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Abstract

In certain areas of the country, where housing is in very high demand, single unit or small multi-unit structures are often divided into more housing units.  These newly created individual units are often not marked well and mail is delivered without apartment numbers.  One might see multiple mailboxes and/or multiple doorbells and there are often unclear entrances to the various units (basement doors, back doors, etc).  These addresses are confusing at the time of address list development and they are confusing at the time of enumeration.  This confusion can often lead to coverage problems.  (Some units and persons are missed and some units and persons are counted more than once.)  The Census Bureau has been researching two possible approaches for handling these problems during the census:  use of Update/Enumerate methodology in areas with a high concentration of these types of structures, and use of specialized procedures in these areas when updating the address list.  Each of these approaches comes with some real challenges.  We are seeking advice from the Committee on these challenges.

1. If our approach for identifying clusters of problematic small multi-unit addresses on the MAF doesn’t find them in sufficient density for efficient field operations, are there other approaches we should consider such as asking regional staff to use local knowledge?  Or should we focus our attention on specialized procedures for updating the address list?

2.  When talking with respondents during Address Canvassing or Update/Enumerate, some residents are not motivated to tell us about each individual housing unit in a building, because of potential legal issues with building construction or with the legal status of the residents themselves.  Is it appropriate to ask a respondent a question and then not assume that they are providing an honest answer?  What implications does this have on quality control (when we might re-check an address and speak to a respondent again) or on subsequent field operations (where we do want enumerators to trust respondents)?  

3. How appropriate is it to use the number of mailboxes or doorbells to identify individual housing units?  Are there concerns with potential impact on person and housing unit coverage if we use/don’t use this information?
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4. What kind of standards should we apply for identifying the specific units that we believe exist in a multi-unit structure if there aren’t recognized unit designations?

Background/Overview

In May 2003, Census staff met with New York City Planning Department staff in Queens, New York to discuss problems associated with unit designations for addresses contained within small multi-unit structures
 that may hinder the delivery of questionnaires and enumeration of the housing units in the 2004 Census Test.  Census and New York staff toured a sample of addresses selected by both organizations in the 2004 Census Test area in Queens.  All agreed that conducting the census in these small multi-unit buildings with unlabeled and/or nonstandard unit designations (e.g. 2FL, R, Upper, Lower) is problematic.  More specifically, it will be challenging to identify each and every housing unit during our address list updating procedures (either in advance of or at the time of enumeration) and it will be challenging to ensuring that all residents in each housing unit is enumerated.  In the census, the enumeration either takes place by (1) delivering questionnaires (by the U.S. Postal Service or by census staff) with followup by census staff for units that did not mail back the form or (2) enumerating all households directly by census staff which is a very expensive approach.  

The Census Bureau then began researching this issue further.  An interdivisional team was formed to research ways to utilize information in the Master Address File to identify areas with problematic small multi-unit addresses.  In the end, the team recommended two possible approaches for dealing with this small-multi address problem: targeted use of Update/Enumerate and targeted use of specialized procedures for updating the address list during Address Canvassing and also in Update/Enumerate, if we decide to use that procedure.

Targeted Use of Update/Enumerate

One of the solutions the Census Bureau has considered was removing areas with a high concentration of these types of small multi-unit structures from the questionnaire mailout and utilizing a specialized enumeration methodology instead.  Specifically, Census staff considered Update/Enumerate, in which the housing unit and household members are enumerated as the enumerator updates the address list.  This methodology would avoid the confusion that can occur when questionnaires are delivered by mail and/or Census field staff must conduct non-response follow-up visits.  However, Update/Enumerate is among the most costly of the enumeration methods, and requires an accurate method for identifying a limited set of housing units where we would use this procedure.  In addition, enumeration methodologies are not assigned to individual housing units; rather, they are applied to groups of census blocks so they can be effectively managed in the field.  Accordingly, the identification methodology must designate areas that approximate the groupings of housing units used by Decennial field staff for data collection, such as Assignment Areas (AAs) for enumerators, or Crew Leader Districts, which are groups of AAs.  Also if we decide to use the Update/Enumerate methodology, the kinds of challenges that are described in the next section about address list updating would have to be faced in some form during the Update/Enumerate operation.

Since 2004, a research team at the Census Bureau has worked toward finding an effective methodology to identify specific areas where there are sufficient concentrations of suspected problematic small multi-unit addresses for conducting Update/Enumerate.  Generally, the criteria have included searching for small multi-unit addresses with some of the following characteristics:

· at least one unit was included in Census 2000 tabulations and at least one unit is found on the Master Address File but it was deleted sometime before the final Census 2000 tabulations, 

· some inconsistency with unit identifiers (not all alphabetic or numeric, but not including basement apartment designations)

