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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Group Quarters population consists of all persons residing in the United States who do not
live in housing units such as sngle-family houses, goartments, and mobile homes, but rather in
group Stuations such as college dormitories, nursing homes, military barracks, prisons, juvenile
institutions, migrant worker dormitories, convents, and group homes. Group Quarters
populations differ greatly from the housing unit population, so Group Quarters enumerationis
very different from housing unit enumeration.

The various types of Group Quarters and the Special Places that contain them' are very different
from one another. Some types of Special Places tend toward having many Group Quarters and/or
large populations; other types of Special Places amost always have a single Group Quarters or
very few people. Some types of Group Quarters relied heavily on enumeration through
administrative datain Census 2000; in others, respondent-filled forms were more common.
Certain types of Group Quarters were more likely to have persons from household questionnaires
included in their final tabulations, were more likely to have persons counted twice within a
Group Quarters, or had a greater proportion of persons imputed due to differencesin
guestionnaire counts at different stages of processing.

Group Quarters enumeration in Census 2000 succeeded in its underlying mission of gaining a
fundamentally accurate count of the Group Quarters population. Beyond that, it provided enough
additiona information to give a more nuanced sense of what the Group Quarters universe and its
components are like.

The major findings of this evaluation are:

. Universities, military bases, and correctional institutions were the most sizable
special places, as measured by both population and number of Group Quarters.
. More Group Quarters questionnaires werefilled out from administrative data than

by any other method, with nursing homes, hospitals, group homes, and
correctiond ingitutions using administrative data most frequently.

. Over 200,000 Group Quarters person records (2.6 percent of al Group Quarters
person records) had all characteristics imputed.
. Over 55,000 Group Quarters questionnaires were not tabulated because the hand-

transcribed Group Quarters Identification Number was ether left blank or could
not be identified with a Group Quarters.

. Nearly 2.3 million Group Quarters person records were erroneously included in
the Non-1D Process. (Inthe case of Group Quarters questionnaires, the Non-ID
Process matches questionnaires claiming a Usual Home Elsewhere with Census
residences.)

A Special Place is an administrative and geographical entity containing one or more
Group Quarters, and the Group Quarters are where people sleep. For instance, auniversity isa
Special Place, and each dormitory there is aGroup Quarters.
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- Of the 2.3 million, nearly 1.9 million were persons in types of Group
Quartersthat did not allow residents to claim a Usual Home Elsewhere.
These were ultimately tabulated correctly in the Census.

- The remaining 400,000 were person records that did not legitimately have
aUsua Home Elsewhere. While approximately 250,0000 of these were
ultimately tabulated in the Group Quarters universe, this still resulted in
the Census not counting over 30,000 person records, and incorrectly
counting nearly 120,000 Group Quarters residents in the housing unit
popul ation.

An estimated 4.4 percent of all persons counted in group homes and religious

Group Quarters were within Group Quarters duplicates: that is, records of persons

aready enumerated on another questionnaire at that Group Quarters. We believe

this was primarily due to persons being enumerated on housing unit
guestionnaires & small Group Quarters.

Nearly 150,000 housing units were identified by Group Quarters enumerators at

Group Quarters and at transient locations such as recreational vehicle parks.

These housing units contributed over 260,000 persons to the Census. For almost

half of these units, it was necessary to impute the housing status (occupied,

vacant, or delete).

We recommend a number of changesto Group Quarters enumeration for 2010, especially:

Using available off-the-shelf technology to track individual questionnaires from

enumeration to data capture.

Improve the address list creation process by:

- Gathering data on Specid Places from Web-based sources;

- Giving large Specia Places the option of providing Group Quarters data
by electronic and printed records, rather than by telephone and in-person
interviews,

- Reducing duplication between the address files for Group Quarters and
housing units.

Be more prepared for use of administrative datain enumeration.

Track the population counts of individual T-Night sites.

Tailor address list creation and enumeration strategies to each major category of

Group Quarters.
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1. BACKGROUND

1.1 ThePurpose of Group Quarters Enumeration

The vast mgjority of United States residents live in housing units such as single-family houses,
apartments, and mobile homes. However, several million people inthe United Stateslivein
group situations such as college dormitories, nursing homes, prisons, migrant worker
dormitories, convents, and group homes, collectively known as ‘ group quarters’ (GQs). The
purpose of Group Quarters Enumeration is to enumerate these people.

Group Quarters enumeration methods are digtinct from housing unit (HU) enumeration methods.
A distinct operation is needed because the means used to enumerate households are not
appropriate for this universe. The household questionnaires that work well for peoplein a
housing unit (usually asmall group of related persons), are insufficient and inappropriate for
enumerating larger groups of unrelated personsin a college dormitory or a nursing home. And
the mailout approach to enumerating housing units would not work well with most of the GQ
population.

1.2 TheHistory of Group Quarters Enumeration

Before 1970 (the first Census which made significant use of mailout/mailback), the Census
Bureau identified special places very simply: large Special Places (SPs) such as military
installations, penitentiaries, and the like were located on maps and designated as separate
enumeration districts. Census-takers added others as they made their door-to-door rounds.

When mailout/mailback enumeration of households became the backbone of the Decennial
Census beginning in 1970, the enumeration of group quarters became a separate operation, as the
mailback operation and housing unit questionnaires were ill-suited for the task of enumerating
the larger and more disparate populations of dormitories, prisons, military barracks, nursing
homes, and the like. A list of Special Places was constructed prior to Census Day. The Special
Places on the list were enumerated on or about Census Day.

In order to provide a dear picture of the GQ universe, both for stakeholders and for the Census
Bureau’ s own needs, different kinds of GQs have been given different typecodes by which datais
grouped for publication. In Census 2000, there were nine major categories of GQs: correctional
institutions, juvenile institutions, nursing homes, hospitals, college dormitories, military

barracks, service-based facilities, group homes, and other GQs not fitting into the other eight
categories. (Appendix A contains acomplete list of GQ types used in Census 2000.) Each
category contained between one and eleven distinct GQ types. There were 59 GQ types
altogether.

By 1980, the broad outline of the GQ type code classification system was more or |less the same
as in Census 2000, and most of theindividud GQ types were the same aswell. Some



classifications present in the 1980 published data that no longer have a dedicated typecode (but
are still part of the GQ universe) include tuberculosis hospitals, homes for unwed mothers, and
communes. In contrast, rooming houses and low-cost transient quarters were enumerated as GQs
in the 1980 and 1990 Censuses, but became part of the HU universe in Census 2000.

Group quarters have historically been broadly categorized asinstitutional and noninstitutional.
Institutional GQs consist of correctional and juvenile institutions, nursing homes and hospital
facilities. All other GQs are noninstitutional .

In 1980 and 1990, any residential unit with 10 or more unrelated persons was tabulated as a GQ.
This requirement was eliminated prior to Census 2000.

In 1980 and 1990, the list of GQs to be enumerated was created in atwo-step process: (1) the
creation of the SP inventory, and (2) the SP Prelist. The SP Inventory in those Censuses was
compiled in essentially the same manner as in Census 2000, described below in Section 1.3.2.
The SP Prelist for the 1990 Census took place in January 1990. It was afield operation
conducted out of the District Offices that lasted for aweek and a half. Its purposewas to verify
the existence and location of each SP, and otherwise accomplish the same tasks as Census 2000's
Facility Questionnaire (FQ) operation (see Section 1.3.2) which superseded the SP Prelist.
Prototype versions of the Facility Questionnaire were field tested in 1994 and 1995, and it
underwent a thorough test in the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal conducted in 1998.

