designed long forms.

FACT 80

The FACT system, developed Jointly by the Census Bureau and

the Bureau of Standards, has been used in every decennial census

since the 1950's. The system Incorporates an automated camera

for microfilming, a device for turning pages. anti a film optical

sensing device for input to computers (FOSDIC). The current

cost estimate for producing an upgraded version of the 1980 FACT

system is $75,000 per camera and $75,000 per FOSDIC. The number

of complete, modified FACT 80s needed would depend on the de-

ployment and turn around speed needed. Under one current FACT

80 deployment scenario, the Bureau would need about 60 automated

cameras and 36 FOSDICs for the 1990 census. Under this

scenario, acquiring the equipment through either in-house

assembly or contractor fabtication would cost about $5.9 million

and would take several years.

12



9

Optical mark reader

The optical mark reader was tested in Jeffersonville,

Indiana, as part of the 1985 Tampa pretest. The Jeffersonville

personnel found it easy to use, and the raw data from the test

shows that the machine records marks on the questionnaire

accurately. Despite six breakdowns requiring minor repair, the

optical mark reader performed well

The machine operation does, however, require that the

questionnaires be stored in a climate-controlled environment and

not be exposed to hign levels of humidity. On seve:al occasions

during testing, the reader failed to read properly because of

imprope7 questionnaire storage. This problem was resolved when

the questionnaires were placed in the proper environment for

aeveral hL,ars.

Another problem noted w,s the higher-than-Lsual nonresponse

rates for some questions. Because the optical mark reader was

designed to proceso a much Lmaller size form th_n that used in

1980, the questionnaire for the Tampa 1965 pretest was

p'lysically reduced in size while still containing all the 1980

short form que:Aiona. This reduction in form size provided

smaller spaces for the questions and responses. appNrently,

respondents ,,,ere confused as to where to place the answer to a

question or Just overlooked questions. this problem was

confirmed by comparing the percentage of n)nresponses for the

compressed Tampa form versus the more spacious Jersey City

form--even for such basic questions as scx and birth which

tradatIonally have very low nonresponse rates. For example,

13
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almost. 12 percent of the Tampa respondents did not answer the

question on sex, compared to 2 percent of Jersey City

respondents. About 17 percent in Tampa (lid not answer the

question cn century of birth compared to about 4 percent in

Jersey City.

Thp optical mar reader pretest also did not resolve some

Bureau concerns. The Bureau needed to test the reader under

heavy workload conditions to determine its reliability in a

census environment, but the Tampa pretest did not provide a

sufficient volume.

In order to test the reader under a heavier workload, the

Bureau devised an optical mark reader "load test" that took

place between May 20 and June 4, 1985. During this test, pre-

viously processed Tampa questionnaires were run continuously

through the reader ror 4 to 8 hour? daily. On some days, as

many as 30,000 forms were reprocessed; during the entire "load

test" a total of about 158,000 forms were processed. The opti-

cal mark reader again operated very well. It did, however, have

two breakdowns; one was corrected with a minor repair and the

other required tte vendor to dispatch 7. technician from the Iowa

office. What caused this latter breakdown is still uncertain.

Because the optical mark reader used in the Tampa pretest

was not designed for decennial census work, the Tampa pretest

did not provide definitive information. Therefore, the Bureau

plans to test a modified version cf the optical mark reader in

.he 1986 Los Angeles pretest. The modifications being made.

such as a change in the equipment's ability to accept a large

4
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size questionnaire, are substantial enough to require an almost

total reevaluation.

Bureau-required modifications to the optical mark reader

tested in 1985 would allow it to process 11" x 17" forms as con-

trasted with the 8 1/2" x 11" forms. This appears necessary

based on the problems the respondents experienced with the 1985

Tampa pretest forms. The Bureau estimates the cost of each

modified optical mark reader unit at about $150,000, after an

initial research and development cost of about $2 million.

Therefore equipping 18 processing offices with 36 units would

cost about $7.4 million. The unit that may be used in the 1986

pretest should be considered only a prototype model.

On June 20, 1985, the Bureau published a notice of inten-

tion to acquire a edified version of this optical mark reader

f,r3m its vendor for testing in the 1986 Los Angeles pretest.

Early indications are that several companies may wish to sabmit

proposals. If this occurs, the Bureau will need to evaluate the

proposals, which could slow down the planned data processing

experiments for the 1986 Los Angeles pretest.

Data entry keying

Data entry keying is the slowest, most error-prone, and

least automated of the three types of technologies. It is also

the nost expensive. In fact, whrl the Bureau developed the

forerunner to the FACT 80 in the 1950's, it reccgnized that

keying was too slow for the massive amount of data collected in

a decennial census.

15
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Nevertheless, the Bureau is strongly considering keying

machines as the "automated" data capture equipment for 1990.

Bureau officials are considering keying because it offers

support to several aspects of decennial processing such as name

capture of multifamily dwellings to assist in follow-up

enumeration of que.,tionnaire nonrespondents and for assessing

the accuracy and completeness of the population counts (coverage

evaluation activities). (Optical mark reader technology does

not provide this capability). According to one Bureau plan, as

sany as 35,000 machines would be purchased at a unit cost,

i:cluding softwere and hardware needed to operate the keying

stations, of about $5,000 per machine or a total .stimated

of $175 million. This amounts to at least $16') million more

than the cost of equipment for the other current data entry

options. It should be noted that in recent years, according to

a Bureau official, the industry has only prodiced an average of

20,000 keying machines in a year.

Another point to keep in mind is that the use of keying

equipment requires the employment of many operator: Bureau

officials estimate that during the census tabulations, the

Bureau would have to hire 140,000 keyers to -.....arate the 35,000

machines on two shifts and allow for the expected personnel

turnover. The payroll costs of these operators could

approximate over $200 million. Additionally, according to

Bureau experts such a large number of keyers for short-term

temporary work would not be available.

16
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Inadequate time to properly

evaluate equipment alternatives

The Bureau is likely to encounter difficulties in

completing proper evaluations of each type of equipment in pre-

test performance prior to the planned selection date. Census

day for the 1986 pretests is planned for late March 1986. The

Bureau is scheduled to select the 1990 data capture equipment in

September 1986. Assuming that the Los Angeles and M'ssissippi

mail response rates are similar to the 56-percent rate in Tampa

and 38-percent rate in Jersey City, the pretests are unlikely to

be completed prior to mid-June 1986 because of the at least

2-month period needed to complete tne field work. As in the

case of the Tampa pretest, the Bureau would probably not begin

analyzing the raw data from the testing until July 1986. This

would leave the Bureau with just 2 to 3 months to complete its

analysis of the three types of equipment. Such a time con-

straint could have an adverse impact on evaluating the optical

mark reader, since it is the only equipment that the Bureau has

not used extensively.

Bureau decisions on decennial

off'. _s and evaluaticn/adjustment

plans could affect equipment decision

The Bureau's choice of equipment will be influenced by

the number and locations of its 1990 processing offices and by

its decision on coverage evaluation and possible population

adjustment. If the Bureau chooses to have a centralized

structure, i^ is likely to choose either the FACT 80 or the
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optical mark reader to process the large volume c- question-

naires. On the other hand, if the Bureau chooses a more

decentralized structure, it becomes more feasible to use the

slower data entry keying for the smaller volumes processed at

each office. Additiona 'e Bureau's current thinking on

coverage evaluation/adjustment favors key entry. That entry

technique allows the EOIreau to enter names on computer files

which is important for automated matching (comparing census

results to other survey results) procedures. This technique

will be tested as part of the 1985 Tampa pretest.

Alternatives not pursued

by the Bureau

The Bureau has eliminated some automation alternatives

without testing them. For example, optical mark readers can

accommodate a multipagcd questionnaire (i.e., the long form

questionnaire), provided that the form has perforated pages that

can be sepal ed for processing. T-lis alternative has' not been

actively considered by the Bureau. In the Tampa pretest, only

the short forn s processed using the optical mark reader

equipment.

In addition, the desktop optical mark reader, an inexpen-

sive ($15,000 system), easy-to-operate scanner, has been tested

for other Bureau applications but not for the decennial census.

The Bureau could use the desktop optical mark reader if it

reduced the number of questions on the short form and thereby

decreased the size of that form. Naturally, the required

population questions would remain cn the short form. Questions

18
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removed from ',he short form and considered necessary could be

included on the long form. The desktop optical mark readers are

fast enough to process large volumes of forms quickly (about 400

per hour) for decentralized data entry, yet inex'ensive enough

to be acquired in large quant.ties, and could have a diversity

of uses after he census.

Impact of life cycle cost

on equipment decision

Bureau officials have indicated to us that they will

consider some aspects of life cycle cost during the equipment

selection decision process. The purchasing of equipment that

has a once-every-10-years application, however, requires unique

life-cycle-cost considerations. Bureau officials have indicated

that they plan to consider the equipment's

- -unit cost,

- -overall cost,

--purchase-versus-leasing cost,

--processing capacity, and

- -maintainability and reliability.

The Bureau's equipment acquisition objective of processing

over 100 million questionnaires in a short time frame must be

balanced by the need to , onsider the long-term cost and

potential use of acquired equipment.

Equipment purchase,, for decennial processing should not end

up In storage for 9 years, as was the case with much of FACT 80

equipment used in the last census. The Bureau conducts, on a
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continuing basis, various surveys and censuses that could be

tailored to make use of equipment acquired for the decennial.

Given the rate of technological advancements, it is unlikely

that eouipment acquired for the 1990 decennial will be the most

efficient equipment for the 2000 decennial. Therefore, it

becomes very important that any equipment acquired for 1990

census have other Bureau uses during the interim nondecennial

years. In addition, by identifying other uses for the equip-

ment, equipment costs can hr.! prorated among the various surveys

and censuses.

PRETESTS

Jersey City

A two-stage census approach for administering question-

naires using long and short forms was tested in Jersey City.

One half of the Jersey City households received only short forms

(first stage) and about 6 weeks later 20 percent of them were

sent a long form (second stage) to obtain additional informa-

tion. In the other half of the city, (non-test portion) 80 per-

cent of the households received a short form and 20 percent

received a lor, form at the same time, similar to the 1980

census.

The two-stage was tested at the urgings of GAO and others

to determine if simplifying the basic short form might encourage

greater public cooperation and thereby improve the accuracy of

the population counts, the primary purpose of the census.

Moreover, a shorter, more simplified form would allow quicker
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processing and thus more time for Bureau and lccal officials to

review preliminary counts.

As we mentioned in our previous testimonies before your

subcommittee in June I9R4 and April 1985, we have strong

reservations about the size and content of the short form. We

believe the short form should be limited to the basic questions

needed to obtain an accurate population count. For example, we

believe that the questions about plumbing and the value and rent

of housing units increase the questionnaire's complexity and

thus tend to discourage responses.

Despite the fact that the short form was not as short as we

recommended in our report Programs to Reduce the Decennial

Census Undercount (GGD-76-72, May 5, 1976), tI' response rate

for the short form was setter than the long ' ;1--39 percent

versus 31 percent. This differential in the .sail response rate

for the short and long forme was consistent with the experience

in the hard to enumerate areas in the 1980 census. The Tampa

pretest results were similar. The short form response was 58

percent and the long form response was 48 percent. This

differential is important to keep in mind considering the

Bureau's latest estimate that it could save $5 to $6 million in

the decennial census for every 1 percent of increased question-

naire mail response which would therefore preclude followup

activity.

The '985 Jersey City pretest indicates that there is a

greater productivity in the followup enumeration for the short

forms than for long forms. Preliminary data shows that

21



18

enumerator productivity was about 37 percent higher for short

forms than for long forms. This is an important factor not only

because of cost consideration out also because of the difficulty

in obtaining a sufficient number of competent enumerators in the

last census and in th( Jersey' City pretest.

Another f,Ictor favoring a short form is the amount of

follow-up needed for Lnacceptable mailed-back long forms as

compared to the short forms. In the 1980 census 36 percent of

the mailed-back long forms were considered unac "eptable (failed

edit) and required follow-up. This contrasted with only 13 per-

cent failed edt for the short form.

The mail-back response for the second stage June 10, 1985,

long form was 16 percent, which is considerably lower than the

31-percent response for long forms mailed back in the non-test

portion of Jersey City. However, the results of the Jersey City

pretests are inconclusive and the test was of limited value for

a number of reasons.

The second stage long form repeated 13 questions which the

respondents had been asked in the first stage short fo4m. The

form els() repeated seven questions for each household member.

In addition, most of the nonrespondents to the first stage short

form were visited by enumerators '',c) obtain the same rntmation

requested by the second stage long form. This probably dis-

couraged many of the potential second stage respondents.

The Census Bureau did not attempt to publicize the second

stage. The June 10 outreach was limited to a booth at a

festival in the city, and the Bureau prepared a press release
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which appeared in two local newspapers. The person responsible

for outreach said basically there was "nothing out there" in

terms of outreach for the second stage, no literature distribu-

tion, nothing targeted. Moreover, there was limited upfront

publicity about the second stage advising the Jersey City

residents that some ,sould be receiving a second questionnaire.

The Bureau did not determine why the first stage response

rate of 38 percent was far less than the 60 percent antici-

pated. A limited test of interviewing the nonrespondents was

hurriedly planned for both the Jersey City and Tampa pretests.

The sample size goal of 200 :or each location was too limited to

derive valid statistical results. In fact, the number of actual

interviews was 109 in Jersey City and 158 in Tampa.

In addition, the Census Bureau will never really know the

reason why the two-stage test failed because it does not intend

to find out why the stage-two respondents did not mail back

their questionnaires. The Bureau does not plan to do any eval-

uations; and no interviewing of the stage-two nonrespondents was

planned.

Tampa

As previously discussed, a maior objective of the 1985 pre-

test in Tampa was to test the use of optical mark reader equip-

ment. In addition, the Tampa pretest included other evaluations

such as the use of reminder cards.

In our report A $4 Billion Census in 1990? Timely Decisions

on A_ternatives to 1980 Procedures Can Save Millions (GAO-82-13,

February 22, 1982), we recommended that the Bureau test the
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feasibility of using mail reminder cards and follow-up mailings

for nonrespondents. This recommendation was intended to reduce

the need for personal visit interviews for the 1990 census.

We are somewhat concerned that the Bureau's mail card

follow-up testing in Tampa did not include a multiphased

follow-up approach. Response to the initial questionnaire

mail-out was 56 percent in Tampa. The Bureau sent reminder

cards to about half of the nonrespondents. The cards generated

a net 3.8 percent increase in responses. Even with the increase

in responses, enumerators still hac' to make door-to-door

collections for about 40 percent of the Tampa questionnaires.

In view cf the Bureau's estimate that each 1-percent increase in

the response rate will save $5-6 million in 1990, we believe

the Bureau missed an opportunity to test the impact of a

multiphased mail follow-up designed to achieve a greater

overall mail response rate. A multiphased follow-up would

involve two to three mailouts designed to encourage nonrespon-

dents to return their questionnaires, prior to the Bureau begin-

ning door-to-door collections. At least one of the reminders

should include another questionnaire in case the original

questionnaire was discarded.

In conjunction with the Tampa pretest, the Bureau is

currently testing procedures to assist it in determining the

feasibility of a63usting the rAw census counts. The main

features of the test include a post erimeration survey and an

attempt to match the survpv population results to the pretest

population results usirg automated matching technique'
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Matcning, as discussed in our report Procedures to Adjust 1980

Census Counts Have Limitations (GGD 81-28, December 24, 1980),

was a major problem in prior attempts at coverage

evaluation/adjustment.

Because of the importance of these tests to possible

population adjustments, we plan to closely monitor the Bureau's

activities.

1986 tests

During 1986, the Bureau will conduct several tests with

different procedures and activities being stressed. Two

pretests are planned--one in Los Angeles and the other in eight

rural counties in Mississippi, including an Indian reservation.

Both pretests will stress the use of decentralized data pro-

cessing and combined collection/processing offices. I have

already commented about these ' sts as they relate to automa-

tion.

Other activities to be tested include the delivery of

questionnaires (Mississippi), ways to structure temporary jobs

to reduce turnover (Los Angeles), improved methods for enumerat-

ing an Indian reservation (Mississippi), and continued work on

testing procedures to adjest the raw census counts (Los

Angeles).

We have also noted that the Bureau has made some changes in

its proposed short form questionnaire for the 1986 pretests.

For example, the question on plumbing was deleted and placed on

the long form, some other questions were combined, other
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questions expanded, and some were modified. Overall, the size

of the form or content was not reduced.

Another test scheduled for 1986 is the Bureau's national

content test. In that test various types of questions or

versions of questions will be tested. We plan to closely

monitor these activities in the ensuing year because of their

possible influence on the decisions to be made fo.: the next

census.

RESIDENCY RULES

Where should persons who are counted be tabulated, and who

should be included in the totals for apportionment purposes are

basic issues in a decennial census. Traditionally, residency

rules have been relatively constant and have followed the basic

rules laid down in the First Census Act of 1790. The concept of

usual residence has been fundamental in all past censuses. this

is generally construed to mean the place where the person lives

and sleeps most of the time. On the basis of current proposals,

the Bureau will ret,,n its basic residency rules.

The usual place of residence is not necessar,ly the same as

a person's legal residence, voting residence, or the place where

he or she happens to be staying on Census Day. For example,

individuals from the United States who are abroad for an

extended period of time are not included in the counts for

apportionment purposes. Thus, a member of the Armed Forces who

is assigned abroad and who may maintain a permanent legal

address in this country and vote using an absentee ballot, is

not counted for apportionment purposes. Moreover, a member of
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the Armed Forces assigned to a domestic hese or port is counted

at that location regardless of his preservice residence or

voting residence. A -ollege student has traditionally been

counted in the locaiity in which he resides while attending

school.

Some staL:s and locations can gain an advantage or be at a

disadvantage because o'_ these rlles. For examp1., a state which

has large military hases or ports, such as Virgini. would gal-

from the Bureau's rules. Lome states which have more college

age students than colleg enrollment opportuniti,s within that

State (nei college student migration) will be at a disadvantage

for apportionment purposes.

On the other hand, decennial census counts are used for

puLposes other than apportionment, such as fund distributions.

The larger the populations, the greater burden on the state or

community for services needed. On that basis, the usual home

rule has merit regardless of legal or voting residence.

There are other factors to consider in pondering the

appropriateness of the rules. The include the ability to

obtain accurate information with a reasonabl_ cost and the

relative size of the population groups under consideration. For

example, there is no good source of data for the number of U.S.

citizens overseas who are not affiliated with the federal

government. Locating them would be dif'icolt.

There is no simple formula for residency rules. The Bureau

has tollowed our forefathers' resolve as laid down in the 1790

Act, and it has taken into consideration the practical
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implications. Congress has not legislated residency rules in

recent censuses; it has delegated that authority to the Secre-

tary of Commerce, and it has permitted the Secretary to delegate

further to the Bureau of the Census. Although the residency

rules can be debated, the Bureau needs :o develop its question-

naire and instructions to accommodate the rules decided on. The

residency rules should be established within the next 2 years.

Therefore, if the Congress wishes to involve itself in develop-

ing the rules, now is an appropriate time to do so.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE OFFICE OF

INSPECTOR GENERAL ON ADP

In its report dated September 30, 1984, the Office of

Inspector General (OIG), Department of Commerce, recommended

that Bureau management support an ongoing ADP future systems

design staff that would coordinate its efforts with decennial

planning staffs. The OIG also recommen,,3d that the Bureau

establish a formal ADP planning process which would include the

development of a long-term life-cycle development plan to

identify systems to be automated by 1990 and set a timetable for

automation upgrade.

We support the OIG's recommendations. However, we do not

currently believe that the recommendations, even if fully

adopted, would expedite the Bureau's planning cycle for

automation of the 1990 census. We believe that the incorpora-

tion of a life-cycle development plan, as I noted earlier, could

affect the choice of equipment for data entry of the 1990 census

because of the factors affecting the disposition of the

equipment after the census.
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To update the status of the Bureau's actions, we note that

the Bureau designated a chief of the ADP Planning and Acquisi-

tion staff effective March 10, 1985. The Bureau specified that

the functions and staff of the former long-range ADP planning

staff, which had been disbanded in 1983, were reassigned to the

ADP Planning and Acquisition staff.

The former long-range ADP staff reported to the Bureau's

Deputy Director. The new staff will report to the Assistant

Director for ADP, which is two levels below the Office of the

Deputy Director. Because of this lower position in the

organization, the current staff's influence and independence may

be reduced. In that environment it will be difficult for the

new staff to influence the planning of the automation of the

1990 census. Thfo is discouraging if the Bureau is to achieve

an integrated ADP operatic.n.

OBS:RVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The Census Bureau's efforts in the 1985 pretests were

useful in studying the automation of clerical activities asso-

ciated with collection operacions and determining the feasi-

bility of early data capture. However, because the Bureau did

not start vigorcus planning and research early, ss we have con-

tinually suggested, it has not maximized its opportunities in

the pretests. It did not

--incorporate into its pretest planning the long lead time

needed for automation acquisition,

--adequat,-- design the census questionnaire to encourage

iam responre in its Tampa pretest of the optical mark

reader,
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- -formally evaluate the use of a long form that could be

separated to permit data entry using the optical mark

reader,

--properly test the two-stage census using a streamlined

short form and a long form which does not repeat, except

for needed linkage, questions in the short fore,

- -adequately evaluate the reasons for nonresponse in the

1985 pretests, and

- -test the effectiveness of a multiphased mail followup

scheme, including the sending of another questionnaire,

to questionnaire nonrespondents.

Additionally, the Bureau is seriously considering the use

of data keying, the most expensive, slowest, error prone.

labor intensive of the data entry options. On the other hand,

it is not seriously evaluating the use of desktop optical mark

reader equipment, which could have multi-purpose use after the

census.

Tn order to develop the best 1990 census, we believe the

processing technology, the collection methodology, and the

questionnaire content and design must all be compatible and

synergistic; and that significant changes in equipment,

procedures, and forms should be aoequately tested and

evaluated. However, in view of the short planning time

remaining, we believe the Bureau cannot afford the luxury of

testing all the potential improvements in its formal pretests.

Pretests require about a year for preparation, are expensive,

and involve enumerator followup activities which are not a
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requisite for all testing. We believe the Bureau should use

special Purpose tests to adequately evaluate (1) the potential

of different types of data entry equipment (2) questionnaires,

specifically a short simplified form and (3) procedures,

including a two-stage census. Such tests could be completed

months ahead of the 1986 pretests (field activities would not b.

required) and would provide the Bureau an opportunity to make up

for some lost time in its decision making process.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We

will be happy to respond to ary questions.

Mr. GARCIA. Thank you very much.
Mr. Sherman M. Funk, inspector general, United States Depart-

ment of Commerce.

STATEMENT OF SHERMAN M. FUNK, INSPECTOR GENERAL, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. FUNK. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Myers, thank you for
the chance to appear before you to discuss our assessment of the
Census Bureau's preparations for the 1990 decennial census.

With your permission, I would like to furnish the full text of my
prepared testimony for the record and present a very abbreviated
summary.

Mr. GARCIA. Without objection, certainly.
Mr. FUNK. I might say, a couple of weeks ago, I came across a

survey report which claimed that witnesses on the Hill who pre-
pared the abbreviated versions ended up spending 60 percent more
time than on their unabbreviated versions. I will try not to fall into
that trap. [Laughter].

My comments today will cover the extent to which my office is
monitoring the 1990 decennial, the Bureau's efforts to improve au-
tomation of decennial activities, the projected cost of the decennial,
and the 1985 decennial pretests.

Before discussing these areas, however, I would like to note some
concerns I have about the potential for improper hiring of census
personnel, and for improper use of census personnel data, based on
partisan political considerations. In one widely publicized case, an
investigation of ours resulted in the conviction and imprisonment
of a former census district manager for illegal political activities
during the 1980 decennial. WE showed that census employment in
his office had been offered in return for activities on behalf of local
politicians. This was the first case ever successfully prosecuted for
illegal patronage practices in the Bureau. We also investigated a
number of similar allegations in other district offices, enough to
convince us thatalthough it by no means reflected a national
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problemthe Census Bureau was not sufficiently sensitive in 1980
to the danger of such abuse.

About 300,000 temporary employees will be hired by the Bureau
for the 1990 decennial, and their names will be included on auto-
mated lists. I would hope that safeguards are built into the system
to assure that, regardless of which party holds the administration
in 1990, these lists will not be used as an assembly line for cam-
paign workers in 1992.

Census data mt t not only be accurate and collected without par-
tisan bias, but the American public must perceive it to be so. I ad-
vised Department and Bureau officials of my concerns in this area,
and I have been assured that they feel as I do. In the next few
years, our reviews will determine whether the Bureau is taking
adequate action to preclude illegal political activity in connection
with the 1990 census.

With regard to monitoring preparations for the 1990 census, we
have audited various aspects of these preparations during the last
3 years. Based on our audit results, the Department reported to the
President last December that decennial planning represented a
major internal control weakness.

In fiscal year 1983, we expressed concerns about census oversight
and planning. We stressed that the Bureau plan early for the 1990
effort. We were concerned with the lack of formal plans and docu-
mentation, and the uncertainty of almost eve:yone interviewed
about 1990 milestones and the sequencing of activities.

It was not until February 1985 that a 1990 decennial master plan
was issued, and the Bureau still has no automation master plan.
The apparent lack of progress is especially disturbing considering
the time it has taken for major census system changes. The Bureau
and the Department of Commerce historically have taken 4 to 5
years to make automated equipment available for use after a need
was identified. I might add that the Grace Commission emphasized
in one of its reports that the acquisition of ADP equipment is not
something the Governi ent tends to do well. Now, of course, less
than 3 years remain before the 1988 dress rehearsal.

The Bureau appears to be caught in a repetitive cycle which im-
pedes making major improvements to the decennial process. Early
in the decade, plans begin for greater automs tion of the next de-
cennial census. About midway through the &cede, it becomes ap-
parent that ADP procurement leadtime arlsiderations, together
with difficulties in pinning down system requirements early
enough, make it virtually impossible to complete an adequate new
census systems procurement. Then relatively quick fixes are
sought; these may represent significant advances, but they tend not
to come to grips with basic problems.

The decennial year arrives. Everybody at the Bureau works at a
fever pitch, focusing normally on brush fires, not the long-term
problems. There is a kind of a letdown in planning for several
years after the decennial, partly in reaction to the massive work-
load, partly to concentrate on tabulating and getting out decennial
data, and partly to complete other census work such as the eco-
nomic census. Then, planning begins for the next decennial and the
cycle repeats.
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In fiscal year 1984, we audited Census' efforts to upgrade its ADP
equipment and methodologies. Our audit determined that imprc ce-
ments are needed in decennial automation, data capture, geograph-
ic support system development, address data base development, fol-
lowup on nonrespondents, and coverage improvements.

Our review also indicated that Census had not determined cost-
saving opportunities for the 1990 decennial. Nor had it prepared
adequate documentation on decennial methodologies. Since then,
the 1990 decennial master plan was issued, which is an admirably
ambitious and comprehensive plan, and that established milestones
for resolving some of our concerns. In addition, we obtained tenta-
tive management commitments to reduce selected decennial ex-
penditures.

Decennial costs are expected to decrease in data capture, geo-
graphic support, address list preparation and some of the improve-
ment programs However, census management has also advised us
that expected increases in 1990 processing and data requirements
will cost almost as much as the expected savings.

This fiscal year, we reviewed 1980 and projected 1990 decennial
costs. The 1980 census was extremely expensive compared to prior
censuses. The 1960 census cost $128 million; the 1970 census $221
million and the 1980 census over $1 billion. Based on 1970 decenni-
al costs adjusted for the increases in housinfmTits and inflation,
the 1980 decennial should have cost between and $600 million.
We were advised by census management that there is currently no
management study justifying the extraordinary increase in cost
from 1970 to 1980.

We believe that additional cost controls are needed to analyze
and control 1990 spending. An important first step is to construct a
cost baseline for 1990. Decennial cost increases from 1970 through
1980 should be reviewed to determine which ones provided Un-
proved census coverage and which ones did not. A cost-benefit anal-
ysis should be performed for each of the 51 improvements that sub-
stantially increased decennial costs from 1970 to 1980.

In addition, a cost-benefit analysis is needed for each proposed
substantial increase in decennial deliverables or processing from
1980 to 1990. Together, these analyses should help in the develop-
ment of a solid cost baseline for 1990.

We completed an initial assessment of the 1985 tests conducted
in Tampa and Jersey City. Our assessment focused on how the
Bureau handled the nonresponse portion of the census enumera-
tion. On the basis of our limited work, we have reservations about
the extent of the Bureau's commitment to experiment with new
techniques to reduce the cost of following up on nonrespondents.
Followup is estimated to cost about $6 million nationally for each
percentage point of households which do not return their question-
naires by mail.

Specifically, we found a failure to experiment with using the
telephone to reduce door-to-door followup. In 1982, the then Under
Secretary for Economic Affairs stated that alternatives for follow-
ing up on nonrespondents, such as more use of the phone, would be
carefully examined. And yet, during the 1985 tests, the Bureau did
not utilize telephones or any other technique designed to reduce
costs associated with door-to-door followup. I do not mean to under-
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state the difficulties here. We recognize that there are major logis-
tical and technological problems involved in trying to cross-match
address lists with telephone numbers, particularly in the case of
multiunit dwellings. Nevertheless, we feel that experimentation
with new techniques in the 1985 tests would have given the Bureau
additional time to refine innovative approaches prior to 1990.

Also, we found that different standards were developed locally to
measure productivity at each of the test locations. For example, in
Jersey City, crew leaders told us that enumerators were expected
to complete nine questionnaires in an 8-hour day, while in Tampa,
we were told that the standard was 15. Crew leaders in Jersey City
told us that any questionnaires completed above nine were counted
for the next day's production. Inasmuch as hours worked were
based on the number of questionnaires completed, we do not know
whether enumerators actually worked all of the hours for which
they were paid.

Further, enumerators were allowed to schedule their own work
hours for followup visits to households. Allowing enumerators to
schedule their own hours contributed to the need for return visits.
We found, for example, that visits were being made in the early
afternoon, a time which has been shown to be unproductive.

The foregoing are examples where cost savings could be achieved
through experimentation and better management of the enumera-
tion process. We urge the Bureau to use the 1986 test for experi-
mentation and to test new techniques to reduce costs.

In summary, we recognize that it is indeed easier to criticize
than to take a decennial census. Census officials and employees are
currently working extremely hard preparing for 1990. However, we
believe that timeframes are so short that major system advances
may not be made.

The following improvements in the Census ADP systems develop-
ment are needed.

The long-range ADP planning group should be expanded and
headed by a senior executive experienced in major systems develop-
ment. The staff's responsibilities, which are now largely operation-
al, should be restricted to ADP planning and systems development.
Ten years from now, the Bureau should not be in the same position
regarding automation for the 2000 decennial as it is now in 1985
regarding the 1990 decennial.

An automation master plan and r ..er required systems docu-
mentation should be prepared. Decisions on automation tasks and
milestones need to be made. The plan should identify ADP systems
life cycles, determine needed improvements in census automation
and specify which projects can be completed by the 1990 decennial
and which ones will take longer.

Census ADP systems development should be a continual process
which accommodates, but is separate from, the decennial process.
The Bureau will experience continuing difficulties developing ADP
systems if, every decennial, it deemphasizes systems development
for several years to prepare for and take the census. A major goal
should be the breakout of the cycle I described earlier.

A systems engineering firm that specializes in providing over-
sight assistance for major systems development should be hired.
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The firm's first task should be to develop a census automation
master plan and life-cycle development documentation.

As far as costs are concerned, the decennial census apparently is
an endeavor that can cost almost anything depending upon the
enumeration and processing methodologies selected. Careful analy-
sis of the past and future spending is essential to keeping the cost
of the census under control.

Incident ly, we understand that projected decennial expenditures
through fiscal year 1986 are more than 10 times decennial expendi-
tures through 1976. To the extent that this reflects better prepara-
tory work, it may well represent a justifiable increase. With regard
to the 1986 tests, the Bureau must experiment with new techniques
to improve decennial coverage at reduced costs and improve its
enumeration management.

Census management has been very responsive to our suggestions
for improved decennial cost controls. We currently are waiting for
comparable commitments from census management to improve au-
tomation planning.

Our work during the next few years on decennial preparations
will continue to focus on the realism and effectiveness of the Bu-
reau's actions to deal with cost, automation, and overall planning.
For the 1986 test in Los Angeles, we will conduct a special review
of the manner in which the Bureau approaches the minority un-
dercount. The great diversity and size of the minority population of
Los Angeles should give the Bureau a realistic idea of its ability to
deal with the undercount issue.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared comments and, of
course, I will be happy to answer questions.

[Statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF SHERMAN M. FUNK, INSPECTOR GENERAL, UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I would like to
thank you for this opportunity to appear before you and discuss
our assessment of the Census Bureau's preparations for the 1990
aecennial census. My comments will cover the extent to which
my office is monitoring the 1990 decennial, the Bureau's efforts
to improve automation of decennial activities, the projected
cost of the 1990 decennial, and the 1985 decennial pretest.

Before discussing these areas, however, I would like to note
some concerns I have about the potential for improper hiring of
census personnel, and for Improper use of census personnel
data, based on partisan political considerations. In one case
which received ettensive media coverage, our investigation of
the former manager of a Census district office resulted in his
conviction and imprisonment for illegal political activities
during the 1980 decennial. Working with the Department of
Justice, we provided ev'dence that :ensue employment had been
offered to several persons in return cor a wide range of
activities on behalf of local politicians. This was the first
case ever to be successfully prosecuted involving illegal
patronage practices in the Bureau. We also investigated a
number of similar allegations in other district offices, enough
to comince us tnat -- although it by no means reflected a
nationwide problem -- the Census Bureau was not sufficiently
sensitive in 1980 to the danger of such abuse.

About 300,000 temporary employees will be hired by the Bureau
for the decennial census and their names will be included on
automated lists. I would hope that safeguards are built into
the system to assure that, regardless of which party holds the
Administration in 1990, these lists will not be used as an
assembly line for campaign workers in the 1992 election.

The decennial census develops information that is of critical
importance to the nation -- politically, socially, and economi
cally. It is central to the House reapportionment process.
Census data must therefore not only be accurate and collected
without partisan bias, but the American public must perceive it
to be so. I advised Department and Bureau officials of my
concerns in this area, and have been assured that they feel as
I do. During the next few years, our reviews will determine
whether the Bureau is taking adequate action to preclude
illegal political activity in connection with the 1990 census.
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With regard to monitoring preparations for the 1990 census, we
have audited various aspects of these preparations f.or the last
three years. Based on our audit results, tne Department
reported to the President in December 1984 that decennial
planning represented a major internal control weakness.

In fiscal year 1983, we expressed concerns about census over-
sight and planning. We stressed that the Bureau plan early for
'..he 1990 effort. We were concerned with lack of formal plans
and documentation, and the uncertainty of almost everyone
interviewed about 1990 milestones and sequencing of activities.
Our audit disclosed that the Bureau had not established a planning
and control system to oversee and manage the 1980 decennial as
late as 2-1/2 years prior to that census. Also, the Bureau
devoted substantial time and resources over a seven-year period
to increasing the use of improved automation techniques in the
1980 ce-us. However, the Bureau fell behind schedule for
acquiring and installing improved ADP capabilities and in
1977 decided to use the existing computer configuration to
process the 1980 census.

The Bureau has indicated that it would take steps to prevent
the repetition of these problems. However, it appears that the
Bureau again may experience many of the pitfalls of the 1980
census, inasmuch as 1990 planning activities have been slow in
developing. It was not until February 1985 that a 1990 decennial
master plan was issued, and the Bureau still has no automation
master plan. The apparent lack of progress is especially
disturbing considering the time it has taken for major census
system changes. The Bureau and the Department of Commerce
historically have taken four to five years to make automated
equi-Iment available for use after a need was identified. (This
problem is not unique to Commerce. The Grace Commission has
pointed out that one of the things the Fed al Government does
not do well is timely acquisition of ADP ment.) Less than
three years remain before the 1988 dress re sal.

In fiscal year 1984, we audited Census' efforts to upgrade its
ADP equipment and methodologies. The Bureau appears to be
caught in a repetitive decennial cycle that impedes making
major improvements to the decennial process. Early in the
decade, plans begin for greater automation of the next decennial
census. About midway through the decade, ADP procurement lead-
time considerations, together with difficulties in pinning down
system requirements early enough, make it virtually impossible
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to complete an adequate new census systems procurement. Then
relatively quick fixes are sought, which may represent signifi-
cant advances, but do not cone to grips with basic problems.
The decennial year arrives. Everyone in the Bureau works at a
feverish pitch, focusing on immediate brush fires, not the long-
term problems. There is a slowdown for several years after the
decennial, partly as a reaction to the massive workload, partly
as a need to concentrate on tabulating and getting out decennial
data, and partly to complete other census work such as the
economic census. Then, planning begins for the next decennial
and the cycle repeats.

Our audit determined that improvements are needed in

decennial automation, data capture, Geographic Support System
development, address data base development, follow-up on non-
respondents and coverage improvement. Details on the deficien-
cies follow.

DECENNIAL AUTOMATION

A kcy problem that the Bureau faced during past decennials and
faces again for the 1990 census is the lack of an ongoing ADP
system design and development staff. In effect, how does the
Bureau break out of the cycle I previously described? For the
1990 decennial, the Bureau established the Future Systems
Design Staff to direct and implement a fully integrated census
automated data processing and telecommunications system. In

January 1983, the staff was disbanded for reasons that are
unclear.

Bureau management advised us they were concerned about elimina-
tion of the Future Systems Design Staff in 1983 and the lack of
central long-range ADP planning. We were told that Census had
been trying for several months to address the problem.
The reason given for the delay in establishing a Long-Range ADP
'lanning Staff, the successor to the Future Systems Design
Staff, was the difficulty in obtaining a suitable individual to
head the staff. The Bureau ultimately gave up trying to hire a
senior executive to head its long-range ADP planning and instead
assembled a staff of four professionals headed by a GM-15. The
staff is reporting to the current Assistant Director for ADP.
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We were advised that the staff's procurement duties have kept
it from doing ADP planning work. We consider the staff an
inadequate replacement for a senior executive and eight staff
members of the prior Future Systems Design Staff.

The lack of an automation master plan 's another major weakness
in the Bureau's efforts to improve its data processing systems.
ADP master plans guide the process of administering automated
systems throughout their existence. Without a master plan, the
Bureau may (1) encounter a prolonged acquisition process for

ADP equipment, (2) be unsuccessful in its efforts to achieve
compatibility in ADP systems, (3) pay too much to procure
computers, and (4) design inefficient and duplicative systems.
The Bureau needs normal systems documentation to support its

ADP development efforts. This Includes an automation master
plan, life-cycle cost control plans, ADP system product guide-
lines, and life-cycle systems development and implementation
plans. The Bureau's decennial master plan milestones on automa-
tion and its annual information technology plans, although
useful, are no substitute for a long-range automation master
plan and systems life-cycle documentation.

We believe that the Bureau also needs to solicit the services
of non-Bureau ADP management expertise (e.g., a systems engineer-
ing contractor) to assist in developing 1990 systems requirements
and operating concepts. The Bureau's need for ADP management
assistance is supported by its (1) limited and fragmented
approach toward improving ADP systems, (2) lack of current
systems documentation, and (3) deficient ADP planning.
Typically, a systems engineering contractor provides technical
support services throughout the design and development of a

major ADP system. This includes:

o Preparing systems documentation, analyses and work plans.

o Developing new systems requirements and operating concepts.

o Providing program management technical support.

o ?reparing software and hardware acquisition plans.

o Assisting with quality assurance.
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The Bureau's need for outside ADP assistance also has bPs.n cited
by GAO in its January 11, 1983, report entitled, "Th. Census
Bureau Needs to Plan Now For a More Automated 1990 Decennial
Census." The Bureau's response to GAO stated that "greater
attention would be given to the use of non-Bureau expertise to
assist the Bureau in planning the 1990 activities, including
the use of automation and application of state-of-the-art tech-
nology." The Bureau has yet to procure the services of a systems
engineering firm to assist in providing oversight for the
overall ADP systems development effort (including improving
census ADP planning and documentation).

FOSDIC DATA CAPTURE SYSTEM

The FOSDIC data capture system was designed to transfer data
from census questionnaires to computer records. FOSDIC includes
the camera systems for photographing census documents, the film
developing system, the film reading system and the transmission
and receipt of the data in machine-readable form at the Bureau's
main computer processing section. Bureau personnel stated that
no final decision for improving the data capture system has
been reached. The decision-making process will not be completed
until late 1986. We are concerned that centralized FOSDIC
systems once again could be chosen as the primary data capture
system for the decennial census. If so, high costs and labor-
intensive activities will continue.

In 1980, the Bureau spent $106 million preparing questionnaires
for data capture. Another $115 million was spent on data
capture at the Bureau's three processing centers. The data
capture process required thousands of employees to perform
numerous time-consuming and labor-intensis clerical activities.
The Bureau is exploring automated methods of capturing data in
the field rather than at centralized processing centers. The
sooner the data are captured on computer media after collection
by census takers, the more manual processes (such as editing) can
be automated. Although FOSDIC was used effectively for three
decennials (in 1960, 1970 and 1980), there are drawbacks to
expanding it for decentralized use. First, FOSDIC is custom
built and would be difficult to obtain for all Bureau field
offices. Second, FOSDIC does not offer automated back-Ap
capabilities in the event of system failure; a redundant system
apparently would be required at each location. Finally, we
found that FOSDIC would need upgrading to be used for the 1990
decennial.
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Discussions with Census ADP engineering personnel revealed that
research and development work is improving automated data
capture systems. Optical mark recognition and online editing/
keying were used in the 1982 economic census. It would appear
that, for 1990, the Bureau is moving Li- 1rd some mix of FOSDIC,
direct data entry and, depending upon the 1986 pretest, OMR.
However, ADP and planning personnel disagree at this time on
their ability to meet future data capture improvement milestones
and deliver potential systems.

AUTOMATED GEOGRAPHIC SUPPORT SYSTEM

The Bureau planned to have its geographic system fully automated
by the end of fiscal year 1987. We noted that milestones
passed without receipt of scheduled deliverables. Simply put,
the automated Geographic Support System will help control
census data collectio, by producing geographic maps, assignir-
geographic location codes to addresses to be surveyed by
enumerators, and suppo.ting related systems for questionnaire
check-in, control and follow-up. During 1980, di'ficulties
were encountered in the geographic ouppc.rt process. Poor
quality maps were produced that could not be used by th- census
takers. As a result, the 1980 process caused the 3Lreuu to
spend million of additional dollars and the enumeration process
was delayed. The higher costs were due to: greater complexity in
the geographic products than predicted from prototypes; confusion
from late or incomplete specifications and procedures; slower
than expected production caused by large numbers of inexperienced
personnel; large amounts of overtime to mate up for slow
production; and gencral disorganization in the flow of materiars
caused by inadequate control systems.