These criteria have done a reasonable job of identifying specific blocks that contain problematic small multi-unit addresses.  However, it is important to identify sufficiently large clusters of blocks in order to implement an efficient change in enumeration methodology.  In an attempt to identify groups of housing units roughly the size of Crew Leader districts, the team examined address data for census block groups within fifty counties nationwide that had the highest percentage of small multi-unit addresses, as well as the highest average number of small multi-unit addresses per block.  Within each block group, the team performed block-by-block examination of address data to see if the address selection algorithm had correctly identified potentially problematic small multi-unit addresses.  This was a lengthy process, and the end result was that only seven out of the fifty counties contain sufficient clusters of block groups with problematic small multi-units to implement Update/Enumerate.  Four of those seven were boroughs of New York City, with a large majority of block groups in each borough identified as containing significant problematic small multi-unit addresses.  From a cost perspective, conducting Update/Enumerate in a majority of the block groups in the New York boroughs is cost prohibitive.  Our research has left us with the following question that we would like committee members to consider:

· If our approach for identifying clusters of problematic small multi-unit addresses on the Master Address File doesn’t find them in sufficient density for efficient field operations, how do we identify areas where this alternative enumeration procedure should be considered?  If this approach is at all feasible, perhaps we need to leave this to the regional staff to identify, with strict determination criteria and a clear definition of the issue.  Or should we focus our attention on specialized procedures for updating the address list?  (See the next section.)
Targeted Use of Specialized Procedures For Updating the Address List (Used in Address Canvassing and Possibly During the “Update” Portion of Update/Enumerate)
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The Address Canvassing operation for the 2010 Census is a dependent updating of our existing address list, which will provide an address and/or location description for virtually every housing unit in the country.
  In the basic procedure, we ask address canvassers to attempt to find a knowledgeable respondent at every structure to verify the address information that we have on our address list.  At that time, they also ask if there are other living quarters in the structure or on the property (garage apartments, trailers in the back yard, etc) and add any that are not on our address list.  Although there is information in the training and written field procedures to help the canvassers understand what other potential living quarters may exist, there isn’t a formal set of detailed questions that they are expected to ask the respondent.  They use their own judgment to determine what to probe on.  If no one answers the door, we do not conduct callbacks.  We ask the address canvasser to verify the address list by observation.  In Update/Enumerate, similar questions will be asked about other units in the structure or on the property.  The main difference is that in Update/Enumerate, we will conduct callbacks because we need to enumerate the residents as well. 

In small multi-unit addresses that are the result of dividing up a structure, there is a concern that residents may not be honest about the living situation.  If they have illegally broken up a structure into more housing units or if there are potential legal issues with the residents themselves, they may deny that there are more units at the address.  Even if respondents are honest about their living situation for Address Canvassing, if no one is at home, identifying the number of housing units by observation may be a serious challenge at these small multi-unit addresses.  

The Census Bureau is considering specialized Address Canvassing procedures that would be used in areas with a high concentration of these small multi-unit addresses.  Something similar would be needed if we conducted Update/Enumerate in areas with clusters of problematic small multi-unit addresses.  Specifically, Census headquarters staff are considering procedures for field staff to interview knowledgeable respondents (not just whoever answers the door) at problematic small multi-unit addresses, observe any visual indictors (mailboxes, utility meters, separate entrances) that will help them determine the correct number of units contained in a multi-unit dwelling, and record unit designations such that questionnaires have the best opportunity to be delivered to the correct unit and non-response follow-up staff will be better able to associate a unit description (e.g. “basement,” “back apt,” etc.) with the correct unit.  This leads us to some question that we would like committee members to consider:

· Is it at all appropriate to ask a respondent a question and then not assume that they are providing an honest answer?  If we assume their answers are not honest, maybe we shouldn’t even knock on the door.  How could we train our temporary field staff to work this way in this specific instance without giving them the impression that distrust of respondents is not our basic approach to enumeration?  How do we put quality control around an operation where we don’t necessarily trust what respondents tell the initial enumerator?  

· How appropriate is it to use number of mailboxes, or doorbells to identify individual housing units?  Should we use this information to validate what is already on our address list (from Census 2000 or from information provided by a local government in the Local Update of Census Addresses program), but not use it to add new housing units to our address inventory?  Are there concerns with potential impact on person and housing unit coverage if we focus address list updating on the presence of mailboxes or doorbells, etc?

· What kind of standards should we apply for identifying the specific units that we believe exist in a multi-unit structure if there aren’t recognized unit designations?  

How we address these questions will determine the ultimate coverage of the housing units and population residing in these structures.

Census staff is still working on refining these special procedures, as well as discussing how to determine where these special canvassing procedures should be utilized.  Certainly some of the Master Address File research work can be utilized since the thresholds required for canvassing are much lower than those for the Update/Enumerate operation.  Another option that is currently being considered is allowing the Census Regional Offices to identify areas based on their knowledge.  In any case, given that the problematic small multi-units are more prevalent in some areas than others, we wouldn’t put specialized procedures in the basic Address Canvassing procedures.  The specialized procedures could be developed as a “took kit” to be used when necessary.
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� “Small multi-unit” structures are defined as those containing 2-19 units on the Master Address File. In normal usage, we consider structures containing 2-9 units to be small multis. In our research using the Master Address File, we may be including basic street addresses with duplicate records. Therefore, we increased the maximum count to 19 units.





�


� Only a few remote areas (e.g. parts of Alaska) will not be included in the Address Canvassing operation for the 2010 Census.


�
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