1.3 Group Quarters Enumeration in Census 2000
1.3.1 Typing of Group Quarters
The system of GQ typecodes included nearly sixty distinct three-digit GQ types, which were

effectively classified into nine broad categories, as discussed in Section 1.2. The following chart
details the classification:

Types of Group QuartersUsed In Census 2000 GQ Tabulation (Table 1.3)

Type of Facility GQ Types
1: Correctional Institutions 101-107
2: Juvenile Ingitutions 201-209
3: Nursing Homes 301-307
4: Hospitals 400-410
5: Colleges and Universities 501
6: Military Facilities 601-603
7. Service-Based (SBE) Facilities 701-706
8: Group Homes 801-805
9: Other 900-906, 908, 909,911



Appendix A contains acomplete list of GQ typecodes used in Census 2000 tabulation.

In addition to these types, two GQ types existed for the purpose of classifying facilities whose
residences were treated as housing units. These were:
*  GQ type 910, which werereserved for T-Night fecilities (recreational vehicle (RV) parks,
marinas, campgrounds, workers housing at racetracks, fairs, and carnivals); and
*  GQ type 913, dangerous encampments.

1.3.2 Address List Creation
The Special Place Inventory

From 1996 through 1998, the Census Bureau’ s Population Division (POP) did extensive research
to identify prospective Special Places, combing reference materials and inventories compiled by
trade associations, private concerns, the Census Bureau (including the Special Place inventory
from the 1990 Census), and other governmental agencies. The resulting inventory formed the
basis of the file variously known as the SP/GQ Control File, the SP/GQ Master File, or simply
the SP/GQ File, which iswhat it will be called in thisevaluation. Additional SPs gleaned from
other pre-Census operations such as Address Listing and Block Canvassing were added to the
SP/IGQ file.

The SP/GQ File

The SP/GQ File, which was maintained by the Decennia Systems and Contracts M anagement
Office (DSCMO), was the main repository of what was known about each SP and each GQ, and
it was the hub of the information flow involving all SPsand GQs. Electronic files were
developed from the SP/GQ File to support updating operations involving GQs, and the
information gained was added to the SP/GQ File. The SP/GQ File updates were sent to the
Geography Division (GEO) to update the Master Address File (MAF) and assign MAF IDS%. The
SP/GQ File, updated with the addition of the MAF I1Ds, was then the basis for the next Census
operation.

The Facility Questionnaire Operation

The Facility Questionnaire (FQ) operation was the means for gathering information about GQs
and housing units in each Special Place. For each GQ, the Facility Questionnaire collected
information on:

e wherethe GQ was
* what type of GQ it was
» approximately how many people would be living there on Census Day (the expected

MAF IDs were 14-digit numbers that uniquely identified every address on the MAF.
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population of the GQ) and its capacity (or maximum population)
» if therewere times when enumeration would not be possible
» if the GQ contained any housing units.

The Fadility Questionnaire operation was implemented in two distinct phases:

» the Facility Questionnaire Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (FQ-CATI), which
gathered as much information as possible about each SP by telephone, and

» theFacility Questionnaire Personal Visit (FQPV), in which field workers conducted
personal visit interviews with the contact persons of SPs that the CATI operation was
unable to complete an interview with.

The CATI operation began in November 1998, and continued through August 1999. The
Personal Visit operation ran from April to November 1999. Because of this overlap, and
because the SP/GQ File was still being updated with lists of SPs from other sources as late as the
summer of 1999, these operations were implemented in waves. There was never asingle
delivery of theentire file from the SP/GQ file to these operations, or vice versa.

Each wave originated from the SP/GQ File. A file was prepared for transfer to the CATI
operation which was run by the Technol ogies Management Office (TMO). Working from that
file, the callersin the telephone centers contacted the individual SPs and attempted to gather the
necessary information, which they entered into the computerized system. Once awave was
finished in CATI, the captured data was transferred back to the DSCM O, who updated the
SP/GQ File; from there, the records in that wave went to the GEO, who updated the MAF and
returned the records with MAF IDs. The records in each wave were returned to TMO for
inclusion in the Operational Control System 2000 (OCS 2000) system. The OCS 2000 system
was used to track the workload in the Personal Visit phase of the Fecility Questionnaire
operation.

Field workers received their Facility Questionnaire Personal Visit assignments from the OCS
2000 system. They interviewed contact persons at the SPs and recorded the answers on paper
Facility Questionnaires. The questionnaire data was then keyed into a data entry system and
added to the SP/GQ File.

Between the Facility Questionnaire Operation and Enumeration

In November 1999, after completion of the FQPV operation, the entire SP/GQ file was
unduplicated to the extent practicable and edited by the DSCMO. Thefile was transferred to the
GEO to update the MAF, and then returned to the DSCMO with MAF IDs. Thisfile, as adapted
to the format of OCS 2000, is thefile that was used to contral the following Census field
operations:

» Specia Place Loca Update of Census Addresses (SP LUCA)



» Locd Knowledge Updae
» Specia Place Advance Visit
*  GQ Enumeration

The SP LUCA operation (December 1999 - April 2000) allowed local governments to examine
and add to the Census list of Special Placesand GQs. InLocd Knowledge Update (January-
February 2000), enumeratorsin each Local Census Office (LCO) were instructed to do so as
well. Special Place Advance Visit enumerators visited Special Places aready on the address list
in February and March 2000 to verify and correct the information on OCS 2000 for each of the
GQs at those Specid Places. Adds and changes from these operations were entered into OCS
2000 in the LCOs (for Local Knowledge Update and Advance Visit) and the Regional Census
Centers (RCCs) (for SPLUCA).

The SP/GQ File was not updated again until after the completion of all these operations; all
changesin the interim were recorded on the OCS 2000 tracking system used in the field.

1.3.3 Group Quarters Enumeration

There were four main types of GQ questionnaires: the Individual Census Report (ICR), the
Individual Census Questionnaire (ICQ), the Military Census Report (MCR), and the Shipboard
Census Report (SCR). The ICR was the form used to enumerae the vast mgjority of the GQ
population. The MCR, as the name implies, was used solely to enumerate armed forces
personnel; the SCR was used to enumerate both military and civilian shipboard residents. The
| CQ was used solely for enumerations at soup kitchens and mobile food vans.

The enumeration procedures differed with each form, and are described below.
Enumeration With ICRs and ICQs

From the OCS 2000 tracking system, GQ enumerators received a computer-generated control
form® for each GQ. This form listed the name, the address, the control 1D (the GQID?) of the
GQ, and its expected population. The enumerator also was provided with blank questionnaires to
enumerate the GQ residents.

When ICRs were used, the preferred method of response was for the respondentsto fill out the
guestionnaires themselves, but many were filled out from the Special Place’' s administrative data,
and some were filled out by the enumerator as he interviewed the respondent. (See Section 6.)

In enumeration at soup kitchens and mobile food vans, where |CQs were used,

*The Form D-352 Enumeration Record.

“The GQID was a 14-digit number that uniquely identified each GQ on the SP/GQ File
and in the OCS 2000 control system.



enumerators normally interviewed the respondents, but if aclient of the facility declined to be
interviewed, the enumerator’ s fallback method was to collect person data by observation.

People counted at certain kinds of GQs could declare a‘usual home elsewhere’ (UHE). That is,
they could state on their questionnaire that their primary residence was not the GQ but a housing
unit, and they could write in the address. (See Section 8.)

The enumerator collected the questionnaires and reviewed them for completeness. He/she
transcribed the fourteen-digit GQID and a four-digit person number (PN) from the control form
into the appropriate boxes on each Census questionnaire, wrote down the number of completed
guestionnaires on the control form, and returned everything to the LCO in alarge envelope.