At the time of our audit, Bureau personnel stated that the
automated Geographic Support System schedule had slipped a year
due to slow hardware procurements. We are concerned than this and
any such further slippages may delay timely implementation of the
system.

AUTOMATED ADDRESS DATA BASE

Another issue relating to the Geographic Support System is that
the Bureau has not developed an up-to-date automated address
list. For the , decennial, approximately $100 million and
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four years of effort were expended to compile a national mailing
list. I- this system is not impraved, inflation and continued
population growth could drive address costs for the 1990 decen-
nial to somewhere in the neighborhood of $250 million. The
1980 mailing list was developed by purchasing address listings
from commercial firms for major areas and physically canvassing
rural and small urban areas. Unfortunately, the purchased
lists provided fewer and less accurate addressee than
expected. The mailing lists were updated by further canvassing
and using Postal Service checks for accuracy and ompleteness.
However, the Bureau encountered operational problems that
hampe&d canvassing operations and Postal Service reviews.

Because the 1980 mailing list and subsequent corrections to the
list were prepared manually, no automated address file was
created. For 1990 and subsequent censuses, the Bureau should
develop in automated address data base that incorporates
programmed controls to ensure that census and post-census
operations are supported by accurate address information.

FOLLOW-UP ON NONRESPONPENTS AND DECENNIAL IMPROVEMENTS

At a cost of $145 million, follow-up actions were among the
most costly and inefficient used during the 1980 decennial. To
obtain a more complete and accurate 1980 census, census
takers went to each household that failed to respond to a census
queItionna re. Because door-to-door follow-up is so expensive,
the Bureau needs to explore and identify less costly pro-
cedures such as improving pre-census publicity to obtain a
higher response rate for mailed questionnaires, sending follow-
up questionnaires ("second wave mailings") or, possibly, some
form of telephone-assisted follow-up.

oecennial improvements also were among the most costly
decennial cen.,us ooerations. The Bureau spent a total of
$370 million for 51 improvements aimed at upgrading 1980 census
coverage. Not all of the 1980 improvements produced the desired
results. For example, in 1980, lists were obtained from depart-
ments of motor vehicles to identify persons in areas of concen-
trated minority populations. Individuals were matched to
census lists and nonmatches were followed up. The Bureau
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spent $6.3 million in hopes of adding between 400,000 to

900,000 individuals, However, only 130,000 names were added,
_osting almost $50 per person. The Bureau needs to critically
analyze follow-up and improvement procedures used during 1980
to determine which ones proved to be the most effective.

1990 DECENNIAL COSTS

Our 1984 review indicated that Census had not determ,ned cost-
saving opportunities for the 1990 decennial and had not prepared
adequate documentation on decennial methodologies. Since
then, the 1990 decennial master plan was issued which established
milestones for resolving our concerns. In addition, we obtained
tentative management commitments to reduce selected decennial
expenditures. Decennial costs are expected to decrease in data
capture, geographic support, address list preparation and some
Improvement programs. However, Census management also advised
us that expected increases in 1990 processing and data require-
ments will cost almost as much as the expected savings.

This fiscal year, we reviewed 1980 and projected 1990 decennial
costs. The 1980 census was extremely expensive compared to
prior cz--uses. The 1960 census cost $128 million, the 1970

census $221 million and the 1980 census over $1 billion.
Based on 1970 decennial costs adjusted for the increases in

housing units and infIL' .1, the 1980 decennial should have
cost $500-600 million. We were advised by Census management
that there is currently no management study justifying the
extraordinary increase in decennial costs from 1970 to 1980.

We believe that additional cost controls are needed to analyze
and control 1990 spending. An important first step is to

construct a cost baseline for 1990. Decennial cost increases
from 1970 to 1980 should be reviewed to determine which ones
provided improved census coverage and which ones did not. A
cost/benefit analysis should be performed for each of the 51
improvements that substantially increased decennial costs from
1970 to 1980.

In addition, a cost/benefit analysis is needed for each
proposed substantial increase in decennial deliverables or
processing from 1980 to 1990. Toget er, these analyses should
help in the development of a solid cost baseline for 1990.
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Census management agreed to perform these cost/benefit analyses.
Because of the amount of work required to complete the 1980
cost/benefit analyses, they will not be finished until fall
1986. The 1990 analyses will be done on an as-needed basis
between now and 1990.

1985 PRETEST

We completed an initial assessment of the 1985 pretest conducted
in Tampa, Florida, and Jersey City, New Jersey. Our assessment
focised on how the Bureau handled the nonresponse portion ofthe Census enumeration. On the basis of our limited work thus
far, we have reservations about the extent of the Bureau's
commitment to experiment with new techniques to reduce the cost
of following up on nonrespondents -- estimated to be at least
$6 million nat.onally for each percentage point of households
which do not return the questionnaires by mail. Specifically,we found:

A failure to experiment with using the telephone to reduce
door-to-door follow-up. In 1982, the Under Secretary for
Economic Affairs stated taat alternatives for following up on
nonrespondents, such as more use of the phone, would be
carefully examined. Yet during the 1985 pretest, the Bureau
did cot utilize telephones or any other technique designed
to reduce costs associated with door-to-door follow-up. I
do not mean to understate the difficulties here. We recog-nize that there are manor logistical and technolocicalproblems involved in cross-matching address lists with
telephone numbers, particularly in the case of multiunit
dwellings. Nevertheless, we feel that experimentation withnew techniques in the 1985 pretest would have given theBureau additional time to refine innovative approaches
prior to the 1990 decennial.

° Different standard' were being used to measure productivity
at each of the pretest locations. For example, in Jersey
City, crew leaders told us that enumerators were expected to
complete nine questionnaires in an eight-hour day, while in
Tampa, we were told the standard wes fifteen. Crew leadersin Jersey City told us that any questionnaires completed
above nine were counted for the next day's production.Inasmuch as hours worked were based on the number of
questionnaires completed, we do not knew whether enumerators
actually worked all of the hours -.hey reportea.

44



41

o Further, elumerators were allowed to schedule their own work
hours for follow-up visits to households. Allowing enumera-
tors to schedule their own hours can contribute to the need
for return visits. We found visits being made in early
afternoon--a time which has been shown through studies to
be unproductive.

The foregoing are examples where cost savings could be achieved
through experimentation and better management of the enumeration
process. We urge the Bureau to use the 1986 pretest for
experimentation and to test new teciques to reduce costs.
It appears that the objective of the dur.au was essentially to
complete the 1985 pretest on schedule. To do this, reliance
was placed on old and proven technique:, rather than new, and
perhaps more cost-effective, approaches.

SUMMARY

In summary, we recognize that it is easier to cLiticize than
to take a decennial census. Census officials and employees
currently are working hard preparing for the 1990
decennial. However, we believe that time frames are so short
that major systems advances may not be made. The following
improvements in Census ADP systems development are needed:

o The long-range ADP planning group should be expanded and
headed by a senior executive experienced in major systems
development. The staff's responsibilities should be re-
stricted to ADF plannin- and systems development. Ten years
from now, the Bureau should not be in the same position
regarding automation of the 2000 decennial as it is in 198!:
regarding the 1990 decennial.

o An automation master plan and other required systems docu-
mentation should be prepared. Decisions on automation
tasks and milestones need to be made. The plan should
identify ADP systems life-cycles, determine needed improve-
ments in census automation, and specify which projects can
be completed for the 1990 decennial and which ones will take
longer.

o Census ADP systems development should be a continual process
which accommodates, but is separate from, the decennial
process. The Bureau will experience continuing difficulties
in developing ADP systems if, every decennial, it deempha-
sites systems development for several years to prepare
for and take the census.
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° A systems engineering firm that specializes in providing over-
sight assistance for major systems development should be
hired. The firm's first task should be to davelop a census
automation master plan and life-cycle development documenta-
tion.

As far as costs are concerned, the decennial census apparently
is an endeavor that can cost almost anything depeiding on the
enumeration and processing methodologies selected. Careful
analysis of past and future spending is essential to keeping
the cost of the census under an lance of control.
Incidentally, we understand that pr( Jecennial expendi-
tures through fiscal year 1986 are mot en times decennial
expenditures through 1976. To the c ..it that this reflects
better preparatory work, it may well represent a justifiable
increase. With regard to the 1986 pretest, the Bureau must
experiment with new techniques to improve decennial coverage at
reduced costs and improve its enumeration management.

Census management has been very responsive to our suggestions
for improved decennial cost controls. We currently are waiting
for comparable commitments from Census management to improve
automation planning.

Our work during the next few years on decennial preparations
will continue to focus on the realism and effectiveness of the
Bureau's actions to deal with cost, automation and overall
planning. For the 1986 pretest in Los Angeles, we will conduct
a special review of the manner in which the Bureau approaches
the minority undercount. The great diversity and size of the
minority population in Los Angeles should give the Pureau a
realistic idea of its ability to deal with the undercount
issue.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared comments. I will be
happy to answer any questions.
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Mr. GARCIA. Thank you very much, Mr. Funk.
Mr. John Keane, Director of the Bureau of the Census.

STATEMENT OF JOHN G. KEANE, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE
CENSUS, ACCOMPANIED BY PETER A. BOUNPANE, ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR FOR DEMOGRAPHIC CENSUSES

Dr. KEANE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You stated at the outset of your chairmanship that you would be

interested in the Census Bureau activities and you have shown it
by this and other hearings.

I would like to acknowledge the presence of Congressman
Hansen and Congressman Myers, too. We appreciate your continu-
ing interest and your involvement. And also that extends to the
General Accounting Office and to the inspector general's office,
and to anybody else with a genuine interest in the Census Bureau
and our activities, and particularly the 1990 cenpus. We genuinely
welcome their shared interest where people are trying to help us
do a better job.

Now, then, this hearing is directed to several specific questions
about important parts of the 1990 census. In the interest of efficien-
cy and clarity, I would like to defer to Peter Bounpane, our Assist-
ant Director for Demographic Censuses, to give you an overview.
And if I hear nothing to the contrary, we would like to have our
written statement included in the record.

Mr. Bounpane will give an overview of four specific areas which
we understand are the interest of this subcommittee: Automation
plans of the 1990 census; the 1985 test censuses, and that includes
the address list compilation test, 1986 test census objectives, and
the 1990 resident rules.

And then Mr. Bounpane and I will answer questions as you so
wish.

[Statement follows:]
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REMARKS OF THE OIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

JOHN G. KEANE

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CENSUS AND POPULATION

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JULY 25, 1985

Thank you for this opportunity to present an overview of developments at the

Census Bureau. I am pleased that you continue to show interest in our 1990

census planning and the other work of the Census Bureau. Today, as requested

by the Subcommittee, I will discuss four major aspects of our 1990 census

planning . i will begin with a progress report on our automation plans. Next,

I will disLuss current testing activity including the 1985 test censuses and

the Address List Compilation Test. Then I will turn to the 1986 test census

goals. I will conclude with comments on 1990 residence rules.

I. AUTOMATION

Increasing automation in the census car improve the accuracy of the data,

lead to greater cost efficiencies, and give us more control over the entire

census process. Automation in a census context can mean many things. We

have identified a number of areas that are candidates for automation in the

1990 census, and have already begun to test some of them. I will discuss three

of these today: the geographic support system, the address control file, and

the early conversion of questionnaire data into canputer-readable form.

First, for 1990, we plan to automate our geographic support system, which we

call TIGER (Topological ly Integrated Geographic Encodlig and Referenci 9 system)

From a computerized data base. TIGER will define the physical location of all

addresses and produce maps. It also will provide us with a consistent data
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base that will allow us to integrate the production of the geographic

materials that were produced in separate clerical operations in 1980. A more

detailed d-scussion of TIGER is beyond the scope of this testimony, but we

would be pleased to provide the committee with further details if so desired.

Another improvement planned for the 1990 census is the development of an auto-

mated address control file. With an automated address file, it will be much

easier to determiie whether or not we included a specific address in the file.

It will be possible to update the file where we missed an address in earlier

operations. It will be possible to use bar-code technology for computer

check-in of the questionnaires. As a result, it will be easier for our

enumeration staff to identify the addresses for which questionnaires have

not been returned, and it may allow us to send reminder notices to those

addrec':es and, thus, to reduce further the number of nonresponding housing

units where we need to send enumerators. Finally, with an automated address

list, we can update the list and use it in future Census Bureau operations.

In our 1985 test censuses in Jersey City, New Jersey and Tampa, Florida, the

automated address control file system successfully performed the cheCk-ir of

questionnaires returned by mail, generated reminder cards for nonrespondents,

and helped control the field data collection work.

One of the most promising ways to take advantage of automation in the census,

and our biggest challenge, is to convert the data on the questionnaires into

a conputer-readable format earlier in the census process than in past censuses.

This apprcach is essential if we are going to tate full advantage of automation

and release data products quicker. For the 1990 census, we want to begin

convert "9 data simultaneously with the collection phase. This early start

(5 -1 months ahead of the 1980 schedule) will allow r.vore time for review and

correction and will enable the computer to assist in certain census operations.
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t will contribute to tighter control of field follow-up assignments and

allow early identification of enumeration problems. Also, ccriouter records

of questionnaires could serve as backups to the original questionnaires in

case they are accidently destroyed.

Although there is agreement that we should implement earlier automated

processing for the 1990 census, there are two major questions we still must

answer. Where will the automated processing be conducted, and what technology

will be used to convert the questionnaire data into computer-readable form?

With regard to the first question, it is helpful to consider two broad scenarios

for acc,mplishing this early data conversion. Under one scenario, there

would be combined district and processing offices which would carry out bon

automated processing activities and field follow-up. It is very unlikely we

would use "combined" offices for the entire countr/ because of difficulties

building, installing, integrating, and ronitoring 500 separate data process'ng

systems. We will be testing a "combined" office in our 1986 test census in

Mississippi

Under the other scenario, we would have separate processing and district

offices. Hera, the processing offices would receive the mail-returned question-

naires from the public, check them in automaticaily, convert the data to

machine-readable format, and perform automated editing of the questionnaires.

The district offices would be responsible only for contacting households to

follow up missing or incomplete questionnaires. We are testing separate

processing and district offices in our 1985 test censuses, with collection

offices in Jersey City, New Jersey and Tampa, Florida and processing in cur

permanent processing office in Jeffersonville, Indiana. In our 1986 test

census in Los Angeles County, we will use separate district and processing
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0
offices where the processing office is within the same metropolitan area as

the district office. It is unlikely we would use "separate" offices for the

entire country because of the Lommunications and logistics problems that

arise when the processing office is a large distance away from the district

office.

Having combined processing/district offices in parts of the country with low

population density and separate processing and district offices in other

parts is an option being considered for the 1990 census.

In addition to deciding where to convert the data to computer-readable format

for 1990, we must also determine how to do so. The choices for 1990 are basically

among three technologies or various combinations thereof. We can continue to use

the film-to-tape process like 1980, but with newer and better equipment. We

can try to eliminate the microfilming step and read the questionnaires directly

as college aptitude tests are processed using optical mark recognition technology.

Or we can enter the data by keying. Keying for all data conversion in all

processing locations is unlikely, but we will need to use it extensively for

entering into the computer the address information and written answers on the

questionnaires. In our 1985 test censuses, we used the optical mark reader

and keying approaches. Although there were some problem., the optical mark

reader worked well enough for us to consider the possibility of testing it

further in 1986, along with keying and the film-to-tape method.

The issue of data conversion methodologies is related to, but not dependent on

the office structures discussed above. A decision on equipment also involves

many other considerations such as the content and appearance of the question-

naires and the ease with which people can complete them; the reliability and
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availability of the equipment; the staffing requirements imposed by the

equipment both in terms of numbers of people needed and the technical

sophistication those people must have; and the cost and maintainability

of the equipment.

We must make decisions on these two major questions (where and how) related

to data conversion by September 1986, so that we can begin the process of

procuring equipment. Some have suggested that we make these decisions earlier,

but we believe it is important to learn as much as possible from our test

census experiences before making such major decisions. We recognize that a

proper balance needs to be struck between waiting too long to decide and

making decisions before all the evidence is available. We think September

1986 strikes that balance and our procurement office rsures us that our

acquisition schedule can be met. In fact, we are already working with the

Department of Commerce and General Services Administration to be sure that

all aspects of the procurement process are covered. Although we will wait

until September 1986 to make some decisions, for some equipment needs we will

be able to make our decisions earlier and begin equipment procurement actions.

Some of the other areas we are investigating as automation possibilities are:

computerized editing of the questionnaire for completeness and consistency,

automated coding of write-in answers, improved tabulation and publication

systems, and more automated (and, therefore, more timely and accurate) manacle-

ment reoorts, such as cost and progress.

II. 1985 TEST CENSUS AND ADDRESS LIST COMPILATION TEST RESULTS

Mr. chairman, I am submitting for the record a detailed status report as of

July 12 for our current test activities. At this time, I will briefly discuss

some of the highlights of the 1985 tests and the results of the Address List

Compilation Test.
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1985 Test Census Results

We consider our 1985 test censuses in Tampa and Jersey City to be successful.

I say successful because we have learned a great deal of useful information

from both these test censuses and that is the prime purpose of a test -- to

learn. Some operations went smoothly and some had problems. Tne operations

that went well show us that we are on the right track and how to refine our

efforts in later tests. The operations that had problems show us options that

are not viable or areas that need much more work.

We learned several things from our 1985 test. Of particular importance, we

learned that the use If automated equipment for operations was successful in both

sites. It allowed us to control the flow of questionnaires and other information

for follow-up operations quickly and with a minimum of handling.

Through the use of the automated address control file in our Tampa test, we

quickly identified addresses that had not returned their questionnaires and

sent a mail reminder card to a sample of those addresses. Prelim:oary results

show an increase of about 4-percent in mail responsel/ attributable to the

reminder card. An increase in mail response means a decrease in the number

of nonresponse housing units that require a costly personal visit to obtain

data. We estimate that in 1990 a 1-percent increase move the 1980 national

mail response rate will be a savings of about $6 million. A 4-percent increase

nationally in 1990 could save us as much as $24 million.

In our Tampa test, we examined the feasibility of using optical mark

recognition (OMR) equipment to enter short-form questionnaire data into the

1/ Mail response rates measure the proportion of mail returns out of the total

questionnaires mailed out. This count is lower than a mail return rate which

excludes vacant and deleted housing units from the universe.
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computer. We found this technology could be made to work well in a limited

test environment. To use the OW technology, we designed special questionnaires

that the Mt equipment could read. We sent pencils out with the questionnaires

so that people would mark their questionnaires with the proper writing instruments.

We closely monitored and regulated the conditions in which the OW equipment was

operated. We sponsored small "focus groups" in Tampa to find out how people

responded to the OW questionnaire. We learned that participants did not react

negatively to tne OW form; however, preliminary results from editing the

questionnaires show that respondents had problems completing certain short-form

questions such as age and sex. This appears to be a function of limitations

imposed by the questionnaire design rather than the OM technology.

We used key data entry equipment to convert all Jersey City questionnaires

and the long form questionnaires from Tampa into.an electronic format.

While we did not formally test this technology, we did find that it functioned

smoothly and efficiently. We also learned how it permits more flexibility

to design a complete and attractive, respondent-friendly questionnaire.

In Jersey City, we tested a two-stage census approach and compared it to a

1980 approach to find out if it would improve the census in hard-to-enumerate

urban areas. For the two-stage approach, we mailed and collected short-form

or 100-percent information first; 2 months later we mailed and collected sample

forms with both 100-percent and sample questions from a sample of persons. For

the 1980 method, we collected both types of information at the same time. A

major objective of this test was to see if first cot ectirly just the basic

100-percent information in an area like Jersey City could expedite the overall

census process. At this point, it does not appear that the two-stage method will

produce a significant improvement over the 1980 system. As expected, the mail
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response rate for the 100-percent information forms was higher than the mail

response rate for the sample questionnaire; namely, 38.7 percent as compared

ta 31.4 oercent (modified 1980 system). "nwevar, the mail response rate on

the second stage mai ing of the sample questic re was extremely low, only

15 percent. It appears that the initial gain in irsil response rate would be

more than offset by the difficulty of firishing the second stage if this kind

of second stage tail resporse rate were typical.

Our 1985 test was the first to expand the Local Review Program frau a

postcensus local review, as In the 1980 census, to both a precec'us and post-

census local renew. We co.ductod the first ..ase of the review and are

entering the second p ase with o significant problems. This is a first step
toward improving t ie o--1 review program so that local officials -,111 have

tore time to nrepve their data and review out taunts and also allow us to

cnst aid timeliness goal:

We found that the overall mail response rate n Tampa v .s about as expected

and mu;h less than expected in Jersey City. To ascertain why households did

not return their census questionnaires we conducted a small survey of 200 non-

responding households in toot', sites. In general, wo found that lack of response

was not from lack of knowledge aloe.' the census. Most respondents admitted they

were exposed to census publicity, although the source and type of publicity varied

by demograp"c groo-s. It appears that our futu^a publicity efforts need to

emphasize rave strongly confidentiality and improve the understthding of 'vow

census results ore used. Thi., change may help to motivate peaple to take the

test census seriotsly and participate.

In spite of the low mail response rates, we still completed wasic census pro-

cedures earlier than we were able to complete the 1980 census in many areas.
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Data collection efforts in Tampa proceeded quite .;mcothly and close to schedule.

Jersey City has experienced some delays. Still, Jersey City's basic data

collection efforts have been conducted in a inuch shorter time than similar areas

in left°.

The Subcommittee also has indicated an interest in the procedures for distributing

Spanish questionnaires in the 198, test. The procedures were similar to those

used in the 1980 census. All questionnaires that were mailed out requested that

person's wishing a questionnaire in the Spanish language shoLld mark the

indicatea circle on the questionnaire and return it by mail. A Spanish

questionnaire would then be =nod to them from the processing office. In

the 1985 test, some persons wishing a Spanish questionnaire took advantage of

the opportunity to call telephone assistance in the district offices. Since

many of the operations done in a district office in the 1980 census were dol.,

in Jeffersonville in the 1985 test, it was necessary .f., modify the 1980 procedures

for distribution of the Spanish questionnaires. In future tests, we will refine

these changed procedures to avoid delays experienced in the 1985 test. In

addition, we will experim t with other techniques to offer both Spanish and other

foreign language assistance. For example, in our 1 .v86 test in Los Angeles County,

we will try to give foreign language help through store froit census offices in

multi-lingual neighborhoods.

Finally, let me discuss in mere detail what we learned .bout our hiring problems

in both test sites. Despite a large pool of qualified applicants, we had some

difficulty filling all positi ns. People who were tested and qualified for

positions sometimes refused jobs when contacted because of other commitments or

they felt the length of employment was too brief. We also experienced a high

turnover of enumerators. Wr will be working to improve uhis situation in future
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tests. I would like to add here that our operations in central locations,

or %core fronts," which were new in the 1985 Tampa test, proved to be

beneficial. Crew leaders for groups of enumerators were located in these

locations rather than being mobile as in previous censuses. Thus, they were

consistently available to assist the enumerators. Even with the problems we

experienced in hiring enumerators, we found that the success of the store

front operation and the automated address control file provided for a quick

and efficient enumeration.

We are now conduct:7,g a Post-Enumeration Survey in Tampa to measure census

coverage. The major objective is to test new computer matching techniques.

Approximately 4,500 housing units in Tampa will be included in this coverage

measurement survey.

Address List Compilation Test

Since the 1960 census, we have been refining the mail-out/mail-back metho.1

of self-enumeration. In this method, a questionnaire is mailed to the

housing unit and the householder is instructed to complete the question-

naire and return it by mail. As this method has become increasingly

predominant, an accurate address list is essential. Additiorally, the

methods for developing and maintaining the address list must be cost

efficient.

We have made great strides .ince 1960 in preparing an accurate address list.

For the 1980 census, we pum ised vendor address lists for 50-55 million

addresses. While we found these lists a satisfactory and cost effective

starting point for preparing our address list, we wanted to test alternative

methods for 1990.
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To evaluate the releive completeness and cost effectiveness of several

combinations of address list compilation and updating procedures, the Census

Bureau conducted the Address List Compilation Test (ALCT). These procedures

were evaluated in our areas of the country, two rural areas and two urban

areas. In the two rural areas, Hardin County, Texas and the county group of

Gordon and Murra' Counties in Georgia, Census Bureau emplcyees systematically

canvassed the area to prepare an address list. This list was updated by a

United States Postal Service CUSPS) check. It was then ccmpa,ed to a list

created by the USPS and updated by a separate Census Bureau canvass. In

Hartford and Bridgeport, Connecticut (the urO . sites), the list creation

sources tested were a commercial vendor list (our 1980 source in urban area.),

and the 1,st of addresses from the 1980 census. In the Hartford site, a list

created by the USPS also was tested. Eaco of these lists was updated by

either a separate Census Bureau canvass or a check by USPS.

Results of the test conducted in Hartford are now available. Early results

from the Bridgeport test support the findings of the Hartford test; final

results for Bridgeport will be available later this summer. Results from the

two rural tests will be available later this year.

I will now summarize some of our findings from the Hartford ALCT.

First, while the 11;PS lis. did provide slightly better coverage than the vendor

list, it did no bet er than the 1980 census list. The USPS list cost about six

times more than the 1980 test census and about 20 times more than the vendor

list. The high cost of the USPS list makes it an unlikely choice as a source

for the initial 1990 list in urban areas. It is likely, however, that USPS

knowledge 1)111 be employed for other aspects of address list preparation.
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Second, the vendor list is by far the least expensive, but it also had slightly

lower coverage. This result was not suprising and supports the need for the

multiple updating operations that we employ when starting with a commercially

developed list.

Tnird, in Hartford, the 1980 list updated provided the best coverage. Given

that there has not been much change in the Hartford housing inventory since

1980, it is not too surprising that the updated 1980 list did well. It is

reasonable to assume that the 1980 list updated would not do as well in high

growth areas, but it may be a viable alternative when accurate vendor lists

are not available. In addition, updating the 1980 list is relatively expensive.

Increed automation of our address control file in the 1990 census may allow

us to cost effectively maintain and update our 1900 lists over time for future

census activities.

We will combine the results of the ALCT and the 1985 and 1986 test censuses to

make a final .ecision on the methods of address list preparation and update by

the fall of 1986.

111. 1986 TEST CENSUS OBJECTIVES

Early next spring, we will conduct our second round of test censuses in two

locations. Our urban test will be held in a group of about 20 communities

located in central Los Angeles County and stretching from Compton and

Willowbrook, Just north of Long Beach, to South El Monte, which is west of

downtown Los Angeles. Our rural test will be held in 8 counties in the east

central part of Mississippi around Meridian.
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Our major goals for testing in 1986 are to:

Examine new techniques for automating questionnaire processing and management

and control systems using different district office/processing office

configurations. (This will conclude our automation testing cycle leading

to decisions in September of 1986,)

Produce geographic products using a simulated TIGER system.

Improve rural address list development and maintenance.

Test new questions and wording and better design of the questionnaire package.

. Improve the Local Review Proy-am.

Increase and improve census promotion activities.

. Refine `,,reign language questionnaire procedures.

Refine enumeration techniques for American Indian reservations.

Examine the feasibility of adjusting census counts.

I will discuss each of these in more detail. I will also add a brief

progress report on our 1986 test activities already underway.

New Processing_ Techniques

Our examination of -4 automation and questionnaire proce ing techniques is

aimed at making the census simpler, faster, and more cost efficient while

maintaining high data quality. In our Los Angeles test, we will receive and

process the questionnaires at a temporary processing facility that is separate

from the two district offices. he are considering a variety of alternative

technologies to convert the questionnaire into a computer readable format.

These technologies include updated FOSDIC equipment, key data entry, and

optical mark recognition equipment. In our rural test, we will examine the

feasibility of a combined district and processing office in which questionnaires

are received, checked-in automatically against the address control file, and
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processed Immediately using key entry equipment for automated editing. These

tests will provide us valuable information on district office/processing

office configurations and the kinds of automated equipment that best meet our

needs for 1990.

TIGER System

In 1986 we will test simulated production of computerized maps for both

the Mississippi and Los Angeles sites. Specifically in the Los Angeles site,

we will prepare computerized maps of various formats to find lut which types

are suitable for field offices.

In 1986, we will also simulate updating the TIGER data base with changes

provided from data collection activities.

Rural Address List Development, Maintenance, and Questionnaire Delivery

Our win objective at the Mississippi site is to test new ways for the

Census Bureau to create and maintain address lists and ensure accurate delivery

of the questionnaires in rural areas where some addresses have no house number

or street name (such as P.O. Box 4 or Frank Jones, Rural Route 2). First, the

Census Bureau will canvass the entire area to prepare an initial address list.

Next, the USPS will check the accuracy of that initial address list. The Census

Bureau will thci reconcile the differences between its list and the USPS corrections.

In half of the Mississippi tits, the Census Bureau will update the aadress

and questionnaires then will be delivered by the USPS. In the other half, the

Census Bureau will deliver the questionnaires itself and, at the same time, update

the address list.
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Questionnaire Design and Content

We will examine different questionnaire designs in the two urban district

offices and the rural office. We are also designing a more attractive

mailing package. In addition, unlike the 1985 test, we will also test some new

questions and some new wording for standard questions. Single site tests are

not the best method for testing content, but some issues are so important as to

require as much information from testing as possible.

We also are conducting a separate national Content Test in 1986. This will be

a national survey to test proposed new questions and revised question wording.

Local Review Program

A strong Local Review Program will enhance our ability to work cooperttively

with local governments which, in turn, can improve coverage. Liaisons have

been appointed by the local officials to coordinate the review process between

the Census Bureau and the local staff. In 1986, as in 1985, we will conduct

both a precensus and postcensus local review. Unique to 1986, are the training

workshops that the Census Bureau will conduct to explain the review process and

how to prepare review materials. This will be the first time we have conducted

such workshops. We want to see if they will enhance our Local Review Program

for 1990.

Publicity

We will strengthen the census promotion program over that used in the 1985 test.
We will examine methods to identify new promotional themes and try special

messages to p-omote the census among targeted areas that had low mail return

rates in 1980. We will supplement our overall census promotional efforts to

include a recruitment campaign for collection and processing activities. Most
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importantly, we will develop an intensified community outreach effort to work

through community based organizations, state and local governments, schools.

churches, and other religious organizations.

As is 1980, we expect to use the Advertising Council in the 1990 census. We

would prefer to have them work with us to ediance our 1986 public service

advertising campaign. We are now processing the contract. Depending on how

long it takes to negotiate a contract, we may not be able to fully test some of

cur publicity objectives in 1986.

Spanish Questionnaire and Other Foreign Language Assistance

In our Los Angeles test, we will refine procedures to provide Spanish

language questionnaires to respondents who request one. As in previous

cens,;ses, the telephone assistance operution will be equipped with instruction

guides in Spanish and five other languages. Persons speaking these languages

will be employed to provide assistance to foreign speaking respondents. In

addition, we plan to experiment with small localized offices (often called

store-front) manned by Census Bureau employees who can provide on-the-spot

foreign language assistance. Our Mississippi site will not be equipped for

foreign language assistance since there is no significant foreign-speaking

population in this area. (We will, however, make special efforts to communicate

with the Choctaw Indians in this area.)

Americau Reservation Lnumeration Techniques

The Mississippi test site includes the Choctaw American Indian reservation

where we will test various ways to improve our enumeration methodology.

We asked the tribal officials to appoint a tribal liaison to assist with census
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activities. The liaison will work with the tribal community to increase awareness

about the importance of the census and improve the participation of the Indian

community in the census.

Adjustment

In 1986, we will continue to test ways to improve tne accuracy of our coverage

measurement techniques. Our improvments in the areas of automation and data

collection techniques have made collecting and processing questionnaires simpler

and faster. More time should be available for us to review the accuracy of the

basic count and to make corrections if necessary. In our 1986 test, we will

examine the feasibility of an accelerated census schedule into which rapid

coverage measurement studies are integrated.

1986 Test Census Progress Report

I am pleased to report that early operations for the 1986 test censuses are

progressing smoothly and on schedule.

At the Mississippi site, we have completed the Census Bureau listing operation

to compile a mailing list.

At the Los Angeles site, we conducted a postal check of all addresses in the

middle of July.

IP. RESIDENCE RULES

The Subcommittee has asked that I also discuss the residence rules to be used in

1990. As you know, before we take a census, we must determine who to count and

where to count them. Census residence rules have been developei to answer

these questions. They have been based on a single premise since 1790 -- usual
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residence. While specific rules have been added or altered over time, the

place where a person lives and sleeps most of the time gerwally has been

construed as usual residence.

Mr. Chairman, I am submitting for the record a summary of the residence rules

that the Census Bureau followed in 1980. We will consider some changes and

make the final Census Bureau recommendations known to you by this fall. By

Januey of 1987, in order to proceed with other detailed preparations, we must

decide the final residence rules to be followed.

We are considering modifications in three areas: enumeration of Americans

overseas, naval personnel on ships, and boarding school st.,delTs.

In 1970, Americans o.Jrseas were enumerated partly through the use o7 an

Overseas Census Report (a questionnaire) and partly by administrative records.

In 1980, we used the administrative counts only for the military and Federal

civilian employees and their dependents. We are currently con, ring whether

to enumerate the overseas population by questionnaire in 1990. The alternative

is to use only administrative records. The overseas population will not be

considered in Congressional reapportionment or state redistricting, Although

there are no legally mandated uses of data on the overseas population, there

have been expressions of interest. We will carefully balance the costs and

resources necessary to conduct an accurate enumeration of Americans overseas

against the needs for this data.

We plan to extend a procedure used in 1980 which allocated naval personnel

aboard ships to a land resident ithin 50 miles of homeport. In '980

this procedure was applied only in ports which had 1,000 or more shipboard
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personnel. In 1990 we are considering including all ports, which would affect

approximately 18,00G -eople in about 130 ports.

In the past, boarding school students have been counted at their parental

home while college students have been t.ounted where they were living while

attending school. One change being considered is to treat boarding schcxls

in the same way as colleges. Fewer than 100,000 boarding School students

would be affected by this change. Arguments for not changing the rule center

on the dependence of children of boarding school age on their parents. A

change in the rule would allow for more consistent residence rules.

Closing

iir. Chairman, let me summarize what I have discussed here today. I have

described the steps we are taking to automate the 1990 census. I discussed our

findings from the 1985 test censuses and the ALCT. I shared with you ;we

of our test objectives for the 1986 test censuses. And I concluded with

comments on 1990 residence rules.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I would like to add that I and the

rest of the Census Bureau look forward to continuing work with you and the

other committee members on all our activities.
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ATTACHMENT

1985 CENSUS OF -AMPA AND JERSEY CITY, STATUS REPORT AND RESULTS

AS OF JULY 12, 1985

I. Collection Office Activities

o The final mail response rate was 55.6 percent for Tampa and 38.3 percent
for Jersey City. (When we have a final count of occupied housing units
we will compute the mail return rate which will be somewhat higher.)
The differential rates by short form and long form, are shown below in
Section V °Preliminary Evaluations and Results."

o Our recruitment goal for nonresponse follow-up was four times the number
of actual positions. In Tampa our recruitment goal was 2,000 qualified
applicants; we tested 1,922 and 1,729 qualified. In Jersey City our
rccruitment g ,a1 was 3,800 qualified applicants; we tested 3,858 and
3,087 qualified. Despite the large pool of qualified applicants, we had
difficulty filling all positions; people are refusing jobs when contacted
because of other commitments or they feel the length of employment is
too brief.

o In Tampa, the nonresponse operation was completed on June 4, at which
time 54,971 nonresponse follow-up cases had been checked-in. The opera-
tion was extended over 3 weeks beyond the original schedule.

The remaining experienced nonresponse enanerators moved into the edit
follow-up enumeration that required a work force of approximately 200
enumerators. Training fir the edit follow-up began on May 15; the opera-
tion started on May 22 'id was completed June 22. The total work load
for this operation was L1,241 cases: 2,034 residual nonresponse (blank
forms mailed-in); 14,672 units identified by enumerators as vacants or
deleted; 3,921 content edit failures; and 5,465 coverage edit failures,

o In Jersey City, nonresponse follow-up of 56,724 cases was completed on
Julj 5. This operation was extended over 7 weeks beyond the original
schedule.

The edit follow-up operation in Jersey City began with training on June 12.
The operation started on June 19. The total work load was 16.360 cases:
671 residual nonresponse (blank forms mailed-in); 11,891 units identified
by enumerators as vacants or deleted; 2,146 content edit failures; and
1,824 coverage cut failures. As of July 12, 78.4 percent of the work had
been completed, completion is expected by July 20.

o Special place operations were completed close to schedule in Tampa and
Jersey City. The one exception is Jersey City casual count enumeration;
it was completed on May 24, 2 weeks behind schedule.

II. Processing Office Activities

o Data capture of enumerator return, continues. All mail returns have
been checked -in, data captur A, ea tee, and reviewed.
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The telephone follow-up operation of failed edit cases from the processing
office in Jeffersonville was completed for Tampa and Jersey City.

III. Twc -Stage Census in Jersey City

The stage-two sample questionnaires were delivered to 9,154 households
on June 8, with stage-two Census Day designated as June 10. Stage-two
telephone assistance was available from June 8 through June 21.

Ques.ionnaires were returned by mail to the processing office in
Jeffersonville, Indiana, whero they were checked-in, and data converted.
Mail response as of June 25 was 15.* percent. Nonresponse follow-up
operations were cancelled because of the low mail response rate.

IV. Other Activities

o Postcensus local review of the population and housing counts is scheduled
in each site after the completion of a1' edit follow-up operations.
This operation began in Tampa June 28 and is tentatively scheduled for
late July in Jersey City.

The tabulation ano publication of final counts will begin in the early
fall. Final population and housing count Locals will be released in the
fall, with a formal publication of additional population and housing
data expected to be available in print in early 1986.

o The Post-Enumeration Survey began in pampa June 28. Its objectivw; are
to provide input to test new computer matching techniques, and to test
a new, expanded questionnaire. Approximately 4,500 Tampa housing units
and 10,000 persons will be included in this survey.

V. Preliminary Evaluations and Results

A. Advance Post Office Check (APOC)

Results as percent of total addresses:

Jersy City Tampa

Added Addresses/Apartment 22.7 4.6
Designation Correction*

Undeliverable Addresses 1.6 1.0

* Most were the result of apartment corrections. The two types
could not be distinguished on the Address Control File for APOC.
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B. Unit-by-Unit Precanvass

Results as percent of total addresses:

Jerse Cit Ta

Geographic Transfers 0.9 1.2
(Wrong Block)

Apa -toent Designation 9.0 1.2
Correct ion

Added Addresses 5.0 7.1

Deleted Addresses 4.6 2.1

These findings closely paralled 1980 census prLanvass evaluation
findings.

C. Mail Response and Data Quality

Mail response rate differentials by short foaa and long form --

Preliminary results for Tampa show tat response rates were
57.6 percent for the short fore, 48.f percent for the key longs,
and percent for the Optical Mark Reader (OMR) long forms. The
;.rsey City panel A (Modified 1980 panel) short form was 38.7 percent,.4 long form 31.4 percent. The panel B ' 0-stage panel) short
form response rate was '39.5 percent and t 'ono form rate as of
June 24 was about 15.5 percent.

Preliminary results of tn. mail reminder card in Tape show a 3.8 percent
incren-. in mail T.:ponse attributable to the card.

Preliminary results from the editing of the questionnaires indicate
the respondents have problems r"...leting certain questions (age and
sex) on the OM fora tested in Tampa. The problem appears to be a
function of the design, not 0141 technology.

Incoming nonresponse rates for population items from the 1985 test
census mar returns are as follows:

Item, Jersey Cit.,. NJ Tampa, FL

"2 (Relationship) 3.5% 3.5%
P?, (Sex) 2.0% 11.)%
F (Race) 6.6% 5.8%
PS (Century of birth) 4.1% 17.2%
PS tuacade and year of birth) 4.1% 15.7%PS (r...-th of birth) 1.7% 9.4%
P6 (Marital status) 3.0% 4.8%
Pi (Spanish origin) 13.6% 11.2%
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o A small survey of nonresponding households was conducted in both
sites to ascertain why these households did not ,heturn their census

quc-tionnaires. Preliminary results show:

- There is some evidknce that census forms were thrown away by
respondents who did not open the envelope.

- There is no indication tilt respondents we-e "turned off" by the
Jeffersonville, Indiana ri turn address.

o In general, respondents were (xposed to publicity about the census,
but not through multiple sources. Exposure to type of publicity

varied somewhat by 'amographic characteristics.

o The Census oUreaU sponsored "Focus Groups" in Tampa to assess the
affect of the OW pestionnaire design. They reviewed the Tampa

qJestionnaires, and stated the following:

- With minimal cosmetic/content changes, all participants reacted
positivel:; to the OM questionnaire.

- Minorities differ on the concern about data confidentiality.

- Publicity needs to emphasize confidentiality and impruye the under-
standing of how census results will help people.

- Sane participants indicated they had never seen a questionnaire.

- People do not take the (test) cersus seriously.
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1980 DECENNIAL CENSUS RESIDENCE RULES

College studentsCollege students were counted as residents of the area in
which they were living while attending college, as they have been since 1950.
Children in boarding school below tLe college level were counted at their
parental home.

Citizens abroad -- Americans who were overseas foe an extended period (whether
in the Armed Forces, working at a civilian job, going to school, retired,
and so forth) were not enumerated in the 1980 census. Counts of Armed Forces
and Federal civilian employees and dependents overseas were obtained from the
Department of Defense and the Office of Personnel Management but were not
used in the census. Americans who were temporarily abroad, on a vacation or
business trip, for example, ..,ere counted at their usual " esidence in the
United States.

Members of the Armed ServicesMembers of the Armed Forces living on a military
installation were counted, as in every previous census, as residents of the
area in which the installation was located. Armed Forces personnel not living
on a military installation were counted as residents of the area in which they
were living.

Each Navy ship was attributed to the municipality that the Department of the
Navy designated as its homeport, except for those ships which were deployed
to the 6th or 7th Fleet on Census Day. As was done in the 1970 census, naval
personnel aboard deployed ships were defined in the 1980 census as part of the
overseas population, because deployment to the 6th or 7th Fleet implies a
long -tern assignment.

In homeports with fewer than 1,000 naval personnel assigned to ships, the
crews were counted aboard the ship. In homeports with 1,000 or more naval
Personnel assigned to ships, the naval personnel who indicated that they had
a usual residence within 50 miles of the homeport pf their ship were attributed
to that residence.

When a homeport designated by the Navy was contained in more than one munici-
pality, shit homeported and berthed there on Census Day were assigned by the
Bureau c; :ensus to the municipality in which the laid immediately adjacent
to the dock or pier was actually located. Other ships attributed by the Navy
to tt..it homeport, but which were not physically present and not deployed to
the 6th or 7th Fleet on Census Day, weee allocated to the municipality named
on the Navy's homeport ;1st.