Enumeration With MCRs and SCRs

Military bases, and military and civilian ships, were self-enumerating facilities in Census 2000,
as they had been in previous Censuses. Enumeration on each military base was supervised by a
Project Officer for that base, and conducted by Unit Representatives of each military unit. The
Project Officer and Unit Representatives were armed forces personnel; they (along with clerks
who handled the questionnaires on base) were sworn in and trained by a Census Representative
from the LCO.

The MCR questionnaires’® and other enumeration materials were brought to the base by the
Census Representative, and distributed to the Unit Representatives by the Project Officer. The
Unit Representatives distributed the questionnaires to the personnel in their units, collected the
guestionnaires and reviewed them for completeness, followed up on missing and incomplete
guestionnaires, and returned the completed materials to the Project Officer. After another review
by on-base derks, the Project Officer returned the questionnaires and other enumeration
materials to the Census Representative, who reviewed them and returned them to the LCO. At
this point, the questionnaires were still grouped by military working unit. At the LCO, the forms
were divided into stacks, one for each GQ. The appropriate GQID was transcribed onto the
individual questionnairesin each such stack. All MCRs claiming a UHE wereplaced in a
separate stack. No GQID was transcribed onto the questionnaires in that stack.

The procedures for enumeration using SCRs were similar but ssmpler. The Census Bureau's
National Processing Center (NPC) mailed questionnaires and other enumeration materials to
each military and civilian ship enumerated, and the completed questionnaires and materials were
mailed back, bypassing the LCOs. Since each ship was asingle GQ, no re-sorting by GQ was
required. Otherwise the procedures for SCR enumeration were closely anal ogous to those for
MCR enumeration.

®> |CRs were used to enumerate civilians living on military bases.
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1.3.4 Data Collection and Processing
From the Enumerator to Data Capture: Tracking the Questionnaire Count

Individual GQ questionnares were not tracked during processing between enumeration and data
capture. Only a count of the total number of questionnaires associated with each GQ was
recorded. Thiswas done at five points along their route through post-enumeration processing:

* By the enumerator, immediately after enumeration (recorded on the control sheet; see
Section 1.3.3)

e By the LCO staff, when the GQ material® were checked in from thefield

* By the LCO staff, when the GQ materials were checked out to be sent to theNPC in
Jeffersonville, IN

* By the NPC staff, when the GQ materials were checked in on arrivd from the LCO

» By the data capture system, when the questionnaires were scanned and turned into
electronic images.

From the Enumerator to Data Capture: Opportunitiesfor Questionnaire Loss

There are reports from the field of GQ questionnaires being returned to the LCOs long after
enumeration took place, which suggests that some small but undetermined number of completed
guestionnaires were not returned to the LCO at all.

L CO check-in and checkout counts of questionnaires indicate that questionnaires occasionally
were misallocated. Those count discrepancies suggest that most of the count discrepancies were
caused by questionnares counted with different GQs at check-in and checkouit.

There were four Data Capture Centers (DCCs) in Census 2000, but all GQ questionnaires were
sent to the DCC at the NPC in Jeffersonville. Sometimes GQ questionnaires were erroneously
shipped from an LCO to another DCC, and were then forwarded to the NPC.

In May 2000, as enumeration was nearing completion, the NPC reported that a considerable
number of GQ questionnaires did not have GQIDs on them, and/or had no associated control
sheet. A team of Census HQ staff who were familiar with GQ enumeration went to
Jeffersonville and identified as many of the questionnaires as possible with a GQ. An estimated
700,000 questionnaires were handled by this process. No official records were kept of this
special operation.

*The GQ materials checked into and out of the LCO, and checked in at the NPC,
consisted of the GQ questionnaires, the Form D-352, and other materials used in enumeration.
The Form D-352 had an identifying barcode. At check-in and checkout, the barcode was
wanded, and the questionnaires counted.



From Data Capture to the Final Counts: Offpop

After all the GQ questionnaires were data captured at the NPC and the captured data transmitted
to Census headquarters, the SP/GQ File was updated with the counts listed at the beginning of
Section 1.3.4, as wdl as with updates from the pre-Census operations (such as Advance Visit)
listed at the end of Section 1.3.2. Examination of the counts by the interdivisional SP/GQ team
at Census headquarters suggested that the data capture count was incomplete in various ways.

* A number of GQs had no recorded population, and were believed to have refused to be
enumerated.

* A number of GQs had data capture population that fell far below the expected population
recorded from the Facility Questionnaire and Advance Visit operations.

* A number of GQs had higher population counts at LCO checkout than at data capture.

In order to accommodate the changed counts, atemporary count called the “ Offpop,” short for
“Officia Population,” was created for each GQ. For the vast mgjority of GQs, their Offpop was
their data capture count. But for those that received a higher count as aresult of the operations
discussed in the following paragraphs, the Offpop was the new, higher count.

Two telephone operations were undertaken in July 2000 to address the problemslisted in the first
two causes listed earlier. The ‘refusd’ GQs, and the GQs with lower-than-expected data capture
counts, were asked for their Census Day populations over the telephone, and unless that count
was lower than the number of forms that were data captured from that GQ, the count received
over the phone was accepted as the Offpop.

For the GQs that had higher counts at LCO checkout than at data capture, no new information
was needed. The Special Places containing such GQs were considered as awhole, and if the SP
had a higher count at LCO checkout than at data capture, then that difference was added to the
count of the SP as awhole’. The difference was allocated among the SP's component GQs
proportionately to the difference between the two counts for each GQ.?

"Count differences were resolved a the SP leve because inspection of the SP/GQ File
had found SPs for which the data capture count and LCO checkout count were identical, but were
uneqgual for their individual GQs. We assumed that questionnaires counted with one GQ a LCO
checkout were attributed to another at data capture. If GQ A a a SP had counts of 300 at
checkout and 500 at data capture, while GQ B at the same SP had 500 at checkout and 300 at
data capture, then there was no reason to conclude that any records were missed.

8Full details of the allocation are in Decennial Statistical Studies Division (DSSD) Census
2000 Procedures and Operations Memorandum Series #0-14, Specification for Setting the
Official Population for Each Group Quartersin the Specid Place/Group Quarters Universe,
March 20, 2001.



From Data Capture to the Final Counts: Household and BCF Adds, SBE Unduplication

The Offpop was not the final count. It was the best reflection of the number of people present at
each GQ on the day of enumeration. But this count was updated by additional processing
involving data captured person records that added persons to and subtracted persons from the GQ
universe, mostly the latter.

* Addsto the GQ populaion came from:
-- Be Counted Forms (BCFs)
-- Household Questionnaires
e Subtractions left as aresult of:
-- Unduplication of Service-Based Enumeration (SBE) Facilities
-- Persons declaring a Usual Home Elsewhere (UHE)

Persons with no usual residence were encouraged to fill out BCFs. Such persons were allocated
to the shelters and other SBE locations in the LCOs where they turned in their forms. If there
were no SBE locationsin the LCO, these persons were alocated to other GQsin the LCO.

Some housing units had been in both the Housing Unit (HU) universe and the GQ universein
early versions of the Decennial MAF. These duplications wereidentified after the Census
mailout list was compiled. Thus, these units were mailed a Census household questionnaire.  If
the HU questionnaire was returned, the persons listed on them were included in the count for the
GQ at that address. No procedure existed to unduplicate persons who were consequently counted
twice.

The SBE enumeration involved a number of opportunities for persons to be counted multiple
times, and an unduplication process removed double-counts of duplicate enumerations from the
Census.

Respondents at certain types of GQs could declare a‘Usual Home Elsewhere': that is, they could
check abox to indicate that the GQ was not their usual residence, and provide the address of
their usual residence.’ If the Census was able to verify that a HU was at the given address, then
the respondent was counted at that residence, and not in the GQ.

The handling of UHEs in Census 2000 is afairly complex topic, and a more detailed treatment
follows.

*The types of GQs not eligible to declare a UHE: residents of prisons, juvenile facilities,
hospital facilities, nursing homes, college dormitories, emergency shelters, and those enumerated
at targeted nonsheltered outdoor locations. All others who filled out GQ questionnaires were
eligible to declare a UHE, including armed forces personnel, those enumerated at soup kitchens
and mobile food vans, residents of group homes, worker dormitories, civilian ships, and religious
GQs.



From Data Capture to the Final Counts. Usual Homes Elsewhere and the Non-1D Process

The Non-I1D process was the mechanism for placing a person claiming a Usual Home Elsewhere
in the appropri ate non-GQ residence. In order for a person record to be included in the Non-1D
process, three conditions were required:

» The person record had to be from a GQ of an appropriate type, one of the following:
-- Military GQs
-- Group homes
Workers' dormitories
Religious GQs
-- Other miscellaneous GQs
* Inresponse to a screening question, the respondent had to have checked a box indicating
that he had another residence where he lived or stayed most of the time; and
» therespondent had to provide an address of that residence.

Records that were included in the Non-1D process were geocoded and matched to the MAF. ICR
and 1CQ person records that could not be geocoded were returned to their GQs; nongeocodable
MCR and SCR person records were dropped from the Census. (Analysis of 1990 Search/Match
add rates showed only an eight percent add rate for MCRswhich declared a UHE - less than haf
that for ICRs - indicating that military UHES were much more likely than civilian UHEsto
already appear on aHU questionnaire.”®)

If ageocoded record also could be matched to a housing unit on the MAF, then the person was
tabulated at that HU. If the record could not be matched to the MAF, then it went into the Non-
ID process Feld Verification (FV) operation. If the address provided by the respondent on the
guestionnaire was confirmed as a valid housing unit, then the respondent was tabulated at that
housing unit. If not, the record was returned to the GQ universe.

How records were actually identified for inclusion into the Non-ID Process, however, differed
from how they were supposed to be identified. Initially, all records that included a UHE address
were included in the Non-ID process - regardless of what type of GQ they came from, or how the
respondent had answered the screening question. The identification of records ineligible for the
Non-1D Process because of inappropriate GQ type was done after the records were geocoded and
matched to the MAF.

But the answers to the screening question were never used to exclude the records from the Non-
ID Process. Asaresult, asubstantial number of questionnaires were pulled out of the GQ
universe that should have stayed in the GQ universe. See discussion in Section 8.

19Results from the 1990 Search/Match Operation: Add Rates and Erroneous Enumeration
Rates by Search Form Type, 1990 Decennial Census Preliminary Research and Evaluation
Memorandum No. 214 (1993). Search/Match was the predecessor to the Non-1D Process.
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1.3.5 T-Night and Embedded Housing Units
Embedded and Free-Standing Housing Units

One challenging aspect of GQ enumeration was the existence of HUs on the grounds of Special
Places, some of which were physically inside of faclities. For instance, a college might havea
free-standing house for the college president on its grounds, and it also might have, within a
dormitory, an apartment for a‘dorm mother.” The former would be known as a “free-standing
housing unit,” and the latter as an “embedded housing unit.”

Housing units of both kinds were identified at Special Places through the Facility Questionnaire
operation. The addresses and locations of the free-standing HUs at SPs were included in HU
enumeration in Census 2000, and GQ enumerators had lists of these HUs at the SPs.

Embedded HUs, on the other hand, were enumerated as part of GQ enumeration. Enumerators
also had lists of known embedded HUs, and were given HU questionnaires to enumerate the
residents of embedded HUs with. They also had extraHU questionnaires to enumerate any HUs
they encountered that were not on their lists.

T-Night Housing Units

Locations such as RV parks, campgrounds, marinas, racetracks, fairs, and carnivals, were known
astransient locations since persons living or staying there on Census Day were not likely to be a
that location year-round. Persons at these |ocations were enumerated by the T-Night (short for
“transient night”) operation if they indicated they had no other usual home.

At RV parks, marinas, and campgrounds, the object was to enumerate persons who primarily
lived in RV's and houseboats, or other mobile or temporary housing. At racetracks, fairs, and
carnivas, the population beng enumerated was the resident workforce. Housing unit
guestionnaires were used to enumerate all such persons.

These locations were identified as part of the Facility Questionnaire operation, but were not
included in the Specia Place Advance Visit operation. No record was kept of the number of HU
guestionnaires filled out at each location, and no linkage was preserved between the
guestionnaires and the T-Night locations.

Enumerators were instructed to write atwo-digit code in abox on the HU questionnaire to

identify it as a questionnaire from a T-Night location. The questionnaires coded in this manner
were identified and tabulated for this evaluation. (See Section 10.)
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2. METHODS
2.1 FilesUsed in This Evaluation
2.1.1 Introduction
Four data sources were used to produce the numbersin this study:
the SP/IGQ File
the Hundred Percent Census Unedited File (HCUF)

the Hundred Percent Census Edited File (HCEF)
the Non-1D File.

2.1.2 The SP/GQ File

The SP/GQ File, also known as the SP/GQ Mager File or the SP/GQ Control File, wasinitially
developed in 1997-98 from the Special Place Inventory compiled by Population Division. It was
(and is still) maintained by the DSCMO. Its purpose was to keep arecord of each Special Place,
each Group Quarters, and each housing unit at a SP or GQ. The file was updated periodicdly, as
the Facility Questionnaire and other operations caused SP and GQ records to be added to and
deleted from the file. As aresult, ‘ snapshots’ of the SP/GQ File were kept asit had existed at
different pointsin its development. The snapshots used in this evaluation were:

* Thefind file, including only those GQs that were on the HCUF and HCEF,
* The pre-Census snapshot;
» The post-Census, pre-cleanup snapshot.

The final file is used throughout this evaluation. When “the SP/GQ File” is cited without
modification, it isthe final file that is being cited.

The pre-Census snapshot, used only in Chapter 5 and Section 3.2.6, isthefileasit existed in
January 2000, at the time that the SP and GQ records on OCS 2000 were created from the SP/GQ
file for use in the Census 2000 field operations.

The post-Census, pre-cleanup snapshot, used only in Section 3.2.6, isthe file as it existed after
the Census, when the changes resulting from all operations had been added to each record, but
before any records were deleted for any reason.

2.1.3 The HCUF and HCEF

The HCUF and the HCEF were the official Census 2000 unedited and edited files.
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2.1.4 The Non-ID File

The Non-ID Fileis afile of GQ person recordsthat listed a Usua Home Elsawhere (UHE). It
was created by the DSCMO for use in DSSD evaluations.

2.2 Geography Included in This Evaluation

All group quartersin the fifty states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included in
the summary statisticsin this evaluation. State-by-state breakdowns of the GQ population, and
the number of GQs, are provided in Appendices C and D.

2.3 Group Quartersand Special Place Types

The typecoding of Specia Places for this evaluation went as follows: each Specia Place on the
SP/GQ File was assigned a typecode between 001 and 012 on the basis of its answersto the
Facility Questionnaire. Types 001-008 on the SP/GQ File corresponded naturally with the GQ
types. Correctional GQs were typecoded in the 100s, and correctional SPs were typecoded 001,
juvenile facility GQs and SPs, 200s and 002, respectively; and so forth through group home GQs
and SPs, 800s and 008, respectively.