Persons with two homesThe decision as to which of two residences to indicate
as "usual' is generaTTy left to the individual involved. If the person is not
sure which residence to indicate as usual, the person I: instructed to indicate
the residence in which he or she spends the greater part of the year.
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Parse Oth two homes were not, per se sepa"ately identified in the census.
However, counts of persons staying in housing units occupied entirely by
persons with a usual residence elsewhere were published in PC80-51-6.
(Persons stayi.ig in the hos:se of a "permanent" resident were not included
in the report, nor were persons staying in I;otels, motels, or campgrounds.)

Members of Congress--Members of the U.S. Congress were sent a letter asking
whether they wished to be enumerated as of their Washington residence or
their home state address. This was simply a formal extension of our usual
treatment of persons with two homes and not a unique residence rule.

Aliens, regardless of whether documented -- Citizens of foreign countries
having their usual residence (legally or illegally) in the United States on
Census Day were included in the 1980 census enumeration. The only noncitizens
excluded were those temporarily visiting or traveling in the United States
or living on the premises of an embassy or consulate. There were no census
questions which dealt with visas, visa type, or other documentation.

Transients--Persons in hotels, motels, etc., on the night of March 31, 1980
were requested to fill out a census form, if they indicated that no one was
at their usual residence to report them in the census. This information was
then sent to the district office in which that residence was located. Persons
who indicated they had no usual residence other than where they were staying
were enumerated as of that place.

Street people--Although we did not separately identify "street people" as
such in MO census publications, there were procedures designed to ensure
their enumeration in the census. Two operations in particular were geared
towards the enumeration of low-income transient persons: the M-night
operation and the casual count operation. The M-night operation held on
April 8th, was the night on which enumerators visited places such as flop-
houses, missions, and other places providing accommodations for $4 or
less per right. Persons enumerated in the M-night operation were assumed
to have no other residence and were enumerated where located on M-night.

The casual ,.ount operation was designated to enumerate low income transient
persons wl;o might have been missed in other census operations. In certain
cities, persons at such places as employment offices, bus and train stations
(if n:It covered in M-night), welfare offices, and certain street corners,
were approached by teams of enumerators who asked whether the person had
been counted in the census. If they indicated they had not been counted
and had no tr.al residence, these persons were counted as of the casual
count operation location.
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Mr. GARCIA. There will be no objection to that. We will aiw
your statement, Mr. Keane, into the record.

To you, Peter, just let me say this. You have heard most of the
testimony here. I just asked my counsel if you had an opportunity
to read the testimony by the inspector general and by GAO prior to
this hearing. My understanding is that you have, that they were
available to you and you had a chance to read them.

Mr. BOUNPANE. We had the IG testimony.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
Well, I just think that would help expedite this hearing because

the purpose is to get the three agencies together so that you would
be able to have a chance to respond to some of the concerns that
the committee has as well as the two other agencies.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Of course.
And basically, if you would like, Congressman, I would be glad to

just say just a few words about this automation problem and then
try to directly answer some of the concerns that have been raised
by both the GAO and the IG, if that is OK.

Mr. GARCIA. Fine.
Mr. BOUNPANE. It probably is a good piece to start talk a

minute about "What does automation in the census mean?"
The concerns raised were very reasonable. This is a major area

and there are big decisions to be made, and they have big impacts.
And so it is right that people should look at it careadly and ques-
tion it.

But let me just try and tell you a little bit about what that really
means. Automation in the census has many aspects. The automat-
ed geography program is one aspect of automation that is already
moving. The purchase of equipment has already been started. That
is not waiting ti fall 1986.

The address control file, which was done manually in 1580, and
updating it into an automated system that can be accessed in real
time is another aspect of automation in the census. We have al-
ready accomplished that. We think we can come to grips with what
kind of equipment needs to be used in 1990 to do that well before
the fall of 1986.

There are administrative things like payroll and monitoring who
you hire, et cetera, which can also benefit by using micro comput-
ers in the census. And we intend to do that, and we tic, not have to
wait till fall 1986 to do those.

Truly the big issue is how to process the census questionnaire.
That is, how to convert them from paper forms into computer-read-
able form. That is the issue most people have concerns about.
Those are the concerns I see being raised here today. And they are
legitimate. Let me tell you why I think that is the case.

This is a major change in the way tf census has been taken.
And I would like to give just a few numbers so people can get a feel
for what this really means.

In 1980, the way we processed the census was that after the col-
lection operations were over, all the questionnaires were shipped to
three processing offices, and in those three controlled environments
they were then converted into computJr-readable form. That task
took on the order of 5 months and it worked very well,.

In order to achieve what all of us would like to achieve--
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Mr. GARCIA. Just let me interrupt you.
Mr. BOUNPANE. Surely.
Mr. GARCIA. Where are those three sites?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Those three sites were Jeffersonville, IN, New

Orleans, and just outside Los Angeles, Lac Niguel.
Mr. GARCIA. And each one of those had a specific region of th'

country.
Mr. B,ourir NE. Correct. The country was split into thirds, about

equal workloads.
We are talking about, in order to have the computer do what

people did by hand in 1980, moving those operations to decentral-
ized locations and, in effect, doing some of the tasks, most of the
tasks that took 5 months in 1980 in 5 to 7 weeks in 1990.

I want people to understand that, because it is a major challenge.
Therefore there are lots of questions that do have to get answered,
and it is, I think, fair that people have differences of opinion about
how to answer them and when to answer them.

Because of that big change, we tried to find the right date that
would give us enough time to learn what we would have to learn to
make those decisions properly balanced against the very real prob-
lems of purchasing equipment in the Government and getting it in-
stalled and implemented.

We felt the fall of 1986 was about that right balance. We checked
with our procurement people and they have Old us that, yes, that
would be very tight, but we think we can make the purchases. And
we have already begun to work with GSA and our procurement
staff in the Commerce Department to set the stage so that when
we come forward with those procurement requests, they are not
surprises to people.

I do not mean to belittle anyone's concern about this because we
have the same ones. If we could make up our mind earlier, Con-
gressman, we would. But with this massive change and so much
riding on it, we feel it is necessary to learn as many facts as possi-
ble before making those decisions. A very, very tough choice.

I appreciate people's advice that we should get on and move, but
I think if we do, we run the risk of making a large mistake and
that could be disastrous come 1990.

With that as bac-jround, if you want, I will be 1 to turn to
some of the comments made by the GAO and the I, try to talk
about them. Would that be OK?

Mr. GARCIA Yes.
Mr. BOUNPANE. First, the GAO mentioneci that had problems

with the small page that we had to use in the OMR machine in
Tampa. They are absolutely correct about that. We were forced to
use a small page, and it did cause some problems for the respond-
ent. We would have liked to have had a larger page at that point
in time. Unfortunately, the technology was not available. People
are now bidding to supply us with OMR machines that will read a
larger page.

The second concern raised by GAO, and others, by the way,
should point °»t, is why are we considering keying at all. It seems
to be a somewnat backward technology and a relatively expensive
technology. And there is a question of finding enough people to do
such a task. These are, I think, reasonable concerns.
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When we started out, we did not envision using keying. That was
not a system we thought we wanted to use either. However, as we
put together what it would take to do the census decentralized
processing, using either optical mark reading or using the film pro-
cedures tape version that was used in 1980, both of those also re-
quire a number of keying stations. They require keying stations for
several reasons. We need to put the name and address file together
I allow for computerized matching and field control. The only way

to get the names into a computerized system is to data enter them
even if you used FOSDIC or optical mark reading.

Then there are a number of write-in questions. They need to be
keyed because neither optical mark reading nor FOSDIC read
handwritten entries. It comes out that using optical mark reading
or FCSDIC requires about half the number of key stations that
would be required to fully key.

Now, that is still a substantial difference between the two. But
when looking at those kinds of numbers, we deci led to keep exam-
ining keying, either to use as a standard or because other people
have done it relatively successfully, for example, Canada.

We understand the problem in obtaining that many key stations,
controlling them and finding people to work at them. Thus keying
is not a high probability choice for us, but we will continue to ex-
amine it and measure other things against it as a comparison.

With regard to tile two-stage census, that was, I know, a concern
of this committee before 1980 and is still a concern. There were
some criticisms of how we ran the program in Jersey City. Let me
address a few of those.

If you are going to use a two-stage census, when you go back at
the second point in time, you have two options. You can try to find
the same set of people that you found in the first stage and then
just ask additional questions of them. In that case, you would not
have hr -I to repeat those 100-percent questions that GAO pointed
out we aid repeat.

However, we felt we could not do that. We could not find the
exact same set of people 2 months later very easily. To do that
properly in a full-scale census means tracing them wherever they
would be in the country. And we felt that that would not work.
And so the only other alternative is to say that those people you
enumerate at the second stage are in fact a fully independent
sample.

Now, to make estimates from a fully independent sample, it is
not simply a matter of saying since I sampled at 1 and 6, I will give
everyone a weight of 6 and add it up. You cannot do it that simply.
You will nut get agreemert on some items. For example. the
number of males that is estimated from the sample will not be the
sarr as the number of males counted at the 100-percent stage. Nor
would the number of Hispanics or any other key variable.

To handle that kind of problem, c statistical procedure called
ratio estimation is used, which meaiis you estimate the number of
males, for example, from the sample and you weight it to equal the
number of males in the 100 percent. Now, tha has a nice advan-
tage of consistency. It also has another advantage of imoroving the
quality of other statistics tabula...ed.
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To do ratio estimation you need to ask a person if they are male
or not in the second stage. You also need to ask them, are they His-
panic and so on. Therefore we had to repeat a 100-percent set of
questions. We would not have had to ask all of them. We could per-
haps have eliminated the housing questions.

So there I think we have some agreement with what was said.
But this basic choice has to be made, do you go for the sale set of
people or do you go for a whole new set of people and, in that
latter case, you must ask some of the 100-percent questions a
second time.

I would like to stop here to make sure I explained the issue
clearly. It is relatively complicated and I did not want to overdo
this here or confuse anyone. But did I make that point clear?

Mr. GARCIA. Yes.
Mr. BOUNPANE. With regard to publicity in the second stage, yes,

it was limited. We did a few things. We did appear at an arts festi-
vrl with a census booth, which was on June 9, the day of the
second stage. We handed out brochures and booklets. We had a few
PSA's at the second stage. More publicity would have helped, we
agree, but we have some doubt that it would have helped tremen-
dously when you think about the fact that the return rate was 15
percent. Perhaps more publicity would have got it up to 20 or 30,
but it is unlikely it would have got it to a very, high number.

There was some criticism of the special nonresponse sample
survey that we did. I would like to addreso those statements as
well.

First of all, was it hurriedly planned? Yes, it was. We did not
expect those kinds of mail return rates. In order to get the survey
in the field in time to learn from it properly, we did hurriedly plan
it. I do not think the sample was too small, especially when you
consider what it was aimed at trying to find.

We have fairly good evidence from 1980 as to why people did not
mail back their census questionnaire. We did a massive national
survey after the census to ask people why they did not mail back
your census questionnaire' We really were designing this survey to
see if anything new was snowing up over what we learned before.
For example, we used a return address to Jeffersonville, was that a
problem for respondents? We did not think so, but it could have
been. Was there some growing antigovernment feeling that we had
not realized was out there?

Basically this survey was designed to find those major kinds of
things. And we did not detect either of those.

One thing that was not mentioned about tnat survey is why so
many people answered that they never received the census ques-
tionnaire. Do we really think that 38 percent of those in that
sample are reflective of all Jersey City never getting the census
questionnaire? No, we do not. We have no evidence that the post
office did not deliver questionnaires to that e'tent.

I should point out to you that this same process was used after
the 1980 census, and was very well controlled and very well
planned. In 1980, 33 percent of the people said they had never re-
ceived the census questionnaire. It must be a problem of memory
or a problem that the person you are talking to was not the person
who actually got 'he waited questionnaire or, something like that.
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It seems to be a natural thing for people to say, no, I never got it,
when in fact someone in the household did.

With regard to the Tampa reminder card. Is this OK, Mr. Con-
gressman, that I am taking this much time?

Mr. GARCIA. Fine.
Mr. BOUNPANE. OK. All right.
They are correct. We only used one mailout in Tampa, and mul-

tiple mailouts might be beneficial. We were trykg to take this one
step at a time. And based on the success in Tampa, we are going to
use multiple mailouts in our 1986 test. And that could help.

We had a tittle concernwe discussed this at our last hearing
about mailing out a second questionnaire. We are worried about
being able to control dual copies for the same household. It should
be easy to be done but we are not sure about that. And, of course,
there is an added cost of moiling a second questionnaire as opposed
to mailing a postcard. Still I think that cost is probably not signifi-
cant relative to the gain you could get there. But having two ques-
tionnaires floating around for the same unit is something we would
like to examine more carefully.

With regard to the GAO suggestion about more special purpose
tests, we agree with that, and we will try to do more. We have done
some of these special tests in the past. Fe- example, we did a
volume test on the optical mark reader that was actually used in
the 1985 Tampa teat. After the Tampa test was completed, we tried
to replicate a largo number of optical marked forms and run it
through to see how the machine would deal with a huge volume.
That was like a special purpose test. We will do some special pur-
pose testing on developing the questionnaire, some classroom ac-
tivities and things like hat.

The test we just did in Chicago, for example, to look at how
reople react to the race and Spanish origin questions was really a
small special purpose test, not a full-scale census.

For some of the things suggested, however, I do not know that
they could be tested in a special purpose test or if that special pur-
pose test would be so large as to almost be a census. I am talking
about things like the two-stage. I am not sure I know how best to
do that outside of the census environment.

But I think the suggestion is not a bad one at all. And we will
look for more special test opportunities.

With regard to some of the comments from the IG, we are also
concerned about the partisan problems that existed in the 1980
census. And therefore we do not plan to request an exception from
the civil service law that would allow us to use the political rea.-
ral system in 1990. So we would try to avoid the kind of problems
that came up in

With regard to increased costs between 1970 and 1980, there was
a substantial increase in the cost of the 1980 census relative to the
1970 census. There have been increases over time. Each census
costs relatively more than the last ar Pie have been looking at it in
the most recent censuses. That is primarily because the censuses
have been changing. They have been getting better, more things
are being added to them. A number of things were added between
1970 and 1980. Mr. Funk said that about 51 major categories of ac-
tivities were added between 1970 and 1980.
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We have discussed this and we are going to go back and examine
those added procedures one by one and say whether or not they
were a good addition or bad addition to the census process, and see
if they should be continued toward 1990.

I would like to point out, however, that not all of them were
direct coverage improvement procedures. Many of them were. But
there were new products put into the 1980 census, the most impor-
tant being the redistricting program; 1980 was the first time we
were required by law to supply special information to States for
use for within-State redistricting. That was a major change and a
big effort, and that cost quite a bit of money.

There are other activities like that in that list of 51.
The IG is correct about a balancing effect towards 1990. We

think there need to be improvements in 1990 over 1980. All of us
know some of the problems that were there in 1980. To correct
them will cost money. The kind of decentralized processing I just
mentioned, though it has benefits, will cost money. Those are incre-
mental over 1980.

We feel we can balance savings in other areas ;.0 pay for these
incremental costs so that we will get a better census at the same
per unit cost. That is our goal, that is what we are trying to do.

With regard to the phone numbers for nonresponse. Again, a rea-
sonable suggestion, I think. It is just that in implementation, we
have a hard time doing it. We teed crisscross directories in 1980,
and it was very difficult to get a phone number for an address, par-
ticularly in multiunit buildings where a phone number is not spe-
cifically identified by apartment. Our mailing list has only apart-
ment designation or it. And we actually spent more time trying to
get the phone numbers than we might have spent knocking on the
+Nora.

Still in all, I agree that interviewing is expensive. It is the criti-
cal piece of the census taking process. So we plan to try again in
1986 with attempting to get some phone numbers for those people
who do not mail back their census questionnaire and to try to get
their interviews by phone rather than personal visits.

With regard to the different production standards that were
mentioned, again the IG is correct. Let me try to explain this.

First of all, what is a production standard? A production stand-
ard is a number we give to the crew leader. The crew leader is the
supervisor of enumerators. We try to give the crew leader an idea
of what an enumerator ought to do if they are doing their job right.
So they have an idea of when . amebody is doing well and when
somebody is not doing well.

We assigned Different production standards. We told the people
in Tampa that the production standard ought to be 12. And we told
the people in Jersey City that the production standard ought to be
nine. Why was it different?

In Jersey City. we had this two-stage test go.ng on, and that was
going on in half of the city. Therefore, an enumerator assignment
in Jersey City, because we only assigned an enumerator to one or
the other of those procedures, had a larger physical is id area than
an enumerator assigned in Tampa where there was only one type
of census going on. And because of the increased travel time for
those enumerators in Jersey City vy1-4. might have to skip a block to
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get to their next unit because that block was a different test proce-
dure, we lowered the standard there. Perhaps those were not the
exact right numbers, but that was the reasoning for having a lower
standard in Jersey City than in Tampa.

Now, how did 12 get to 15? That was changed by the district
office manager in Tampa at her initiative in an attempt to try and
do a better job there and to try to speed the process up. She
thought she was doing Cie right thing ir_ trying to help out the
census.

With regard to whether or not people would carry over to the
next day anything they did over the production standard. In any-
thing as big as the census, I am sure there are some people out
there whc will vitiate the sys,em one way or another. We have no
evidence that that was large scare. It may have occurred on a one-
by-one bas's or something like that, but we do not have a feel that
this was a wholesale activity.

With regard to scheduling work hours by enumerators, again the
IG is correct. We instructed the enumerator to be flexible about
when they work. We did this to try and increase the number of
people we might have available to hire. If we said we will only take
people who are available between 4 and 7 o'clock, that that would
restrict the universe we could hire from. So we wanted to give the
enumerator flexibility about when to work. Some of tnem probably
chose to work in the early afternoon, and while it is not the most
productive time. it may have been the only time they could work.
And there are some people home, people with small kids, et cetera,
in those hours. And some interviews probably were conducted.

Finally, with regard to the long-range ADP plan that the IG
mentioned, this is not exactly my area within the Census Bureau,
but I have some thoughts about it. And I jist wanted to clarify that
if I understand Sherman right, that is really a question about long-
range ADP planning for the entire Census Bureau of which the de-
cennial census, of course, is a major piece. He had some concerns
on how that is happening.

The person responsible for that is not here today. We do have an
approach. We have a staff. Now it is not headed by an SES ap-
pointee it is headed by a grade 15, and that staff does do some of
the things Sherman was saying he thought that staff should not do,
like day-to-day activities as opposed to long-range planning

Finally, with regard to "do not be peak and valleyish' between
censuses, but stay as even as possible, I like that idea a lot. In ap-
plication, it gets very hard. The census is a big effort and requires
a huge number of people at one point in time. I do not know pre-
cisely what could occur when the census is over when you just do
not need that number of people any more And we are aware of
that and we are trying to find rotation patterns, et cetera, within
the Bureau to try and handle that problem.

If I understood his comment properly, it was more toward the
idea of we should plan as if peaks are go;ng to happen and utilize
people better, as oppoi.od to not have peaks and valleys. At least,
that is the way I 1.....ara it.

Those are the notes I wrote down, Congressman. I will be glad to
try and answ.n. questions from you or whoever.
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Mr. GARCIA. Well, what I would like to do now is ask GAO to
comment very specifically on your statement as it deals with
Jersey City.

Mr. DODARO. In terms of the feasibility of testing it in a two-
stage test?

Mr. GARCIA. Would you introduce yourself for the record, please?
Mr. KAUFMAN. I am Jack Kaufman. I am the Assignment Man-

ager responsible for our efforts at the Census Bureau.
Our main concern on the two-stage census was really with sim-

plifying the basic form. We felt that by using a simple form and
gathering the basic population data, there would be a greater and
quicker response from the respondents. And that was our main
concern in our two-stage recommendation.

We were disappointed frankly when the Bureau did not simplify
their first-stage effort. We also noticed that the National Academy
of Science recently reported that some of the housing questions
which are on the simple form may be obtained from different
sources other than the respondents. We continue to believe that
out original recommendation of simplifying the basin form has
merit.

Mr. DODARO. I would like to add to that, Mr. Chairman. I think
that the Bureau's agreement with us to delete some of the ques-
tions that were repeated from the short form onto the long form
would have been beneficial in the test of the second stage. Since all
the short form questions were repeated again on the long form, we
feel that respondents were discouraged after all, they had just
filled out the short form several weeks earlier and then received
another form, not only asking additional questions but asking them
to repeat answers to the same questions they had responded to ear-
lier.

We agree with the Bureau that there are certain questions
needed so they can make a linkage between the short form and the
long form so they know it is the same person per household re-
sponding to it. But we think the linkage questions crzi be drastical-
ly reduced from the number that were conducted in the Jersey City
pretest.

Mr. GARCIA. Would you like to respond to that, Peter?
Mr. BOUNPANR. Sure.
On linkage, the answer is yes, I think that can be reduced. There

are only seven questions at this time. Perhaps we are talking about
four or something like that. I doubt it could be reduced much less
than that.

And with a further look that would probably be an appropriate
thing to do.

With regard to the mailout of the first form and keeping it short-
er than the 1980 short form. As for the population questions, I do
not think that that could occur, Congressman. I do not know any
one of those seven questionsone of which is just asking the per-
son's namethat could reasonably be taken off of the form, and
not asked of everyone. It would say, for example, that you would
not get 100 percent data on Spanish origin or you would not get
190 percent data on race or we woulu not get 103 percent data on
relationship. That kind of information is needed on a complete
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count basis. And I do not know how we could get that seven down
to anything less than maybe six.

I think they have a good point concering the housing questions.
It probably was not necessary to ask all of those in Jersey City. We
merely repeated the 1980 form. We did not do anything on forms
design, and had we had a little more time, I think we could have
reduced those housing questions. In fact, for 1990, that is precisely
what we are planning to do.

Mr. GARCIA. All right.
In 1990 that is what you are planning to do?
Mr. BOUNPANE. That is, the 100-percent housing questions, one-

stage, two-stage, whatever, will look very different from the 100 -
percent housing questions in 1980.

Mr. GARCIA. Just let me bounce over to you a question that the
IG asked as it dealt with the question of the minority undercount
in Los Angeles.

You are going into, I think, 10 or 12 counties there?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Twenty.
Mr. GARCIA. Twenty communities within the county of Los Ange-

les.
Mr. BOUNPANE. That is right.
Mr. GARCIA. And you and I both know if there is any place

where you have a composite of different racial groups, it is in the
city of Los Angeles.

How are you going to deal with that as it relates to what the IG
had mentioned where we can eliminate what took place in 1980
ane. ensure that we get the count in 1990, or at least in 1986 when
you do those 20 towns in Los Angeles County?

Mr. BOUNPANE. That is a very good point. We are concerned
about that as well. It is one of the reasons we pick Los Angeles
because it has those kinds of problems.

We intend to increase our promotion efforts over what was done
in 1985 in the 1986 test

Second, we are going to try what we have called storefront type
offices. What that really means is to have more visible locations in
the community that are identified as a census place where a person
could go to get help completing their form, to ask a question.
Perhaps that will help with some of the language problems which
might have yielded not being in the census.

We will try the school program in Los Angeles. Just this week,
we have had many people from around the country to talk about
that here in Washington, including some people from the Los An-
geles area. Perhaps by speaking to kids in school, they can bring
these ideas home and encourage "ore participation. We are going
to try many of the coverage improvement acV,Tities that were used
in 1980 again in Los Angeles to see if we can make them be a little
more effective.

Most worked quite well in 1980. The kinds that Mr. Funk talked
about were the match to an independent file which did not work
vary well from a cost-benefit analysis in 1980. We are going to look
at that again. We have now had the opportunity to try that with
automated matching and hope the- that will perhaps help.

Finally, we are planning to do a more timaly coverage evaik....
out of the Los Angeles test sit'. And in font will try a dry run of

81



78

what it would take to adjust census numbers during the census
process, to see if it is feasible, should we later on in the decade
decide that an adjustment should be done for 1990.

Mr. GARCIA. I have further questions but I will yield to my col-
league from Indiana at this point.

Mr. MYERS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have three issues here that I would like to discuss.
First, just the very census itself. This is the third census since I

have been in Congress. I did not think I had been here this long,
but they roll around pretty fast. [Laughter.]

You just get over one, and all the questions we get from our con-
stituency, usually not about the issues that you are talking about,
but why is Government prying into our lives'?

I do not understand how ye. are researching into the questions
right now or considering the questions, but talking about the cost,
as I remember, one of the earlier sessions we had, the question I
had about what the cost per person counted in the country, I be-
lieve the figure came back something like $15. Now, that is just
direct cost, I believe, that the Census Bureau would have, not con-
sidering right today we have three element of government involved
in looking over your shoulder. We have the General Accounting
Office, we have your own IG from the Department of Commerce, as
well as Congress looking at you. You have a difficult job but, actu-
ally, with all this help, I do not know how you can ever get around
to counting the people.

First off, Mr. Douro, how many people do you have working on
census now in the GAO?

Mr. DODARO. Within the GAO? We currently have four persons
stationed at the Suit land Census Bureau.

Mr. MYERS. Full time?
Mr. DODARO. Full time.
Mr. MYERS. Have you contracted out any of these jobs?
Mr. DODARO. No, we have not contracted any out.
However, in addition to the four auditors stationed at Suit land,

we also have a couple of our regional offices involved. This is neces-
sary so that we can adequately cover the pretests in Jersey City
and Tampa. But basically we have four people at Suit land full
tin-le.

Mr. MYERS. It is my understanding your involvement was trig-
gered by a previous P,...tion by this subcommittee.

Mr. DODARO. Our involvement right nowin fact, our policy
right now is to only respond to congressional requests for work Li
this area.

Mr. MYERS. But it is ongoing, it is continuous, you will be work-
ing with them now through the 1930 census?

Mr. DODARO. 1.hat is co-. rect.
We received a request from this committee a year or two ago to

look at the planning activities for the 1990 census. And that
prompted our involvement to be on a continuing basis. The scope of
that request essentially asked us to look at it up through the 1990
proces ,.

Mr. MYERS. Well, on another committee I serve on appropria-
tior.s 'r the legislative branch. We have discovered that the Gener-
-1 Accounting Office is one of the more rapidly growing agencies in
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our Government. It started a few years ago as a small t-sk, small
number of people, small Pppi opriations, but it has grown rather
rapidly. As we listen in on z,ther committees, we begin to realize
why it is growing like it has.

May 1 ask the Census Bureau, either Director Keane or Mr.
Bounpane, what have you learned from what they have helped
you? What did they tell, either your own IG or the GAO, what
have they told you that you did not already know?

Would you like to supply that for the record maybe or thin
about it a little while?

Mr. BOUNPANE. I will be glad to try and answer that, Congress-
man.

First, could I just mr.'<e sure tlr. record shows the correct cost?
The 1980 census cost $...., a hou..ag unit, and that is estimated to
be about ;15 a housing unit next time around.

Mr. MYERS. Well, is it per person or per household9
Mr. BOUNPANE. The number you quoted was per housing unit.
Mr. MYERS. OT .

Mr. BOUNPANE. 1 think that it is beneficial to have the IG and
the GAO around. I will not sit here and tell you that there are not
days when I would rather they were not. But overall it is good to
have independent sounding boards from time to time just to ca,,
are you going right, to be a check.

The kinds of things, in real Ise to you quostion, we migni am;
learned from them may nc4- `.)e .ito direct as indirect. For example, it
could have easily been tl....t we 'lad a bigger budget coming in to
you. The fact that the IG has been carefully monitoring our costs
sets an atmosphere for us of good cost control. And I think that in
itself is relatively beneficial.

Some of the concerns that the GAO has raised relative to the
two-stage census, while I do not personally agree with some of
them, I think they are reasonable and at least have made us think
aboi it some more rather than coming to a conclusion right away,
that nerhaps there is a point of view out there we were not taking
into account.

So though they cannot be very specific about advice fron time tx
time, I think there are areas where they have actually helped in
the census process.

Mr. MYERS. Well, thank you
I lid not mean to be exact or critical. 1 was just questioning. We

all have to have independent advice. W.3 in Congress have over a
half million of them all the time from Jur own constituencies
which we had better 1.9 listening to.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Right.: . MYERS. I am wondering if it is independent if they are living
with you?

Mr. BOUNP...NE. They both have permanent member 3 stationed
within the Census Bureau and whether that is indeper.,_: -r.t

Mr. MYERS. I am in a house right with you every How inde-
pendent are they, OK.

Mr. BOUNPANE. I will let then answer that one.
Dr. KEANE. My observation, perhaps I am in a better position

than hardly anyone else to make it, because I am recent and come
from a totally different background.
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It is easy to get caugb+ up in your own culture as an organiza-
tion, easy to have the precedence, easy to have the perspectives
that an organization like ours has, especially in a repetitious past
and future kind of an activity, such as the decennial census.

So both groups, as do other groups that have some representa-
tives in this room, help us get that independent perspuctive. And
some days, as Peter points out, they do an exceptional job.

Mr. FUNK. Mr. Myers
Mr. MYERS. VOU are one of the defendants herr. laughter.]
Mr. Amur. That was a point I would like to r ;.
One of the striking things about the Inspector General Act is

that it creates people like myself and puts us in a position of strad-
dling a barbed wire fence al the time. We report, in my case, to
Mac Baldndge, the Secretary of Commerce. We also report directly
to the Congress in a very real sense.

But one cf the striking things about the IG's is that we are able
to keep oar Secretariesin my case Mac Baldridge; the Deputy
Secretary, Bud Brown; and Jack Keane as the Director of the
Censusadvised on an independent basis of observations that we
can draw from the sidelines Of course, we are always accused of
shooting the wov nded that way. But we can come in from the side-
lines and give an unbiased picture to the agency heads and to the
department head that normally y;,-.; would not fmd in a bureaucra-
cy. So I do think we serve a purpose that way.

Mr. MYEYS. I think inspector general is very important.
Back when I was in military, however, it always bothered me when
I had an IG inspection by somebody who did not know nothing
about thf.: c'inmand I had. They came either fr m one of the sup-
port serb ices or one of the trains, or from a different branch entire-
ly, caning down inspecting my unit, and they did not know which
end of the gun to fire, or a rifie or whatever. They just knew noth-
ing about it. 1 hope your IG does.

Moving on. Your 1486 decision, I hope ru are right after the ex-
perience we have hal with IRS where we are told now the interest
the Treanury is goir g to have to pay those who have not h..id their
refunds, it is going to be over $200 million just for 1 year alons.

If you 11 't the people counted right, I guess there would be
n a interest charge, but it might even be greater than that if you
have t go back and count them twice. So i hope ycur d is
right. I do not know how anyone knows except you, and hope that
you get the right equipment. And if you Cuy it in 1986, by 1990 it is
going to be outdated.

We ail serve on other committees, end one of the biggest costs we
have in Government today is keeping our computer service updat-
ed. It is a difficult problem.

I have some general questions about residency which has both-
ered me in the past, one of which is counting those empty houses.

Have you considered any changes in that? It bothers me in Indi-
ana where our people, many of them are still in Florida in April
because it is still snowing in Indiana, though the move back to In-
diana maybe by the first of April, they get countf..1 there, but tin,
house chey own in Florida where they spend maybe 4 months a
year is counted and given a value there and they are counted
twice. Ar 1 then the homeless, the people who have no homes -we
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bear constantly here in Washington about those homeless people
how are you going to tale care of those? College students, for ex-
ample, where are you going to count them? I am givin.g you a lot of
them. Military personnel overseas, do they get counted?

Mr. BOUNPANE. I will take those one at a time, Congressman.
The people who may not be at their usual home on census day

for example, they might be in Florida when they really do live in
the North somewherewe have a procedure called usual home
elsewhere, that we call UHE. On the front of the questionnaire
there is a box that says do ycu have a usual resic;enre elsewhere? If
so, check this box and write it down.

If, for example, someone in Florida that we went to enumera.s in
April checks that box and they say yes, I have a usual home else-
where. That usual home is Indiana. The following things occur.
The questionnaire is sent to Indiana and those people are counted
in Indiana. knd that unit in Florida is tabulated as a vacant unit,
usual home elsewhere.

Mr. Mums. They are rrNt counted twice then?
Mr. BOUNPANE. They a not.
Mr. MY1118. An empty house is not given a value of 2.4 or some-

thing like that?
Mr. BOUNPANE. No; that would be counted as a vacant home

with zero people in it.
Mr. MYERS. Did that not happen in 1980 though? Will you agree

that they can house vacant quantity value?
Mr. BOUNPANE. No, Congressman; I think there is another thing

that yc : were perhaps asking about and if you would like, I would
,...y to explain that.

It is not the case of the person who has a usual home elsewhere.
Mr. GARCIA. Will my colleague yield?
Mr. MYERS. Sure.
Mr. GARCIA. New York is affected, too.
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes.
Mr. GARCIA. It vould appear to me that that category would

probably find its way more into States in the Southern portion of
our country es opposed to the North.N , are there any special arrangements made as it relates to
EV.: vertising, as it relates to getting the message across outside of
that box that may be oa the form to alert those people that, in fact,
if they live in Indiana and they are going to be in Florida from
Janr iry through June, that they should be aware of that box, or
do people end up filling out the form from Florida and not respond
to Indiana?

Mr. BOUNPANE. There was not such advertisement in 1980. That
seems like a suggestion we should pursue. Because it is the kind of
thing that perhaps someone could overlook in filling out the census
questionnaire. And if the box is not filled, then the person is count-
ed in Florida and not in their northern home.

Mr. MYERS. I talked to a lot of people after the 1980 census
where they were counted because Indiana, if you recall, lost a
Member of Congress by a millifraction of a percentage, and 1 lori-
da, they gained, but did not gain ours. Another State was on the
bubble w th Indiana. They beat us out by weightless percentile of
the whole inst.( ad of the actual count. Which again I had fault, but
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it was not your fault. That was Congress' fault the way they wrote
the law.

But a great many people who zlaimed Indiana, pay taxes, still
vote in Indiana, were counted in Florida or, in some cases, Arizona
because they happened to be there on that first day of April. But
others, I have been told by the census, that even though they were
counted in Indiana, they also were counted in other States because
they owned a house there. And because no one ever responded to
that thing they hung on the doorknob that they were given a quan-
tity of value.

And that is what my question is. if you want to expand on it for
the record, I would appreciate it.

I have several questions, and Mr. Hansen has some about costs
you would like to provide for the record. But, one, do we need a
census? It is a tremendous lost. We have one every 10 years. With
the computers you have today, with the statistics we have, with at
least the courting today of births and deaths, and ongoing, that
you have all the time for the other data, the statistical data that
you gather as far as buying habits, and patterns, and so forth.

Is it really necessary to make a decennial census any more? Do
not pe iple object to the questions so much, the question you ask
about sex? I do not know what t1:9 question was about sex, but for
some reason people in New Jersey are more willing to answer it
than people in Florida by 6 to 1. And something is wrong.

Mr. GARCIA. I would just like to say to my colleague that obvious-
ly the bra was different in Tampa than the form in New Jersey.
And the form in New Jersey obviously was much easier to read
than the form in Tampa. And the people were confused. But the
fact is that that is a very important question.

Mr. MYERS. When you question though that we are not getting
accurate informatio: even full information, are we getting the
value for this cost? lc it really necessary to take one every 10 years
today?

Maybe it was back when we were so-called horse and-buggy days,
but is it necessary today?

Dr Keane. I do not think we have to resolve the question on non
response rate to the sex question to a idress the issue. But I will
not say the answer but I will lead you to some considerations
where you might want to come to a conclusion.

Well, first of all, it is constitutionally mandated as a basis for ap-
portionment to have a census every 10 years.

Second, as Peter pointed out, we use it for very useful things in
this country. And Congress is most appreciative of it. The special
redistricting program :.ich he mentioned was begun in the 1980
census. When you think of all the programs, not just at Federal
levelsit has been estimated that anywhere up to $100 billion of
allocations that rely directly or indirectly on decennial data and,
therefore, it is necessary for the census to be accurate way down to
geographic subunits that are quite small. We realize the amount of
money that is allocated on the basis of that.

Then a host, of curse, of business decisions are based on the
census. it is quite useful to them, and also suite useful in a global
kind of way. And we are in a global kind of economy as Congress
debates almost daily, and as the press covers.
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Besides that, you have a host of other institutions, la'oor unions,
churches, schools. We have an outreach group of those connected
-ith schools who ale in a 2-day conference going on rignt now. And
get letters. I am often stopped after a talk by people ranging fru-xi

the ;lead of the local housing board to the head of the State genea-
logical society about the need for the census.

So just to mention a few of the many, many constituencies are
those who come to our outreach conferences, too, and tell us about
the importance of it. And the pressur^ to e pand it or to have mid-
decade census are also examples of ti.e importance, not just to have
it but to expand it and to have it more frequently.

But, in the final analysis, is it what i civilization such as ours
does to remain so or to improve its life? Having a way to enumer-
ate individuals and profile indiviauals 'aid institutions so that we
have a rational, logical, numerative kind of basis to Cecide what we
should do and what we should not do and what we should put pri-
ority on.

It seems to me to be a series of worthwhile questions addressing
your question.

Mr. MYERS. Many of the responses you have given here are other
than just the physical count. The actual data of information that is
ongoing, is it nct, that you take continuously through sampling and
so forth some of the statistical data that you are talking about that
industry uses. And incidently the Reagan administration has been
trying to pass the cost on a lot of these things from the Govern-
ment to the user. Do these users of the information pay for any of
it?

Dr. KEANE. On balance, no. No, on balance. They pay for special
tabulations or special surveys-

Mr. MYERS. We are talking about user fees all the time. I just
wonder if the people use the census to pay for that information.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Well, generally, no. The only thing you pay for is
the cost of reproduction. For example, the Government inting
Office prints the census volume. When you buy a census volume,
you pay money to cover the cost of that printing. You do not pay
money to recover the cost of taking the census, In effect, everyone
has raid for that already through their taxes.

Mr. GARCIA. Well, if I may, you have certain instances where the
fees that you charge are for statistical data that the private sector
needs. I mean this is the way it was when I previously served as
chairman of the Census Subcommitt.ts. and we talked about it at
great length in 1979. That does not exist 9ny longer?

Mr. BOUNPANE. I am not sure I understood, Congressman.
Mr. GARCIA. Well, what I am saying is that the last time 1

chaired this committee La 1978 and 1979, I remember that a great
deal was made of the fact thet the private sector paid the Bureau
of the Census for much of the mate -ls that they needed for ex-
pansion and for statistical data that WSP necessary for their par-
ticular industry.

Thai is not the case today?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes; let me make sure I clarify this.
For the regular set of data poducts that are planned to come out

of the census, anyone can obtain those and purchase them, and the
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pur :hese cost is usually just the production cost, printing, or the
cost of the tape, or something like that.

For any special tabulation that someone would like from the
census, they can ask foi it, we will supply it, and we supply it at
cost. And they pay for all of that cost since it is special and not
previously planned. And many of them did that last time.

Finally, there was one other thing that occurred in 1980, and
that was that from the 1980 census, we were not able to produce
the tabulations by ZIP code which ha: originally been planned to
be done, because of budg-it shortfalls. A group of businesses got to-
gether and supplied the money so that we could .,r3cluce a special
tabulation by ZIP code. In effect they purchased cnat and paid the
cost of producing it.

Mr. MYERS. Well, thank you, Mr, Chairman.
Thank you for your testimony. I have some other questions as

well as Mr. Hansen has some. We will provide those for the record.
Mr. G; ecia. I do not want to weigh your patience thin. We will

finish up in about 5 minutes.
There are several questions that my colleague from Utah and my

colleague from Indiana will submit to you for response.
We would appreciate it very much, Mr. Keane, if you would be

kind enough to get that information back to us as soon as possible.
There are several questions that we are going to submit as well.

And we would appreciate again if you would be kind enough to get
that back to us.

Mr. GARCIA. How much timeI talking about hours or mri-
utesis required per interview?

Mr. BOUNPANE. The last time we found that to complete the 100 -
percent form, it took somewhere from about 10 to 15 minutes, de-
pending on the size of the family.

Mr. GARCIA. That is to fill out the form itself?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes.
Mr. GARCIA. Sitting down with a member of the family?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes, correct.
Mr. GARCIA. What about getting from point A to point B where

the family is, and then leaving point B to go to the next site, how
much is that? What is the cost for you there?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Congressman, ! do not think I know the answer
in terms of time.

Mr. GARCIA. In he city of New York, to go from an apartment
on the first floor to an apartment on the second floor will take 30
seconds. But in Indiana they go from Bloomington, IN, to some
other part of Indiana within the same geographic area.

How much time would that take? It would seem to methat is
right, and the point I am trying to make is to try and get an aver-
age of whet it coots us as taxpayers per interview based upon all
the statistics and data that you have. Because when you talked
about 9 interviews in Tampa and 12 interviews in Jersey City, my
thought was, well, it is the same enumerator, probably the same
educational t.,-ckground, how do you determine that? When you are
thinking that we are going to count approximately 250 million per-
sons in :90'1:, what would it cost the taxpayer per person in terms
of time Can you break that down?
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Mr. BOUNPANE. We will try to answer that. We may not have it
directly. But I think we will have some figures that will come close
to what you are looking for.

Mr. GARCIA. OK.
On June 20, 1985, the Bureau published a notice of intention to

ucquire a modified version of an optical mark reader from its
vendor for testing in the 1986 Los Angeles pretest.

I understand that the notice is now closed.
How many proposals have you received?
Mr. BOUNPANE. I do not know the exact number, Congressman,

but I think it is about seven.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
Then, according to the GAO, if several companies submit propos-

als, the Bureau will need time to evaluate the proposals which
would slow down the plan data processing experiments for the 1986
Los Angeles pretest.

What timeframe do you estimate for assessing the qualifications
of companies and installing the equipment, and what effect would
this have?

Mr. BOUNPANN. If, in reviewing these bids, we find that we are
not ;ping to be able to obtain a machine in time for the Los Ange-
leo Lest, which may be the case if there are a number of qualified
bidders, we would not use the optical mark reader in the Los Ange-
les test. We would, in fact, then do some kind of special purpose
test with the optical mark reader later in 1986, and we would still
conduct the Los Angeles test as planned.

Mr. GARCIA. The Bureau will be in Los Angeles in 1986?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Part of Los Angeles County.
Mr. GARCIA. You are doing that primarily for the purpose of

evaluating, as the IG mentioned before, how we are going to hope-
fully cut back on the undercount of minorities. Is that a fair sen-
tence there?

Mr. BOUNPAr Yes; and one other major thing, Congressman.
We are aloe going to try the decentralized FOSDIC system for

the first time.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
Mr. BOUNPANE. That is vc.ry important.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
And that is all going to be done in Los Angeles?
Mr. BOUNPANE. That is correct.
Mr. GARCIA. Now i 1986 you are also doing rural and the site is

going to be in Missiso,,pi.
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
Now, is that the erd of our pretests or do we do anything else

prior to 1990?
Mr. BOUNPANE. We are planning to also do some tr sting in 1987.
Mr. GARCIA. And where will that be?
Mr. BOUNPANE We do not have those sites selected yet, Congress-

man.
Mr. GARCIA. OK. So fcr you have done Tampa, which is Southern

and growing urban area; you have done Jersey City which is urban,
and you are doing Missulippi and you are doing another urban
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center in Los Angeles. So, that would say three pretty much urban
areas, one rural area.

Mr. BOUNPANE. That is co -rect
Mr. GARCIA. Do you try arid balance it out in terms of rural, sub-

urban, and urban?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes; w3 do, and try to balance also by region of

the country.
Mr. GARCIA. We did a pretest on the Lower East Side in 1978, I

believe, just a year or two prior to the 1980 census.
The 1986 pretest schedule is set and that will be those two areas

we have tailed about. You will expect to do one or two others after
that?

Mr. BOUNPANE. In 1987, yes
Mr. GARCIA. And that will be the end of the pretests?
Mr. BOUNPANE. The end of the testing. There also will be the

dress rehearsal censuses in 1988.
Mr. GARCIA. OK.
My counsel has some questions that she wculd like to submit to

you. I am going to ask her to provide you with those ruestions. We
also have questions from the chairman of the full committee, Con-
gressman Ford, as well as questions from Congressman Coelho of
California.

I would like to get those questions to you. I would appreciate
very much if you would be kind enough to respond.

Mr. BOUNPANE. OK.
Mr. GARCIA. A A that, I very much , preciate your attendance

and I appreciate all that you have been able to provide this com-
mittee.

[Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[The following statement, preliminary draft paper, and response
to written questions were received fGr the record:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE EDWARD I. ,OCH, MAYOR, CITY OF NEW YORK

1 want to thank the (mammon and memLers of the Subcommittee for the
iportunity to address the Subcommittee on planning operations for the 1990 Census.

These selected iss-es were the subject of the Subcommittee's hearing on July
25.

For New York City, improving the 1990 Census count, over that of the
1983 Census, is high on the agenda. Both the coverage and the quality of the
response -- need to be improved. And, : believe, my views are applicable to every
large city in the country whose popslations are becoming tno complex to count
in a decennial census or even enumerate in intercensal surveys.

Automation

For the 1990 Census, we strongly eupport any automation of proced
which vill yield improved coverage. Since automation usually involves the purcLcae
and testing of relatively expensive equipment, we urge that prototypes of needed
devices be tested early, evaluated thoroughly and ordered in sufficient quantities

he most expeditious ana timely fashion. All such materials should be in place
be tested -in the district offices well oefore April 1,199P.

kutomated device* will be only as good u the staff auigned to oversee
them. We urge that a aufficieut number of well-trained technical people be hired,
at apppriate salary levels, to do the job properly. Supervision must be rigorous.
Quality control procedures should be well-documented and executed. A lot of
plans that 1..mk good on paper fa'l unleu there is a substantial effort to follow
through.

Several proposed automation steps that sound promising have been announced.
They appear to offer improvements over procedures studied in connection with
counting the 1980 Census.

The first is the automated check-in of questionnaires that match mailed-back
s hedules with the comput -rued address list. As I understund it, the addreu
record will be printed on the face of the questionnaire in a machine readable code.
Instead of having clerks look up entries in a Master Address Register and enter
their receipt manually, the mailed-back questionnaire will be matched directly
with the computerized regisser and entered into a retrievable record. This should
yield a daily mail-ba. k roturn rate for each local district office, highlighting
problem areas and ereb.'s ; Burcau of the Ccnzuz to hire :Ind train field enumerators
e they are needed. Fi. Id assignment areas, known in 1980 as Enumeration lYstricts,
should be allotted in a timely fashion and specific addresses within the districts
compiled for enumerator vials,. A backlog of unchecked-in questionnaires should
not be allowed to accumulate. In 1980, 1 set up an office within City Hall to solve
problems connected with the census operation. We received many calls from
people ..ho wanted to know why the Bureau of the Census was sending an
enumerator to pick up questionnaires that they had returned by mail. The new
system should eliminate most, if not all, of the overlap caused by timing
inefficiencies.

Since the Subcommittee is part of the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee, -t world mate to bring up a directly related issul.
In devek ping the Master -4A VIA-, XWIrellar Census lists the
precise apartment numberl a t'f' m t rtischkis.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Residence Rules

We do not propose any changes in current residency rules. Pe5ons should
be enumerated where they live and work most of the year; however, in situations
when the stay at an alternate residence is likely to be four or five months of
the year, information on the geography of alternate residency should be tabulated
by the characteristics of the persons involved, particularly their ages. Such
tabulations would be informational only, and would not be added officially into
the alternate residency jurisdiction; however, the data would be factored into
program and service planning, rate adjustments and forecasting population
characteristics.

In current census-taking procedures, this information i, collected only
for whole households reporting primary residence elsewhere. If it is possible,
data on alternate residence should be tabulated for major groups including college
students; children living part of the year with one parent and part with another;
and retirees who live part of the year in warmer climates.

It 'a not clear that those who report primary residence elsewhere were
actually properly allocated to that residence.. Understandably, a Florida er -...erator
might be reluctent to report a visibly occupied unit as "vacaLt," if the residents*
report that they 1.ve most of the year in New York. Yet, it is important that
such a household be reallocated to the precise local area the census tract and
block where its members live during most of the year. The local area is entitled
to the funds that would accrue to it on the basis of a head coup or other
characteristic, since tbe local area supports that populat:on with protective
services, sanitation ser, _., where appropriate, educational and social services.
A complete mview of the logistics required for this reallocation procedure should
be undertaken.

We look forward to present ng testimony at future planned hearings of
the Subcommittee covering other important aspects of the 1990 Census.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

3.16AJIAVA YiG3 12:1'3

9



Fie

PRELIMINAO 3ECOPMENDATIONS

or

ENUMERATION AND RESIDENCE RULES

FOR

THE 1990 DECENNIAL CENSUS

(APRIL 1985)

Index

Executi Summary

Inuroduction
11

1. Enumeration Rules

A. The Overseas Population
1

B. Deployed Naval Personnel
4

C. Persons Who Proviie a Nonexist-At or
Otherwise Unidentified Usual Home Address 6

D. Undocumented (?llecial) Aliens .

8
10

E. Foreign Diplomats

F. Maritime Personnel
11

Recommendations for the 1990 Census Enumeration Rules 13

II. Residence Rules

A. Domestic Military

B. College Stuoents

C. Boarding School Students

D. Persons in Institutions

E. Migrant Mockers
F. Members of Congress

G. Persons with No Permanent Address

N. Persons with Multiple Addresses

16
18
19
20
21

23

24
25

Recommendations for the 1990 Census Residence Rules 26

Note: This report represents the views of
a staff committee within the Census
Bureau. These recommendations have
not yet beer reviewed by Census Buren
management. The Census Bureau plans to
present recommendations on residence
rules to the Congress in fall of 1985
and to finalize the residence .Iles by
early 1987.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

93



90

ERAFT

Executive Summary

Two issues basic to 1990 census planning are enumeration rules--who is to be
counted in the census--and residence rules--where should those persons who
are counted be tabulated. This research paper documents current practices,
examines alternatives when appropriate, and makes recommendations for the
1990 Decennial Census.

This report recommends no basic alteration to the rules of usual residence,
but does suggest changes which should and could be made to increase consistency,
operational efficiency, and the usefulness of the data. The changes recommended
include the following:

o We should provide counts from the 1990 census for Americans overseas,
including persons in addition to the Armed Forces, Federal civilian
employees, and the dependents of these Federal employees.

o Persons who are homeless or who provide unlocatable addresses should be
countci in a specially designated group quarters in the area where they
are enumerated. (This recommendation is contingent or results from studies

of searching procedLres.)

o Naval personnel in all ports should be given the opportunity to report
a home ashore, dot just those in ports having 1,000 or more as was the

case in 1980.

o Boarding school students should be counted at their school residence,

not at their parental home.

Note: The background materials may be cited more than once. They are coded
in the approximate order of first citation, the code being shown in

brackets. In some cases, were the reference is large or commonly
available, it is not included in the report.
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INTRODUCTION

rn preparation for the 1990 census the Census Bureau is examining the rationale
for our traditional enumeration and residence rules. This paper documents

current practices, examines alternatives, and makes recommendations for the

1990 Decennial Census.

Tne issues for 1990 have in fact been an integral part of the census planning
process since 1790. While specific groups of persc -s may have been
classified differently from time to time because of changing social, economic,
or military conditions, the basic concepts of enumeration and ofusual residence
have and should remain unchanged. Enumeration and residence rules Must be
developed in order to conduct a census, no matter what the census structure,

be it direct enumeration, sample estimation, or administrative records.

Enumeration rules may be Summarized as "should this person be counted'? Some
factors which enter into the decision of whether to enumerate'are constitutional- -
are ,e required by the Constitution to include certain groups; statutory --has
the Congress passed any law directly or indirectly specifying the inclusion or
exclusion of certain groups; operational - -do we have or can we develop a mechanism
to enumerate efficiently "discretionary" groups (wt will, of course, develop
procedures to enumerate "required' groups); cost - -do the benefits of including
'discretionary" groups justify the cost.

Once the issues of enumeration rules --whoa do we count? -- are resolved, residence
rules - -where people are enumerated and where they are tabulated -- most be

addressed.

There are two basic types of population counts, de facto and de jun. De facto

includes all the people actually present in a given area at given time.
De lee comprises all the people who "belong' to a given area at a given time
3,j7 virtue of legal residence, usual residence, or some similar criteria. In

practice, modern censuses follow on of these ideal types, but with specified
modifications, and it is difficult to avoid some mixture of these two approaches.

This is true in the United States, also.

In accordance with census practice dating back to the first United States
census in 1790, each person enumerated in the 1980 census was counted as an
inhabitant of his or her 'usual place of residence," which was generally
construed to mean the place where the person lived and slept most of the time.
This place was not necessarily the same as the person's legal residence or

voting residence. In the vast majority of cases, however, the use of these
different bases of c:nssl, Stion produced substantially the same statistics,
although there might have be.n appreciaLie differences for a few areas. The
implementation of this concept resulted in the establishment of residence
rule: for certain categories of persons whose usual place of residence was not
immediately apparent. Furtnermore, this practice meant that persons were not
always counted as residents of the place where they happened to be staying on
census day. Persons without a usual place of residence, however, were counted

where they happened to be staying.
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The development of the residence rules for each census have been evolutionary- -
small changes of interpretation, adding or deleting groups fcr which special
rules are required - -while maintaining a constant thread with the basic
rules laid dam in the first census Act of March 1, 1790:

Be it enacted, that every person whose usual place of abode shall
be in any family on the aforesaid first Monday in August next,
shall be returned as of such family; and the name of every person,
who shall be as inhabitant of any district, but without a settled
place of residence, shall be inserted ... in that division where he
or she shell be on the said first Monday in August next, and every
person occasionally absent at thtime of the enumeration, a; belonging
to that place in which he usually resides in the United States.

Congress has not legislated this level of detail for recent censuses, but has
delegated that authority to the Secretary of Comierce; eld'has permitted the
Secretary to delegate further to the Bureau of the Census. This general author-
ity over the census and the specific residence rules have been reviewed and
upheld by the courts, most recently in Borou h of Bethel Park vs. Stens, in 1971.
The Census Bureau has also presented plans or decennial census residence rules
to the Congress in hearings.

In keeping with long standing tradition, planning for the 1990 census is taking
the approach that no basic changes are required in the residence rules, and only
a little fine tuning is needed. We have researched and documented the known
information on residence rules including the 1980 procedures, legal cases, and
Congressional action.

While the following references may also be cited in specific sections of this
report, they have general relevance .o the issues of Enumeration and Residence
Rules and should be considered basic references on these subjects.

"Census Place of Residence, Hearing before the Subcommittee on Census
and Population of the Committee in Post Office and Civil Service, House of
Representatives, September 15, 1976, serial No. 94-89. [13

The Borough of Bethel Park,'etc., et al. vs. Maurice Stens, etc., et al.,
449F 26 575 (1971). [2]

Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR) vs. Philip Klutznick,
Civil Action No. 79-3269, United States District Court for the District of
Columbia. [33

Opinion of the Attorney General of the United States, Sevententh Decennial
Census, August 26, 1949, 41 Op. A. C. 31 (1949). [4]

The History anG Growth of the United States Census, prepared for the Senate
Committee on the Census, 1900. (53

Shryoch, Henry S., Jr. "The Concept of 'Usual Residence' in the Census
Population", American Statistical A °dation, Palo Atto, California,
August 25, 1960. [6]

1990 Census Committee on Soecial Enumeration Procedures - -final Report,
July 1984. [7]
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I. Enumeration Rules

A. THE OVERSEAS POPULATION

- rT
Ei'.1;,r I

1980 Procedure and Background

No attempt was made to enumerate directly the 'overseas" population
in 1980. Administrative counts for Armed Forces and Federal civilian
employees and their dependents overseas were obtained from the
Department of Defense and the Office of Personnel Management and published
only in the report PC8O -1 -A1, Number of Inhabitants, United States
Summary. No count was obtained-Br-the number of United States citizens
who were not affiliated with the Federal government. There is no good
source of such information. The State Department does give us a figure
ea year to use in our population estimates program, but it is not
con ,dared reliable.

Persons "temporarily abroad' at the time of the census were counted at
their usual residence in the United States, although no length of stay
abroad was specified. The decision nDt to enumerate persons overseas
for an extended period was not made until 1979. (In 1976 Congressional
testimony we indicated we had no plans to include any part cf the
overseas population in the apportionment population, even though we
had included certain groups in the 1970 apportionment population. In

earlier censuses we had attempted to count at least some components of
the overseas population without including them in the apportionment
population.)

Major factors in the decision not to attempt to enumerate the overseas
population in 1980 included money, the relative size of the overseas
population 41s a vis 1970, the lack of tny mandate to collect such
data, the inability to obtain such data in a reasonably complete manner,
and the lack of congressional guidance as to which groups to include
(e.g., should we only include those eligible to vote, those who intend
to return to the United States, war babies in Vietnol?).

Rulevant Background Material

Memorandum dated August 15, 1983 from Mark Littman to George Hurn
entitled 'Residence Rule Issues for the 1990 Census'. [8]

Memorandum dated January 23, 1979 from Mark Littman to Paula Schneider
entitled "1980 Enumeration of the Overseas Population: Status Report
and Suggested Plan". [9]

Undated 2 page pap r (no author cited) from the 1970 census era
entitled "Problems in Assigning Members of the Overseas Population
to Their Home Address in the United States". [10]

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Robert Aagan's testimony of September 15, 1976 before the Subcommittee
on Census and Population, United States House of Representatives, on
"Census--Place of Residence'. [1]

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, State Taxation
of Military Income and Store Sales, July 1976, esp. pp. 27-30
regarding tendency of military to report a state with low or no
income tax for home of record. [11]

Daniel Ltvine's memorandums of June 18, 1979 and July 19, 1979 to

Courtenay Slater (Chief Economist-Commerce) regarding enumeration
of Americans overseas in the 1980 census and Pr. Slater's replies
to Levine of July 1 and July 31, 1979. [12]

Vincent Barabba's letters of August 21, 1929 to Senstor Join Glenn
(Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and F.deral Services)
and Honurable Robert Garcia (Subcommittee on Census and Population)
reg.-ding Census Bureau's plans for Americans living overseas at the
time of the 1980 census (no reply was ever received). [13]

Memorandum from John F. Long to Charles Johnson dated Febrary 23,
1979 entitled "Americans Overseas' regarding utility of such data. [14]

Memorandum from Roger Herriot to Meyer Zitter dated November 9, 1981
entitled 'Data on Americans Overseas" includes discussion of
alternative sources and techniques of data collection. [15]

Legal Cases or Opinions

Attorney General J. Howard McGrath, in an opinion dated August 26, 1949,
stated "The Congress has vested in the Director of the Census, subject
tD the approial fo the Secretary of Commerce, discretion to determine
the manner in which inhabitants of the United States who are aboard...
shall be enumerated..." [4]

The request to the Attorney General for an opinion, Charles Sawyer,
April 12, 1949, includes considerable background material on the
issue of the overseas population. [16]

Assistant Attorney General William H. Rehnquist in a October 15, 1969
response to Commerce Department, Assistant Counsel Alfred Meisner's
request for an opinion regarding our 1970 census overseas plans,
stated that 'the constitutional provisions and statutes relating to
the taking of the census and referred to in the Attorney General's
opinion of 1949 have not changed since that time. Finally, the

decisions of the Supreme Court relating to apportionment of Congres-
sional districts within States and equality of representation in
State and local governmental units have no bearing on the legality

IPAJIKJ,
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of the proposed allocation procedure. We conclude, therefore, that

the 01 :tor of the Census may, in his discretion, validly adopt

that procedure. We express no opinion, of course, cs to the policy
conside,etions which may be involved.' [17]

Borough of Bethel Park vs. Stens. [2]

Congressional Actions or Hearings

A hearing on residence rules was held on Septehder '6, 1976 before

the House Subcommittee on Census and Population. A -cussion

was held on reverting to pre1670 treatment of.Americ. ens

(i.e., not to allocate to homestate for apportionment .).

A few postcensal congressional letters were received, w.t there
was no outcry (see, for example, letter from Barabba dated
December 15, 1980 to Honorable Bob Wilton regarding letter from

Lt. Richard Tanner). [18]

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans .

See discussion of enumeration of deployed naval personnel or military

stationed abroad.

Census Bureau Use of Data

Accurate estimation of the size of the United States population requires
data on the level of the net movement of Americans between the United

States and overseas. Certain segments of the overseas population can
be gauged using Office of Personnel Management, Department of Defense

or Social Security Administration data. But, no source is complete in

gauging the size of the nonfederally affiliated overseas population
(see discuSsion in the Herriot to litter memo of November 9, 1981
memorandum cited above).

Program Requirements Outs'_: :ureau

There are no known program ..ments. However, the Department of

State. Internal Revenue Service and other agencies would find such
information useful in supplementing or replacing the partial information

they now collect. Private concerns are also interested in such
information, particularly in occupation data for Americans working
abroad (based on telephone requests for information).
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1980 Procedure and Background

Naval personnel aboard ships deployed to the 6th or 7th Fleet on census
day were not included ia the population for apportionment or other
purposes since we considered them a component of the overseas population.
This was the procedure in 1970 (i.e., to consider deployednaval personnel
a component of the overseas population) and it was not questioned prior
to the 1980 census. Because, however, of the Iranian crisis; Norfolk, VA,
North Charleston, SC, and a few other ports had abnormally large proportions
of "their" fleets deployed on census day and these communities complained
about the prospect of not being credited with these naval personnil.
There were 51,177 deployed navy personnel in April 1980 according to Navy
figures. A typical figure is closer to 35,000. The, basis on which we
included such persons as 'overseas" was the belief that the length of
deployment generally exceeds 6 months. Although this is not unhersally
correct (some ships are deployed less than 3 month.,, for example),
recent correspondence from the Department of Navy indicates that the
average length of deployment over the past 5 years is still approximately
6 months.

Relevant Background Material

August 15, 1983 memorandwi from Mark Littman to George Hurn entitled
"Rtsuence Rule Issues for the 1990 Census." [8]

February 9, 1984 letter from Captain A. E. Weseleskey, Department
of Navy, to Mark Littman. [18a]

Sutcommittee on Military and Maritime (Ann LAJle, Chairperson)
report to 1990 Census Committee on Special Enumeration Procedures
dated May 10. 1984, incorporated as "chapter 6" of full committee
report. [7]

Letter to Honorable A. William Whitehurst, United States House of
Representatives from Census Director Barabba dated December 12, 1980,
discussing treatment of Navy and determination of deployment in the
1980 census regarding Norfolk. [19]

Letter to Honorable Lionel Van Deerlin dated September 26, 1980 from
Census Director Barabba regarding the 1980 census enumeration of Navy
personnel in the San Diego area. [20j

Letter to Strom Thurmond dated October 14, 1980, from Census Director

Barabba regarding the 1980 census enumeration of Navy personnel in
the North Charleston area. [21]
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Nemoranc:um dated February 3, 1978 from
entitled "Recommended 1980 Enumeration
including results from the 1977 census

Meyer Zitter to David Kaplan
Procedures for the Military,
of Oakland." [22]

Legal Cases or Opinions

See Attorney General McGrath's August 26, 1949 opinion previously
cited, which basically leaves to the Director's discretion the
manner of enumerating the overseas population, including military
overseas. There is no known mention specifically of deployed naval
personnel in any legal cases or opinion . [8]

Congressional Actions or Hearings

The issue of whether it is appropriate to include as part of the
overseas population naval personnel aboard ships assigned to the
6th or 7th Fleet was not raised prior to the 1980 census.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

See discussion of the overseas population and the mr:litary.

Census Bureau Use of Data

There is no known use of these data (separately). See uses of data

on Americans living abroad. Independent figures are available from
the Department of the Navy for the United States as a whole. Tnose

data are used in the population estimates program.

Program Requirements Outside Census Bureau

Those states with such personnel use these data in developing population
estimates, particularly those used in the federalstate cooperative
estimates program.

1113A.11AVA ,19.3) T:71
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C. PERSONS WHO PRCV1DE A NONEXISTENT OR OTHERWISE UNIDENTIFIABLE

USUAL HOME ADDRESS

1980 Procedure and Background

Some persons supply usual home elsewhere (UHE) addresses that upon
searching are determined not to exist, or for one reason or another
cannot be determined to exist (e.g., a good street name and number was
prov ded, but the address is an apartment building and no apartment

desk ation was provided). All the various operations which entailed
searc 'ng included some suL) persons (e.g., whole household usual home
elsewhere persons, T-night persons with nn one hoe* to report for them,

as well as a miscellaneous ICR related searches). The 1980 census

procedures did not provide an alternative site to which to attribute
such persons, and thus we do not know whetter they were included in

our 1980 counts. More than one out of four persons who indicated e
usual residence other than where they were found failed to provide en
adequate address (there were at least 250.000 such persons who failed
to provide an adequate address--see 1980 census PERM number 6). The

presumption has been that such people were enumerated by proxy (e.g.. a
neighbor) at their usual home. and that to add them to an area without
being able to match and check tie questionnaire for the usual home
address would result in duplication.

Relevant Background Materiel

1980 census Preliminary EvaluationResults Memorandum (PERM) No. 6
dated Marct 9, 1981, "Some Results of Address Searching Operations
in the 1980 Census" prepared by Mark Littman. [23)

August 15, 1983 memorandum from Mark Littman to George Hum entitled -

"Residence Rule Issues for the 1990 Census. [8]

"Alternative Ways of Handling the Enumeration of Persons Who Give
'Nonexistent' UHE address in 1980" dated 1/25/80 prepared by

Mark Littman. [24]

1980 census manual D-513M. "Coverage Improvement SearcheL. Manual." [25]

PC80-S1-6 "Nonpermanert Residents by States and Selected Counties

and Incorporated Places: 1980." [26]

Legal Cases or Opinions

None known.

Conoressional Actions or Hearings

None known.
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Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

See any disct,..'on of persons away from their usual residence, multiple
residence, . 'arching procedures.

Census Bureau Use of One

No known use is put to these data (separately). We did, however,
publish a report on nonpermanent residents (PCBD-S1-6), and the
existence of such persons (giving "bad" addresses) obviously affects
the quality of those data.

Prooram Requirements Outside Census Bureau

There is no known use of the data separately. However, there is
interest in these data as a component of all nonpermanent residents
(although there is no known legislative uses for these data); see, for
example, the following:

Memorandum Iron Jeanne M. WPodward to Jaret Tippett, Housing
Division, dated April 10, 19E4 entitled "Minutes of local Public
Meetings (19P9 census), reviewed with reference to nonpermanent
populations seasonal or secondary housing." [27]

Letter to David Kaplan from Ruth Ann Killion, Department of
Administration, State of Florida dated December 17, 1975 regarding
counts of nonpermanent residents. [28]

Letter dated October 25, 1983 from Professor Curtis Roseman of
Illinois to Richard Irwin regarding collection of data ,. multiple
residence, searching procedures. 129]

Letter dated April 18, 1984 from Professor Richard Morrill rf
Washington state expressing interest in collection of data on
multiple residence. [30]
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D. UNDOCUMENTED (ILLEGAL) ALIENS

1980 Procedure and Background

A lawsuit filed in December 1979 by the Federation for Immigration

Reform (FAIR) and five members of Congress raised the issue of inclusion
of illegal aliens in apportionment counts. The question was not answered
fully in court because the suit was dismissed on a technicality.

The FAIR organization recognized that at the time the Constitution was
written the natiot welcomed all immigrants. and the concept of illegal
migration had no meaning, but FAIR supported the contention that, in our
era, including illegal aliens in the appor:ionment count violates the
"on,mtn, one vote" mandate by diluting the vote of citizens in areas
with few illegal immigrants.

The Census Bureau's position (other than it was too late to change the
questionnaire--the suit was filled in December 1979-and we did not
know how to estimate adequately the number of illegal aliens) was that
the Consititution specified persons a$ the basis for apportionment,
without regard to citizenship or legal resident status.

Relevant Background Material

Washington Post, Saturday, December 22, 1979, page A6 "New Year's Census
threatened by Suit Over Illegal Aliens" by Margot Hornblower. [32]

New York Times, Friday, December 21, 1979, page A1, "Dispute Over Aliens
Snarls census Plans," by Robert Reinhold. [33]

Various affidavits, defendants motions, etc. pertaining to Civil Action
No. 79-3269 in the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia, Federation for American Immigration Reform, et al., plaintiffs
vs. Philip Klutznick, et al., Defendants. - -some of these documents
are available in Jeff Passel's office and/or the Program and Policy
Development Office. [3].

Memorandum from Charles Johnson, Jr., to Meyer Zitter dated
January 24, 1980 attaching a "rebuttal to various points raised in
the FAIR suit." [34]

Memorandum from Meyer Zitter to Daniel Levine dated June 16, 19B0,
subject "1980 Census Enumeration of Immigration and Naturalization
Service Detention Centers." [35]

Memorandum from Meyer Zitter to Richard Burt dated June 24, 1980,
subject "Enumeration Status for Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) Detention Centers." [36]

Final report of the 1990 Census on Committee Special Enumeration
Procedi es. [7]

-4 tt-rk
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Legal Cases or Opinions

See FAIR suit cited above; also, for summary of cases implying the

correctness of the Census Bureau's position, see "Memorandum of

points and authorities in support of defendants' motion to dismiss
the action or, in the alternative, for summary judgement and in
opposition to plaintiffs' application for !I preliminary irjunction." £3]

Congressional Actions or Hearings

Debates on the issue of aliens, both illegal and legal, have been held
many times in the Congress; see Passel and Woodrow "The Judicial Basis

for Enumeration of Undocumented Aliens in the 1980 Census and Implications
for the 1990" presented at the annual meeting of the American Statistical
Association, 1984, for a summary. [37]

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

See Jeffrey Passel's research plan on Enumeration of Illegal Aliens.
transmitted in a memorandum dated November 18. 1983 to Paula Schneider. 137]

Census Bureau Use of Data

Such data are a necessary component in population estimation and

projections.

Program Requirements Outside Census Bureau

Although data are not available from decennial census, agencies such

as tne Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Office of Refugee

Resetilemult have an intrinsic interest in obtaining figures on illegal

aliens.
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1980 Procedure and Background

Citizens of foreign countries temporarily visiting or travelling in
the United States were not enumerated in the 1980 census. Diplomats
and other persons living on the grounds of the embassy of a foreign
country were not enumerated in the 1980 census; however, an attempt
was made to enumerate all other citizens of foreign countrievresident
in the United States, whether or not they were associated with the
embassy or consulate of a country. Some such persons could ald did
occasionally claim diplomatic immunity. There are an estimated 20,000
foreign diplomatic personnel living in housing units in Washington,
D.C. area.

Tnis is essentially the sane procedure used in the ;970 and several
prior censuses. No mention of this group was found in 1930 or earlier
reports.

Relevant Background Material

See report of the subcommittee on Members of Congress and Diplomats
to the 1990 Census Committee on Specia' Enumeration Procedures, which
is contained in chapter 7 of the full committee's report. 173

Legal Cases_or Opinions:

None known.

Congressional Actions or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

See discussion of illegal aliens.

Census Bureau Use of Data

None known.

'-ogram Requirements Outside Census Bureau

None known.

4 , "fait
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1480 Procedure and Background

Other than military ships, the only shipboard pe-sonnel we attempted
to enumerate were those on United State flag merchant vessels (i.e.,
United States flag ocean going, coastal and Greet Lakes merchant vessels
on lists obtained from the Maritime Administration, United.States
Department of Commerce.). No attempt was made to enumerate persons
aboard various other types of ships (e.g., those on inland waterways,

fishihg vessels, oil rigs). We assumed persons on these ships had a

usual residence ashore where they would be counted. Marinas were

canvassed for persons whose usual residence was aboard a noncommercial
ship, and such persons were enumerated on their boats.

Shipboard Census Reports were mailed to crews of merchants vessels
througn the Ships' respective owner-operators but, very few persons

were counted in this manner. If the ship was berthed in a United States

port on census day, the crew was enumerated as of that port. If the

ship was not berthed in a United States port but was inside the
territorial waters of the United States, the crew was enumerated as of
(a) the port of destination if that port was insia the United States
or (b) the homeport of the ship if its port of destination was outside

the United States. Crews of United States flag vessels which were
outside United States territorial waters on census day and crews of

vessels flying a foreign flag were not enumerated in the 1980 census.

This method was developed because the Coast Guard indicated that the
"nomeport" designed by merchant vessels is at times seected for tax
purposes (Wilmington, Delaware being the favorite) and that the ships may

never enter their "homeport". In 1970, merchant ships were apparently
"homeported" regardless of their location on census day.

The United States merchant fleet continues to decline in size. In

1980, only 8,200 persons were enumerated on civilian ships. In 1970

the figure was 11,100 (an additional 15,900 were enumerated as part of
the overseas population in 1970).

Relevant Background Material

Form 0 -3091, "1980 Census Location Report for American Flag Vessels." 138]

Memorandum for Henry Smitn, Chief (PIO), from Mark Littman, dated

November 2, 1979, '1980 Enumeration of Persons Aboard Merchant and
Fishing Vessels." [39]

Memorandum for Earle Gerson from Meyer Zitter dated April 12, 1979,
"Recommended 1980 Enumeration Procedures and Residence Rules for

Persons Aboard Merchant and Fishing Ships." [40]
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Memorandum for Charles E. Johnson, Jr., from Mark Littman dated
September 10, 1976, "Enumeration of Maritime Personnel: 1970
Procedures and the 1980 Census.' [41]

Final ,eport (when issued) of the 1990 Census Special EnJmeration

Committee-chapter 6- Report of Subcommittee on Military and Maritime.

Legal Cases or Opinions

None known.

Congressiooal Actions or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

See "overseas population", "undocumented aliens", and "foreign diplomats."
If it were decided to enumerate the overseas population in some fashion,
one component of this group would be persons aboard American flag
vessels which are outside United States ter.ltorial waters at the time
of the census.

Census Bureau Use of Data

No known use of these data.

Program Requirement Outside the Census Bureau

No known uses of our data since they relate to such e small component
of maritime personnel.

lifiCiAVA '1'1351:31
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 1090 CENSUS ENUMERATION RULES

Enumeration of the Overseas Population

:t is Population Division's recommendrtion that in the 1990 census we make an
attempt to enumerat the overseas population (including land based military
personnel) in a manner similar to that described in Mark Littman's memorandum
to Paula Schneler of January 23, 1979. This effort would be similar to the
1970 census effort with the exception thatno attempt would be maato allocate
the population abroad to home state for Apportionment purposes, although it is
recommended that such data be collected for research purposes. In addition we
would reimburse embassies and consulates for publicity, we would temporarily
staff the embassies it Canada, Mexico, and a few other countries which are
known to have large numbers of Americans (to handle mailing and addressing).
We would !Aso prepare a somewhat more organized publicity compaign among
American firsts and organizations operating abroad than was prepared in 1970.
1he estimated cost for the proposed procedure was $260,000 for the 1980 census
(see "Estimated Cost Related to Taking a Census of Americans Overseas" prepared
by Ain Liddle, March 19, 1979). [42]

Though it is true that a complete count rd persons living abroad with some
claim to United States citizenship (operationally we would restrict "Americans
abroad" 10 those with some claim to citizenship or prior residence in the
United States and with intent to **turn to the United States) is impossibl,:
to obtain, it still seems to us that an effort should 'e made to do so, cr
minimally, that provision be made to allow such persons to be cowed in some
fashion, if they so choose. enumerate residents of the United States
regardless of citizenship or eligibility to vote, should we not at least attempt
to enumerate or allow to be counted those persons who fclfill :me or both
those requirements, and who intend to return to the United States, but are
Aving or working abroad (for less than a lifetime commitment) at the time of
the 1990 census.

Enumeration of Naval personnel Aboard Ships Deployed to the 6th or 7th
Ifleets

It is Population Civision's recommendation that in t,' 1990 census we enumerate
naval personnel aboard ships deployed to the 6th or 7th Fieet, and include
such personnel as part of the overseas population. No atteapt would be made to
allocate such persons back to home state for apportionment purposes, although
we do recoma.nd that such data be collected for research purposes.

Since average length of deploymert according to the Navy Department's February
9, 1984 letter was over S months for the 6th Fleet and more than 6 months for
the 7th Fleet, regardless of ship type, it seem a fair judgement that persons
aboard such ships on census day have been or will be away from their stateside
r- sidence for an extended period circumambulating the census date and should
be attributed to the ship (i.e., "overseas"). To determine whether a particular
ship, or each crew member, has been or will be deployed to the 6th or 7th Fleet
for more than 6 months seems to add more complexity to this operation than is
warra ted, and possibly more than the Navy would feel appropriate to reveal to
us for perceived security reasons.

3184.11 kit\ 13:1 T.7,
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Enumeration of Persons Who Provioe a Nonexistent or ftherwise UnAentifiable
Usual Home Address

It is Population Division's recommendation that in the 1990 census we consciously

enumerate such persons either at the add-ess where they were staying on census
day, or 5y some means enumerate them in the community where they claimed to
maintain their usual residence (e.g., create a 'ficiticous" group quarters for
such persons, assigning them to the block containing the address closest to
that provided, or randomly to a block in the place where they claim to live-if
no place can be identified, then randomly to a block in the county or state).

This recommendation requires further study on its potential for double-counting.
Which of these two places (i.e., the district office of origin or district
office where they claim to live) proves more procedurally feasible for their
enumeration cannot be determined yet. The only group for whom such a procedure
was evolved in the 1980 census was shipboard naval personnel in large ports.

shipboard personnel supplied a "bad" usual home address they were to be
counted back on the ship (to what extent this was actually accomplished is
unknown).

Enumeration of Undocumented Aliens

The Census Bureau's practice has been to enumerate as completely as possible
all usual residents of the country without regard to legal status of their
residency. We have based this practice or 2 constitution and tht Census
Bureau's enabling legislation.

Unless the Census Bureau is required by new legislation or court order to

exclude illegal alien!: from our population counts. it is Pcrulation Division's
recommenietion that such persons be included in the 1990 census enumeration.

Enumeration of Foreign Diplomats

The Census Bureau's practice has been to enumerate as completely as possible
all usual residents (which we have translated to mean all persons with a
residence) of the country without regard to citizen',hip. The rationale for
excluding persons living on embassy or consulate grounds has been that such
properties are :nnsidered to represent foreign soil.

In order t, exclude foreign diplomatic personal living c.tside the embassy,
additional questions would need to be added to the form since we have no way
of separately identifying diplomati: personnel at present. We do not feel
:hat this is worth the questionnaire space. It is Population Division's
reccanendatim that in the 1990 census we use the sane procedure for foreign
diplomats as in 1980. We may have to accept the refusal of some diplomatic
personnel to be enumerated as a legitimate right. However, some proof of a
connection with a foreign government should be required.
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Enumeration of Maritime Personnel

It is Population Division's recommendation that we adopt the procedures for
Maritime personnel recommended by the Military and Maritime Subcommittee of
the 1990 Census Special Enumeration Procedures Committee, that is:

(1) Keep the 1980 procedures concerning where to attribute the crews, as
outlined in the background section.

(2) Restrict the mailing of forms to merchant ships on mailing lists obtained
from the Maritime Administration (MARAD), which would include ocean-going,
coastal and Great Lakes ships (and floating canneries and freezer ships)
but exclude inland waterways- -see discussion in the Subcommittee report.

Assume persons aboard fishing vessels have a usual residence ashore
according to Office of Fisheries, most trips are under 2 weeks in length- -
see discussion in Subcommittee report.

(3)

(4) Assume persons aboard NOAA ships have a usual residence ashore since most
of their trips are of short duration, the personnel are not transient,
and the ships have "rear homeports, Cased on conversations with NOAA--See
subcommittee report.

(5) No attempt should be made to enumerate persons aboard ships flying a foreign
flag. There is a perception, at least, that such ships have a certain
amount of sovereignty, akin to an embassy or consulate. Additionally,
foreign nationals aboard such Ships are comparable to persons travelling
in r'e United States on short tusiness trips, whom we have traditionally
exciuded from the enumeration.
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II. Residence Rules

A. DOMESTIC MILITARY

1980 Procedures and Background
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The enumeration of the Armed Forces in the United States as residents
of the area in which they are stationed has heen the practice in every
census since 1790. How that area is defined has changed slightly,
but there is no evidence that Armed Forces personnel were ever assigned
back to a preservice r-sidence. The details of the usual residence
rules for the domestic military may be looked at in three groups--rules
for those land based, those assigned to ships, and those in transit
between duty stations or on temporary duty.

Land based military--In 1980, the usual residence of land based military
was determined by each person's response to question 2b on the Military
Census Report (form D-21) for those assigned tc bases with residential
quarters. The answer to question 2b "what is the eiress where you
usually stay at least 4 nights a week?" could have been a barracks
on-base, or a housing unit on- or off-base, but presumably always in
the area where they were stationed. The MCRs anti the household census
forms were matched to ensure coverage. Military assigned to nunresidential
installations received regular census forms at their housing units.

In 1970, questionnaires were distributed by the military to barracks
and individual housing units on base, and by the post office or regular
enumerators to off-base housing units. No special questions were osked
in 1970 or earlier about where the person usually stayed. This may
have produced some differences relative to 1980, on the reported usual
residence of military personnel at the small geographic level, but
the intent was the same as in 1980.

Military assigned to ships -In 1980, crews of Navy and Coast Guard
ships were "homeported" to the officially designated United States
homeport, with certain exceptions. If the hoerlort had an afloat
strength of 1,000 or more, crew members were allowed to claim a usual
residence within 50 miles of the homeport (the mile restriction was
imposed to limit the search operation). If the ship was homeported
to a port split by a political jurisdiction, the crew enumerated on
board was counted in the appropriate jurisdiction. In 1970, crews of
"undeployed" ships were homeported without the 1980 exceptions. In

1960, crews were counted as residents of the place where the ship
we: actually located on census day.

Military in transit between duty stations or on temporary duty--In
1980, persons absent from their unit on temporary assignment and
expected to return to their permanent duty station, persons on leave,
and persons away without leave or for other reasons were enumerated at
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the base to which they were assigned. An MCR was obtained from all

persons transferring into an installation during April, except that
personnel in transit through Fort Dix, New Jersey, identified as
being overseas on April 1 were not included in the counts for that

area.

Relevant Background Matorial

1990 Census Committee on Special Enumeration Procedures, Final

Report, Chapter 6. [7]

Memorandum frun Gerald J. Post to Richard C. Burt, "Enumeration

of the Military", April 2, 1980. [43]

Memorandum from Mark S. Littman for the Record,
in the Transfer Point at Fort Dix, New Jersey,"

Memorandum from Mark Littman for 1990 Planning

Military and Maritime Topics, "Distribution of
by Size of Homeport," January 25, 1584. 145]

Legal Cases or Opinions

borough of Bethel Park vs. Stens. [2]

Congressional Actions or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1991, Census Plans

Special Enumeration Procedures -- military installations must be

identified in order that the correct procedures are applied.

Census Bureac Use of D.ita

ho specific operational or analytic need.

Program Requirements Outside the Census Bureau

None known.

"Persons Enumerated
August 7, 1980. [44)

Subcommittee on
Shipboard Population
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B. COLLEGE STUDENTS

1980 Procedures and Background

College students have beer -oorred in the locality in which they

attend college since the I,. us. The college residence could be
the parental home, separate quarters, uormitory, fraternity or sorority

house, boarding house, etc. Prior to the 195U census, college students
were to be counted at their parental home, not at the college residence.
Studies prior to the 1950 census showed that significant numbers of
college students were not counted at either residence, and that in more
than half the cases the college residence was the usual residence.

Relevant Background Material

Usual Residence of College Students, author unknown, May 6, 1966. [46]

Usual Residence of Students, memorandum to Members of the Technical
Advisory Committee on Population for the Sevententh Decennial Census,

author unknown, October 14, 1948. [47]

Enumeration of College Students in 1950. Philip M. Hauser, Acting

Director, Bureau of the Census to The Secretary of Commerce,

March 2, 1950. [48]

Legal Cases or Opinions

Borough of B hel Park vs. Stens. [2]

Opinion of the Attorney General (41 Op.A.G.59, March 25, 1950). [4]

Congressional 'ions or Hearings

None known.

Relevant 1990 Census Plans

al Enumeration Procedures - -'f the 1980 procedures are retained,

.lieges will have to be identified so that special place procedures
can be applied to ensure enumeration.

Census Bureau Use of Data

No specific operational or analytic need.

Prooram Requirements Outside the Census Bureau

No specific program requirements are known.
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C. BOARDING SCHOOL STUDENTS

1980 Procedures and Background

In 1980, as in each previous census, boarding school students below
the college level were counted as residents of their parental homes
on the assumptions that they are not yet living independently and
would return regularly to those homes.

Relevant Background Material

No specific references are knOwn other than in field procedure manuals

and summary definitions in published reports.

Legal Cases or Opinions

Bethel Park vs. Stens. [2]

Congressional Action, or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Research Plans

Special Enumerations Procedures--if the traditional procedures are
retained, boarding schools will-need to be identified so that the

students are not enumerated.

Census Bureau Use of Data

None known.

Programs Requirements Outside the Census Bureau

None known.
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D. PERSONS IN INSTITUTIONS
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1980 Procedures and Background

Census Bureau procedures have differentiated between long term and
short term facilities. Persons confined to long term facilities,
such as penitentiaries or correctional institutions, mental
institutions, homes for the needy or aged, and hospitals for the
chronically ill are enumerated as residents of the area in which
the institution is located. In many cases residents of long term
institutions stay for indefinite length of time and often have no
other homes.