Specia Place types 010 and 011 on the SP/GQ File were reserved for T-Night locations and
hotel/motels, respectively, neither of which contained any GQs. And SP types 009 and 012 on
the SP/GQ File were assigned to SPs with GQs in the 900s.

However, the GQ types of over 20,000 of the 192,286 GQs in Census 2000 did not correspond
with their SPS' types as recorded on the SP/GQ Fle. Consequently, a new typecoding of SPs
was created to more closdly reflect the GQsin the SP, for purposes of this study.

In doing so, the basic sructure of the SP typecoding sysem remained largely unchanged. The SP
types for this study are SP types 1-9. Types 1-8 correspond with types 001-008 on the SP/GQ
File, and Type 9 corresponds with Types 009 and 012 combined. (In theory, there should have
been no GQsin SPs of types 010 and 011, so no type was created for this evaluation to
correspond with those types on the SP/GQ File.)

SP types from 1 to 9 were assigned to each SP by atwo-step process. Thefirst step wasto assign
an SP type to each GQ. Then the SP was assigned a type on the basis of the SP types of its
component GQs.

Giving an SP type to each GQ was straightforward:

* For most GQ types, the SP type was the first digit of the GQ type.
-- For instance, if the GQ type was 304, the SP type was 3.
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*  GQswith types 105, 401, 410, and 904 were given SP type 6. (These were military
prisons, hospitals, and staff dormitories. Military bases were to have SP type6.)

Once each GQ was assigned an SP type, the SP type assigned to the SP was the mode of the SP
types assigned to its component GQs, that is, the SP type that appeared most frequently among
the component GQs. These are the SP types used throughout this evaluation.

2.4 Useof JIC3Just-In-Case’ Box
2.4.1 In Determining How GQ Questionnaires Were Filled Out

At GQ enumeration, enumerators were supposed to mark ‘11’, ‘12’, or ‘13’ in the JIC3 box on
each GQ questionnaire. The second digit was to indicate the means of filling out the
guestionnaire: ‘1', ‘2, or ‘3’ if the questionnaire was filled out by the respondent, by the
enumerator from interviewing the respondent, or from administrative data, respectively. The
initial ‘1’ wasto indicate that the source of the questionnaire was GQ enumeration, even though
this was apparent from the questionnaire.

Since the first digit of the response was superfluous, only the second digit in the JIC3 box was
used to determine how each questionnaire was filled out.

2.4.2 In Determining That a HU Questionnaire Was from T-Night

At T-Night enumeration, enumerators were supposed to mark ‘22" in the JIC3 box on each HU
guestionnaire. Theinitial ‘2" wasto indicate that the source of the questionnaire was T-Night
enumeration. All T-Night questionnaires were to be filled out by the enumerator through an

interview with the respondent.

Since the second digit of the response was superfluous, only the first digit in the JIC3 box was
used to determine whether a questionnaire was a T-Night questionnaire.

2.5 Sampling

In Section 8.4.2, the results are based on statistical estimates of the number of duplicate person
records within the GQ universe. The sample, and the method on which these estimates are
based, are described here.

2.5.1 The Sample Universe and Sample Strata

The sample universe consisted of all GQs other than military, correctional, and service-based
facilities. This created asample universe of 154,042 GQs containing 5,156,168 person records.
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The sample was motivated by the discovery that a number of small GQs, particularly group
homes and religious GQs, had doubled in popul ation between the GQ data capture count and the
HCUF. Inspection of the person records showed that many of these GQs had been enumerated
twice, once on the GQ questionnaires and again on the mail return HU questionnaires. Persons
on both types of questionnaires were included in the total count for the GQ on the HCUF.

The sample strata were designed to estimate the level of duplicate enumeration in the sampling
universe. The sampling universe was divided into five strata:

*  Group homes and religious GQs whose population count increased from Offpop to HCUF

*  Other GQs whose population count increased from Offpop to HCUF

*  GQswhose population count stayed the same from Offpop to HCUF

»  Group homes and rdigious GQs whose population count decreased from Offpop to
HCUF

*  Other GQs whose population count decreased from Offpop to HCUF.

These strataare referred to below as Strata 1-5, respectively.
2.5.2 The Sample

Based on error estimates and available clerical resources, it was decided to sample 100 GQs each
from each of Strata 1, 2, and 4, and 50 each from Strata 3 and 5. Within each stratum, the GQs
were liged in the order of their GQIDs, which began with their LCO number. A systematic
random sample of GQs was then drawn from each stratum. We oversampled the group home and
religious GQs so that we could produce reliable estimates separately for this stratum.

2.5.3 Matching

Within each GQ in the sample, the person records were ordered in al phabetical order by last
name and first name. Rules for identifying duplicate persons were provided to DSSD clerical
staff, who reviewed the ordered lists of persons and identified matches. Matching was done
clerically by name, sex, and age/date of birth. A hundred percent review of the matching was
conducted by a second person. The complete matching rules arein Appendix B.
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2.5.4 Determination of Statistical Estimates

Within each of the strata listed in Section 2.5.1, a sample of GQs was chosen. All personsin
each selected GQ were included in the sample.

Let N and n be the number of GQs in the sampled population, and in the sample, respectively.
Then let N, be the number of GQs in stratum h, and let n, be the number of sample GQs in that
Stratum.

Given the jth person record in theith GQ of astratum, let y; equal 1 or O, depending on whether
that person record matches a previous person record in that GQ. Lety, be the number of matches
(the sum of they,’s) in theith GQ, and let M; be the number of person recordsin that GQ. And

let 7. = y,/M,, the proportion of duplicate person recordsin GQ I.

Then the best point estimate for the proportion of duplicated person recordsin straum his
¥, = YY/Y M, . Theestimate of the sampling variance for 7, is:

- N o—=n 1 e 2
IIPF ¥ = lE . T! Y. — ¥
) [ 7y My ]["’3& —1]; M: AT ]

where M, = > M, /n.
=1

For the sampled population as a whole, the best point estimateis S )

SR
and the sample varianceis > (I, /) ¥, .
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3. LIMITATIONS
3.1 Global Limitations

3.1.1 Introduction

There were two global limitations that affected this evaluation asawhole. These were:
» The absence of a system for tracking individual questionnaires through the enumeration
process, and
* Thelimitations of the system designed to track Special Places and Group Quarters from
the beginning of the Facility Questionnaire process through tabulation.

3.1.2 The Absence of Tracking Information for Individual Questionnaires

Individual GQ questionnaires contained a space where enumerators recorded the GQID and the
person number (PN) at the time of enumeration. No GQID or bar-coded information was
preprinted on the GQ questionnaires. As Section 7.4 will discuss, there was room for error and
omission at this step. This tracking information was not used to track the progress of individual
forms from enumeration to data capture. Information on which questionnaires were captured for
each GQ was not available for thisreport. So prior to HCUF creation, we cannot say which
person records were in a GQ.

This deficiency affected Chapters 7 and 8 of this evauation in particular, making it impossiblein
Sections 7.2, 7.3, and 7.5 to devel op an exact correspondence between changesin Official

Popul ati on with imputed person records, and making Section 7.4 necessary in thefirst place. In
Section 8.1, the ability to track individual questionnaires would have resulted in an exact count
of person records added to and subtracted from the GQ universe, rather than anet per GQ. In
Section 8.2, that ability would have enabled a direct comparison of the data capture and HCUF
filesto identify which person records were lost to the GQ universe in the UHE process, instead
of having to rely on very indirect means of comparison to ascertain what happened during
processing.