Persons in short term facilities, such as general hospital wards and
detention centers have been counted at their residence, if they have
one; otherwise they are counted as residents of the area in whicn the
facility is located.

Relevant Background Material

No specific references are known other than in field procedures
manuals and the summary definitions to published reports.

Legal Cases on Opinions

Bethel Park vs. Stank. [2)

Congressional Actions or Hearings

None known.

Census Bureau Use of Data

Institutional data for small areas is an integral cononent of the
population estimates program.

Program Requirements Outside the Census Bureau

None known.
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E. MIGRANT WORKERS
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1980 Procedures and Background

In 1980, residents of migrant labor caw; were enumerated using individual
Census Reports (ICRs) which requested the address o: a usual place of
residence if the respondent had one. The information for those that did
identify a usual residence elsewhere was transferred to that place using
the standard procedures for ICRs. Those that had no other usual place
of residence were counted in the area where they were ,enumerated. In
1980, 65,364 person were enumerated as living in workers dormitories
(which included migratory worker's camps, logging carps, and other labor
camps).

In 1970, residents of migrant workers' carpi were counted as residents
of the locality in which the crop was located. The justification for
this procedure being tna. the camps have shifting p"oulatinns composed
mainly of persons with no fixed residence. Resea- subsequent to
1370 indicated that many migrant workers did in fr have a place they
considered to be their "usual residency'.

Relevant Background Material

Meyer litter Curtis T. Hill, "Residence Rules for Counting Migrant
Farmworkers--1980 Censui', October 28, 1977, 149]

Irere C. Montie for The Record, "Observation on Investigation of:
Migrant Labor Carps (among other subjeas), March 25, 1977. [50]

Charles E. Johnson to Meyer litter, "The Enumeratlor, of Migrant
Farmworkers in the 1980 Census", October 20, 1977. [51]

Meyer litter to David L. Kaplan, Hill, and Jones, "Usual Place of

Residence of Migrant Farmworkers", August 4, :976. [52]

Charles E. Johnson to Meyer litter, "Counting Migrant Farmworkers
in the 1980 Census", June 7, 1977. [53]

Irene C. Montle, Statistical Methods Division, "Study of Migrant
Labor Camps", October 7, 1977. [54]

Nary Puente - Duany, "Migrant Workers Report" prepared for the Census
Advisory Committee On the Spanish Origin Population for the 1980
Census', February 19, 1976. [55]

No author, 1980 Decettel gr &pc .4.abo%- Cis. Special Places
Report, No.ember 17, ;PO:14M ( 7;;_i j
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Mark S. Littman to Charles Johnson, "Results of he 1977 Survey

of Migrant F_rmworkers", October 6, 1977. [57]

Letter from Daniel B. Levine to David A. Swanson, A,,Igutt 1981,

discusses specific measures to taken to ensure the enwaerotinn
of on-site petroleum workers in Alaska. [58]

FSCP Newsletter, Vol. III, No. 2, "Local Count Oil- Related Worksites,
North Slope Borough, Alaska." [59]

Legal Cases or Opinions

None known.

Congressional Actions or Hearings

Senate Report No. 91-83, The Migratory Farm Labor Problems in the
Urited States", rebruary 19, 1969. [60]

There are, no doubt, numerous other references of Congressional
hearings on migrant workers, pa-ticularly agricultura' workers.
None are known to relate dir*ctly to the Census Bureau residence
rules.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

If the 1980 procedures are repeated, Special Enumera%ion Procedures
will have to identify migrant workers camps so that ICRs rather than
regular census questionnaires can be used.

Census Bureau Use of the Data

No seperate identification is made of data
other than group quarters type.

migratory workers,

ti I

Program Reouirements Outside the Census Bureau

No specific rules for data relatitg to the usual or temporary residence
of migrant workers is known.
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F. MEMBERS OF CONGRESS
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1980 Procedures and Background

In 1980, Members of Congress were given the option of being enumerated
at their Washington, D.C. area residence or in the district in their
home state. This procedure has apparently existed since at least 1960.
Members are given this option because, while the census residence rules
would designate their Washington area home as their usual residence, the
law requires that they be residents of the state from which they ve
elected.

Relevant Background Material

Richard C. Burt to District Managers, "No0i State Residence Enumeration
of Members of Congress", March 4, 1980. 161]

Robert W. Burgess to Daniel J. Flood, House of Representatives letter
dated May 23, 1960, You ask whether one Congressman may be the constituent
of another. In view of the fact that we did make provisions for counting
Congressmen in Their Home Districts, the question does not arise so far
as the census is conLerned." "Similar arrangment were not made for
Congressional staffs." [62]

1990 Census Commitee on Special Enumeration Procedu-es, Final Report,
Chapter 7. 17]

Legal rases or Opinions

None known.

Congressional Actions or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

The 1990 Census Committee on Special Enumeration Procedures in their
final report recommended that the "Usual Home Elsewhere" procedures
would take care of this question. Changes in questionnaire content
and procedures should be monitored for this issue.

Census Bureau Use of Date

None known.

P'ogram Requirements Outside the Cersus Bureau

None known.
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G. PERSONS WITH NO PERMANENT RESIDENCE

1980 Procedure and Background

There are three groups of people with no permanent residence, those
found in housing units (with relatives, friends, etc.), those in
transient quarters (hotels, motels, missions, etc.), and the homeless
(the "street people"). In all cases, these groups are enumerated
where they are found. In the case ofthose in housing units and
transient quarters, the place is relatively easy to identify. For
the homeless in 1980. a pseudo-group quarters was established for
each block in which such people were found, and the people were
assigned there. Similar practices hr been in effect since 1790.

Relevant Backgrouno v.aterial

1990 Census Committee on Special Enumeration Procedures, Final
Report, Chapter 4. [7]

D-531M Coverage Improvement Searcher Manual -1980. 153]

Election Administration Reports, Volume 14, November 21,

October 29, 1984, "FeJcral Count Rules New York Must Register
Homeless Persons.' [54]

Legal Cases or Opinions

None known.

Congressional Actions or hearing;

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

1990 Special Enumeration Procedures.

Census Bureau Use of Data

hone known.

Prcgram Requirements Outside the Census Eireau

The Interagency Working Gr..p on Institutional Population has
requested "accurate counts of homeless."
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H. PERSONS WITH MULTIPLE RESIDENCE

1980 Procedure and Background
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In 1980 and 1970, if it was determined (presumably through a response
to question H1) that a person had more than one home and divided time
between them, they were instructed to be enumerated at the place where
they spent the largest part of the calendar year. Or, if they occupied
another residence near their place of imployment, they were to be enumerated
at the place where they spent the greater oart of the week (the reference
week has never been clearly specified). Ocher persons with possible
multiple residences are co vred in other sections of this report.

In 1970, there was sample housing question which asked if a second
home was owned or oeing bought. No further information (such as number
of days occupied, address) was requested. For 1990, a direct question
on multiple residence to be asked of each person is being contemplated.
The proposed' questions would also directly ask tne person to identify
which they consider to to their usual residence.

Relevant Background Material

Charles F. Johnson, Jr., to Meyer 74tter, "Usual Place of Residence of
Persons Temporarily Away from Home while Working", July 30, 1976. [65]

Roger Herriot to Marshall Turner, Jr., "Usual/Multiple Residence and
Coverage Questions for 1990, January 25, 1985. [66]

Paula Schneider to Bruce Johnson 'Testing Objective for Usual/Multiple
residence," March 5, 1985. [67]

Robert F. O'Brien, PERM Memorandum No. 89, "Whole Household Usual Home
Elsewhere (WHUHE) Evaluation.' [68]

Legal Cases or Opinions

None known.

Congressional Pctions or Hearings

None known.

Other Relevant 1990 Census Plans

Census Bureau Use of Data

None known.

Program Requirements Outside the Census Bureau

None known.
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Summary and Recommendation on Residence Rules

Residence rules have been imssed on a single premise since 1790--usual
residence. While specific rules have been added or altered over time, the
place where a person lives and sleeps most of the time has been generally
construed as the usual residence. No conceptual or operational reason has
been discovered which would require a change from this bas's. Recommendations
for the 1990 residence rules for each group are discussed separately below.
No recommendations are made on specific procedures or operations.

An issue which must be addressed and clarified is the time 'reference used in
rules for specific population groups. While the references probably must be
variable because of the circumstances of various groups, they must not be
contradictory.

Domestic Military

Land based military--In 1990 this group should be given the opportunity to
identify their usual residence on- or off-base as was done in 1980. This
can be accomplished whether unit or barracks control is used, if t"e form
asks the appropriate questions. The time reference should continue tc be
"at least four nights a week." Search should be conducted for all Wes;
those for whom the address is nt,. found in search should be counted as
living on base (the details of how this is to be done is an operational
problem which should be determined elswhere). This recommendation agrees
with that of the 1990 Census Committee on Special Enumeration Procedures.

Military assigned to ship -In 1990, all personnel should be treated the some.
Snips not assigned to the 6th or 7th Fleet should be'homeported, and within
the port, assigned to the correct political geography. Crew members should
be given the opportunity to report a usual residence tshore within fifty miles
(the rule seems to be appropriate in that most crew must be able to report
to their ships within a short period of time). The rule will also limit the
search area. Crew members not reporting an ashore residence or reporting an
address not found in the search operation should be counted a, being on the
ship in the appropriate geography.

Removing the requirement of port strength of 1,000 would resolve an
inconsistency based soley on operational considerations. This will make
our rules more defensible. Tpis procedure would cover 19 additional "large
ports" and 121 "smaller ports identified in the 1980 census:" In 1980 only 15
percent "afloat" naval personnel were located in these small ports. This
recommendation agrees with that of the 1990 Census Committee on Special
Enumeration Procedures.

Military in transit between duty stations or on temporary duty--These groups
should be treated similarly to civilians in the similar circumstances, if
there are indeed plans to treat them.
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Those in transit betty -en dut, stations on April 1 are the same as movers.

They could be considered t_ have no usual residence and thus should be
counted wherever they are found--e.g.. in a 800, a motel, or Mom and

Dad's house, even though they may have quarters waiting for them. This

includes situations such as Fort Dix. New Jersey, except that an additional
check should be made to determine if the people were in the United States

as of census day.

OR

If the "movers' are transit, and have quarters waiting for them, and
expect to take up residence luring Lpril, they should be counted at that

residence. [If this is desirable, the ICR could be rewritten to include a
"moving' box which would include an expected date to begin r-aidence, along

with the address.i

The 1990 Census Committee on Snecial Enumeration Procedures took no position

on this issue.

College Students

There should be no change to the rule to count college students where they

live while attending college. We should, however, consider making available
special tabulations of college students separate from the other population

in order a respond to numerous such requests.

Boarding School Students

Thorn should be a change in the residence Idles so that these students would
also be counted where they live while attending school. This is the single

exception to the "usual residence' concept (other than shipboard naval
personnel in small ports and members of Congr..-1. Ther are arguments about
the relative independence of children of these ages, an' bout plans to return

to the parental home, but these may be overridden by coverage and operational

considerations. There seems to be no accurate count of students in boarding
schools, but estimates do not exceed 100,000 nationally. If the rule were

changed, there would be considerable impact on a number of small places in the
direction of increasing their population (assuming the rules were correctly

applied 'A 1980 and earlier censuses).

Persons in Institutions

The traditional rule of where to count persons in institutions should continue
to be based on 'long" or 'short' term facilities. The issues discussed by the

1990 Census Committca on Special Enumeration Procedures on defining institutions
revolved around "care and custody' not on length of stay. Any decision on the

definition of an institution would have ramifications for residence rules in
that the residents of a place considered to be a long term institution would not
be given the opportunity to identify a usual residence, while they would be if

the place were classified as a noninstitutional group quarters. The generic list

of types of institutions should be examined for its effect on residence rules.
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Migrant Work'rs

Residents of migrant worker camps should continue V, be given the opportunity
to identify a usual home elsewhere. If the add -ss is nonexistent or otherwise
unidentifiable, they should be counted at the camp. (This would, of course,
require In many cases that the questionnaire be transferred twice; this may
not be possible or desirable depending on operaticn considerations.) If they
have no home elsewhere, they should be counted at the camp.

Members of Congress

Members of Congress sand their families, if in the Washington area) should
again be offered the option of being enumerated at the Washington area address
of in their home state. This group would continue to violate the usual
residence rules, but with some justification.

Persons with No Permanent Reside,..e

Persons with no permanent residence should be counted where they are found
at the time they are enumerated (M-night, T-night and casual count operations
are not necessaril; conducted on census day, but steps should be taken to ensure
the enumeration takes place in a short a time span as possible.). The homeless
should be assigned to & mlictitiousu GQ in the block in which they are fund.
These proce ires wcr,'d be required most often in urban areas, especiall.,
centers, but may be widespread, including rural areas.

Persons with Multiple Residence

If the question concerning which of 2 addresses the respondent consic..s their
usual residence is included on the 1990 questionnaire, the response to that
question should be used to determine usual residence. (This presumes that
testing will evaluate the accuracy of the responses, and thus the worth of the
question.) If the question is not included, those persons with multiple residence
should be counted at the place where they spend most of the year--no change
from the present procedure.
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THE CENSUS BUREAU'S RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS REGARONG LIST COMPILATION

OUESTION 1: The Bureau of the Census was expected to have the results
of the Address List Compilation Test by June 1985 in the
case of urban areas. Have results been obtained? If so,
wnat are they?

ANSWER: The results of the urban portion of the Address List Compilation

Test have been obtained and analyzed. See Attachment 1 for a

copy of that report.

QUESTION 2: What is the status of the report the Secretary of Commerce
is required to submit to the President and appropriate

Congressional committees not later than September 30, 1Q85?

ANSWER: P.L. 98-166 required only one report to the President and

appropriate Congressional committees. We submitted that

report as required on August 28, 1984. In that report, we

noted that the planned dates for completing the final docu-

mentation of the results of the urban portion of the test

was summfr 1985 and autumn 1985 for the rural portion.

We have completed an analysis of the results of the urban

part of the Address List Compilation Test, and it was issued

on July 11, 1985. (See Attachment 1 for a copy of that report.)

Analyst ' the resulcs of the rural part of the test, which was

-,onducted it Hardin County, Texas and Gordon/Murray Cointies in

Georgia, is proceeding on schedule and should be ready for

distribution ig the fall

'ofti985..1V
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

QUESTION 1: In making plans for the 1990 census, generally speaking,
are there optimal times of the year when it is best to

conduct an accurate count?

ANSWER: The optimal time for taking the census depends unon many

things: weather, availability of a work force, college

schedules, vacation schedules, proximity to other major

dates, and so forth. April 1 was chosen for the 1930 census

as the date that best balanced all these factors, replacing

January 1 that was used in 1920. We are examining the

April 1 date, and we are preparing a list of pros and cons

for a set of other possible dates. We would be glad to discuss

these pros and cons with the Subcommittee.

QUESTION 2: I have been working with my colleague, Tony Coelho of
California, on a special census which the Bureau is
going to do in Merced County. The county hopes to be
designated as an MSA, based oh the City of Merced now
exceeding a population of 50,000. When would the census

',aye to be started, so that the Census Bureau and OMB
deadlines could be met for FY 1987 designation?

ANSWER: To meet the Census Bureau and ONE deadlines for FY 1987

Metropolitan Statistical Area designations, the Census

Bureau expects to begin the census field operations around

the first week in January, provided that the County has

prepared maps and located sprce and people to conduct the

activities. This should allow time to complete the field

work and tabulations neress-ry to meet the May 31 deadline.
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QUESTION 3: Finally, it is the county', understanding that the Census
Bureau's Los Angeles regional office will eventually be
placed in charge of this project. When will the Los Angeles
office he notified to start working with Merced County on
this special census?

ANSWER: Anproximately 60 days before the scheduled start of the

special census, the Los Angeles Regional Office will begin

contacting Merced County officials to work out the details

of the enumeration procedures.
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SUBCOMMITTEE OUESTIOAS

I. PRETESTS

A. The pre-test plan that you have presented is a very ambitious
one. We certainly wish you every success with it. But we have
heard that there are some statisticians who believe that "there
are a number of , ojects that can be researched with much less
expense and effort via other methods, such as thorough review of
the Census Bureau's own previous tests and research." In this

regard,

1. Has the Census Bureau completed its analysis of the experimental
and evaluation work that it did during the 1980 census?

Most of the Bureau's 1980 census evaluation work is complete.

The current status of each evaluation is shown on Attachment 2.

2. When will you compl-te the analysis of the 1985 test censuses?

We hae already learned a great dea' from the operatiois themselves

and have completed many preliminar) evaluations which will be issued

over the next few ronths. Those that will not be completed until

next year have to do with coverage evaluation. The current status

Is shown on Attachment 3.

B. With regard to the costs of the pretests,

1. Did the Census Bureau remain within its budget and complete all
of the panned acts ties for the test censuses in Tampa and

Jersey City?

We expect to complete the Tampa and Jersey City test censuses

within the allocated budget. All activities were cimpleted as

nlanned except that follow-up of nonresponding hoiseholds for

the second mail out in the Jersey City two-stage census test

was cancelled.

3184,.i4AVA 7903 Tag
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2. On a per capita basis, what did the Tampa and Jersey City
census cost? What was the total cost of the Jersey City
and Tampa tests censuses -- by this, I mean not only the
direct temporary costs but also:

a. the planning activities
b. the processing activities
c. the evaluation activities
d. the equipment costs
e. space costs and

f. the cost of permanent personnel assigned to work on
the test

We are only able to give costs for the Jersey City and Tampa test

censuses combined. The combined per capita cost (based on the

allocated budget) is $14.80. The combired per housing unit cost

based on the allocated budget) is $34.78. The total allocations

for the tests are $7.3 million. As of July 23, 1985, costs were

$6.2 million (see Attachment 4). Some detailed costs* are as

follows (in millions of dollars):

a. Planning $2.44

b. Data Processing/Capture .73

c. Evaluation .81

d. Equipment (These equipment costs are
also Included in data processing and
other areas, they are for micro
computers and associated software.)

.03

e. Field Collection Office Space .16

f. Permanent Personnel (i.e., salaries,
leave, and benefits)(These salary
costs are also Included In the planning,

data processing/capture, and evaluation
costs.)

2.70

* Since equipment and permanent personnel costs are included in more than
one category, the aggregated total of the listed items is greater than
the $6.? million total.
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3. How does this compare with the the tests held in Oakland,
Travis County, and Camden before the 1980 census?

Following is a comparison of the per capita and pe, housing unit

costs for the 1985 test censuses (Jersey City and Tampa combined)

and the 1980 tests (in 1985 dollars).

Jersey
Travis City/

Oakland Camden Court Tampa

Per Capita S20.03 $24.33 $11.11 $14.80*

Per Housing Unit $44.03 $63.21 $27.74 $34.78*

*Based on allocated budget

C. We understand that some of your colleagues in the statistical
community believe that "to ensure cost-effective field testing"
the Bureau should prioritize its goals for each field test and
identify aspects of your tests which "should be omitted" deferred
to a later test or included in a test as part of the 1990 census."
Could you tell us:

1. What steps have you taken to insure ,.hat the tests directly
relate to alternatives that are actually being seriously
considered for the 1990 census?

We have a process for selecting thr test goals which has several

steps. The Census Managers (a group of experts in census taking

from each Census Bureau division involved in the decennial process)

consider those objectives as set forth by the individual divisions.

Outside recommendations are included, as well as reviews of the

1980 census. From that consideration, a list ,.ossible objectives

is formulated by eliminating those that are not feasible, unsuitable,

too expensive, and so forth. The second step is a review by the

Iffia_AVA `f (1 ;V 1(11
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Assistant Director for Demographic Censuses to make sure that

the objectives are in line with overall census goals and to

eliminate further any conflicting or impractical objectives.

The third step is review by the Census Bureau e:'ecutive staff.

Th result is a list of objectives that reflects the best judgment

of census experts about what should be tested in each test census.

2. Have you recently reviewed your plans to be sure that they
are realistic and that you will be able to vse the results
of each asoect of the test in decisirlis you have to make?

Yes. There is a colstant review of test objectives by Census

Managers, Division Chiefs and the Assistant Director for Demo-

graphic Censuses as test plans evolve. For example, in our

1986 test -ensuses, we originally intended to test keying all

questionnaire data in the Los Angeles site, a pre-enumeration

coverage measurement survey, a multiplicity coverage imprcvement

question, and a within-multiunit Census Bureau delivery system.

These objectives have now been dropped.

D. We understand that you did a survey in Tampa and Jersey City to
find out why people did not respond to the census. Now, this
was a very rough and ready kind of a survey (surely not up to
the usual standard of Census Bureau work) but nevertheless, it
found that a large percent of the people say that they did not
get the census form.

1. Do you plan a more rigorous test to try to find out if this
conclusion was correct?
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No. li'' lid a carefully controlled survey following the 1980 census

in which 33-percent of those surveyed said they did not get a census

form, which was clearly impossible. (This percentage was 39-percent

n Jersey City and Tampa.) It is apparent that a high percentage

of survey respondents, for a number of reasons, can be expected to

remember incorrectly whether or not their households received a

questionnaire.

2. If the purpose of the pretests is to find out about problems,
why didn't you plan a better survey to find out about what
makes people respond to census forms?

Rased on evaluation studies of the 1980 c' isus, we know a great

deal about why people do not send back questionnaires. Because

of the early indications of low mail response rates in Jersey City

and Tanya, we irstituted this special quick study to learn if there

were any additional factors about which we were not aware. Althnugh

we did have some problems in implementing this survey, we did learn

a number of useful things. For example, there was no growing resistance

to government as a reascn for not responding, there was no aversion

to the Jeffersonville return address on the questionnaires, residents

were exposed to census publicity, and there was some indication that

many forms were thrown away without being opened. The survey, thus,

did reassure us that in Jersey City or Tampa there were no major

additional unknown reasons for nonresponse.

3. no you have any idea as to why people may not have received the
census form?

3 AA _i IA! \ \ 7 .)', -,
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We do not believe that the ''large percent" you referred to

actually did not get the questionnaire. We have no evidence to

show that the U.S. Postal service failed to deliver such a

large quantity of questicnnaires. Past experience tells us that

many people do not recall having received the form when questioned

about it later, many persons questioned later are not the person

who originally received the mail delivery, and persons receiving

the form may not recognize it as important and throw it away.

E. What do you think explains the poor showing that the Census Bureau
had in Jersey City?

We learned a great deal from the Jersey City test and, therefore,

we consider our 1985 test census in Jersey City to be successful.

The operations that went well show us that we are on the right

track and where to refine our efforts in later tests. The opera-

tions that had problems show us options that are not viable or

need much more work.

We were able to develop an automated address control hie. This

file allowed us to do automated check-in using bar code technology.

Also, while we did not formally test key data entry equipment, we

learned that it functions smoothly and efficiently in a census

environment.

We also learned that we are able to begin processing earlier in

a location that was separate from the district office. (The

processing office was in Jeffersonville, Indiana.) The effect of
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this is to remove the paper from the district office as soon as

possible. Almost everyone agrees that is a major advantage over

the 1980 procedure.

Turning to census methodology, we learned that a two-stage census

is probably not viable. We tested a two-stage census in Jersey City

to see if first collecting just the basic 100-percent data in a hard-

to-enumerate urban area could expedite the overall census process.

As expected, the return rate as a percent of total mailout for the

100-percent information forms was higher than the return rate for

the sample questionnaire; namely, 38.7 percent as compared to

31.4 percent (modified 1980 system). However, the return rate on

the second stage mailing of the sample questionnaire was extremely

iow, only 15 percent. At this point, it does not appear that the

two-stage method will produce an improvement over the 1980 method.

The small initial gain in the short-form, or first stage, return

would be more than offset by the difficulty of finishing the second

stage if this kind of second stage response were typical.

We learned that we can Implement a two-phase Local Review Program

and that the two-phase approach is better than the one-phase approach

used in 1480.

We learned that we must do much more in publicity and outreach in

order to attain a high return rate. Even though our publicity

efforts were limited, most residents saw or heard census publicity.

Our future publicity efforts need to emphasize more strongly confi-

denttality, as well as the legal requirement to participate and to

t(, improve the understanding of how census results are used.
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We learned that we have to work much harder to obtain an adequate

workforce. We experienced some difficulties in hiring enumerators,

and we will be working to improve this situation in future tests.

We have just instituted a Census Bureau-wide task force chaired

by the Chief of the Field Division to address this problem.

We also learned that we need to improve our methods to provide

foreign language assistance. The procedures for distributing

Spanish questionnaires were similar to those used in the 1980

census except that delivery was controlled from the processing

office rather than from the collection office. While we moilfied

the 1980 procedures to reflect this change, we found that we need

to refine them further in later tests. We also will experiment

with new ways to provide foreign-language assistance such as

establishing store-front census offices in multi-lingual

neighborhoods.

F. We understand that in Los Angeles you plan to test some alternative
questions that might be used in the 1990 census.

1. Why did you decide to use a test census for this rather than rely
on the National Content Test?

Every piece of information we can obtain is useful in designing

the census. Although the National Content Test will be our major

test of questionnaire content, if we can obtain additional information

in other tests, it makes for a better census. Since the Los Angeles

area has such a varied ethnic mix, it provides a good opportunity to

examine other possible question wording and presentation.
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?. Oo you plan to test a combined Spanish heritage ancestry
question on the Los Angeles test?

a. I understand that at a recent meeting held by the Census
Bureau there were a lot of objections to this kind of a
question because it does not provide enough detail about
groups such as Cubans, Mexican -Americans and puerto Ricans.
In view of this, why are you continuing to test it?

We had planned to test a combined Spanish heritage/ancestry question

in the Los Angeles test. We have analyzed the camnents received at

the recent 1990 Census 91anning Conference on Race and Ethnic Items

as well as information from other meetings with Federal, state, local,

and private users of census data, our 1930 experience, and legislative

requirements. 're have decided not to test a combined question based

on these consultations.

G. You seem to have some trouble finding enough people to work in your
test censuses. What kinds of alternatives are you considering? For
example are you considering

1. Using part time workers?

2. Trying to get organizations such as local civic groups to
help out?

3. Trying to get teachers or government workers to participate
in the census?

The Chief of our Field Division has established a Steering Committee

on 1990 Recruiting whit' held its first meeting on July 11. This

group, which is composed of experienced staf members from many

divisions in the Census Bureau, is charged with finding ways to

improve our ability to hire and maintain the kind of field staff

we need to conduct a census efficiently. Specifically, we are
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serioukly coisidering the use of part-time workers and enlisting

toe help of feral civic groups. Allowing pa rt-t,me work would

peruit many teacher, and other already employed pe,sois to work

for us. vie also are exploring whether or not there might be

other ways to employ teachers and groups like military reservists,

retired persons and so forth.
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II. ADDRESS LIST COMPILATION TEST

1

A. With regard to the discussion of the address list, could you
please tell us how you arri led at your figures. What are the
components of your figures. Have yo; included all the operations
that were needed to refine the various address lists?

Detailed answers to this question can be found in the ncently

completed results memorandum for the urban Address List Compilation

Test (ALCT) (see Attachment 1. A summary follows:

We looked at three sources of an initial list: mailing list vendors,

the U.S. Postal Service (USPS), and the 1980 census address lists.

We specified our needs to the vendor and USPS and received their

lists on computer file>.

While thP initial mail -out list of addresses was computerized for

the 1980 census, changes resulting from post-mail-out activities

were not used to updatt this file (as is planned for 1990). As

a result, these changes (adds, deletes, corrections) had to be

keyed and merged with the 1980 mail-out files tr, form a "final"

1980 file in preparation for the ALCT.

Thus, the results reported for the original or initial lists are

tabulations from the purchased vendor and USPS files and from

the "final" 1980 file.

In both sites, all the lists underwent a field update by Census

Bureau staff that was very similar to the 1980 Census Precanvass

operation.
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In Bridgeport, the 1980 and vendor files also were independently

reviewed by the USPS in an operation very similar to the casing

checks done for the 1980 census.

The adds, deletes, and corrections frcm these operations were

then used to update the original lists.

At this point, the various lists were match"d against each other

at the basic street address level and the number of units at

address were compared. Discrepancies in unit counts at the same

address, and basic addresses that did not match were then field-

checked for validity (i.e., to make sure that non-residential

addresses. aderc.ses outside the test area, etc. were removed

from all files).

Based on these checks, ALCT reso'ts tabulations were prepared.

Most of the results reported are based on these final lists,

which incorporate only the valid listings from the original

source and the update operations.

It should be noted that all coverage comparisons are relative

since we do not have a true count or a perfect list to compare

with these lists.
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B. Could you please give us an explanation of how these cost figures
were compiled?

These results are reported in detail in the results memorandum

for the urban Address List Compilacion Test (July 11, 1985).

They are summarized as follows:

For the original USPS and vendor lists, the cost data used for

comparisons are based on total charges billed to the Census

Bureau for preparation and delivery of the computer files. (This

includes costs for keying and computer programming.)

For the 1980 census list, the cost data used for comparison

come from tAe keying of adds, deletes, and corrections from

the 1980 field address registers and then merging these with

the 1980 mail-out file.

Costs for the updating operations are based on USPS billing for

the casiig check and field operation costs for the dependent

canvass.

The total costs and coA/address figures used for analysis do not

include headquarters salary costs incurred at the Census Bureau

relating to the design, oversight, and analys's of the test.
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This morning we have heard some pretty devastatiny testimony from GAO
reyardiny your plans for the 1990 census and the way you have managedthe tests ud to now. What I would like to do is to give you an oppor-tunity to respond to their statement. In order to do this, I am goingto ask you a number of questions that I have drawn out of their testimony.

A. GAO says that your test in Jersey City was not a proper test of
the two stage census. They were one of the , riyinal proponents
of strearlininy the census by conducting in two stayes. GAO
apparently does not think this is a good te'st of their idea.
They believe this because:

a. you did not use a "streanl i ned" questionnaire in the first
stage.

b. those people who were unlucky enough to be included in the
second staye had to answer almost all of the first stage
questions a second time.

c. you did not adequately publicize the second staye, and

d. you did not collect the information that would be needed to
fully evaluate the second stage responses.

1. How do you justify the way in which you conducted the
test in Jersey City?

The Jersey City test was designed to obtain the information we need to

make a decision about whether or not a two-stage census is a viable

option for 1990, and therefore we implemented it in the same way we

would have e'pected to implement a t*. -stage census in 1990.

OBJECTIONS OF GAO.

a. "Streamlined" questionnaire: Basically a "short" short form was

not tested in Jersey City because we did not feel that such a

fora would be vi able in 1990. We hell eve that al l t he population

questions (only 7 per person including name) are necessary to isk

of everyone on a 100-percent basis. We must ask enough questions

to determine that a person exists and to differentiate that person
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from another person. It is difficult to say precisely which ques-

tions are required to do ;.hat, but at the very least, they would

include name, age, and sex, in addition to address. The other

questions we ask on the short fom relationship, marital status,

race, and Spanish origin -- are also useful :n identifying persons

n the hous!hold and in helping us control !ration to make

sure we have cointed everyone.

Re-ask 100-percent questions: In conducting a two-stage census, there

are two basic methods to obtain data at the second interview. We could

attempt to contact the exact same people for the sample questions as we

did for the 100-percent questions. While this would eliminate the need

to repeat the 100-percent questions, we would need to ask enough infor-

mation such as name, address, and so forth to be sure the right person

had been contacted and we could then tie the sample information to the

100-percent information. For the second method, we could enumerate

whoever is at the address when the second stage is sent out. In this

method, sone 100 - percent information would have to be re-asked for

weighting purposes. In our judgment, it would be nearly impossible

to locate the exact same people (we world have to track down all the

movers, people out of town, and so forth), so we decided to use the

second method which reluites us to re-ask some 100-percent questions.

c. No publicity at second stage: We did some publicity for the second

stage although it was limited. We agree that there would have been

more publicity at the time of the second stage mail-out, but that is

extremely difficult to do when only small portion (about 10-percent)

of the city is involved. Also, it is very unlikely that the amount of

publicity we could have afforded would have dramatically raised the

15-percent return rate.
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Not enough information to evaluate the second stage: We collected

el the information we needed, mainly return rates. The only

operation that we eliminated was the personal visit follow-up of

nonrespondents in stage two. Consequently, the only information

lost was the quality of response on stage two, which was not of

major importance given the low return rate.

2. Why didn't you conduct a test using a short form that would
meet GAO's objections?

Basically a "short" short form was not tested in Jerse' City

becagse we did not think that such a form would be viable in 1990.

We believe that all the population questions (only 7 per person

including name) are necessary to ask of everyone on a 100-percent

basis. We must ask enough questions to determine that a person

exists and to differentiate that person from another person. It

is difficult to say precisely which questions are required to do

that, but at the very least, they would include name, aye, and sex,

in addition to address. The other questions we ask on the Short

form -- relationship, marital status, race, and Spanish origin --

are also useful in iaentifying persons in tlis household and in

helping us control the enumeration to make sure we have counted

everyone.

3. Bo you plan to conduct any further tests of the two-stage idea?

At the pr'sent time, we plan no further tests of the two - stag.: idea.
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R. GAO says that your plan to acquire automated equipment does not
leave enough time for full evaluation of the alternatives that
you are consideriny.

I. Do you think that you are going to be able to complete your
evaluations on tine?

Yes. We a7e carefully planning to expedite the analysis of automated

data processing-related test actiOties so that at least preliminary

results can be available for decision makers.

2. low will this be done in a 3-month period')

It has already started. We have begun analysis of what occurred in

1985. We will be monitoring 1986 results on a continuing basis. (We

assume the 3 months referred to is the end of the 1986 test and the

September 1986 decision date.) We do not wait until the test is

entirely over to begin to draw conclusions. Many aspects of automation

can be decided in advance of September 1986, and procurement can begin.

C. GAO says that you are corsidering keying information, "the most
expensive, slowest, error prone, and labor intensive of the data
entry options" and not considering the optical desktop mark reader
"which could have multi - purpose use after the census."

1. Why are you considering keying?

There are several different reasons:

a. Decentralizing processing is an immense task. We need to be able

to process over IOU million forms in a 5 to 7 week period. At the

outset we were not sure that any other technology but keying could

do that,

b. Keying is a standard against which we can judge the other proposed

methods,
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questionnaire. Flexibility in questionnaire design would

allow us to improve the accuracy of the answers and, perhaps,
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we could increase tn" mail return rate as well.

d. Canada used keying very successfully in their last census.

e. So many key stations are needed for other census operations

even with tOSDIC or MR that the increase in ey stations needed

to key the entire questionnaire is within reason.

2. Where do you think you will acquire as many keying stations as
are currently manufactured in the U.S. in a two year period?

We will not know the exact number of keying stations that we will

need for the 1990 census until we make our automation decision in

the fall of 1986. However, we are looking at using a combination

of direct purchase, leasing, and contracts with private firms.

'. How will you be able to hire a large force of keyers?

in 1980, we were able to hire many more people to do office work than

we expect that we will need as keyers in 1990. The difference, of

course, was tnat people hired in 1980 did clerical work, not skilled

keying. However, since 1980, the number of people with typing o.

keying skills has increased. Additionally, people may be willing to

take positions with us as keyers since they will be gaining experience

in a marketable skill. Finally, we will examine the possibility of

"borrowing" keyers from other organizations.
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4. What steps will you take to insure that the process includ4s
adequate checks for keying errors?

We can develop software to check for appropriate entries. We

would do 100-percent venficatlon at first, lowering the rate as

the keyer becvnes skilled.

D. GAO points out that you did not test "multiphased mail followup"
procedures. As I understand it, these procedures would involve
sending a number of reminders to non-respondents--1 ncludi ng another
copy of the questionnaire before spending the money to send an enum-
erator to try to fled people.

1. Why didn't you include this in a test?

This year we tested sending one reminder card to nonrespondents in

Tampa. Before testing multiple mailings, we wanted to see if it

was feasible and cost-effective to send reminder cards just to

those people who have not returned their questionnaires by mail. In

the 1986 test we will test multiple mailings.

2. It would seem a lot cheaper to send out another piece of mail
than to send out a person? Couldn't you use the money you save
in this way to improve other aspects of the census?

Yes, it certainly is cheaper to have questionnaires returned by

mail than personal visit. It is as yet unclear to us how much a

second reminder card would save if the first one elicited no response.

Any savings that might result could, of course, be used in other

areas.
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E. GAO says that you could make better use of optical mark readers
(the kind used on the college entrance tests) if you had a on
form that was perforated so that it could be separated before it
went through the reader.

1. Why didn't you try this?

The control problems in keeping track of over 100 million forms are

Immense and it is hard enough to do when the pages are all together.

If we separated the pages, the control difficulties would be multiplied

by the number of pages in the form. Taping or stapling the pages

back together (necessary for certain other procedures) can be difficult

to do accurately, and it would be an added expense. Our judgment is

that separating pages would not be satisfactory.

F. Dr. Keane, you have just heard the GAO testify that you will have
to decide "almost exactly how you will conduct the 1990 census by
the beginning of 1987." According to title 13, you are required
to submit the list of topics for the census to us later that year
and we don't yet to look at the actual questions until 1988. This
will be after you are in the field with the dress rehearsal. In

view of your plans, don't you think that we should agree to speed
uo the process and have Congressional consideration of the topics
that will be on the census form before the end of 1986?

We will do everything possible to speed up the process but any final

decisions about the topics will require analysis of the National

Content Test results. We will probably not have all the definitive

answers by the end of 1986 but certainly should have some preliminary

information that we can share with you by that time.
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A. If I read your testimony correctly, you are telling us that you
will make the decisions about what kind of automation equipment
to use in September of 1986. I have a few questions about the
significance of that decision and the time when you will make it.

1. Before the automation decisions are made, what other decisions
relating to the questionnaire, and the procedures for
conducting the census will be required?

a. Are al I the alternatives that you will consider for these
decisions included in the test program of the Census Bureau.

We are assuming the need to process questionnaires that are approxi-

mately the same length as 1980, not significantly shorter or longer.

We will not make major decisions about the specific content of the

1990 questionnaire before we make our automation decisions. As a

matter of fact, we will make major decisions aboic field collection

(delivery in rural areas, two-stage, structure questionnaire, special

supplemental questionnaire, and so forth) at the same time as we make

the automation decisions so all of that can be considered as we make

decisions about the questionnaire itself. All of these issues are

incILded ,n our testing plans except for the supplemental questionnaire.

Should we decide that is possible, we will test it in 1987.

2. When you make these decisions, you will have only three and a half
years left to census day. In fact, census operations star, well
before census day. GAO tells us that they found you usual ly take
4 year to acquire equipment. In view of this,

a. Are you going to have enough time to acquire the equipment
that you need?

We have carefully examined this time schedule and agree that it is

tight, but we believe that we can make it.
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h. Once you acquire it, are you going to be able to test it,
install it and give it an adequate break-in period?

c. What do you plan to do if the acquisition fails'

We would use the 1980 system of centralized processing following

the completion of field collection.
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A. In your testimony, you say that you intend to keep the cost of
counting the people in the average housing unit in 1990 to the same
cost as 1980 controlled for inflation. By this I take it that you
mean that the cost will go up but only by as much as the increase
in inflation and the number of housing units.

1. How do you plan to do this?

We believe that we can keep costs down by good management. We plan

to make savings in certain areas (such as check-in and edit) and

use the savings for improvements in other areas. We will construct

our plans to be sure that the system will work well before 1990.

We want to lessen the number of unforeseen problems we will have

to face. We also plan to increase our publicity and outreach efforts

to encourage public cooperation. Most important, we must keep the

return rate high.

2. You tell us that the savings from an increase in the response
rate of 1 percent will be 5 to 6 million dollars. Yet, in the
1980 census the savings for a 1 percent increase in response
was 2 million dollars. How does this statement square with the
claim that the per unit cost will be kept constant with the
1980 cost?

In part, inflation and housing growth accounts for the cost saving

between 1980 and 1990 for a 1-percent increase in response rate.

Also, the 1980 number is probably low. While we are not sure what

factors were used to arrive at the 1980 number, we do Know that it

was a precensus estimate and was not based on actual 1980 census

costs. The 1990 number is based on assumptions that we have built

into our cost model including actual 1980 cost information.
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3. At this time you have not selected the procedures for
conducting the census, finalized the questionnaire or selected
the equipment. Now do you 'now %hat the cost of the census
w, i be or if it can reasonably _ 'elf to the per househo',
constant dollar cost of the 1986 bust

We developed a cost model base,: on certain planning assumptions and

cost figures from 1980 (updated). It can only give general 1Pvels

of expense. When we are more definitive about plans, we will develop

a mure detailed budget. We think we can make adjustments in operations

to maintain the same per unit cost.

S Your statement 'tat the cost of the 1,190 census will be held to the

per household ,.nsL of the 1980 census ,,hculd probakly be consid,red
in a long line of Bureau -stimates of costs. What I want to do is
to review then with you, and then I h_.e a ouestion.

1. The '90 census cost $128 million.

2. The 1970 census cost $248 mill on.

3. In 1977, the Bureau told this subcommittee that the 1980 census
would cost $565 million.

4. In fact, the 1930 census cost $1.1 billion.

Now, in view of this rec' ', why should we believe that the costs
of the 1990 census will , e:calate as the decade proceeds? More
specifically, what are you doing to make sure that this ,foes not

hapren?

We have a number of management controls that we did not have before,

such as the cost model and the Manaup- Information System. The

latter will include more timely and accurate field expenditure infor-

mation. A primary 1990 yu.1 is cost containment and all of our managers

are working within strict budyet controls. Our first test censuses were

within our budget estimates.
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C. One of the important parts of the cost of the census is the compen-
sation of the field staf tthe people who have to reach households
that have not responded. Now we knew that these people have a very
large and difficult Job to do and from the point of i,iew of getting
the job done, we are concerned that they are fairly Cimpensated. But
we also recognize that if it's not hardled well, this could greatly
increase the cost of the census. 'n this regard, could you tell us

1. How did you compensate the enumerators who worked in Jersey City
and Tampa that is to ask did you pay them an hourly wage or by
the pi ece?

Enumerators in Jersey City and Tampa were paid by the hour; they were

not paid at a piece-rate.

2. What was the rate you paid?

{numerators in Jersey City and Tampa were paid at a GS-3 level

($5.49 per hour).

3. Were any enumerators in Jersey City paid at a higher rate?

No nonresponse e ,Jinerator in Jersey City was paid at a higher rate;

some quality control and reincerview eni,,,ierator were.

4. Another way of paying people is by the piece and we know that
sometimes you offer bonuses ,D increase the work people do.
Do you plan to run a test using the piece rate or a bonus
system?

For 1986 in Mississippi and Los Angeles we will pay enumerators

on an hourly rate, and there will be an incentive based bonus

system in effect. The reasons for tte bonus system will be to

provide motive on to the employees for staying on the job, and

will create a mechanism to take into account the increasing

difficulty of enumeration in the later stages of the census

operation.
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VI. I:EsIDENCE RULES
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A. As you know homelessness is a growing problem in this country.