3.1.3 The Limitations of the System That Tracked Special Places and Group Quarters

The deletion of Special Places and GQs was accomplished by deleting arecord from the SP/GQ
File. If an SP or GQ record was deleted from the universe in the CATI phase of the Facility
Questionnaire operation, its record was deleted from the database. Similarly, if records were
deleted during the Personal Visit phase of the Fecility Questionnaire operation, they were
dropped from the SP/GQ File beforeit was reconciled with the MAF in November 1999. Asa
result, there are no counts of the potential Special Places contacted in CATI but found not to be
SPs at that stage, nor are there counts of SPs visited but eliminated from the universein the
Personal Visit phase. All we have are the survivors. This reduced the number of comparisons
we could draw between the SP/GQ universe as it was seen in the Facility Questionnaire
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operation, and the universe as it existed after enumeration.

Furthermore, if SPs and GQs were deleted and later re-added during enumeration, they received
new IDs when they were re-added, rather than re-acquiring their origind 1Ds. Asaresult,
comparing snapshots of the SP/GQ file at different times does not allow arecord of a SP from
the Facility Questionnaire operation to be identified with arecord of the same SP at enumeration,
if it was deleted and re-added during enumeration. (According to headquarters personnel
involved in the GQ field operations in Census 2000, there were a significant percentage of such
deletes and re-adds.) This made our comparison of the Facility Questionnaire and enumeration
universe problematic in Section 5.1, and shrank the universe we had to work with when
comparing the expected populations from the Facility Questionnaire operation with the actual
population of each GQ at enumeration.

3.2  Specific Limitations

3.2.1 There Is No Pre-Enumeration SP/GQ File with Adds from 2000 Pre-Enumeration
Operations.

The absence of such a file removes the possi bility of distinguishing adds from Local Knowledge
Update and Advance Visit from adds at the time of enumeration.

3.2.2 Most GQs Did not Have a Recorded Maximum Population on the SP/GQ file.

Thisfact made it impossible in Section 5.2.1 to answer the question about the efficacy of
acquiring maximum population projections from Special Place representatives.

3.2.3 The Coding of GQ Questionnairesto Indicate How They Were Filled Out,
Depended on the Diligence of the Individual Enumerators.

Asindicated in Chapter 6, one out of every eight ICRs was either |eft uncoded in this respect, or
given a code that was out of range. (Higher percentages of absent/erroneous codes were recorded
for the other GQ questionnaire types.) The degree of error in the within-range codes is unknown,
but it would be prudent not to divine too much importance in smal differencesinthetalliesin
Chapter 6.

3.2.4 The Non-ID File Omitted Short Form ICQ Records Which Were Included in the
Non-1D Process.

The Non-I1D File made available by DSCMO includes short and long form ICR records, but only
long form ICQ records. The original data files from which the Non-1D File was created are no
longer available. However, one out of every six ICQs should have been along form, so the
number of 1CQ records missing from the Non-ID countsis easily estimated.
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3.2.5 Identification of T-Night Questionnaires Is Entirely Dependent on Coding by
Enumerators.

The percentage of T-Night questionnaires that were not coded properly, or not coded at all, is
unknown. Asaresult, how many household questionnaires in the Census are T-Night
guestionnaires, but are not identified as such, is unknown. Thisis alimitation on the accuracy of
the numbersin Section 10.1 and 10.2.

3.2.6 It IsUnclear How Many SPs and GQs Were on the SP/GQ File That Did Not
Contribute to the Final Census Tally.

The Facility Questionnaire operation resulted in afile of 137,584 Special Places, and 270,009
GQs. There were 100,358 Specia Places and 192,286 GQs were on the final file resulting from
enumeration. There were 71,851 Special Places and 120,446 GQswere on both files.

There were 191,258 Special Places on the final version of the SP/GQ file before all facilities
without population were cleaned from the file. All but 75 of the SPs from the Facility
Questionnaire operation were on thefinal file, so atotal of 191,333 potential SPs are known to
have been on the SP/GQ file during 2000, and were presumably visited during Advance Visit or
during enumeration itself.

A large number of SPs and GQs are believed to have been deleted and re-added in the LCOsin
order to meet deadlines. But with just under 72,000 SPs that are on both the pre-census SP/GQ
File and the final version of the file, fewer than 29,000 SPs could have been deleted and re-added
to appear under different Specid Place IDs on the file. And we had a net loss of 37,000 SPs
between the pre-census SP/GQ File and the final version of the file. With 72,000 SPs present
throughout Census 2000, 37,000 deletes, and 29,000 counted twice, we can explain
approximately 167,000 SPs. Sinceit isdifficult to believe that SP LUCA and Loca Knowledge
Update added 24,000 SPsto theralls, it is hard to account for the total number of distinct Special
Place IDs on thefile.

File counts suggest that the forms of residents at some GQs were data captured at other GQsin
the same SP. It is possible that in some cases, al of the residents of a GQ were data captured at
another GQ. This could haveresultedin valid GQs not appearing in the Census. If so, this
would have caused the GQ countsin Chapter 4 to be slightly understated.
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RESULTS
4. THE GROUP QUARTERSUNIVERSE: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

4.1 Composition of the GQ Universe: Number of Special Places, Group Quarters,
Population

Tables 4.1aand 4.1b, below, show the overall composition of the GQ universe, as enumerated in
Census 2000.

Number of Special Places Enumerated (Table 4.1a)

Special Places

Special Place Type Number Per cent
1: Correctional Institutions 5,420 54
2: Juvenile Ingitutions 2,440 24
3: Nursing Homes 21,051 21.0
4: Hospitals 3,652 35
5: Colleges and Universities 3,528 35
6: Military Facilities 916 0.9
7. Service-Based Facilities and Other GQs 38,783 38.7
8: Group Homes 24,668 24.6

Totals 100,358 100.0

Sources: HCEF, SP/GQ File

Number of Group Quarters Enumerated (Table 4.1b)

Group Quarters Population

Group Quarters Category Number  Percent Number Per cent
1: Correctional Institutions 15,775 8.2 1,993,302 255
2: Juvenile Ingitutions 6,335 33 129,132 17
3: Nursing Homes 29,736 155 1,727,811 221
4: Hospitals 9,289 4.8 237,597 3.0
5: Colleges and Universities 23,842 124 2,066,302 26.4
6: Military Facilities 6,104 32 356,354 4.6
7: Service-Based Facilities and Other GQs 56,092 29.1 854,435 109
8: Group Homes 45,113 235 460,474 59

Totals 192,286 100.0 7,825,407 100.0

Source: HCEF

Some quick facts about the GQ universe enumerated in Census 2000:

* The GQ universe was home to 7.8 million people in 2000.
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* Colleges (2.1 million), prisons (2 million), and nursing homes (1.7 million) had the most
people in 2000. Population-wise, the GQ universe dividesinto four nearly equal pieces:
colleges, prisons, nursing homes, and all other GQs.

» 192,286 GQs were enumerated in 100,358 Special Places.

4.2 How Many GQsDid Each Special Place Contain? What Proportion of GQs
Werein Large SPs, and What Proportion Werein Small SPs?

The following table sheds some light on which types of Special Places had many GQs, and which
did not. But first, two quick factsto put the tablein context:

* Roughly 78 percent of the Special Places enumerated consisted of only one GQ.
*  Over 98 percent of SPs contained fewer than 10 GQs.