1. What provisions are you cOnsider;ng putting into the residence
rules that would help you to count and account for people who
have no fixed address?

Our procedures already allow for the counting of persons with no

fixed address. We plan to make the procedures more effective in

199U. We are strengthening "T-night" and "M-night" procedures,

special procedures we have developed to ccunt transients in hotels

,..1 motels IT-night) aid in low cost quarters like "flop houses"

or shelters for the homeless (M-night). In 1980 we added an

additional procedure called "Casual Ccunt," specifically to count

persons on the street, in pool halls, and so forth, who were not

counted elsewhere. We will expand Casual Count in 1?90. We

hired special types of enumerators to do this work. While these

procedures should .11ow for the enumeration of homeless persons,

they are actually of limited effectiveness becaus' they depend

upon the willingness of respondents to cooperate and the ability

of the enumerators to perform a very difficult task.

2. It would be very helpful if the Bureau coqld plan to include
a count of the homeless in its report of the 1990 census.
Could you do th -? What kinds of tests are you conducting
to get ready for it?

In 1990, we plan to produce counts of persons enumerated by the

T-night, M-night, and Casual Count procedures, some of whom

eport a usual home elsewhere. There is no agreed upon definition

of what a count of homeless persons should actually include, but

the counts from these procedures will provide an approximation.

We are including tabulation tests in our test censuses.
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B. Will you seek any changes in the date as of which the census is
conducted?

The optimal time for taking the census depends upon man; things:

weather, availability of a work force, college schedules, vacation

schedules, proximity to other major dates, and so forth. April 1

was chosen for the '930 census as the date that best balanced all

these factors, replacing January 1 wi,h was used in 1920. We

are examining the April 1 date and preparing a list of pros and

cons for a set of other possible dates. We would be glad to disc

these pros and cons with the Subcommittee.

C. I think it is very important to insure that college students are
counted where they actually live--on college campuses. Do you
plan any changes in the rules for counting college students?

No change is planned in the residence rules for college students.

9. Many people who actually live in places like New York City spend
a fev weeks during the winter or spring months in the south. How
will you be sure to count these people where they actually live?

In 1980, W2 had t procedure for this situation called the Whole

Household llual Home Elsewhere (WHUHE) procedure. There was a

question on the front of the questionnaire to ask if all the

persons listed on the questionnaire had a usual home elsewhere.

So, for example, if a family were enumerated in Florida but answered,

in response to this question, that their usual home was actually

in New York, we sent the questionnaire to New York to be inc. .ded

in the count there.
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In . 2 test censuses for 1990, we are testing a question addressed

to each person rather than each household that asks if that person

occupies another residence for a significant part of the year, tne address

of that residence, and which residence the person consPaers to be

his or her usual home.

E. Do you think it is appropriate for apportionment purposes to leave
out our service men who are stationed overseas?

Althouyh the overseas population has generally been counted, it has

generally not been included in the apportionment counts. The over-

seas population will be considered in Congressional reapportionment or

state redistricting if Congress so directs. There are, of course,

numerous problems in assiyning an overseas resident to a state, and it

would bP nearly impossible to accurately assign the overseas population

to substate residency.

ADDITIONAL QUESTION

Are you going to do further tests of the two-stage census with a simplified
short form questionnaire (i.e., 6-7 questions)?

At the present time, we plan no further test of the two-stage census.
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RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF THE

URBAN AOURESS LIST COMPILATION TEST

( ATTACHMENT NO. 1

In 1980, over 90 percent of the population was enumerated using a mail out-
mail back method of self-enumeration. As this enumeration technique becomes
the norm, methods for developing and maintaining a mailing list must be
both accurate and cost efficient. The 1984 Address List Compilation Test
(ALM was designed to evaluate the relative completeness and cost effect-
iveness of various combinations of address list creation and updating
procedures for both urban and rural areas. The urban methods were tested
in Hartford and Bridgeport, Connecticut. The list creation sources tested
in Hartford were a commercial vendor, the United States Postal Service (USPS),
and tne list of addresses from the 1980 census including the updates from
the 1980 coverage improvement operations. Each Hartford list was updated
by a dependent canvass. Ii Bridgeport, the 1980 census and a vendor pro-
vided the initial lists. Both lists were updated by a dependent canvass
and a postal casing check. The updates were done independently of each
other resulting in four "final" Bridgeport lists to compare.

Summary of Results

Hartford

1. Relative to the initial vendor list, the initial USPS list contained
7.3% more housing units, and the initial 1980 list contained 7.2%
more housing units. However, the percentage of invalid units in
each list was 8.0%, 6.5%, and 3.9% respectively for the USPS, 1980,
and vendor lists. So, looking only at the valid units in each list,
the 1980 list had the best coverage. The 1980 list had 4.3% inure
valid housing units than the vendor list while the 'ist had
only 2.8% more valid units.

2. 0" the initial lists, the vendor list was the least 4nsive. On a
per record basis, the 1950 list was three times more expensive and
the USPS list was 19 times more expensive than the vendor list.

3. After updating, the 1980 list again had the best coverage, but cover-
age differentials were reduced considerably after tne update. Relatis,
to the vendor list, the 1981 list had 1.7% more valid units, and the
USPS list had 1.60 more valid units.

4. The cost advantage of the initial vendor list was diminished for the
updated vendor list because of the relatively high cost of updating.
In terms of valid housing units, the updated vendor list cost 50.69
per unit while tne updated 1980 list cost $0.79 per unit. The cost
of the updated US'S list was much higher at 51.62 per valid housing
unit.

Bridgeort

1. As was t''e case for Hartford, the initial 1980 list provided better
coverage than the initial vendor list. 'he 1980 list contained 6.9%
more housing units and 3.90 more valid housing units. As evident
from these data, the 1930 list contained more Invr.id units. The
percentages of invalid snits for the 1980 and vendor lists were 5.6:
and 2.2:, respectively.

3.18kii;,.'\',1-7
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2.

2. The Initial 1980 list was also more costly. °er record, the 19E0 list
cost 2.5 times more than the vendor list.

3. 0' the four final lists, the 1980 list updated by a dependent canvass
(1980 /DC) was the best. Relative to the vendor list updated by a
casing check (Vendor/CC), the 1980 /DC list had 3.51 more valid units

as compared to 2.9% more for the 1980 list updated by a casing check
(1980/CC) and 2.31 more for the vendor list updated by a dependent
canvass (Vendor/DC).

Both updating methods reduced the coverage differential between the
initial lists, with the dependerc canvass reducing it even more than
the casing check.

4. Overall, the least expensive list was the Vendor/CC list at $0.08 per
valid housing unit. This list was followed in order from least ex-
pan ve to most expensive by the 1980/CC list ($0.19), the Vendor/DC

($0.72), and the 1980/DC list ($0.82). The lists updated by a
dependent canvass were considerably more expensive than the lists
updated by a casing check.

Conclusions

1. Altnough the veddor list had the worst coverage, it was the least ex-
pensive, and after only one update, the coverage gap was narrowed
considerably. Applying the full census coverage improvement package
may eliminate the gap altogether.

2. The USPS list was far more expensive than the other two list creation
Sources. While providing better coveraye than the vendor list, it dil
no oetter than the 1980 census list. Therefore, the very high cost
Of the USPS list would favor the use of the 1980 list as an alternative
to vendor lists. USPS knowledge would still be utilized inpart with
either of the other two lists, of course.

3. The 1980 list had the best coverage before updating and slightly better
coverage than the vendor list after updatinn. The 1980 list was
slJ;tly more expensive t'ai vendor list ani (7ns'Oee)ly less
expensive than the USPS list. Also, this list initially had better
coverage of units within small (2-9 units) multi-unit structures.
It should be noted though that by 1989, the coverage advantage of
the 1980 list may very well disappear since the Other lists would be
much mc'e up-to-Gate.

4. There are no results to indicate that any of the census coverage im-
provement operations could be eliminated in 1990 by using one If
these list sources over any other.

5. Based on these data, the 1980 list is at the least a viable alternative
to vendor lists in urban areas where vendor lists have insufficient
coverage or are not available. For 1990, clearly the 1980 list should
be given a great deal of consideration as the basis for the mailing
list in those areas descrlbeo above.
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1.

I. Background and Methodology

A. Purpose of the Test

In the 1960 census, every housing unit was mailed an Advanced Census
Report (ACR), and the householder was instructed to fill out the
questionnaire and hold it for collection by a census enumerator. In

1970, every housing unit again was mailed a census questionnaire ?nd
in larger metropolitan ar as, the respondents were asked to return
the questionnaire by mail. Approximately 60 percent of the population
was enumerated using this approach. This mail out/mail back method of
self-enumeration was extended for the 1980 census to include over 90
percent of the population.

As self-enumeration by mail becomes increasingly predominant, an accu-
rate mailing list is not just desirable - it is essential. In addition
to the accuracy of the list, the methods for developing and maintaining
a mailing list must also be cost efficient. Even with the expanded use
of self-enumeration by mail, the total cost of conducting the Decennial
Census has increased dramatically. For this reason, GAO has suggested
that the Census Bureau, in preparation for the upcoming 1990 census,
examine alternative methods of compiling and updating an address
list [1]. In response, the Bureau conducted the Address List Compila-
tion lest (ALCT). The ALCT is designed to evaluate the relative
completeness and cost effectiveness of various combinations of list
creation sources and updating procedures. The evaluation has been
divided into two parts, urban and rural. For the urban ALCT, Hartford
and Bridgeport, Connecticut are the sites that were selected for testing
the different procedures. Hardin County, Texas and the county group of
Gordon and Murray Counties in Georgia are the sites selected for testing
the rural procedures. This memorandum pertains only to the urban ALCT.
Results and a description of the rural tests will follow in a subsequent
memorandum.

The list creation sources evaluated in Hartford and Bridgeport are given
below. All three list sources were evaluated in Hartford, while in
1-J:-oort, verdor a-d 10'0 census were the lint creation sources
tested.

Initial List Sources

1. Vendor - The Bureau purchased an address list from a commerical
vendor. Vendor lists are comparatively inexpensive, and many
regularly undergo United States Postal Service (USPS) updating.
This approach has been used successfully for urban areas in
previous censuses. Hence, the vendor list is the standard
against which all other lists are measured.

2. The United States Postal Service - As an alternative to the vendor
list, the USPS was contracted to develop an address it for the
Bureau on the theory that they were in a position to best develop
an accurate and complete mailing list. Given that this approach

mco more expensive than vendor lists, the USPS list must pro-
vide significantly better coverage to warrant serious considera-
tion.
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3. The 1980 Censu - The final list of addresses obtained from the
1980 census (including all updates - adds, deletes, corrections -
from the various 1980 coverage improveT2At operations) was the
second alternative to the vendor list tested in the ALCT. While

it was without question the best list as cf 1980, there is some
concern about wnethur or not this list will be too outdated by

199G. The vendor and USPS flies, if used for 1990, would both
be vintage 1988 (i.e. the vendor file would be updated and the
USPS file would be created probably as late as 1988). The

difference in time between list creation for the various lists
would create a coverage differential for 1990 that cannot be

measured by the ALCT.

Uodatiro Procedures

To account for the undercoverage in the initial list as well as the
undercoverage created by the lag between initial list compilation
and Census Day (about 18 to 24 months), an address list is generally
updated several times using different procedures. In Hartford, all

lists were updated by a dependent canvass. In Bridgeport, both
initial lists were updated once with a dependent canvass and once

with a casing check. The updates were done independently of each
other resul.t,ng in four "final" lists'to compare. To distinguish the

Bridgeport lists from each other the following acronyms are used:

Vendor/DC - The original. vendor Tist updated by a dependent canvass.

Vendor/CC - The original vendor list updated by a casing check.

1980/DC - The original 1980 list updated by a dependent canvass.
1980/CC --The original 1980 list updated by a casing check.

1. Dependent Canvass - Briefly, the dependent canvass is an updating
technique whereby the addresses provided by each list source

are printed in address registers. Census enumerators then
canvass an area and make adds, deletes, and corrections to
the lists directly in the resisters.

2. Casing Check The addresses from each list source are printed cn
cards and sent to the USPS to be "cased." During the casing check,

carriers make corrections to the mailing address, delete duplicate
and undeliverable addresses, and prepare blue cards for missing

units.

. B. Selection cf the Test Sites

Cities primarily covered by the 1980 Geographic Base File (GBF) and
containing between 40,000 and 60,000 housing units were rcnsidered as
possible sites for the ALCM. The initial list included ove. 60 cities
from which two final sites were selected. The selection of two sites
of approximately 50,000 housing units was made for the following

reasons:

MIA J,AVA 'Yt
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3.

1. A sufficient number of housing units were necessary to ensure
that small differences coverage between list compilation
methods would be reflected in t'm results.

2. Conditions and workloads under which the ALCT would be conducted
should simulate as closely as possible those that would be
present in an actual census. In this way, it is reasonable to
assume that operational problems present during . census would
occur curing the ALCT.

3. Budgetary constraints dictated that nr; more than two cities of this
size be selected. Also, since it was not an objectire of the ALCT
to weight results to a national level, two sites were sufficient
for examining relative differences betr.aen methods.

In selecting the final sites, housing and population data were collec-
ted for each city. Based on the following criteria, Hartford and
Bridgeport, CT wer selected:

1. A substantial number of small (2 -9 units) multi-unit structures

2. Significant proportions of Black and Spanish populations

3. Some non-inmate persons living in group quarters, e.y. persons
living in a boarding house

4. Some growth between 1970 and 1980 Is well as some new construction
since 1980

Typically, the Bureau has had trouble enumerating areas possessing
the first three characteristics, and for that reason, those criteria
were used to select the final sites. That is, if any one method
proves to be "best" in hard to enumerate areas, presumably it
would be best in less difficult areas as well. In addition, areas
with some (but not a great deal of) growth since 1980 were sought sn
as to study the 1980 list approach where it had a reasonable chance
to be successful.

Several advantages arose from selecting two cities in the same
region under the same regional office (Boston). The first is that
any effect due to regional office administration was elimi: ted.
For example, all training necessary to implement the test came
from the same office. Second, since the procedures tested in
Hartford were not all identical to those tested in Bridgeport,
comparisone Uetheen procedures that were not both tested in the

It

same cite could oily be made if the two sites were similar for
most characteristics. As Table A shows, Hartford and Bridgeport
x....e ve c4mil:r with respect to the housing and demographic data
use 'or selection, and it is thus reasonable to assume that they
are similar in other "uncontrolled" characteristics [2].

51-866 0 - 85 - 6
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Table A: Urban Test Sites Data

Hartford BridoeportCharacteristics

Year-round Housing 55,233 55,230

Percentage of Year-round
HJusing Built 1970 - March 1980 8.0 7.9

Permits Issued for New
Housing 1980 - October 1982 337 1142

Multi-unit Structures:
Units at Address:

1 unit 17,991 31,631
2-9 units 22,954 15,064
10 or more units 14,242 8,485

GQ Type:
Inmate 2,632 1,4E6
Non -I mate . ' 4,511 3,126

Percentage of Pcpulation...
Black 33.9 21.0
Spanish 20.5 18.7

Per Capita Income 5,559 6,081

Percentage of Persons...
With income in 1979 below
poverty level

25.2 20.4

16 Years and over in labor force
and unemployed 15 or more weeks
in 1979

8.8 8.7

18 years and over who speak
a language other than English
at home and who speak English
not well or not at all

30.5 26.8

L'stino and Updating Procedures

1. Initial Lists

a. A commercial vendor contracted to provide mailing addresses
to the Bureau. Since vendors customarily provide addresses
by zip codes, the Bureau purchased the mailing address of
every housing unit within specif' zip codes. Zip codes
corresponding to every pos,: office that delivered mail within
the city limits were included. To insure complete coverage,
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addresses in zip codes on the outskirts of the cities were
also purchased. Addresses in the following zip codes were pur-
chased for Hartford: 06095, 06103, 06105, 06106, 06109, 06110,

06112, 06114, 06117, 06119, and 06120.

This file contained 85,144 addresses. Zip codes 06109, 06117,
and 06119 did not contain any addrersses within the city limits
of Hartford. Zip codes 06095 and 06110 contained 8356 and
4847 addresses, respectively, of which only 24 addresses in
zin code 06095 and 29 addresses in zip code 06110 were within
Hartford. The addresses outside the city limits were excluded
from the test. The total cost for the 85,144 addresses in the
Hartford vendor file (of which 51,088 were inside Hartford) was
$2,560.68.

The Bureau also purchased a vendor list for Bridgeport. Ad-
dresses in tie following Bridgeport zip codes were purchased:
06430, 06432, 06497, 06604, 06605, 06606, 06607, 06608, 06610,

and 06611. Zip codes 06430, 06432, 06497, and 06611 did not
contain any addresses in Bridgeport. The total number of ad-
dresses and the total number of Bridgeport addresses in this

file was 95,872 and 51,359 addresses, respectively. The total
cost of the Bridgeport vendor file was $2,885.31.

b. The USPS also contracted to provide the Bureau witn tne mail-
ing address of every housing unit within the city limits of
Hartford. Unlike the vendor, the USPS had to create their
address file specific',11y for the ALCT. Postal carriers listed
on address listing s'*!ets the mailing address of every hous-
ing unit on their routes. These listing sheets were later
keyed to form the address tape file submitted to the Bureau.
The USPS file contained 54,730 addresses for which the Bureau
was billed a total cost of $53,026. Addresses from both the
veneor and USPS were provided on computer tape in a format
specified by the Bureau.

c. Prior to the ALCT, the computer file of addresses from the
1980 census had not been updated with the adds, deletes, and
corrections from the 1980 coverage improvement operations.
These updates were subsequently keyed for the files used in

the ALCT. The Hartford and Bridgeport files contained 55,169
and 55,410 addresses, respectively. The total cost to prepare
the 1980 file for'use in the ALCT was $16,500.

2. Geocoding

To update the lists, Hartford and Br _geport had to be divided into
"areas." First, Census Block Numbering Areas (CBNAs) equivalent
to 1980 census tracts were cr,ated. CBNAs were then split into
groups of blocks containing approximately 500 to 600 housing units.
These block groups were labeled Address Register Areas (ARAB).
Seventy-two ARAB were formed in Hartford, and 79 ARAB were formed
in Bridgeport. Each ARA was assigned a unique identifier which
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consisted of the four-digit basic CBNA number and an alphabetic

suffix. Every block in each ARA was also assigned a three-digit

block number. Block numbers were assigned uniquely within ARA.
Hence, each block could be uniquely identified by its block number

and ARA identifier.

Once the initial lists were obtained, each address from each list
was ..ssigned the ARA and block codes corresponding to the ARA and

block in which the address was located. This assigning of geo-

graphic codes is known as geocoding. Each address was geocoded

in one of three ways. First, an attempt was made to geocode each

address by computer. This involved matching the mailing address

for the unit to the 1980 Geographic Base File. If a match could
be made, the 1980 census tract and block numbers were obtained for

the unit. Then, through the use of en equivalency file, this
information was converted to ALCT ARA and block numbers. Addresses

which could not be computer geocoded were coded by clerks in the

Census Bureau's Jeffersonville, IN processing office by using

maps, telephone directories, and Other sources of information.
A third method was attempted for any address which still could

not be geocoded. The address was printed on a card, known as a

yellow card, and sant to the field office to be geocoded. There,

a census employee attempted to locate the unit and assign codes.
This field geocoding of addresses on yellow cards was done during
tne detindent canvass operation. 'A handful of addresses from each
list could not be computer or clerically geocoded and were not

printed on yellow cards. These addresses did not have enough
address information to be geodbded, and therefore, no attempt was

made to field geocode them. They were excluded from all further

operations. Results of the geocoding operations are presented in

Section II.A.I.d for Haftford and in Section for Bridgeport.

3. Updating Procedures

a. Dependent Canvass Updating

The dependent canvass is an updating techniq"a that requires
census enumerators to canvass an ARA and make changes - adds,

deletes, and corrections - to the listings as needed. All

three lists in Hartford were simultaneously, dependently can-
vassed as were the two Bridgeport lists. In Hartford, the

72 ARAs were combined intr. geographically contiguous groups
of between four and eight ARA's to form eleven equal-sized
As,ignment Areas (AAs). For Bridgeport, the 79 ARAs were

combined to farm 15 equal-sized AAs. Within each AA, enumera-

tors (one assigned to each list) canvassed every ARA. Each
enumerator was assigned a different starting ARA to minimize
the chance of two or more enumerators canvassing the same ARA

at the same time.

In order to dependent canvass each list, the mailing addresses
of the housing units in an ARA were listed in a book called a
Dependent Canvass Address Register (DCAR). Each DCAR contained

the addresses from one list source for a single ARA. The

addresses were printed by block in a sequence that related

3itIA I; A'm
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to the path of travel that the enumerator would take. Fach
basic mailing address was printed once along with the number
of housing units at the address. That is, indivioual apartment
designations were nit printed. For each address in the
DCAR, the enumerator verified that the structure existed and
contained housing units, that the number of units listed at the
address was correct, and that the mailing address was correct.
If a structure did not xist or was non-residential (i.a. did
not contain any housing units), the enumerator deleted the
address in the register by drawing a line through it. If
an enumerator canvassed less units or the same number of units
as lists( in the register, he/she entered the correct number
in the appropriate column. Jr he /she canvassed more units than

listed, he/she entered the correct number of units as well a.,
the designation of each unit. Corrections to the mailing
address were made to the appropriate listing on the register page.
If a structure containing housing unitS existed en the ground but
was not listed in the DCAR, the enumerator added the basic mailing
address of the stri,cture and all unit desirnztions.

As a quality control measure, 9 to 10 units in each ARA were
suppressed from the dependent canvass operation. If a suppressed
unit represented a single-unit address or a special place, the
address was not printed in the DCAR. If it represented a unit in
a mum -unit structure, the basic address was printed but the
count of units for the address was remit by one. Prior to

start of the dependent canvass, quality control (QC) enumera-
tors verified each suppressed unit. Ds the dependent canvass
operation was completed fog an ARA., the QC enumerator checkeo to
see that t:.e verifie units were added by the dependent canvass
enumerator. A missed unit counted as an error. Based on the
number of errors that an enumerator had, the ARA was either
accepted or rejected. Rejecter had to be recanvassed. The e
canvassing and quality control procedures were basically the same
procedures used in the 1980 precar operation.

Due to an ini.ial misunderstanding in the field office, tne comple-
ted 1980 DCAR was matched in the office to the completed vendor
DCAR for three Bridgeport ARAs. When the entries in the DCARs
disagreed for an address, a census enumerator field reconciled the
discrepancy. Then, both DCARs were torrected to reflect what the
fielo -econciler had determined to be correct. These entries were
made in the same color pencil used by the original enumerator, so

it was Impossible to determine which entries were made by the enu-
merator, which were made by office staff, and which were made by
the field reconciler. Since this would clearly ha "lased the
results for these ARAs, they were dropped from the test. Fortu-
nately, only three ARAs were involved when this was discovered and
stopped.
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b. Casing Check Updating

Addresses from both Bridgeport lists were printed on address
cards and sent to the USPS to be cased. The &duress card
(Attachment A) consisted of two sections. Section A provided
instructions to the carr'er for marking the c rd. Section B

contained the mailing address for the This included

house number/house number suffix, street name (including
type, prefix and suffix), .Tartment designation or special
place name, city, state, and zip code.

As requested by t' USPS, the cards were sorted in carrier
route sequkce prior to being sent to the main Post Office

in Bridgeport. Each carrier cased the cards for his/her
route. If an address was in error, the carrier would mark
the appropriate box in Section A and correct the mailing

address in Section B. Carriers deleted &plicate and unde-
liverable adoresses by marking the appropriate box in Section

A. If a carrier did not receive a card for a housing unit,
he/she prepared a blue zard (Attachment A) for the missing

unit.

Since bath lists had to be cased and they could not both be
cased simultaneously, there was some concern that if the
UPS cased one complete list and then the other list, a
learning bias might be introduced. To avoid introducing
any bias, half of each list was sent in each casing check.
Addresses from the 1980 list in the CBNAs given below

were sent in the first wave along with addresses from
the verior list in all other CBNAs. The addresses from
the 1980 list sent in Wave 1 were from CBNAs 701-709,
712, 714-716, 719-722, 724-726, 733. ane 743. For Wave

2, the remaining addresses in both lists that were not
sent during Wave 1 were included.

4. File Updating

a. Dependent Canvass Updated Files

At the completion of the dependent canvass, a corrections
operation was implemented. The adds, deletes, and corrections
made during the dependent canvass were transcribed to Dependent
Canvass Corrections Address Registers (DCCARs) for keying.
Like the DCARs, the DCCARs were printed by ARA. However, le

the DCCARs each individual unit at an address was printed on

a separate line. Clerks went through each DCAR line by line
and transcribed the changes for each address to the appropriate
lines in the corresponding DCCAR. Corrections to the mailing

address were transcribed to each unit in the DCCAR. If

dependent canvass enumerator canvassed more units than the
number of units listed in the DCAR, clerks determined which
units were missing from the list by matching the designations
in the DCAR with those in the DCCAR. Units determined to be
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missing were added to the next available blank line for the
block. If designations in the DCAR did not correspond with
those in the DCCAR, the clerk corrected those in the DCCAR to
reflect what was listed by the enumerator and then added the
missing units. In addition to adding missed units in this
situation (the number of units canvassed was greater than
the number of units listed), clerks transcribed the number of
units canvassed to each preprinted listing in the DCCAR.

When enumerators canvassed the same number of units as listed,
no action was taken by the clerk provided that no corrections
were made to the mailing address. If an enumerator canvassed
less units than were listed, the number of units canvassed for
the address was transcribed to each unit at the address in the
DCCAR. Units at addresses deleted by the dependent canvass enu-
merator were also deleted by the clerks during the dependent
canvass corrections operation.

For each line in the DCCAR to which a transcription was made,
clerks assigned an Action Code identifying the type of action
taken by the dependent canvass enumerator for the address.
Added units were assioel an Action Code of 'A', deleted units
an ACtion Code of 'D', and corrected units an Action Code of
'CAA! If only the number of wilts canvassed was transcribed
to a unit in the DCCAR, the unit was assigned an Action Code
of '0'. Each line with a non-blank Action Code was then
keyed. The computer filesHwere updated with these keyed changes.

b. Casing Check Updated Files

The address cards and the blue cards were sea to Jeffersonville
where the adds, deletes, and corrections were keyed. Each
address that was keyed was assigned a numerical code which identi-
fied whether the unit was an add, a delet4, or a correction.
Later, when the computer files were updated, the numeric code was
en, ed to an Action Code. As described earlier, added units
were ,.signed an Action Code of 'A', deleted units a 'D', and
corrected units a 'C'. An Action Code of '0' was not needed for
the casing check updated lists because the address of each unit
was cased. That is, each unit address had the opportunity %o be
changed or deleted in the casing check. (Whereas enumerators in

the dependent canvass were given only the basic address of a
struLLure and a count of the number of units at the address. So,
the dependent canvass enumerators were not able to delete individ-
ual units at an address.)

5. Operational Problems

The way in which the DCARs were printed created several problems
during the dependent canvass. These problems affected the depend-
ent canvass of the 1980 list more so than the other lists.
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J,nce only basic addresses (house number and street name;
including -treet type, prefix, and suffix) and the number of
units at each cddress were pr'rled, a count of records having
the same basic aocress had to be obtained via a computer
algorithm. In the 1980 list, entries in the street name
field were not standardized and hence, were not always
consistent between records having the same basic address.
(For example, some records may have had "W. Main St." in

the street name field wnile others may have had "W. Main
Street.") This standardization problem was not known of at
the time the DCARs were printed. As a result, each unique
spelling of the street name was printed as a separate
address in the DCARs, and each address had a count of only
the number of units with that variation of the address.
Enumerators usually deleted all but one of the listings
and entered the total number of units canvassed on the
undeleted line. In most cases, the number of units canvassed
was greater than the number of units listed since the
number of units listed included only those units with that
variation of the address. In that situation, the enumerator
was required to list each unit designation.

If the total number of units canvassed was less than or equal
to the total number listed across all spelling variations
(i.e. across deleted and undeleted lines), enumerators were
obtaining apartment designations needlessly. For these cases,
listings were deleted and units were added only because of
the way in which the registers were printed. These deletes

and adds were identified prior to the corrections operation
and were not transcribed to the DCCARs for keying. Clerks

searched each 1980 list DCAR to identify cases in which twu
or more lines were generated for the same basic address. For
each such case, clerks added togetoer the number of units
limited from ill lines with the same address and entered that
value on each line in the appropriate column. Similarly,
the number of units canvassed was totalled and entered on
each line with the same address. If, after this procedure,
the total number of units listed still did not equal the
number of units canvassed, the appropriate add or delete
information was transcribed to the DCCAR. The amount of time
spent obtaining apartment designations in situations where
it was unnecessary and the amount of time spent on this addi-
tional clerical procedure cannot be isolated. Therefore, the
added cost of these updates cannot be determined. However,
because of the volume of records involved in relation to the
total volume, the cost on a per record basis is probably
minimal.

b. The second problem relating to the printing of tht DCARs was
that special place addresses in the 1980 list were erroneougly
printed as housing units. If the address was acty'lly a
special place, the dependent canvass enumerator wrote the
name of the special place in the remarks column of the DCAR and
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entered a '0' (zero) for the number of units canvassed.
During the corrections operation. the clerks deleted the
preprinted listing and added the address as a special place
cthe assumption being that a housing unit had been converted
lo a special place). If the enumerator canvassed the address
not as a special place but as an address containing housing
units, the clerks would have processed the address as such.

In either case, the action taken by the clerks would not
accurately reflect what the original list had and what was
canvassed by the enumerator. In the first situation, the
original list contained a special place address and the enu-
merator canvassed a special place at that address. No cleri-
cal action was required. In the latter case, the original
list contained a special place address and the enumerator
canvassed housing units at that address. All special place
records at the addre:, ',7!%ould have been deleted and at least
one housing unit record should have been added. Te correct
for the errors in the file resulting from special places
being printed as housing units, unique Validity Status
codes were developed (Validity Status will be defined in
Section I.E.).

Note: This problem was unique to the ALCT and was not a result
of any inherent problem with the 1980 list.

c. The problem of duplicate listings in the DCARs did not affect
the USPS and vendor lists because entries in the street name
field in those files were standardized before the files were
received by the Bureau. Since the initial vendor file did
not contain any special place records, that list was not
effected by the way in which special places were printed.
The initial USPS list did contain some special places. How-
ever, they were printed correctly in the DCARs. [Special
place records in the USPS file were identified by a 'P' ih a
specific column of each record. Special place records in
the 1980 file were identified by the number '1' in the same
column. Apparently, the program used to print the DCARs
recognized a 'P' as a legitimate designation of a special
place record but not the number '1.']

D. List Matching

1. Computer Match

During the geocoding operation, each record in each file was
assigned a sequencing index which was used to identify the
street segment where the unit was located. The sequencing index
along with the house number/house number suffix defined a unique
basic street address (BSA). The computer match essentially identi-
fied for each list, the number of active (or non-deleted) housing
unit and special place records at each BS' and compared those
counts by BSA across all lists. Addresses that agreed across lists
on the number of active housing unit or were listed as a special
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place on all lists, were considered to be matched. This approach
avoided the problem of miror spelling variations in the street name
field which otherwise could have resalted in many more normatzhes.

A unit-by-unit match was not done for two -asons. First, in many
cases involving multi-unit addresses, apartment designations were
not provided by the original list (particularly the original USPS
list), ac4 the dependent canvass was not designed to obtain them
for all situations. Second, with a unit-by-unit match, all such
addresses would have been unmatchable and so would have required
an additional field validity check (see below). At best, this
would just provide another reading on the number of units at the
address. Hence, it seemed inefficient to send out ...Lich addresses
when the updating operations had already agreed on the number of
units. This is particularly true since the only purpose of the
matching operation was to reduce the amount of field verification
needed to resolve count discrepancies between the lists.

2. Clerical Match

An attempt was made to clerically match BSAs that did not agree
on number of units. Following the computer match, the addresses
from each list were printed by ARA in match registers. A review
status,cbde was printed in the registers identifying which BSAs
were not computer matched. The review status code also suggested
a path of inquiry to be used by the clerks to resolve the case.

If a case still could not be resolved, a reconciliation form was
prepared for the address and sent to the regional office for
final resolution in the field. Attachment B contains a copy of
the field reconciliation form used in the ALCT.

E. Match Review

At the completion of the field reconciliation, all units were deter-
mined to be either valid or invalid. Housing units were valid if
they existed within the test area and were used for residential
purposes. Otherwise, they were invalid. Similarly, special places
were valid only if they met the criteria of a special place. For

tabulation purposes, a two character validity status code was assigned
to each unit identifying whether the unit was valid or invalid.
Clerks assigned validity status codes only to units at BSAs that were
not computer matched. Table B describes the validity status codes
assigned by the cler...

With the exception of toe two cases shown below, units i were
clerically assigned validity status codes were keyed. Validity status
status codes for the following units were not keyed:

1. Non-deleted units assigned a validity status code of V.

2. Deleted units assigned a validity status code of N.
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Va laity status for those units and for units at BSAs that were
computer matched were assigned by computer. Non-deleted units were

computer assigned a validity status code of V, and deleted units were
assigned a validity status code of N. Each file was then updated to

include validity status.

Table B: Validity Status Codes

Possible entries for the first position were:

V - Valid - an address meets the criteria of being valid. The

unit exists, is residential, and is located within the test
area.

N - Not valid - the address is invalid.

P - Special place - the address is a special place.
H - Housing unit within a special place - the address is a hous-

ing unit at a special place.
I - Irreconcilable - Even after field reconcii,.tion, there as

not enough information provided to resolve the address.

Possible entries for the second position were:
H-4

T - The address was transferred from one block to another.

F - A special place address from the 1980 list was not printed
in the DCAR as a special glace.

Y - The address is a dependent canvass add that is a duplicate

of a yellow card. This code was assigned only when both
addresses were either housing units or special places.

D - A unit with a non-deleted action code was actually deleted
during the dependent canvass.

P - There is more than one special place record at this basic
address.

U - The casing check update corrected a housing unit record to be
a special place and through matching or field verification the
address was determined to be a special place.

0 - the casing check update corrected a housing unit record to be
a special place and through field verification the address was
determined not to be a special place.

V - (Blank) This symbolizes none of the above.

F. Statistical Analysis - Methodology and Limitations

The analysis focuses primarily on relative net coverage of housing
units which is the difference in the number of valid housing units
in a list relative to another list, and on cast. Differences are
expressed relative to the vendor list (when appropriate) because of
the Bureau's success with using vendors in the past. An additional

focus of this analysis is the effect of the dependent canvass and
casing check on relative coverage.
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14.

Measures of relative, not absolute, coverage rates are used in the
analysis because no "true and complete" list of mailing addresses
Exists. Techniques exist for estimating the true number of housing
units (e.g. Dual-System Estimation), but they depend on the a curacy
of the list matching as well as assumptions regarding the independence
of the listing procedures. Since the list matching was done as a
means of reducing the amount of field reconciliation required and
not for estimation, there are probabl. a number of erroneous matches
as well as non-matches. Also, the independence criteria cannot be
met. For example, vendors regularly take advantage if USPS knowledge
by having them update their files, and the 1980 census list is simply
an updated vendor file. For these reasons and because relative cover-
age measures are sufficient for ALCT purposes such estimation techni-
ques are not be!,,g used.

All sites selected for the ALCT were selected purposively rather than
as a probability sample because we wanted to insure that areas where
coverage problems are prevalent were selected. Because of selecting
a purposive sample, results are restricted to the test sites. This is
not to impl; , however, that there is not interest in knowing how these
results would compare in other areas, areas with a higher growth
rate, for example. On the contrary, the Bureau is presently examining
ways in which this an ne accomplished.

In addition to the results being limited to Hartford and Bridgeport,
generalizations as to the effect on relative coverage if the test
conditions were changed cannot be made. Specifically, it cannot
be determined how relative coverage would be affected under one or
more of the following conditions:

1. Subject each list to a complete coverage improvement package
(e.g. APOC, precanvass, TOD/Caskig checks, 'tc.).

2. Conduct a unit by alit type dependent canvass or an expanded
APOC as are now being utilized for 1990 Test Censuses.

3. Compare the list of addresses from the 19(40 census when it
is nine years old (as it would be if used for 1990) with a
current vendor c USPS list.

These limitations prevent us from emphatically stating that any one
method would be beat for 1990. Hopefully, the results will provide
insight into what will not work for 1990 and hence can be elimi-
nated from further testing.

II. Results

A. Hartford

1. Initial Lists

a. Coverage and Cost Data

Of the three initial lists, the USPS list appeared to :rovlde
the best coverage of housing units (although nominally better
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than tne 1980 census list). The USPS list contained 7.3', more
housing units than the vendor list, and the 1980 census list
contained 7.2% more housing units than the vendor (Table 1).
Coverage differentials are expressed reletive k.o the vendor
list since the vendor list, due to its low cost, our familiarity
with using it, and the previous success we've had with it, is
the ....,.indard against which the others are measured.

Examination of only the valid units in each list revealed that
the USPS list also contallinhe most "noise" (i.e., the highest
per-entage of invalid units). Of the 54,313 units in the USPS
list, 8.0% were invalid while the Percentage of invalid units
for the 1980 and vendor lists was 6.5% and 3.9%, respectively.
After sorting out the invalid units, the 1980 list provided the
best coverage. Relative to the vendor list, the 1980 list had
4.3% more valid units while the USPS list had only 2.8% more

units.

At the basic address level, again the 1980 list provided the
best coverage (Table 2). The USPS list, however, did not provide
better coverage than the vendor list. Coverage at the basic
address level for these two lists was virtually the same.

From a cost standpoint, the vendor list, as expected, was the
least expensive. On a per record basis, the 1980 list was three
times more expensive than the vendor list, and the USPS list was
19 times more expensive (Table 3).

The costs shown 11 Table 3 for the'vendor and USFS lists are
the total costs billed to the Bureau. A breakdown of the
cost is not available for the vendor list. The total cost
of the USPS list, however, includes the following breakdown:

1. Carrier Training $ 2,948*

2. Address Listing $ 3.702

3. Processing
a. Key/verify S 2,842
b. Re-verify S 677

c. Programming $ 41,891**

4. Quality Control S 966

5. Total $ 53,026

* Includes r 355 markup

** Sub-contracting cost with 12.5% markup was $41,436. In-house
computer time with 35% markup was $455. These two components
add up to a total programming cost of $41,891.
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The cost of the Hartford 1980 list was actually one-half the
total cost to key the 1980 coverage improvement updates for
Hartford and Bridgeport. Cost data was not kept separately by
site. Since the 1980 ALCT files for Hartford and Bridgeport
were approximately the same size (55,159 total records in the
Hartford file and 55,410 total records in the Bridgeport file),
the cost was divided equally oetween the two lists. The cost
of preparing the 1980 list included not only the keying of the
updates but the the costs of programming, quality control
checks, personnel (except headquarters staff), and computer
time.

The total number of records shown in 'Table 3 for the USPS list
was the total number of records received by the Bureau. The
total number of records reported for the vendor list was the
total number of records in the vendor file that wero within
the Hartford city limits. All records outside the tit; limits
were excluded from the test altogether. The per record cost
for the vendor list then can be thought of as a per usable
record cost. The count of records for the 1980 list was the
total number of records in the 1980 file after the 1980 cover-
ageimprovement updates were keyed.

b. Quality of Adaress

One indication of ;he quality of the addresses in each list
is the number of corrections that Gere made during the depend-
ent canvass. For the venacr list, 2,161 corrections to the
apartment designation and 268 basic address corrections
were made for a total of 2,429 corrections. The total numbers
of corrections to the USPS and 1980 lists were 3,366 (3,364
apartment designation corrections and 2 basic address correc-
tions) and 1,378 (1,352 apartment designation corrections
and 26 basic address corrections)i-respectively. Using the
number of corrections as a measure of quality indicates that
the 1980 list had the highest quality and the USPS list the
worst.

A second indicator of quality is the frequency of missing
apartment designations in multi-unit structures. Although
exact counts cannot be obtained without extensive clerical
review, approximately one-third of the apartment designations
were missing from multi-unit adaresses in the USPS list. For
the other two lists, the comparable figure is less than
5 percent. Again, this indicates that the USPS list was of
poorer quality.

oe-
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Since geocoding an address is dependent upon the mailing
address, the geocoding capability (computer and clerical)
of each list can be thought of as a measure of quality. Th.,:

figures given in Table 6 do not imply that one list was of
better quality than the others [3]. They do, however, indicate
that all three lists were of acceptable quality Not only
did all lists have a high percentage of total addresses that
were computer geocoded, but each list had a very smell number
of addresses that could not be coded at all. With respect to
computer geocoding, the LISPS "Ad 1980 lists did have slightly
higher percentages than the vendor list though. The USPS list
glso had more addresses that could not be computer or cleri-
cally c,ded.

c. Summary Data

Some interesting observations come from the breakdown of cover-
age by size of address. First, although the 1980 list was the
most complete overall, this was not true for all size categories.
The USPS list provided the best coverage of housing units within
large ( > 10 housing units) multi-units (MU). Relative to the
vendor 11-st, the USPS list nad 7.7% more valid units wit 'n large
MU while the 1980 list contained only 2.8% more valid units within
large MU (Table 4). Far coverage of single units and units within
small MU, the 1980 list was the best. The second interesting
piece of information is that the vendor list provided better cov-
erage than the USPS list for single units. These results also
hold true at the basic address level (Table 5).

The data by size of address is subject to some classification
errors because size was determined for an vidress individually by
list, according to the number of valid units in the list and not
"truth." Therefore, ar address could be classified in the USPS
list, per se, as a large MU and in the vendor last as a small MU
if, for that address, the USPS list nad 10 or more valid units
and the vendor list had less than 10 units (i.e. the vendor nissed
units at that address).
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d. Tatles

Tablf2 1: Coverage of Housing Units -- Original Lists

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor 50,634 48,540
USPS 54,313 (7.35) 49,988 (2.8%)

1980 54,268 (7.2%) 50,752 (4.3%)

Table 2: Coverage of Basic.Addresses -- Original Lists

Total Total Valid
List Basic Addresses Basic Addresses

Vendor 24,126 23,634
USPS 24,062 (-0.3%) 23,618 (-0.1%)

1980 25,017 ( 3.7%) 24,354 ( 3.0%)

Table 3: Cost Data -- Original Lists

Total , Total Number Cost Per
List Cost of Records Record

Vendor $ 2,560.68 51,088 $0.05
USPS $53,026.00 54,730 $0.97

1980 $ 8,250.00 55,169 $0.15

Table 4: Valid Housing Unit Counts by Size of Address -- Ori.nal
Lists

Single Units Within Units Within
List Units Small MU Large MU

Vendor 16,272 19,364 13,004
USPS 16,091 (-1.1%) 19,894 (2.7%) 14,003 (7.75)

1980 16,724 ( 2.8%) 20,656 (6.7%) 13,372 (2.81)

Table 5: Valid Basic Address Counts by Sizt of Address -- Original
Lists

List Single Units . Small MU Large MU

Vendor 16,272 6,e32 530
USPS 16,105 (-1.0%) 6,956 U,816) 557 (5.1%)

1980 16,74 mi Fon 1/J03) (3dezp 535 (0.91)

176



173

Table 6: Hartford Ceocoding

Total
Addresses
in List

Tallies

Computer Geocodina

19.

Clerical Geocodiog

List

Vendor
USPS"

1980

Addresses
Matched

Addresses
Uncoded

Percent
Coded

Addresses
Coded

Uncodable
Addresses

Yellow
Cards

51,088
54,730
55,169

48,163
53,358
53,522

2,925
1,372
1,647

94.27
9/.49
97.01

2,914
1,272
1,620

11

100
27

5

24

Total 160,9E' 155,04: 0,944 96.31 5,806 30

2. Updated Lists

a. Coverage and Cost Data

The, dependent canvass updating technique made significant reduc-
tions in the relative coverage differences between the lists.
However, it did not eliminate those differences altogether. In
terms of valid units, the 1980 list had 1.71 more units than
the vendor list, and the USPS list had 1.61 more than the vendor
(Table 7). An interesti 1g observation is that the relative dif-
ference in total units between the,USFS and vendor lists did
not decrease as much as the relative difference between the 1980
and vendor lists even though the USPS and 1980 lists initially
had about the same number of total units. This may be aue to
the amount of "noise" in the USPS list. That is, ind ;ions from
past studies sugoest that a list with a high percentage of invalid
units is harder to update than a "cleaner" list.

As with the'initial lists, the 1980 list provided the best cover-
age at the basic address level (Table 8).

The total cost to dependent canvass all five lists (three l'sts
in Hartford and two lists in Bridgeport) was $168,550. Since it
is reasonable to a_Alme that the cost to update any one list is
about the same fur all lists, separate cost data by list was not
mairtained. Hence, the total cost was divided equally between
the five lists giving an updating cost for each list of $33,710.
For the vendor and 1980 lists, the updating costs were responsible
for most of the total cost. Therefore, the cost advantage held
by the initial vendor list was significantly reduced for the
updated vendor list. For the updated lists, it is more meaiingful
to look at cost in terms of the "final product", or the number
of valid housing units. On a n,^ valid housin, unit bails, the
cost of the updated vendor was $0.69 per ,nit while the
updated 19E0 list cost $0.79 per unit (Table c). Due to the
high cost initially, tne update,' LISPS list was still considerably
higher at $1.62 be- valid housing unit.
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The total cost reported for each list in Table 9 is the total
cost of the initial list plus the updating cost given above.
The total number of valid housing units comes from column 3 of
Table 7.

b. Summary Data

For the most part, the results relating to size of address
stated in Section II.A.1.c for the original lists hold true
for the updated lists v'th one noted exception. For units
within small MU, the 19b0 list by far provided the best
coverage of the initial lists (6.7% more valid units
than the vendor within small MU for the 1980 list compared
to 2.7% more for the USPS list). However, after updating,
the USPS list provided slightly better coverage than the
1980 list (and also the vendor list). The USPS list had
2.5% more valid units than the vendor within small MU, as
opposed to 2.1% more valid units for the 1980 list
(Table 10).

Except for the relative difference in coverage of small
multi -unit addresses between the LISPS and vendor lists,
all coverage differentials were either reduced or eliminated
by the update. The difference in coverage of small MU
addresses between the USPS and vendor lists increased from
1.8% initially to 2.7% (Table 11).

The limitation stated earlier regarding misclassification of
size of address applies here as well.

No mention of special places was made in the initial list
results because it was not required that the list sources
include special places for the ALCT. However, enumerators
updating the lists were required to add missing special
places. Of the initial lists, the USPS and 1980 list inclu-
ded special places while the vendor list did not. As can
be expected in a situation such as this, the USPS and 1980
updated lists had significantly better coverage of special
paces than did the vendor list (Table 12).

Coverage of special places is a secondary evaluation criteria.
This is because in a census. lists of special places are
compiled independently of housing unit lists and from separate
sources. Therefore, it is not critical that special places be
included in this evaluation.
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c. Tables

Table 7 Coverage of Housing Units -- Updated Lists

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor 55,384 5L,580
LISPS 58,488 (5.6%) 53.422 (LW
1930 57,620 1.0%) 53,452 (1.7%)

Table 8: Coverage of Basic Addresses -- Updated Lists

List
Total

B -Ac Addresses
Total Valid

Basic Addresses

Veidor 24,941 24,332
USPS 25,077 (0.5%) 24,502 (0.7%)
1180 25,611 (2.7%) 24,822 (2.0%)

Table 9: Cott Data -- Up _ted L'

Total - Valid Cost Per
List Cost Units Valid Unit

Vendor 536,270.68 52,580 $0.69
USPS $86,736.00 53,422 $1.62
1980 $41,960.00 63,452 $0.79

Tabl 10: Valid H. ing Unit Counts by Size of address -- Updated
Lists

Single Units Within Units Within
List Un'ts Small MU__ Large MU

Vendor 16,685 21.211 14,684
USPS 16,667 (-0.1%) 21,747 (2.t.%) 15,008 (2.2%)
1980 17,007 ( 1.9%) 21.665 (2.1%) 14,780 (0.7%)

wble :1: Valid Basic Address Counts by Size of Address -- Updated
lists

List Single Units Small MU Leine MU

Vendor 16,665 7,081 566
USPS 16,667 (-0.1%) 7,269 (2.7%) 566 (-j
1980 17,00'' ( 1.9%) 7,250 (2.4%) 565 (-0.2%)

'/9



176

22.

Table 12: Special Place Counts

List Valid SP Invalid P Total

Vendor 69 33 102

USPS 105 92 197

1980 107 93 200

B. Bridgep,rt

1. Initial Lists

a. Coverage and Cost Data

In Bridgeport, the 1930 list provided the best coverage at
hoth the housing ,nit and basic address levels. At the
housing unit level, the 1980 list had 6.9% more housing
units and 3.9% more valid housing units than the vendor

list (Table 1) At tho hasic address level, the 1980 list
contained 5.0% more addresses and 3.7% more valid addresses
than the naor list (Table 2).

Although the vendor list was deficient with respect to
coverage, it did contain less noise. Of the total number
of housiny units in the vendor list, on'y 2.8% were invalid.
This is comoored to 5.6% of the housing units in the 1980
lit that were invalid.

As was the case in Hartford, the vendor list was the less
expensive list. On a per record basis, the 1980 list was

2-1/2 tires more expensive (Table 3). The cost reported in
Table 3 or the vendor list was tne total cost billed to the
Bureau. The number of records reported was tie numh!e of
adcresces located inside the city limits. As explained
earlier, the cost of the 1980 list'was half the cost to

.he 1980 coverage improvement updates for Hartford
ano dridgepolt, and the number of records was the number
of records in the file after the "23 updates were keyed.

b, Quality of Address

Nothing definitive can be stated about quality of address
from looking at the total number of corrections to each
list. Results solely from the casing check update imply
that the vendor list was of slightly better quality (174
corrections to the vendor addresses versus 305 corrections
to the 1980 list addresses). On the other hano, the depend-
ent canvass updatJ favors the 1980 list (1,688 corrections
to the vendor addresses versus 1,157 corrections to the
1980 list addresses).
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One thing that can be determined though is that the dependent
canvass as an updating technique will produce more "corrections"
than the casing check. The ter "correction," does not imply
that the final or corrected version of the address is more
accurate than the original version. It simply indicates a
change in the address. The larger number of co:-e4cions in the
dependently canvassed lists is most likely due to Bureau

enumerators and USPS carriers disagreeing as to the address
of a unit or structure. Often, this occurs in multi-unit
structures where unit designations used in ma;1 delivery are
not the same as physical unit designations. Since the USPS
was involved in the creation or updating of both lists, its
understandable that most of the addresses would be recognizable
(or deliverable) by USPS carriers during a casing check (and
thus not in need of correction). Perhaps casing check corrections
are a better measure of quality since ultimately the USPS will
have to recognize th ,rsion printed on the census questionnaire
in order tc deliver it. If that is the case, both lists are of
good qua'ity since there were relatively few casing check cor-
rections to either list.

As was the case for Hartford, the geocoding results indicate that
the 1980 list had a slightly higher percentage of addresses geo-
coded by computer and that both lists were acceptable with respect
to quality (Table E, [3]). The results also indicate that the
vendor list contained a substantial number of addresses that could
ot be coded either by computer or clerically. However, a large
number of the 1130 addresses that could not be coded were from
a specific housing project. Many of the housing units it that
project had the same basic address but were in separate buildings.
Units with the same address were distinguishable only by the

building number which was not included with tte address. Since
the project was located in several blocks all of which were in
the same ARA, the exact bloc: number could not be determined for
these addresses. As a result, they could not be printed in a
DCAR and henc were excluded frum the dependent canvass update.
Examination of the completed DCAR for the ARA involved indicated
that most of these addresses were added by the enumerator. These
addresses were, however, included in the casing cteck upJate
since that update is not dependent upon geography. As it turned
out, the fiRA involved was one of the three ARAB matched in the
dist-ict office and was, therefore, dropped from the test.

c. Summary Data

At the housing unit and basic address levels, the 1980 list was
also the most complete for all address size categories (Tables 4
and 5). However, coverage of small multi-unit addresses for the
1980 list was not considerably greater (1.3%) than the vendor
list.

Again, there is a limitation on the data by size of address due
to the way in which size is determined ;see discussion of He tford
results).
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d. Tables

Table 1: Coverage of Housing Unit%

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor 48,667 47,293

1980 52.017 (6.9%) 49,114 (3.9%)

Table 2: Coverage of Basic Addresses

Total Valid
List Basic Addresses Basic Addresses

Total

Vendor 34.161 33,598
1980 25,868 (5.0%) 34,831 (3.7%)

Tabld 3: Cost Data

Total Total Number Cost 'er
List Cost -,f Records Record

Vendor 12,885.31 51.359 $0.06
1980 $8,250.00 55,410 $0.15

Table 4: Valid Housirg Unit Cants by Size of Address

Single
List Unit

Units Within Units Within
Small MU -4119f in

Vendor ks.,853 11,071 7,369
1980 30,001 (4.0%) 11,472 (3.6%) 7,641 (3.7%)

Table 5: Valid Dasic Address Courei by Size of Address

Single
List Unit Small MU Large MU

Vendor 28,853 4,537 208

:980 30,0:9 (4.0%) 4,595 (1.35) 217 (4.3%)

3180AVA1103 7,373
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Table 6: Bridgeport Geocoding Tallies

Computer Ceocoding Clerical Geocoding
Total

Addresses Addresses Addresses Percent Addresses Un.sodabla Ye l

List in moist Matched Uncoded Coded Cooed Addresses Cards

Vendor 51,359 48,347 3,012 94.14 1,882 1,'.30 39

1980_ 55,410 54,071 1,339 97.58 1.312 27 20

Total 106,769 102,418 4,351 95.93 1.194 1,157 59

2. Updated Lists

a. Coverage and Cost Data

Of the four 'final" lists, the 1980/DC list was the best.
Relrtive to the Vendor/CC list, the 1r80/DC list had 3.55
:Dri. valid units as compared to 2.9% more for the 1980/CC
ii.st and 2.35 more for the Vendor/DC list (Table 7a).

Tables 7b and 7c point out several additional observations.
They show that:

1) The ore complete the initial list was, the more
ccmplete the final list would be (Table 7b).

2) Both the dependent rinvass and the casing check
reduced the coverag, differential between the initial
lists, with the dependent canvass reducing it even
more than the casing check (Table 7b). Neither method
eliminated the differential though.

3) The dependent canvass picked up missed units better
than the casing check (Table 7c). However, this
appears to be dependent upon the completeness of
the initial list. The relative difference between
the Vendor/DC list and the Vendor/CC list was much
higher than the relative difference between the
1980/DC and the 1980/CC lists (2.3% versus 0.6%).

The order from most complete to least complete carried through
from the housing unit to the basic address level (Table 8).
That is, in addition to being most complete at the housing unit
level, the 1980/DC list was most complete at the basic address
level as well; followed by the 1980/CC list; the Vendor/DC list;
and, least complete, the Vendor/CC lest.

t".k 1141# 1103 Pal
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Overall, the least expensive list was the Vendor/CC list at
$0.08 per valid housing unit (Table 9). This list was followed
in order from least expensive to most expensive by the 1980/CC
list, the Vendor/DC list, and the 1980/DC list. As Table 9
shows, the lists updated by a dependent canvass were considera-
bly more expensive than the lists updated by a casing check.
On a per valid housing unit basis, the cost of the 1980/DC
list was over four times that of the 1980/CC list, and the
Vendor/DC list cost nine times more tht. the Vendor/CC list.

As reported earlier, the total cost to dependent canvass the
five urban lists was divided equally between the 11 L. The
total cost to case both the vendor and 1980 lists was $2,516.
This cost was also divided equally between the two lists cased.

b. Summary Data

Some curious results come from the breakdown of coverage by
size of address (Tables 10 and 11). Although the 1980/DC
list contained the most valid housing units, it was not the
most complete in any of the three size categuries. The 1980/CC
list had slightly better coverage of single units, and the
Ver6r/DC list had slightly better co4erage of units within
both small and large MU. Also, the Vendor/CC list would compare
much more favorably with the Vendor /PC and 1930/CC lists if it
had relatively equal coverage of units within large MU. If
coverage of units within large MU for the Vendor/CC list was
roughly equal to the same coverage fir the Vendor/DC list, the.
overall coverage differential woulb decrease from 2.3% to 1.1%.
Similarly, the coverage differential between the Vendor/CC and
1980/CC lists would decrease from 2.9% to 1.7% (these data are
subject to the limitation stated in Section II.A.1.c).

As for speciai places, the two 1980 lists had better coverage
than tt.e two vendor lists (Table 12). The initial Bridgeport
vendor list did not crntain special places. Coverage between
each pair of updated its having the same initial list source
was equal. Again, a major emphasis is not being placed on
coverage of special places because separate listing procedures
are used to create the special place address list.

c. Tables

Table la: Coverage of Housing Units (Relative to the Vendor/CC
List)

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor/CC 51,289 49,399
Vendor/C: 52,C25 (3.0%) 50,527 (2.370
1980/CC 53,938 (5.2%) 50,816 (2.9%)
1980/DC 54,965 (7.2%) 51,128 (3.55)
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Table 7b: Coverage of Housing Units (Pairwise comparisons of
the updated lists)

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor/CC
1980/CC

Vendor/DC
1980/DC

51,289
53,938 (5.2%)

52,825
54,966 (aa%)

49,399
50,816 (2.9%)

50,527
51,128 (1.2%)

Table 7L: Coverage of Housing Units (Paimse comparisons of
the updating procedures)

List Total Units Valid Units

Vendor/CC 51,289 49,399

Vendor/DC 52,825 (3.0%) 50,527 (2.3%)

1980/CC 53,938 50,816
1980/DC 54,966 (1.9%) 51,128 (0.6%)

-.0

'able 8: Coverage of Basic Addresses

ToLtA' Total Val:d

List Basic Addresses Basic Addresses

Vendor/CC 35,323 34,580

Vendor/DC 35,555 (0.7%) 34,721 (0.45)

1980/CC 36,535 (3,4%) 25,349 (2.2%)

1980/DC 36,704 (3.9%) 35.400 (2.4%)

Table 9: Cust Data

List

Cost Per
Total Cost Valid Units Valid Uoit

Vendor/CC $ 4,143.31 ig,399 $0.08
Vendor/DC $36,593.31 ,527 $0.72

1980/CC S 9,508.00 0u,816 50.19

1980/DC 541,950.00 51,128 $0.82

Table 10: Val

List

id Housing Unit Counts by Size of Address

Ingle

4ts

Units Within Units Within
Small MU Large MU

Vendor/CC 29,902 11,392
Vendor/DC 29,818 (0.3%' 12,007 (5.4%)

1980/CC 30,662 ( Z.5%) 11,484 (0.8%)

1980/DC , ,30,546 ( 2.z%) 11,908 (4.5%)

-! Id . IA Ili T23
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Table 11: Valid bisic Address Counts by Size of Address

Single
List Units Small MU Large MU

Vendor/CC 29,902 4,455 223
Vendor/DC 29,8)3 (-0.3%) 4,668 (4.8% 235 (5.4%)
1980/CC 30,662 ( 2.5%) 4,459 (0.1% ) 228 (2.2%)
1980/DC 30,546 ( 2.2%) 4,625 (3.8% 229 (2.7%)

Table 12: Special Place Counts

List Valid SP Invalid SP Total

Vendor/CC 40 44 84
Vendor/DC 38 27 65
1980/CC 68 121 189
1980/DC 68 116 184

III. Summary and Conclusions

A. Summary of Results

1. The USPS list was by far the most expensive of the three sources
its Hartford. In addition, it provided no better coverage than
tne 1930 census list, but did do slightly better than the vendor
list. if also had the highest percentage of invalid original
listings. Finally, although not shown in the data tables beause
we can only approximate these results, almost one-third of the
units in multi-unit structures were mi 'ng unit designations
(whereas Ws happened very infrequent in the other two lists).
Operationally there were no major problems conducLing a dependent
canvass of this list, but keep in mind that this was a 1980 style
precanvas; viler* enumerators only had to check thm number of
units in multi-unit structures. The lack of unit diriTitions
emuld be a more serious proolem using the current unit-by-unit
precanvess. One final point is that this list seems to have been
slightly more complete initially for large multi-unit structures
than either of the other lists.

2. The vendor list WS, AS expected, the thcepest, and it also had
the lowest percentage of invalid listings. On the other hand, it
had he worst coverage both before and after updating. The cov-
erage ga, was narrowed considerably by the dependent canvass, and
somwwhat less by the casing check. The gap, however, was not
eliminated. T'ere were no major operational problems dealing
with this list.
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3. The 1980 list nad the best coverage both before and after updating.
loole somewhat more expensive than the vendor list, it was still
mucn cheaper than the USPS list. While it had a higher percentage
of invalid listings 1"5aa the vendor list, it had a slightly lower
percentage than the USPS list. It is also interesting to note
that this list appears to 1lLve been much hitter than either of
the others with respect to i Atial coverage in :mall multi-units.
An important point to keep in mind here, of course, is that there
does not appear to have i,cen much growth (or other change) in the
housing unit inventory in the fcur years since 1980, so these
results cannot answer how well this approach would work when th-
lists are nine years old (in 1989), particularly for areas where
a lot of change will have taken place since 1980. Presumably, it
would not do as well under soch conditions.

4. A general point of interest it. that, consistently, the more
complete the initial list, the more complete the updated list.

B. Conclusions

1. While the USPS list did prvicie bitter coverage than the vendor
list, 4t did no better than the 1980 census list. Even if other
factors should eliminate the 1980 list from consideration, the
very high cost of the USPS list would probably rule it out. It

should be kept in mind that USPS knowledge likely would still
be employed with either of the other two lists (e.g.; APOC
and other casing chAcks; residual effects of postal activities
from 1980 for the 1930 list; as part of regular updates tone
by many vendors).

2. While the vendor list was the cheapest And "cleanest" (fewest
invalids), it also hae the worst coverage. Still, we have a
lot of experience IP using these lists, and the cost difference
relative to the ll'J 14st and USPS list can't be ignored. It

is also true that after only one update, the coverage gap was
narrowed considerably, and it may very well be that the full
census coverage improwlment package might eliminate this gap
altogether. After all, the 1980 list used here is nothing more
than a vendor file plus all the 1980 coverage improvements.
Also, by 1989, the coverage advantage of the 1980 list may
dissipate (especially-in high growth areas) since the vendor
files will be mu,h more up-to-date. (This would also be true
for the USPS list, but again cost would be a factor.)

3. Given that there has not been much change in these areas since
1980, it should not be to surprising that the 1980 list did
well (i.e., with all the -overage'improvement efforts in 1980,
this list should be t!"1 for changes
since 198017Wile ils,real a el s would not
do well for 1990 in higligrowt areal, e is indicate
that the 1980 list is at least a viable alternative when vendor
lists are not available or are of suspect quality/completeness.
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4. Given that each initial list bene'itted from updating and that
even the best original list would not have been as complete as
any updated list, there are no results here to indicate that we
could eliminate any of the census coverap improvement operations
by using one of the list sources over any other.

5. Based on the coverage and cost data above, the approach in urban
areas indicated for 1990 is to use the list of addresses from
the 1980 census in combination with vendor lists as the basis
for our mailing list. That is, pre-identify urban areas where
the vendor list would have Insufficient coverage and areas where
a vendor list is not available at all. In those areas, the 1980
list would be the base list of addresses, and in all other urban
areas, vendor lists would be used.
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STATUS OF 1980 STUDIES
PRELIMINARY EVALUATION RESULTS MEMORANDA SERIES (PERMS)

Study Name

Coverage eval ations and coverage measurement procedures

Census Geocoding Frror Study
Demo,: aphic Analysis Estimates of Census Coverage
1978 Cu, rent copulation Survey(CPS)/Internal Revenue

Service (IRS) Administrative Records Match
Duplication Study
Forward Trace
Housing Unit Coverage Study
Housing Unit Overcount Study
'RS/Census Match
Post Enumeration Program
Puerto Rico Labor Force Match
Retrospective Trace

Experimental program

Alternative Questionnaires
Alternative Training
Experimental Student Intern Program
Job Enrichment Feasibility Study
Telephone Follow up for Nonresponse
Update/leave

Content evaluations

Annual Housing Survey/Census Match
Content Reintervie,+ Study
1980 CPS - Census Match for Content Evaluation
Utility Costs

Coverage improvement evaluations

PrecanvaSs
Non-household Sources
Vacant/Del ete Check

Prel st Recanvas s

Local Review
H4 Edit
Sp nish Questionnaires/Assistance Centers
Dependent Roster
Casual Count
Were You Counted?
Post Office Effectiveness
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PERM Status*

PERM 106, 6/85
PERM 18, 12/82

PERM 21, 7/82
PERM 44, 2/83
9/85 - final

PERM 109, 8/85
PERM 10, 6/81
PERM 51, 7/83
9/85 - draft
PERM 91, 9/84
PERM 48, 6/83

PERM 93, 11/84
PERM )4, 11/84
PERM 20, 2/82
PERM 24, 4/82
PERM 58, 8/83
PERMS 66, 70, 76,
79, 82, 86, 96

PERM 100, 7/85
PPM 67, 9/83
4/85 - cancel led

PERM 59, 8/83

PERM 92, 10/84
PERMS 97, 98, 99
PERM 97, 11/84
PERM 84, 8/84
PERM 81, 7/84
PERM 83, 8/84
PERK 90, 10/84
PERM 85, 9/84
PERM 87, 9/84
PERM 85, 9/84
PERM 52, 6/83
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Processing and quality control evaluations

Census Allocation Program
Diary Address Program
Field Ouality Control
Processing Center Coding Performance
Various Duality Contr,1 Related Evaluations

Curbstone ng
Field Edit Follow-up
Selection Aids Evaluation
Census Unclassified Units hy Race

Other Studies

Applied Behavior Analysis Survey
Census Logistical Earl, Warning Sample
Conponents of Variance Study

Knowle lye, Attitudes and Practices Survey
Total Error (Upper/Lower bounds on Census Variance)

9/85 - final
9/85 - final
12/85 - final
PEW 68, 1/84
PERMS 2-4, 7, 11,
13, 14, 23, 26-30,
33, 34, 36, 38-40,
47, 50, 53, 57, 60,
68, 73, 77, 78, 89,
103
11/85 - final
9/85 - final
PERM 107, 7/85
PERM 108, 7/85

PERMS 61, 71
PERMS 22, 46
final date not
decided
PERM 31, 9/82
Pr R1 95, 1/65

* Those PERMS ,,hat have been completed are shown as "PERM" followed by the
P,-.F1 number and date completed. Those PERMS that are not completed are
shown as a date followed by "final" or "draft."
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L Attactanent9
(Part 2)

Preliminary Research and Evaluation Memorandum Seri es index

Number Subject

1 Establishment of Preliminary Research and Eval uation Memorandum
Seri es

2 1985 Pretest Res 'Its of tne Quality Cot. the Ink Jet
Labeling Operation for the Advance Pos e Check

3

4

5

6

1985 Pretest Verif-cation Results of the N<sembly of Precanvass
Kits

1985 Pretest Quality Control of Keying Advance Post Office Check
Data

1985 Prestest Verification Results of the Printing of Precanvass
Address Register

1985 Prestest Results of the Advance Post Office Check (APOC) II
in the 1985 Pretest

7 1985 Pretest Results of the System Test for Precanvass Updating
of the Address Control File

8 1985 Tampa, Flordi a Test Census - Review of Age Reporting

9 Results of the Systems Test for Collection Office Updating of the
Address Control File

10 Results of the Precensus Local Review and the Special Place
Prelist Updates to the Address Control File

11 Results of Blue Card and Yellow Card Updates to the Address
Control File

12

13

Preliminary Unit-by-Unit Precanvass Findings

locumentation of the Pre-Mailout Results of the Evaluation of the
1985 Jersey City ',Olt Panel Design and Sample Selection

14 1985 Test Census Results of the Quality Control of the Advance
Post Office Check in the 1985 Pretest

15 1985 Test Census Quality Control Results or the Proting of
Keyed Questionnaires

16 1985 Tc.,t Census Verification Results of the Optical Mark
Reader Data Capture

1985 Te3 1111A140.4903nT2ISof the Processiny
Office Mail Returns Questionnaire Check-In
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Number Subject

18 Documentation of the Split Panel Design and Selection for the
1985 Jersey City Test Census

19 Focus Groups

20 Final Verification Results of Assembled Kits

21 Verification Results of the Keying of 100-Percent Data

22 Mail Response Results for Jersey City and Tampa

23 Results of Nonresponse Follow-up Supplement in the 1985 Test
Censuses of Jersey City and Tampa

24 1985 Test Census Request for Spanish Questionnaires: Results

25 Quality Control Results of Edit Revien.

Premilinary Research and Evaluation Memorandums that have not been issued as
of August 19, 1985.

**

Results of Precanvass Address Register Keying and Address
Control File Updating Operations

Reterence File Enhancement Study/1985 Test Census, Tampa, Flordiz
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Status of 1985 Test, 1990 Decennial Census
1000)

October 1964 - June 1985

1995 Test

Annual

Budget Accurals
0^del.
Orders

Administrative
Reservatirr,: Balance

PlaAnirog 2594 2289 145 7 153

Field Collection Office Space 195 160 0 35

Communicty Awareness/Publicity 182 151 22 9

Advanced Post Office Check (APOC) 25 29 (4)

Geography 188 92 96

Data Collection 1/ 1841 1713 7 2 119 I..

Data Processing/Capture 644 725 (8112/
CO

Evaluation 1668 871 12 785

TOTAL 7337 6030 186 9 1112

Annual Field Nat'l Dist. of
1/ oats Collection Budget Summary-thru 5/85 Other Costs Balance

New Jersey 846 941 43 (138)

Tampa 995 687 51 257

TOTAL 1841 1628 94 119

2/ This is not a problem because we expect surpluses in other categories to
the tests to be completed within budget.
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QUESTIONNAIRE CONTENT AND DESIGN

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CENSUS AND PCPULATION,

COMMITTEE nN POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to (all, at 10:55 R.M., in room
304, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Robert Garcia (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. GARCIA. Good morning and welcome to our hearing on the
questionnaire content and design of the 1990 decennial census.

This is the second of our series of hearings on the Census Bu-
reau's plans and activities for the 1990 decennial. Today we will
focus on three areas of the Bureau's efforts on the questionnaire:
First, content planning and testing process; second, plans for ques-
tionnaire design testing; and third, results from the 1985 test of the
two-stage census procedure.

In 1987 the Census Bureau is required to submit to Congress a
report containing proposed content of the 1990 decennial census
questionnaire and the types of information to be compiled in the
decennial. The Bureau's plans are well underway. It is already
making its decisions as to the content of the questionnaire. This
hearing is timely in that it will give the publit: an opportunity to
examine the Bureau's plans.

We will first examine the Census Bureau's plans to see if the
Bureau has allowed for sufficient public participation in its deci-
iionmaking process, especially regarding the changes 1.. is consider-
ing on the questionnaire content. Then we will review the criteria
the Bureau uses in making its decisions. We will also review the
changes the Bureau is considering for the decennial questionnaire
content and design.

Today Mr. Peter Bounpane, who is the assistant director for dem-
ographic censuses of the Census Bureau, will be our only witness to
ensure that we cover the Bureau's plans regarding questionnaire
content and design thoroughly.

And to you, Mr. Bounpane, let me excuse myself. I thought I
would get here without any trouble by 10:30, but the Eastern Air-
line shuttle was backed up 15 planes at LaGuardia. But I should
know better really. What can I say? I just hoped I could get here by
the 10:30 staving time.

But, aiyway, you have been here before, so proceed.

(195)
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STATEMENT OF PETER A. BOUNPANE, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR
DEMOGRAPHIC CENSUSES, U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, AC-
COMPANIED BY ARTHUR YOUNG, CHIEF OF HOUSING STATIS-
TICS DIVISION AND ROGER HERRIOT, CHIEF OF POPULATION
DIVISION

Mr. BOUNPANE. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. I am glad to be
here and conti our dialog with you.

I am just going to make a few short remarks rather than read
our testimony and leave time for questions and answers. I do have
with me today two people that I would like to introduce, and per-
haps they will help on some of the questions. One is Roger Herriot;
he is the chief of our Population Division. The other is Arthur
Young; he is the chief of our Housing Di-rision. These are two
major aspects of the census. I note today we are going to talk about
general planning, but as we go into the next year or so and we get
into more details, I think it will be good for you and the committee
to have more contact with these two people because they are far
more expert on the details than I would be.

Let me just start out with a few words about our planning proc-
ess on the questionnaire and where we are today. We started Aut
with a look at 1980. This is standard for whether it is the question-
naire or any aspect of the census. That entails many things in the
evaluation of the quality of the questions that were asked in 1980:
Were respondents able to answer them properly? How reliable are
their answers?

It includes some other things as well. Should some of the aspects
of the questionnaire be continued? Let me give you an example
there. If you lock at the 1980 questionnaire, you find two different
questions on how many units are at this building. They were asked
for two different reasons. One was to actually make a data tabula-
tion of the number of units at the structure. Another reason was to
have a coverage check. We think we had mailed to every unit in a
building. We wanted to ask the residents of the building how many
units do you have here in order to that against the number
of mailing packages we mailed out to see if we perhaps missed a
unit. We did not think we could ask that in one question and hence
there were two. We have changed that, at least preliminarily, for
1990. It will not be there in two questions, rather in one, and that
will help, I think, the format and the appearance and the ease of
answering the questionnaire. So looking at the 1980 involves many
things.

The second aspect of the planning is to go out and gather user
input for the questionnaire, and we have done this in various ways.
Let me just summarize those.

The first is to hold a series of local public meetings across the
country, at least one in each state, in total about 70, and they will
be finished next month. These meetings concentrated primarily on
getting input from local users about the census. And I have an in-
terim report from those meetings which I will be glad to leave with
the committee today. If you look at that, it also shows you a lAtie
bit about who tended to attend these meetings and in general there
were a good number of officials from local areas and States, State
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governments as well as academia, who generally attended these
meetings.

The second aspect of user input is with the other Federal agen-
cies in town through an operation we call the Federal Agency
Council, something we have done for the last several censuses.
Many things come out of that process. It basically involves the
agencies in town who are interested in the census itself and what
data it produces. They meet under the chairmanship of the Office
of Management and Budget and discuss Federal uses of data from
the census.

One of the first steps in that process was to document the Feder-
al uses of the data from the census and the anticipated Federal
uses of the data from the next census; and we also have, which we
can leave with the committee today, a copy of that documentation.
It is relatively large, but it does give a flavor for the varied uses of
census information.

Another aspect of the Federal Agency Council were the meetings
themselves, where we met with each of the other Federal agencies;
and to help in those general meetings we had small working
groups which were called Interagency Working Groups and they
were by topic so there was an interagency working group to ad-
dress labor force statistics, there was an interagency working group
to address the race or Spanish origin questions and those types of
topical groupings.

Each of those working groups has met, written a report and we
also have a set of summary reports from those working groups
which we can leave with the committee as well.

In addition to these relatively formal structures, the local public
meetings, and the Federal Agency Council, we also have held a
series of special purpose meetings to get user input. I will not list
all of those, but an example is the recent race and ethnic confer-
ence we had here in town. We had a specialized conference to ad-
dress issues about which housing questions should be on the
census. We had time on the agenda of an organization called the
Association of Public Data Users, APDU for short, and we dis-
cussed with them the uses of census data. So there are also a
number of specialized meetings to address the census question-
naire.

If you put that all together, where are we now? We have devel-
oped a set of questions which we think should be tested for possible
use in 1990. The vehicle for testing is the National Content Test. It
is a large-scale national mail-out scheduled for next spring, and it
is a subdivided sample so that some households get one kind of
questionnaire, another household gets a different kind of question-
naire, and then we compare the results when we get them back. So
we test different questions, new ones, and we test different ques-
tion wording to see if one has a better response than another.

That is the major testing vehicle for gathering information on
the questionnaire items. The timing is to have that conducted next
spring and then to analyze it between next fall and next w.nter,
leading to the date you mentioned in your opening remarks, April
1987, when we must come to the Congress and say these are the
subject areas we plan to ask in the 1990 census.
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Just a few words on questionnaire design itself. I know that is
also of interest. I do not have as much to report on that as the con-
tent of the questionnaire. It is a little early yet. All I can say is we
share the committee's concern that the questionnaire be as a in
friendly as possible; that the easier it is for a respondent to fill it
out, the better the census will go. Like other things in the census,
we face a confict here. The more automation we use in the proc-
essing of the census, the more restricted we are in how we design
the questionnaire. The film-to-tape process rec,uires certain quality
paper, certain kinds of marks or the paper, et cetera. The optical
mark reading approach has less restrictions than that, but still
some restrictions in terms of how the questionnaire is designed.
The least restricted design would come if we data entered, direct
data entered, data key the data. However, that is a very cumber-
some process and one in which there is some doubt it could be ac-
curately done in the tiineframe that it would need to be done in
1990. So we are going to have to balance the need for automation
with our desire to make that questionnaire as easy for a respond -
'ant to fill out as possible. I think we have made some significant
progress already over 1980.

In conclusion, let me say that we share with you the need to
have these discussions early, and 1986, calendar year 1986, is the
key year for these kinds of discussions. We do not want it to come
as a surprise in April of 1987; rather to work with you over the
next year so we can solve problems before that date.

That concludes my remarks, and I will be glad to try to answer
any questions you mighy have.

[The statement ' Peter A. Bounpane follows:]

REMARKS (Hr THE ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, PETER A
BOUNPANE

Thank you for this opportunity to present an overview of recent developments at
the Census Bureau Today, as requested by the Subcommittee, I will discuss three
aspects of our 1990 census planning. I will concentrate on our content planning and
testing process. Then I will summarize planned work on questionnaire design test-
ing and, finally, results from our 1985 test of a two-stage census procedure.

The selection of content for a decennial census begins long before the date when
we report rroposed content to the Congress (three years before Census Day). The
process for c. terminining census questions starts with an assessment of the quality
of the data fi mu the preceding census and an assessment of how extensively these
data ar" heir g used The Content Reinterview Study conducted as part of the 1980
census has provided information on the quality of data from Bele, ed questions.
Other information on quality comes from analyses of 1980 census nonresponse rates
and comparisons of national level census data with similar data from federal sur-
veys

We have a number of forums for discussing data needs. Local public meetings
(LPMs), sponsored by the Census Bureau and local and state organizations are a pri-
mary source of information on the uses of the data. The LPMs have afforded a wide
var sty of users, from the private and public sectors alike, the opportunity to ex-
press critical judgments In the adequacy of the data and to suggest new or modified
data elements for the upcoming census. At least one meeting had been held in every
state and we will complete the last of nearly 70 such meetings this October. Other
forums and special outreach effortssuch as conferences dealing with housing
issues or the needs for data on race and ethinic groupsalso are major sources of
suggestions on the content of the next census.

For determining Federal data needs, the Census Bureau has sought counsel from
other agencies, both directly through 10 Interagency Working Groups and through
OMB's Federal Agency Council on the Decennial Census. These exchanges have
been important channels of communication They enlighten the Census Bureau
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about date needs while sensitizing users about the kinds of concerns that must be
weighed in developing each element of the census.

A general principle governs the selection of subject content for the census, includ-
ing the specific questions that are used: The census must be aimed solely at data
that are required to meet well-demonstrated public need., or that are required to
fulfill legal mandates or implement governmental programs. The following ques-
tions illustrate the criteria that are applied to proposed data:

Does the item originate from a demonstrably broad societal need, legal mandate,
or program requirement?

Are the data seeded for small geographic areas (for example, blocks or census
tracts), or for small and dispersed population groups?

Could the information be obtained from sources other than the census, such as
Federal surveys (for example, the Current Population or American Housing Sur-
veys), administrative records, or private-sector surveys/polls?

Can the question be phrased understandably and could respondents answer it ac-
curately?

Would the public perceive the item as frivolous or inappropriate?
Would the item yield reliable information, from conceptual and statistical per-

spectives?
Is the item affordable? Will specialized coding or processing requirements strain

budgetary limits?
The application of these kinds of criteria by Bureau specialists leads to the selec-

tion of a set of candidate items. We then test proposed new items and also modified
wording or format for questions that were asked in the previous census. The testing
program will help us determine which of the mary valid data needs can be pursued
for the census.

The main testing vehicle will be the National Content Test, scheduled for nest
year This test is designed to provide information on the reliability of the data col-
lected and the ability and willingness of r.spondents to answer the questions. The
mailout for the National Content Test will occur late in March of 1986, and we will
complete analysis of the results by next winter. This will allow us to report to Con-
gress by April of 1987 on the proposed subjects for the 1990 census. Additional
smaller-wale tesiing may be needed after that as we decide on final question word-
ing. Questions proposed for the census must be reported to Congrers by April 1988,
prior to submission to the Office of Management and Budget for approval uner the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980.

Planning and consultation to date have identified numerous subjects for testing.
The National Content Test forms, which include both new proposals and traditional
census questions, contain about twice as many inquiries as were on the 1980 census
forms. As stated earlier, testing will help us narrow the list of candidate questions.
Some of the proposed new or expanded topic areas include

Housing Identification of residential care facilities; identification of cooperatives
and of congregate living units; secodary heating fuel and equipment; condominium
fees; and mobile home costs.

Population- Highest educational degree held; disability limitations for children,
and limitations in self-care and mobility for the population in general; receipt of
benefits from government programs such as food stamps, Medicare, Medicaid, and
energy assistance; health insurance coverage; pension income; and second jobs.

Now, Mr Chairman, I will briefly outline some of the content changes we are con-
sidering. At this point, we are not suggesting that any of the 1980 census 100-per-
cent or short form questions be eliminated totally for 1990. The short form probably
will contain the same population questions as 1980. We are, however, planning to
move the housing question on plumbing facilities from the 100-percent to the
sample form. We will also be testing a sample housing question that combines the
inquiries on total rooms, bedrooms, and kitchens into one inquiry, on the sample
form, concerning a roster of rooms in the unit If the test of this question succeeds,
this would remove the total rooms question from the 100-percent form. We also plan
to eliminate the 1980 sample housing questions on stories in structure, elevator in
structure, and cooking fuel. We are studying the possibility of collecting certain
housing data commo to all units in a multi-unit building by means of a structure
questionnaire administered to a knowledgeable respondent such as the owner, man-
ager, or superintendent of the building. The approach might enable use to collect
more accurate data and reduce the number of questions asked of the houshold re-
spondents in multi-unit structures.

Another facet of testing I'd like to mention is the design of the 1990 census ques-
tionnaires. It is our goal to develop a set of questionnaires that represent the best
possible balance between subject content, processing considerations, and esthetic ap-

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

202



200

pearance Because the census is conducted by self-response, we believe it is impera-
tive that the questionnairesindeed the entire mailing packagebe attractive, un-
derstandable, and easy to use In pursuit of these objectives, we will be testing in
1986 the use of contrasting envelope designs, the effects of motivational insert; and
potential relationshipe between questionnaire layout (within constraints imposed by
data capture systems) and the ability of respondents to fill out the questionnaires
accurately and thoroughly In conducting census tests, we will be drawing upon past
experience and studies in this area, and also will use external consultants.

Final evaluations of the results from our 1985 test of a twc-stage census procedure
in Jersey City, N.J. will be available later this year. Preliminary findings indicate
that the two-stage procedure did not have the desired results There is evidence of
only a slight increase in the mail response rate, no dramatic differences in coverage
or in quality of the data on the basic 100-percent characteristics, and an extremely
poor response rate for the second stage sample questionnaires. Additional details
have been provided in materials accompanying this testimony.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my brief remarks I will be happy to answer any
questions.

Mr. GARCIA. Just let me pick up on that Federal Agency Council.
Can you give me a history of how long that group has been meet-
ing? Is it this year, last year or does it go back 10, 15 years?

Mr. BOUNPANE. No, I think it is approximately 1 year that they
have been meeting this time. Is that about right?

Mr. HERRIOT. Yes.
Mr. GARCIA. So that what we are really talking about is that this

is a new group and they have just come into being in Washington?
Mr. BOUNPANE. New for this census, Congressman, but we did

have a Federal Agency Council prior to the 1980 census and one
prior to 1970 as well.

Mr. GARCIA. That is what I wanted to know.
Mr. BOUNPANE. After the census was over, they did not meet for

a couple of years.
Mr. GARCIA. So this is following that same pattern?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes, it is, correct.
Mr. GARCIA. I am going to have my counlel, Ms. Fernandez, read

some of the questions we have for you.
Ms. FERNANDEZ. It has puzzled some people as to why the Bureau

has to ask certain questions in the census and also in its surveys
such as the current population survey. Could you explain the rea-
sons why questions like those on income, occupation, employment
or the housing questions must be asked on both the current popula-
tion survey and the census?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes, I will try.
The best thing might be to look at these documents we are going

to leave which show the uses of those types of information in great
detail, but let me just talk about some general concepts.