Distribution of GQs, by Size of SP (Table 4.2)

Number of GQsin SPswith:

Special Place Type Morethan 10 GQs Morethan 50 GQs All GQs
Number  Percent of Number Percent of
SP Type SP Type
1: Correctional Institutions 6,280 39.8 652 4.1 15,775
2: Juvenile Inditutions 1,392 22.0 184 29 6,335
3: Nursing Homes 825 2.8 7 0.0 29,736
4: Hospitals 2,984 32.1 333 3.6 9,289
5: Colleges and Universities 16,457 69.0 3,488 14.6 23,842
6: Military Facilities 4,932 80.8 2,880 47.2 6,104
7. Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 4,303 7.7 217 04 56,092
8: Group Homes 11,612 25.7 1,402 31 45,113
Totals 48,785 25.4 9,163 4.8 192,286

Note: percentages are of the right-hand column numbers. They do not sumverticdly, and do not sum to 100 percent
horizontally.
Sources. HCEF, SP/GQ File

But as thetable shows:

* Two percent of the SPsare ‘large SPs (having 10 or more GQs) and contain over 25
percent of the GQs.
* Types having the largest proportion of GQsin large SPs:
-- Military bases (81 percent)
-- Colleges and universities (69 percent)
-- Correctional institutions (40 percent).
* Types having the smallest proportion of GQsin large SPs:
-- Nursing homes (three percent)
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4.3

-- Service-based facilities and other GQs (eight percent).

How Many People Were Enumerated at Each Special Place? Each GQ? W hat
Proportion of the GQ Population Werein Large SPs, and What Proportion

Werein Small SPs?

The following table shows the distribution of Special Places by size of SP as measured by
population. It dso shows the distribution of the population of those SPs.

Distribution of Special Places, by Population (Table 4.3)

Special Places Population
Number of Residents Number Per centage Number Per centage
19 40,516 404 178,335 2.3
10-24 20,504 204 312,644 4.0
25-49 12,182 12.1 436,562 5.6
50-99 12,867 12.8 923,811 11.8
100-249 9,884 9.8 1,434,274 18.3
250-499 1,956 2.0 675,723 8.6
500-999 1,154 12 821,605 10.5
1000 or more 1,295 13 3,042,453 38.9
All 100,358 100.0 7,825,407 100.0

Sources: HCEF, SP/GQ File

Different types of SPs have different size distributions, which is why the chart shows two distinct
population peaks. In particular:

Nearly 99 percent of the residentsin Specid Places with 1000 or more people werein
colleges, prisons, and military bases:
-- 61 percent of the prison population isin correctional facilities with over 1000
residents.
-- 72 percent of the college population is at colleges and universities with over 1000
residents.
-- 78 percent of the on-base military population in the Census lives on military bases
with over

1000 GQ residents.
Excluding colleges, prisons, and military bases, only one percent of the rest of the GQ
population was counted in SPs with 1000 or more residents.
The bulk of the population in Special Places with between 50-99 residents, and between
100-249 residents, is attributable to nursing homes:
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-- 78 percent of nursing home residents live in nursing home SPs with between 50 and
250 residents.

-- 90 percent of group home residents live in group home SPs with fewer than 250
residents.

Forty percent of SPs had less than 10 residents, and 61 percent had less than 25 residents.
These were mostly:

-- Group homes

-- SBEs and Other SPs

The 40 percent of SPswith less than 10 residents had only 2.3 percent of the GQ
popul ation.
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5. THE FACILITY QUESTIONNAIRE AND ENUMERATION

How did the actual GQ population counts compar e with the expected and maximum
population countsreported from the Fadlity Questionnaire and the Advance Visit
oper ations?

As part of the Facility Questionnaire operation, the GQ contact person was asked, “how many
residents do you expect to have on Census Day?’ and “what is the maximum number of residents
that can stay a (building name)?’ The answers given to these questions were the expected
population and maximum population, respectively, for the GQ. Inthe Advance Visit operation
(in February and March of 2000), the contact person was asked whether the expected population
given in responseto the Facility Questionnaire was still valid, and given the opportunity to
provide an updated estimate.

In this section, we will not be comparing the expected population with the population of the GQ
shown on the HCEF, but rather with the “ Offpop,” the count of the persons at each GQ before
persons claiming a UHE were removed from the population count of each applicable GQ. The
purpose of the expected population was not to estimate the final tally, but to estimate the Census
Day workload. The Offpop is the count on the SP/GQ file that best measures how many people
actudly filled out Census forms at the GQ when it was enumerated, regardless of how many of
them may have ultimately been counted elsewhere.

5.1.1 Maximum Population

The maximum population count was reported in too spotty a manner to be of much use: of the
192,286 GQs enumerated, only 7,597 have a nonzero maximum capacity recorded on thefile.

5.1.2 Expected Population on the Facility Questionnaire
Of the GQs canvassed in the Facility Questionnaire operation, 120,446 were ultimately

enumerated. Of these GQs, 71 percent (85,397) had Offpop counts that were within 10 persons,
or within 10 percent, whichever was larger, of the expected population.

5.1.3 Expected Population on the Advance Visit
For 84 percent of all GQs enumerated (161,529 out of 192,286), the expected population on the
file at the time of enumeration (that is, after the Advance Visit) was within 10 or 10 percent,

whichever was larger, of the Offpop. So for the vast majority of GQs, the post-Advance Visit
expected population was a good predictor of workload.
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5.1.4 Conclusions

In Census 2000, the revised workload estimates provided by the Advance Visit substantidly
improved the usefulness of the expected population as a predictor of enumeration workload.
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6. ENUMERATION

How many GQ residentsfilled out their formsthemselves, and how many for ms

werefilled out by other means?

On each GQ questionnaire, the enumerator was supposed to record how the form was filled out
by coding the second character of the JIC3 box on the back of theformwitha“‘l,’ a‘2,’ ora‘3,
depending on whether the respondent had filled out the form him/herself, the enumerator had
filled it out by interviewing the respondent, or the form had been filled out from administrative

data.

The following table shows the results of the enumerators' coding.

How GQ QuestionnairesWere Filled Out (Table 6.1a)

Method Number Per cent
Respondent filled out form him/hersel f 1,872,951 24.8
Enumerator filled out form by interviewing respondent 727,759 9.7
Form filled out from administrative data 3,681,456 489
Blank or invalid response 1,249,502 16.6
Total 7,531,668 100.0

Note: the totals above exclude the household and Be Counted forms that were counted as part of the GQ universe.

Source: HCUF

* One-sixth of the forms either were not coded at all by the enumerators, or were given an

invalid code.

» Of theformsthat were coded within range (that is, the code supplied was not invalid or

left blank):
-- Some 58.6 percent were filled out from administrative data.
-- Some 29.8 percent were filled out by the respondent.

-- Some 11.6 percent were filled out by enumerator interview of the respondent.

Since 7.1 million of the 7.5 million GQ quegtionnaires in the Census were ICRs, they are worth

looking a by themselves:
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How ICRsWere Filled Out: Percent by Source for Each GQ Type(Table 6.1b)

Group Quarters Category

1: Correctiona Institutions 56.3
2: Juvenile Ingitutions 48.8
3: Nursing Homes 72.8
4: Hospitals 65.8
5: Colleges and Universities 30.2
6: Military Facilities 37.6
7: Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 41.3
8: Group Homes 59.5
Totals 51.7

Admin Records Respondent

15.3
23.8
5.0
8.8
57.5
36.9
253
94
25.8

Note: Percentages sum up to 100 percent by row. (Subject to rounding.)

Source: HCUF

Interview No Response

4.4
9.9
151
9.8
55
5.7
233
16.0
10.0

24.0
17.5

7.1
15.6

6.7
19.7
10.1
151
125

Number
1,930,233
122,291
1,707,039
216,403
2,028,150
279
669,702
415,205
7,089,302

» At most types of GQs, use of administrative data was clearly the primary means of

completing the questionnaires.