The real reason for asking those kinds of data on the census as
well as sample surveys is to be able to get the information at small
geographic areas. Sample surveys are very good for national esti-
mates, even in some instances for State estimates; but if you need
to get information for sub-State or small areas, the sample survey
would have to be so large it would probably be unaffordable. So the
prime reason for collecting information like that on both the
census and another source is to get it at smaller geographic areas
than would be available through the CPS or any other kind of on-
going sample survey.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. In line with the question I just asked, you men-
tion in your testimony that one of the proposed topic areas is on
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the receipt o: benefits, income benefits from government programs.
Is not the Bureau already collecting that data on this area through
the Current Population Survey as well as the survey of income and
program participation and would not these surveys be more reli-
able since they are taken on an annual and less frequent basis?
And, finally, why is this being considered for the decennial?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes. It is, again, for the reason I just mentioned,
that we have heard that the information is needed at smaller geo-
graphic levels than are available out of either the CPS or the
survey of income and program participation. You are correct that
those other surveys can ask the questions in more depth than could
be asked in the census and, therefore, woul' give a different kind
of answer. You could only get a general kind of answer to these
questions in the census.

The important thing to understand here is in the meetings of the
Federal Agency Council, and those interagency working groups
that were part of it, this was one of their strongest recommenda-
tions to us, that we ask this kind of information on the census.
That is the reason it is being tested in the national content test. It
is important to understand the word "testing" there. There has
been no decision yet on whether or not to include it in the census,
only to try it in the National Content Test tc see how it works.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. As a followup to your statement, in the Septem-
ber 1985 Data Users News published by the Bureau, it reported the
early results from the local public meetings, specifically on money,
income on noncash benefits. The assessment made of those public
meetings, which also included the participation of State officials,
local officials, the public at large and academicians, was "The dom-
inant view can best be expressed as if the Federal Government re-
defines income to include the value of noncash benefits, then the
census should provide appropriate data if that change is made." It
seems as though the Bureau is anticipating that change and pro-
posing that those questions on the noncash benefits be included in
the decennial. Can you explain why?

Mr. BOJNPANE. We have no intention of trying to do that, that
is, to try and set any policy on level of poverty or anything like
that. We are trying to react to a request made to us by other Fed-
eral agencies, that this is important information that they need to
have. And I think the statement, what it was trying to say, is
should it be needed, then it would not be available unless we now
added it to the census.

Ms. FERN ANDEZ. Is this a proposal to put it in the 100-percent
form or the survey?

Mr. BOUNPANE. We are only testing on the sample form at this
time.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. Which is available through the Current Popula-
tion Survey.

Mr. bOUNPANE. Except the census is a much larger sample, a
sample size of 20 percent of the country.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. In your testimony you say that many of the
questions that were asked in 1980 will again to be asked in 1990.
For the sake of making a good record, I would like to ask you to
tell us the reasons as to why the Census Bureau includes some of
these items, and maybe you could discuss the results of using them
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in 1980 and any other test results that you have. First, cuuld you
tell us the main reasons as to why the Bureau includes the follow-
ing questions on the 100-percent form. The names of the people
living in the hjusehold?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Names are primarily collected to make sure that
we have done the enumeration properly and to complete the enu-
meration. Once that phase of the census is over, the names are re-
moved from the record. In fact, they are never put into the data
record that goes into tabulation, but there are aspects of the census
that need names. For xample, late in the census process we do a
"Were you counted?" campaign which says, "We think we are fin-
ished. Were you cGunted in the census? If you think you were not,
tell us." When someone sends back a form and says, 'I think I was
missed," we need to be able to check whether or not the person was
actually in the census. Without a name, we would not be able to do
that. There are many examples like that. But it is those kind of
control purposes in the census that the names are really used for.

Mr. GARCIA. What are you going to do now with the critical hous-
ing shortage that we have in New York? We- have people who are
living in public housing who find themselves in a situation where
there are now more than one family living in the same apartment;
and it is a new phenomena, I would say over the last 4 or 5 years.
For example, the records downstairs in the management's office
states Mr. and Mrs. Smith live here with a daugther when in reali-
ty it is Mr. and Mrs. Smith and the daugther, coupled with Mr.
and Mrs. Jones and the son. How are we going to be able to get a
true count when these people are possibly living in violation of reg-
ulations put forth by the city housing authority Lend feeling they
would j.....opardize their home if, in fact, they do state the number of
people living in the dwelling. How are we going to deal with that?
We are talking about thousands of families. These are no longer
isolated cases. There is n.- housing stock, and this i? what we are
facing.

Mr. BnUNPANE. You have raised an important itTue here. We
have to be able to convince perple that their responses to the
census are contldential so that they will be willing to put their
name down ever_ if they happen to be living in violation of some
kind of housing regulations.

Mr. GARCIA. I am sorry to interrupt.
MT. BnUNPANE. That is OK
Mr. GARCIA. We have found that is becoming much more diffi-

cult. There is less trust. I am the one who probably preached confi-
dentiality more than any person during the 1980 census in every
community in this country, trying to convince people its impor-
tance. I would like to think we did a good job, but I know that in
missed many, many people because they were concerned about con-
fidentiality. Today, especially in poor communities where people
feel they are isolated, and they view this government as a govern-
ment that, is just checking to see how much I have got so they can
enforce the law. It is like we are going through now with this ques-
tion of lioncash benefits. We are not checking W.R. Grace and the
jet he writes off at the end of each year that we cannot get tte^
moneys for. But I say that to you because I am not optimistic. I
was optimistic as hell in 1979 and 1980, and I really traveled this
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country; but I do not get that sense c optimism and I am now
somewhat of, I guess, a professional at this census stuff because I
have been with the committee probably longer than anybody in a
long time.

Mr. BOUNPANE. I think many of us share your concern that the
job is going to be much harder in 1990 than it was in 1980. For that
reason we are allocating mere resources to our publicity and out-
reach efforts relative to what we allocated in 1980. We are going to
need the support of many people to try to do that.

If people have suggestions, we are more than willing to listen to
them if they can help us with this problem because we agree it is
going to be a problem. We do have one thing in our favorI do not
know how much it is worththat we did not have in 1980, and
that is that in a court case in which we were sued to obtain our
address list we said that that was also confidential under title 13.
It may be argued that, gee, an address list cannot be anything to
worry about, why can't we just see the address list, and we argued
that was confidential under title 13 for many reasons, one of which
was the one you wer3 alluding to. If there were, in fact, some kind
of housing violations, two families in a place where there is only
supposed to be one, showing that address list is divulging that. We
were upheld in the Supreme Court on that, nine to nothing, and we
have at least this as a basis to explain to people there is some sup-
port for our confidentiality claim.

Mr. GARCIA. I just hope Mrs. Rodriguez and Mrs. Jones have de-
veloped that trust.

Mr BOUNPANE. I understand that.
Mr. GARCIA. We will get right back to this. But I would like to

ask you whether you think we should make the Census Bureat. to-
tally and completely independent of all Government operations?

Mr. BOUNPANE. No. I do not think we should do that. I guess I
am not really the person to answer that

Mr. GARCIA. Do you think it should be Presidential appointments
for director of the Bureau of the Census? Do you think they
should be tied to Commerce? You know, my .ense is that, especial-
ly with these noncash benefits, that we are zeroing in on the poor
and we a-ze not zeroing in on the rich. My sense of it is that if there
is some way we .;an make it an independent agency, not dependent
on Republicans or Democrats, liberals or conservatives, and just
have people who are solid demographers and that is their profes-
sion, doing a job, then possibly the public trust would increase.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Well, some of those questions, Congressman, if it
is okay I will not answer. But in general I do think that the agency
itself is pretty close to or politically neutral and whe it sits in the
government structure is not so much as important as the attitude
of people who work tl.are. That I thin!. still holds.

Mr. GARCIA I guess what figures in my IP; the noncash ben-
efits. At the 1. .,4-ing scheduled to take yo ' the people who
are invited, I no not think there was reP1 I am not saying
that every person that I would like to s. .cipate in a confer-
ence should be on it, but I really think balance is absolutely essen-
tial and necessary. And if we had not intervened, I think it would
have been terribly lorsAded and it still may be. I do not know.

Okay, let's get bac.. to the questions.
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MS. FERNANDEZ. Going back to the 100-percent form, date of
birth?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Well, the date of birth is used to obtain age
which is obviously needed for many, many purposes.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. On the 100-percent questionnaire?
Mr. E)UNPANE. Yes. For example, this time we are going to

produce for the States, for redistricting use, counts by those 18 plus
and those not 18 plus and that must come from the 100-percent.

Mr. GARCIA. Why is that 18 plus? Why is that essential?
Mr. BOUNPANE. I guess, for knowing the number of voters.
Mr. GARCIA. We represent people, not voters.
Mr. BOUNPANE. Last time there was a problem in some instances

where they did not have that age information to draw districts, and
sometimes there was a concern raised that the districts they drewdid not

Mr. GARCIA. Where was that concern from?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Perhaps from the Justice Department or other

places like that. So the States have requested having that. If I un-
derstand the argument properly, the States believe that if we are
going to be judged on that after, we should have it at least before.

Mr. GARCIA. I would have some problem with that.
Mr. BOUNPANE. The idea, of course, is not to balance the number

of people 18 plus by a district, at least the way I read it--
Mr. GARCIA. I understand 18 year olds can vote and those under

18 cannot vote. The Constitution is clear we represent people. We
do not represent them by whether they are 95 years old or 6
months old.

Mr. BOUYeANE. There are some other reasons for asking age on
the 100-percent questionnaire.

Mr. GARCIA. I can appreciate the others, but not for the 18 and
older. But you point that out, and the Justice Department asked
you for that?

Mr. BOUNPANE. No. The States have asked us for that.
Mr. GARCIA. What States?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Almost all of them in term of an organization

they have, State conferences of legis!ature si something. I cannot
remember its name exactly.

Mr. GARCIA. The State of New York asked for that information?
Mr. BOUNPANE. I do not know the answer to that. I can find out.
Mr. GARCIA. You said all the States.
Mr. BOUNPANE. The organization, National Conference of State

Legislatures asked for this. I do not know how many states said
yes.

Mr. GARCIA. Because they have asked it, is that the reason why
you are putting it in?

Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes. It may be an unfortunate example. It was
only the one-

Mr. GARCIA. It does not make sense. Okay. I just do not think
you should do this for the politicians. I mean that. That is what
you are talking about, elected officials, and I was a member of the
State legislator and I do not think we should do it for them. I do
not think we should do it for any special interest group and espe-
cially not politicians because there is only one purpose and it is
self-serving, and they are going to draw those lines and those pat-
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terns based on many factors and age should not be one of them. I
would have a real problem with that.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Another word on that, Congressman. We are
charged by law with giving the States information to help them
draw their districts. This information, though it is available to the
States, is also available to other people as well, so that there is the
ability to check to see whether or not someone has :-iappropriately
drawn districts.

Mr. GARCIA. Inappropriately drawn what?
Mr. BOUNPANE. Drawn districts.
Mr. GARCIA. But they are going to claim they have been doing

that from way back when. There is no politician that is going to
cut himself out of a district, and they are going to do everything
humanly possible to create the best environment for themselves so
when theyand I am no different than they are. I mean I fall into
that same category, so I really do not think that should be the case.
I am a professional politician, but I just do not think we should do
this for politicians. I think we should do 1 based on the way we
have always done it and that is strictly based on populat'nn and
where the Voting Rights Act applies, the ethnic background, be-
cause that is complying with the law.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. In 1980 the Bureau tried to count everyone. We
have heard some talk that perhaps the Bureau will not be counting
all aliens in 1990. What is your position and will the Bureau make
an all-out attempt to count all people living here in 1990 or will
they limit the count only to those who are considered to be legal
residents? This question is derived from conversations and hearings
on the Senate side regarding constitutionality of counting illegal
aliens.

MI. BOUNPANE. We intend to count everyone, including illegal
aliens in 1990, unless we are directed not to.

Mr. GARCIA. You do not know.
Mr. BOUNPANE. We do not know what tneir status is, and we do

not ask questions to determine it.
Ms. FERNANDEZ. If I recall. the Census BLIMall presented testimo-

ny on the Senate side on September 18th which stated that it was
their position that there is a constitutional requirement that all
people be counted regardless of their citizenship. I think that was
the Bureau-s position.

Mr. BOUNPANE. Yes, it is our position. That is the way we inter-
pret the Constitution and our legislation, and it says count all per-
sons and that is what we intend to do.

Mr. GARCIA. There is an organization called FAIR, F-A-I-R,
which I am sure you are familiar with. My personal encounter
with the group was in California when I haa, I think, a hearing in
F resno, and they really ripped me apart. / did not know who they
were at the time, but I soon found out whe tiley are and how they
are financed. And they are now the same group behind Simpson-
Mazzoli and they have every right in the world to do what they
would like to do. That is their right. But the problem I had with
them was that this has been a campaign of theirs for many, many
years. It stretches back over several decades, at least the past
decade. How much influence have they had in terms of this ques-

,208



206

tion, if any, over on the Senate side? They have testified to your
knowledge?

Mr. BOUNPANE. They did not testify, not at the hearing at which
we testified.

Mr. GARCIA. Well, I would hope that the Census Bureau position
be maintained. I do not see how it can possibly be changed, but you
and I both know things change. I guess they will try againas the
former Senator from Kentucky tried to donot have these people
counted as it relates to the apportionment of States. I do not know
how the heck you are going to separate one from the other if you
do not know where people are born and you are just counting
people who are here.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. Just two other questions on the 100-percent
form. The number of housing units in your structure was one of
the questions and also the cost of their housing. I know housing is
the primary change that is being considered for the 1990 question-
naire. Can you speak specifically on those two questions?

Mr. BOUNPANE. About number of units in structure and the cost,
rent or value of those?

Ms. FERI`TANDEZ. Yes.
Mr. BOUN2ANE. I cannot answer the specifics of those. If you like,

I can ask Mr. Young to do that. As to what programs require that
information, we do have substantiating background to say why we
ask those particular items. Would you like me to do that?

MS. FERNANDEZ. Yes.
Mr. BOUNPANE. Art, can you help on that?
Mr. YOUNG. The question on number of units is first used by a

number of federal agencies: Health and Human Services, HUD, De-
partment of Commerce, and so forth. Describing the housing inven-
tory in terms of number of units in structure, whethcr people are
living in single-family houses, two-unit, four-unit, multiple-unit
apartment houses describes how people live, the concentration of
housing. It is used in planning of redevelopment areas, planning
for ne,, construction, planning for urban expansion. The problems
of long-range utility planning, water, sewer, electric, gas as well as
for schools, public transportation, the concentration, the type of
housing determines to a large extent the network of utilities plan-
ning that is done both at the private and the public level.

Federally it is part of some of the information that is required in
HUD reports to the President, the National Production Report. It
is used in the program on the allocation of housing grants to low
income people to determine the fair market rent program and this
sort of thing. So this units in structure is woven into a number of
federal requirements for data.

MS. FERNANDEZ. Is there a better way to do it than the hundred
percent questionnaire. For example, I know there is an annual
housing survey. In terms of specific questions on structure, this is
being asked of individuals living there who may not be familiar
with a building structure and may not be responsive to the Bu-
reau's questions. Are you locking at other alternatives, such as
asking the owner of the unit, or the management agent of the
unit?

Mr. BOUNPANE. One thing we are testing is what we call a struc-
ture questionnaire. That is, questions that apply to the whole build-
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ing, perhaps ask the n of some knowledgeable representative of
that building rather than each resident of the Fuilding. We are
going to try that in Los Angeles. We did it on a limited scale in
terms of post-census analysis in Tampa. And if we can make that
work, it would be, I think, very helpful. You get better information
by asking it once about the building and not having to ask it of
each person in the building.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. How s.,N-...sful was it in Tampa? I understand it
was on a limited basis.

Mr. BOUNPANE. We did not actually do it operationally in
Tampa. We tried to analyze what would have happened if it oc-
curred. The real issue is the operational issue of asking the infor-
mation at one point in time and matching it back to the census
records that come in at a later point in time. We have to make
sure we are able to do that.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. 1986 is the planned year for the National Con-
tent Test. Has the Census Bureau determined what will be the
questions on the National Content Test? What is the status of that?

Mr. BOUNPANE. We have submitted the questionnaire to the
Office of Management and Budget, and we are getting close to get-
ting approval through them so that we can then design it and send
it to print.

Mr. GARCIA. Why do you have to go through OMB?
Mr. BOUNPANE. As pare of the law. The Paperwork Reduction

Act, I believe. We are required to submit public forms to them for
approval. If you are going to ask more than nine people the same
set of questia-R, you have to go through the Office of Management
and Budget.

Mr. GARCIA. I understand that Roger Herriot is in the audience.
I ask you a counle questions? Would you give us some background
as to where we 3 with the noncash benefits research? What is
your responsibility as it relates to that?

Mr. HERRIOT. Y' X11, that work is done in my division, in the
Income Branch, .48 it has been in the past. We initiated that work
largely at the direction of the Senate 4 or 5 years ago who specifi-
cally asked us to look into who was getting noncash benefits and
assess how those benefits affect their status, and they were particu-
larly concerned about low income persons at that time.

We began there. However, we have always been interested in the
income distribution itself, not just on the bottom part of the distri-
bution. You need to collect additional data, do other types of things
in order to begin to flush out the information from middle- and
upper-income groups, but we could not do everything at once so we
started it basically concentrating on the low income again. Since
that time we began the collection, a broader 3ollecticn of these
types of things in !he Survey of Income and Program Participation
where we can get a 1.4 more information on pension coverage,
health care program- elaployer-provided benefits, these types of
things that go up ana down the matter.

We are also beginning research into using the data from the eco-
nomic censuses in connection with the data from SIPP to provide
values of the employer benefits and those types of things. We have
been doing this work largely as an experimental program. We have
kept the publication separate in a technical paper series which is
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something the Bureau has done on many different topics over the
years, essentially saying here is some research work that we are
doing, we need to be able to publish that so we use these types of
vehicles to get that done.

We have about a 5-year series of data on the low income pro-
grams and are now trying to take the next step in terms of trying
to figure outthere are many, many alternative ways of going
about this, and we are trying to think of a process where some of
these can be narrowed down, which particular measure seems to be
most useful for wnat types of purposes so that we can go on to pre
gram.

Mr. GARCIA. Talk to me ab ut Medicaid. How no you work the
formula out for the medical costs? How do you average that out?

Mr. HERRIOT. The way we treat medical care is to essentially
treat it as an insurance program. It would be silly to compute a
benefit in terms of the medical care received by a particular
person. If you had a heart attack and you went in and you had
treatment, a thousand dollars worth of medical care, that person is
not in the same kind of situation as somebody who has $300,000 in
their pocket. On the other hand, somebody who has Medicare or
Medicaid coverage is in a different situation than somebody who
does not. So it has some value.

The question is how would you attribute that value? What we at-
tempt to do is to simply ask ourselves theoretically the question:
What would somebody have to pay in order to get medical coverage
valued at this? So it oecomes very much like insurance companies
do it. They have risk classes.

Mr. GARCIA. Ycu average it out.
Mr. HERRIOT. And you average it out.
Mr. GARCIA. So a person in the last year of their life who is ter-

minally ill and hospitalized and ends up costing anywhere from
$50 to $100 to $200,000 as a cost to that person, that is averaged
into the medical cof;cs of a person who has just become a senior citi-
zen. Now their noncash benefits are going to be computed based
upon the person who was in the last year of their life incurring
high medical expenses. You have to use some sort of a formula.
There is no doubt that the last year of the person's life, is when
they have their highest medical costs. Yet the people who are
living are going to have to live based upon computations made of
the people who, in this particular case, are dead. Is that fair? Does
it make sense?

Mr. HERRIOT. It is an interesting question and exactly the kind of
thing, the issues we want to have raised at this conference. What
you are asking about

Mr. GARCIA. Are you in charge of that conference?
Mr. HERRIOT. Gordon Green who work:, for me is charged with

setting it up. What you are asking about is 'low should the risk
classes be structured, who should be included in them?

Mr. GARCIA. No. What I am thinking about is the noncash bene-
fits of those people who are living and who are going to be faced
with the computations put forth by the Bureau of the Census at
the completion of this conference. They are going to have to live
with that and then that average will be used in the overall average
of those who may no longer be considered to be below the poverty.
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It is very complicated. What troubles me about the research on
noncash benefits, frankly, is the question of the medical costs.

Mr HERRICT. I think thatmy point of viewis the biggest prob-
lem there is. It is clear to me that somebody who has some kind of
medical insurance is better off than somebody who does not have
any. You would agree with that.

Mr. GARCIA. Right.
Mr. Hrauticrr. How much better off?
Mr. GARCIA. Right.
Mr. HERIUOT. And whether or not you ought to then take that

next step and label that as income?
Mr. GARCIA. Yes.
Mr. HERRIOT. Somebody who has access to public education is

better off than somebody who does not. We do not usually call the
implicit value of education that people get income and yet it is a
benefit. It is not clear where to draw this line, and I think :rou are
quite right in pointing out that medical caresomething like food
stamps is fairly clear. But medical care is a considerable question,
and we are going to ask that that be addressed at the conference.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Herriot, how would we go about doing some-
thing similar to that for those who are in the corporate sector?
How can we compute, to give you an example, stock options and
the various other freebies? Not freebies. They are entitled to them
because most of the people have worked hard on their work. I have
no quarrel with that because I am a capitalist. I would like every-
body to be rich.

How would the Bureau of the Census go about computing all
those "noncash benefits" that major corporations give on a daily
basis? The poor will be pushed out of poverty based upon statistics
but in reality they are going to still be living under the absolute
same circumstances they have been for many yt ars. Would it be
possible for you at the Bureau of the Census to be able to do that?
Maybe you can answer that.

Mr. BOUNPANE. I cannot.
Mr. GARCIA. Would the IRS have to get involved in that or is the

question so vague it just does not make any sense?
Mr. HERRIOT. The numbers of people who get, let us say, substan-

tial amounts of such things are probably so small that it cannot be
picked up with reliability in the surveys. We would certainly get
some from time to time, but to ask thefirst of all, you got to get
to interview the president of General Motors which is no easy task.
And then most of the questions that would be relevant to him
would not be relevant to the other thousands of people that are in
the survey.

Again, the theoretical issue is to what extent do youwhere do
you cut this thing off

Mr. GARCIA. I know.
Mr. HERRIOT. There are very, very large amounts of money and

very large amounts of population involved in employer benefits in
general. We are looking into those that we think would make a sta-
tistical difference: pension plans, the employer contribution to
health and benefit plans and so forth. Those are very large, billions
and billions of dollars.
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MS. FERNANDEZ. I understand the amount of employee benefit is
estimated to be over $200 billion.

Mr. hERRIOT. It is very large. But if you go out and ask people
whether or not their employer pays for part or all of their health
care, let us say, health premium, and how much, they do not know.
They really do not. They often will know whether part of it is paid,
but they do not know the valve.

Mr. GARCIA. Well, to give you an example, in New York City, I
think the average police officer just coming on, the cost to the tax-
payers runs anywhere from $35,000 to $40,000, not the average of
what he actually gets or she gets in salary, but it is all the other
benefits that go along. OK.

Mr. HERRIOT. The way you would do that is to essentially try to
get the respondent to sign the release so that you could go to the
employer and ask the employer to fill ont forms.

Mr. GARCIA. They are not about to do that, so forget it. I am
sorry I asked.

[Laughter.]
Ms. FERNANDEZ. I just have one other question. It is interesting

that the Census Bureau includes that insurance value as income.
Why, does the Census Bureau include the value ( medical benefits
as income when, for tax purposes, medical bene . are not consid-
ered to be income? Is it not comparing apples t ,ranges? Medical
benefits are treated as income for the poor only

Mr. HERRIOT. Well, perhaps for tax purposes they are not defin-
ing it as income, but in the N .tional Income Accounts there are
large amounts of noncash benefits that are included in the GNP
and the national income figures, and we really look to thoo. ac-
counting concepts much more than we look to the particular defini-
tions in the IRS rates.

I would want ';.o point out thoughand I think it is an important
point to he madethat the Bureau when it began its work or at
least when it did its first publication was very careful to single out
medical care as a separate thing. As you know, we provided nine
different estimates, and one set of those does not have medical care
in because we thought of it as something a little different. We are
going to provide people with the information excluding the medical
care, with the medical care, and then we even distinguish the med-
ical care in terms of those risk classes included, institutionalized
people because, again, the amounts of money spent for medical
care for the institutionalized are very, very large compared to their
numbers. And so that was the reason that lies behind the presenta-
tion like that, so that these issues could be looked at and we did
not just lump them altogether and decide for everyone. It is all on
the table.

ME. FERNANDEZ. Just one last question. What research is the
Census Bureau currently doing on noncash benefits? Since Dr.
Srneeding developed those three methodologies, what we have ob-
served is an application of them but not a thorough analysis. Have
these methodologies been validated? Have they been subjected to
validaticn techniques that other formula are at the Census
Bureau? What research other than the development of those meth-
odologies has been done?
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Mr. HERRICYL We are going ...hrough the process of fine tuning
the estimates. We have had a lot of discussions in various forms
about the particular assumptions and techniques applied. We tried
some, a number of different techr_iques. We are proceeding with
the research on value in employer benefits, trying to get sources of
data and getting some techniques so that we can move forward
looking at income distributions and get Gff just the programs focus
that has to go in.

Mr. GARCIA. Again, I apologize for being late. We thank you very
much. all three of you, for your testimony, and I think we. have
completed.

Ms. FERNANDEZ. We have questions we would like to submit to
you for response and inclusion in this hearing record.

Mr. BOUNPANE. OK.
(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
[The following answers to written questions were received for the

record:]

214



OCT 2 2 1985

212

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Bureau of the Census
Wpshtngton 0 C 20233

OFFICE OF THE OWIECTOR

Honorable Robert Garcia
Chairman. Subrommittee on Census and Population

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service

House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Rob

Enclosed are answers to questions submitted by the Subcommittee for

inclusion in the record for the September 26 hearing on "1990 Decennial
Census Questionnaire Content and Design".

I look forward to future discussions concerning the ,99O Decennial

Census. I appreciate your contirued interest in and support of the

Census Bureau's plans and activities.

Sincerely,

JOHN G. KEANE
Director
Hureau of the Census

EncIncures
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Bureau of the C
Wastungton D C 20233

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS ON DECENNIAL QUESTIONNAIRE CONTENT AND DESIGN

In your testimony you say that many of the questions that were asked in
the 1980 census are going to be asked in 1990. For the sake of making a

good recorc, 1 would like to ask you to tell us the reasons why the
Census Bureau includes some of these items, the results from using
them in 1980, and any other test results you have.

First, could you tell as the main reasons why the Bureau includes the
following questions on the 100-percent ( m?

--the names of the people 'iving in the household
--their date of birth

--their race
- -whether they are Hispanic
--their relationship to the head of household
--the number of housing units in their structure

--the cost of their living

Second, why do you include the following items on the sample form?

--the place of birth of the person and whether they are a U.S. citizen

- -their income

--their occupation
--their ancestry
--the amount of education they have completed

1. A. We have submitted for the caamittee files two sets of materials that

provide the rationale for questions included in the 1980 census and

for proposed new questions being tested for possible inclusion in

1990--Summary of Federal Legislative Uses of Decennial Census Data and

1990 Census-Justification for Population Items in the National Content

Test. The following discussions summarize the reasons we include

topics in the census and the major uses of :30 census data. We provide

these svimaries for the topics you have spec fled.

100-Percent Questions

-Names of the people living in the household

Names are requested on the 100-percent (and sample) form to assist

respondents in making sure everyone n the household has been included
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and to allow the Census Bureau to ensure an accurate population count

and high quality data. It would be virtually impossible to follow up for

missing information without making reference to the name of the person(s)

for whw the data are incomplete or inconsistent. Various coverage

improvement operations must match names of potentially missed persons

to names on questionnaires to determine if the person(s) have already

been enumerated. Our extensive experience in matching operations

has shown that name is essential for accurate matching.

During nonresponse follow -up. names are often needed to resolve situa-

tions where there may have been delivery mix-ups (e.g., the household

at the follow-up unit may have returned a form addressed t.. a different

unit). As with the coverage improvement searches, names are essential

for coverage evaluation operations to determine who may have been missed

or duplicated in the 'ensus.

-Date of birth

Age is a basic demographic variable used in the description and analysis

of other types of demographic data and for the evaluation of the quality

of the census counts of population. Many types of planning and public-

funding allocation formulas require accurate data on age composition.

Direct reports on age are simpler to process, but give less accurate

information on age than reports on date of birth, possibly because a

question on age more easily permits approximate replies. For example,

no matter what the instructions say, some people report their age as

of their nearest birthday rather than their age on April 1, 1980.
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There is also a tendency to incorrectly report infants as "1-year-old"

even when they are not actually r year old on Census Day. By asking

date of birth, exact age on April 1, 1980 can be computed.

Age is asked but used only when date of birth cannot be obtained for a

respondent. Some persons, such as the very old who do not have birth

certificates, do not know their date of birth and an estimated response

is preferable to no response.

-Race

The Census Bureau includes a race item on the 100-percent census wiestion-

n. re because data for major racial groups (i.e., White, Black, Asian

and Pacific Islander, American Indian and Alaska Native) are needed

for small geographical areas to implement Federal programs and to meet

legislative requirements. For example, block level data are needed

for state redistricting and implementing the Voting Rights Act.

-Spanish/Hispanic origin

The question on Si 101/Hispanic origin or descent is included in the

10G-percent census questionnaire to obtain information on the total

Spanish population for small geographical areas (e.g., blocks) needed

for the implementation of Federal programs and to meet legislative

requirements such as Public Law 94-311 and the 1975 amendments of the

4oting Rights Act of 1965.

-Reiadonship

The "relationship item" is included on the 100-percent questionnaire

of the decennial census because it is required to determine the

1Lift
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presence and composition of families so as to calculate poverty

statistics and for all other purposes that involve the concept of

the family. 1,2 re1 4ionship item Ascertains the family or nonfamily

relationship that links each person in a household to the referwice

person of the household. This classification process is required

to provide in'orm,ti;n from the census about tne size and composition

of family households in the United States, the presence of Juhfamilies

in American househ-ld, the presence of children in American families,

the poverty status of American (amines, the income of American families,

the housing situation of Ame ican families, and so forth.

-Number of housing_ units in structure

The number of housing units in s4-ucture question is a combination

of two separate 1980 inquiriesunits in structure from the sample

form, and units at address on the 100-percent form. This question

provides the basic physical description of the housing stock by

1.mtifying single family and multifamily units of various sizes.

In the 1980 content reinterview, thA item displayed a moderate level

of reporting consistency. Questions similar to this have been used

in 1980 and previous censuses as a co4erage imprrvement tool. We

are evaluating the effectiveness of the item for covers, 4mprovement

for 1990.

-Cost of living quarters (value a rent)

Valle and rent are essential measures of the cost of housing and are

also widely used as economic indicators at the block level. In local

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

219



217

5

public meetings and other public forums these items generated sub-

stantial support. Measures of response variability calculated from

a etch of American Housing Survey and 1980 census responses were

moderately high for value and low for contract rent.

Sample Questions

-Place of birth and citizenship

Infuriation on place of birth and citizenship is needed t implement

and evaluate Federal and state programs as well as to develop governmental

policy and legislation. For example, the Department of Health and

Human Services uses data on place of birth to implement assistance

programs for refugees and to analyze the effectiveness of immigrant

programs administered under the Social Security Act. Information on

citizensh.p is used to implement the Civil Rights Act and the Voting

Rights Act. Seve-al stater, including New York, require information

citizeh.nip to implement legislation.

-Income

Income statistics collected on the sample questionnaire are used

extensively by Federal, state, and loca' governments, business and

marketing organizations, the academic community, and the general

puolic to analyze the economic status of households, families, and

persons for all localities across the Nation. Federal legislation

such as Urban Development Action Grants end the Job Training Partner-

ship Act recpire decennial census income and poverty statistics to

determine the disbursement of program funding in local areas.

3.181. VA Y1,13 T:1
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-Occupation

Census data on occupations are used by many Federal agencies for their

programs. Some of the uses are to --

- Determine needs for vocational training programs and to projt:t

other occupational/vocational needs.

- Measure the need for and progress made in affirmative action

plans.

- Study the farm/nonfarm employment distribution in rural areas.

- Measure and study characteristics of specific groups of occupations

such as scientists, engineers, and health and artistic occupations.

These data are also used by state and local planning agencies and private

sector employers for industry recruitment, affirmative action planning,

and other purposes.

- Ancestry

Data on ancestry are needed by Federal. state, and local officials and

private organizations to identify ethnic groups in need of special

services and to plan and implement education, housing, and other programs

to address the needs of these ethnic groups. For example, the Minority

Business Development Agency uses ancestry data to administer programs

for minority businesses; the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

requires the der to implement antidiscrimination legislation. Also,

the Civil Rights Commission requires ancestry data to provide Congress

with a report on the conditions of Southern and Eastern European

groups, as specified in an amendment to the Civil Rights Act of 1957.

Several states, including Illinois and Louisiana, require ancestry

data to implement certain pro dsions of their legislation.
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-Education

Data on educational at ainment, in ad0;tion to having general utility

as measures of the social and economic status of individuals and

areas and as an indicator of the "quality" of the labor force or

population of an area, are required by several laws to show illiteracy,

high school dropouts, and the need for special education and/or

vocational education programs.

2. Q. From the results of the studies you did after the 1980 census, how
accurately and completely did penple answer these questions?

- -the ancestry question

--the income question
--the race question
--the education question

2. A. Information on the completeness of response to 1980 census questions is

available in the basic reports and the summary tape files presenting

1980 census data. Specifically, these products show by geographic area

the percent of persons who did not answer each question or whrse answer

was not consistent with other reported information. These percentages

are termed "allocation rates." Information on the accuracy of the

responses comes from evaluation studies like our 1980 Census Content

keinterview Study and from comparisons of national distributions with

information from other sources like the Current Population Survey.

Following are summaries of our knowledge on accuracy and completeness

for the topics you have spe,ified.

Ancestry

Most of the population (about 83 percent) provided a response to the

1980 census ancestry question. However, the response rate varied
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substantia'ly by region of the c,antry, with the South having the

lowest level of response.

Our evaluation shows a fairly high level of consistency, overall, in

the reporting of ancestry but problems were noted on the reporting

of ancestry for several groups. We are continuing to evaluate the

resCts of the 1980 census question on ancestry.

-Incoror

At the national level the 1980 censi.s yielded an aggregate total income

about 5 percent lower than an independently estimated total income

aggregate derived from administrative record information compiled by

the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Social Security Administration,

the Veterans Administration, and so forth. In 1980, 11.5 percent of

persons 15 years ono over failed to respond to one or more of the seven

uetalled types of income questions. Both the aggregate income compari-

sons and income nonresponse rates represent improvements over similar

evaluations conducted after the 1970 census.

-Race

Overall, our evaluations show the race question worked fairly well

and had a very low nonresponse rate. An evaluation study that compared

responses to the race question in the 1980 -ensus with those in the

Content Reinterview Survey showed high overall consistency in the

reporting of race.

However, our evaluation also showed some reporting problems related

to quesL:on wording and respondents' understanding of the question

741
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and terms. In particular, the much larger number of Spanish origin

persons who reported in the 'other' race category in 1980 than in

1970 affected the totals and characteristics of the "White* el

*Other" populations. The inclusion of nationality or sociocultural

groups in the race item was confusing to some respondents and affected

reporting in the 'Other' category. There is evidence of some reporting

problems in the American Indian category. Therefore, we are looking

at various question formats for collecting data on race that will

provide accurate data, meet major data needs, and potentially resolve

some of the problems encountered in 1980.

-Education

People had relatively little trouble in answering the 1980 census

education question. Oaly 4 1/2 percent of the population age

3 and over had a response allocated to the question is tnis pe-son

enrolled in school' (either because they did not answer 'the question or

because their answer was inconsistent with other information given). Of

those enrolled, 5.3 percent had a year of enrollment allocated. Ab t.

3 percent of persons aged 25 and over had highest year of school attended

allocated.

Matching data from interviews conducted in 1981 with 1980 census returns

for the same 25,000 individuals shows that the two reports were within

one grade al year of ea.n other for 85 percent of these persons.
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3. Q. What studies do you plan to do to find out what changes are needed in
these questions?

--the Hispanic question
--the income question
--the race question

3. A. Our major tool to examine the effects of proposed changes to census

questions is the 19% National Content Test. In some cases additional

studies and evaluations have been done or will be needed. A summary of

our study and evaluation plans for the race, Spanish/Hispanic, and income

questions is provided below.

-Race and Spanish/Hispanic origin

We have already begun considering the types of changes needed in the

race and Spanish origin questions. In addition to evaluating the 1980

,ensus data, we have consulted with a vari.ty of data users on the

usefulness of the 1980 data and future data needs. For example, the

Census Bureau estabiished an Interagency Working Group on Pace and

Ethnicity, composed of about 40 Federal agencies, which conducted a

detailed review of tne pertinent issues and provided recommendations

for 1990. In July 1985, we sponsored a 1990 planning conference on

race and ethnicity and invited 30 participants from the academic,

research, and ethnic communities. The invitees provided valuable advice

on question wordings and formats to be tested in the 1986 National

Content Test.

In 1986, we will test the versions of the race and Spanish origin

questions in the National Content Test and in the test censuses in the

3J84JIMA rig
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Los Angeles area and selected counties in Mississippi. The versions

of both questions will be evaluated b.sed on an analysis of the test

results (e.g., nonresponse rates and racial distributions) and a

reinterview of a sample of the respondents.

On the basis of the 1986 test results and consultations with experts on

race and ethnicity and other data users, we will determine the race

and Spanish o-igin questions to be used .n the 1987 test censuses.

-Income

In our 1986 census testing program, we will test a new income question

on the receipt of income from public and private pension plans. A

number of data users including Federal Government agencies such as tb.

Department of Health and Human Services have expressed a need for more

detailed information on thl sources of income received by the older

pipulation. Other plans involve the testing of two multiple income

source recipiency questions with composite income amounts received

to see if additional income types can be identified and quantified

without the addition of several dollar amount fields. Also, we will

to evaluating the omission of a total income question to ascertain

its effect on income nonresponse levels.

4. Q. Up until what point in the process can the question wording be changed?

4. A. Question wording for the 1990 census must be determined b, early 1988

since we must report to Congress by April of 1988 on the questions

to be included on the 1990 census questionnaires. Any changes to the

question wording must be made by early SWF 1988 since the

questionnaire package must be ready for printing in September 1988.
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5. Q. Regarding the Census Bureau's considerations to change the content of
the questionnaires, when you say "planning" (on page 4 of your written
testimony) does that mean that the Census Bureau has already made its

decisions? Please describe the process the Census Bureau goes through
in determining what questions to transfer from one form to another,
what questions to eliminate, and whit questions to add.

5. A. The use of the word "planning" may have been misleading since the

plans are, of course, tentative and subject to change based on the

results of our testing program. The process we use to determine

what questions to transfer, eliminate, or add is based on the uses of

1980 census data and the needs for new data as reported in local

public meetings, interagency working croups, the Federal Agency Council,

advisory committees, special conferences, and so forth. We also

review the Federal legislative uses of census data. Key to this

process is determining the size of a geographic area for which the data

are required. For example, if data are needed at the block level,

then the question is a candidate for the 100-percent or short form.

If the data are needed for census tracts and/or counties, the sample

or lc "g form is appropriate. If the only critical needs are for

national data or data for large states or metropolitan areas, then

the decennial census may not be an appropriate vehicle for collecting

these data.

6. Q. On page 4 of your written testimony, you've mentioned that you will be
testing some questions, what will you be testing? Haven't many of

these questions been tested for the 1980 census?

6. A. Our written testimony specified the proposed new or expanded topic areas

for which we will be testing questions in the National Content Test (NCT),

118A.AVA 660 T-Lia
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.a tests and associated evaluations will measure the completeness of

response to all new or revised questions and will compare the completeness

and distribution of responses to different versions of some questions.

In addition, we will reinterview a sample of the houseNolds in the Na

and ask more detailed questions against which we can gauge the accuracy

of responses in the NCT.

lAthough most of the testing and evaluation will be for proposed new

questions, we also will test revisions to questions that were asked

in previous censuses. Even when the completeness and accuracy of the

1980 data are acceptable, we still strive to improve the questions.

Revisions proposed to improve clarity i Ist be tested to see whether

they, in fact, dc, improve response completeness and accuracy. Testing

of this nature is planned for most of the topics that were included In

"a 1980 questionnaires.

7. O. How do you plan to use the pre-tests to test the question wording?
What role will the National Content Test play?

7. A. The National Content Test is our primary vehicle for testing question

format and wording. The major purpose of test censuses or pretests

is to test methods and procedures to conduct the census. These

teats are not designed specifically for testing question wording. FP

course, there are questionnaires and we do include some content testing

as long as such testing does not interfere with the primary goals of

the test census. For example, we will be evaluating the responses t)

race and Spanish origin questions in the 1986 test censuses in Central

Los Angeles County and in East Central Mississippi.
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8. Q. What is the budget for the 1986 National Content Test? What void be
the cost per housing unit?

8. A. The anticipated cost of the National Content Test is approximately

$1.6 million. This figure has been allocated for all aspects of the

test planning, data collection and associated field costs, and

evaluation. The estimated cost for date collection and processing,

excluding costs for the reinterview/evaluation program, will be

equivalent to about $13,50 per housing unit.

9. Q. In 1980, the Bureau triad to count everyone. We have heard some talk
that you perhaps should not try to do this with regard to all aliens
in 1990. What is your position? Will the Bureau make an all out
attempt to count all of the people living here in 1990 or will you
limit the count to only those considered to be "legal. residents?

What are the practical difficulties that you would face if Congress
told you to eliminate the undocumented aliens from the 1990 census
count?

9. A. The Census Bureau's traditional understanding of the Constitution and

the legal direction provided by the Congress has meant that for every

census since the first one in 1970, we have attempted to count all

residents of the country, Unless the Congress directs us otherwise,

in 1990 we will again attempt to count everyone, i rdance with

our residence rules that eliminate certain categories , persons such

as foreign visitors or diplomats who live at official residences.

Should we be directed to exclude undocumented persons, there are a

number of practical difficulties:

(a) We would have to determine the appropriate questions or set of

questions that would establish accurately a person's legal ,tatus
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in this country, something we have never done. "Legal status" is

not always clear. (For example, just when does a person here on

an expiring visa become "illegal?" Is a person for whom a private

bill is pending in the Congress to be included or not?) In order

to exclude undocumented aliens from the apportionment and redis-

tricting counts, a set of questions would have to be included on

the 100 percent form, which would cause major space and questionnaire

redesign problems.

(b) If we had to ask a series of questions to determine "12gal status,"

the perceptual problems for the Census Bureau would be substantial

because of the necessity for respondents to trust that their answers

would not he harmfu: to them. Would respondents answer honestly?

Would those undocumented persons just avoid the census and thereby

encourage other minorities to do the came? Would the Census Bureau

be perceived as an enforcement agency rather than an information

gatherer? We are already very aware that public cooperation with

the census rests upon a very delicate base of public trust and could

te upset by public perception of the uses of the data, even if the

facts are absolutely opwite to the perception.

0
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