-- Most ICRsfilled out at correctional institutions (56 percent), hospitals (66 percent),

nursing homes (73 percent), and group homes (60 percent), were filled out by

administrative data.

-- At juvenile institutions, more than half of the formsthat were coded within range, were

filled out from administrative data.

» Colleges and universities were the only facility where respondents filled out most of the

|CRs completed (58 percent).
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7. FROM LCO AND DATA CAPTURE COUNTSTO ‘OFFICIAL
POPULATION’

7.1 Introduction

The Census Bureau successfully captured 8,303,771 GQ questionnaires. However, the Official
Population (Offpop) set on the SP/GQ file, the Census Bureau' s intermediate assessment on how
many people were present at the GQs on Census Day, was 8,515,020. Thiswas 211,249 more
than the number of captured questionnaires. This difference resulted in the imputation of 206,671
GQ person records. In the following sections of this chapter, we will show in more detail what
the sources of the imputation are. But in a nutshell, the difference (and the resulting imputation)
came from two sources:

» Two telephone followup operations, which added a count of 101,598 persons to the GQ
universe; and

» Thereconciliation of the multiple and often differing population counts for each GQ,
which added a count of 109,651 persons to the GQ universe.

7.2  Effect of Telephone Operationson the GQ Population Counts

In July 2000, after GQ data capture was compl eted, two specia review/followup operations were
undertaken, one out of the RCCs to contact ‘refusals’ that would not allow enumeration to take
place at their facilities, and another at the NPC to contact facilities whose data capture population
of a GQ was substantially lower than expected. Telephone operations were put in place to ask
the contact persons at facilities in both of these categories what their Census Day population had
actually been. If the facility provided a count of its population on April 1, 2000, that count was
accepted as definitive for that facility, unless that count was lower than the actual number of
forms captured for that facility. The number of forms captured was an inviolable floor for the
Offpop of a GQ.

Together, these operations accounted for 101,598 persons in the GQ universe that were not

included in the data capture count. The following chart shows the combined results of these two
operations, by SP type:
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Effect of Phone Operations on Population of Affected GQs (Table 7.2)

Data Capture Population from Percent of GQ
Group Quarters Category GQs Population Phone Ops Increase Category Pop
1: Correctional Institutions 486 36,042 57,199 21,157 1.1
2: Juvenile Inditutions 137 1,660 2,951 1,291 1.0
3: Nursing Homes 550 23,255 41,205 17,950 1.0
4: Hospitals 169 2,599 13,096 10,497 4.4
5: Colleges and Universities 351 37,328 55,332 18,004 0.9
6: Military Facilities 1 166 200 34 0.0
7. Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 1,373 15,412 38,735 23,323 2.7
8: Group Homes 598 4,702 14,044 9,342 2.0
Totals 3,665 121,164 222,762 101,598 1.3

Source: SP/GQ File.

* Most of these added person records werein prisons, nursing homes, and colleges.

» Each of those three GQ categories had between 17,000 and 21,000 person records added
to their rolls through these operations.

» Asapercentage of Census population, hospitals (4.4 percent), SBEs and other GQs (2.7
percent), and Group Homes (2.0 percent) were the big gainers from these operations.

7.3  Resolution of LCO Checkout and Data Capture Count Differences

Group quarters were tracked through the enumeration and data capture process, but the

individual questionnaires were not tracked. Counts of the GQ questionnaires were recorded on
each GQ control sheet at severa points between enumeration and data capture. In August 2000,
an effort was made to reconcile two of these counts — the count of questionnaires checked out of
the LCO, and the number of questionnaires data captured for that GQ. To avoid problems caused
by forms from one GQ a a SP being incorrectly counted with those from another GQ at the same
SP, the reconciliation was done at the SP level.

The reconciliation consisted of taking the larger of the total LCO checkout pop (copop) and the
total data capture pop (dcpop) for each SP as the “officia population,” or Offpop, for that SP.
This reconciliation excluded the facilities that had their populations set by the telephone
followup operations discussed in section 7.2. More detail is contained in the specification for
this reconciliation, DSSD Census 2000 Procedures and Operations Memorandum Series #0O-14,
Specification for Setting the Official Population for Each Group Quartersin the Special
Place/Group Quarters Universe (March 20,2001). The reconciliation accounted for 109,651
persons between the GQ Off pop totd and the data capture count.

Thefollowing table shows theresults of this reconciliation, by GQ category:
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Effect of Checkout/Data Capture Pop Reconciliation on Affected GQs (Table 7.3)

Group Quarters Category GQs DataCapture Population after Increase Percent of GQ

Population Reconciliation Category Pop
1: Correctional Institutions 1,758 504,373 527,279 22,906 11
2: Juvenile Inditutions 336 11,397 13,661 2,264 1.8
3: Nursing Homes 2,847 225,784 243,956 18,172 11
4: Hospitals 575 27,536 30,494 2,958 1.2
5: Colleges and Universities 2,386 310,047 331,765 21,718 11
6: Military Facilities 955 151,017 167,704 16,687 4.7
7. Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 3,445 104,122 120,963 16,841 2.0
8: Group Homes 2,269 31,389 39,494 8,105 18
Totals 14,571 1,365,665 1,475,316 109,651 14

Source: SP/IGQ File

» The percentage increase in the military population is artificially high, since this
reconciliation took place prior to Usual Homes Elsewhere being removed from the GQ
universe. Theincrease represents only 1.7 percent of the pre-UHE military population.

» Prisons, colleges, nursing homes, and military bases were the big gainers from the
reconciliation in terms of numbers.

7.4  Questionnaires With Blank or I nsufficient GQ IDs

As the following table shows, 141,055 questionnaires (1.7 percent) out of the over 8.3 million
captured did not have a GQID that matched alegitimate GQID on the file. Most of these were
found to be shifts or transpositions of legitimate GQIDs, and could be matched by undoing the
shift or transpose. Thisleft 55,222 questionnaires, or 0.7 percent of all GQ questionnaires,
whose GQIDs could not be fixed.

Invalid GQIDs on Data-Captured GQ Person Records (Table 7.4)

Quality of GQID Number of Questionnaires Per cent
Fixable IDs 85,833 60.9
Blank IDs 33,711 23.9
Other Unfixable IDs 21,511 15.2
Total 141,055 100.0

Source: Email from DSCMO

The person counts added in the tel ephone operations were making up in large part for refusals
and enumerations that, for one reason or another, failed to enumerate much of a GQ’s population.
Asaresult, it is not believed that there are lost questionnaires for many of the persons counted in
the telephone operations.
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However, counts added in the reconciliation between L CO checkout population and data capture
popul ation wer e once backed by questionnaires, if the LCO checkout count isto be trusted. The
55,222 questionnaires that were data captured, but not identified with a GQ, represent over half
of these missing questionnaires. Thisat least in part supports the use of the count reconciliation
procedure described in section 7.3.

7.5 Imputed Person Records

The table below shows the number of imputed person records, by SPtype. Each percentage
shown is the percentage of the Census population for that SP type that was imputed.

Number of Imputed Person Records, by GQ Category (Table 7.5)

Group Quarters Category Imputed Per son Records

Number Per cent
1: Correctiona Institutions 44,019 2.2
2: Juvenile Inditutions 3,544 2.7
3: Nursing Homes 35,935 21
4: Hospitals 13,400 5.6
5: Colleges and Universities 39,577 19
6: Military Facilities 16,637 4.7
7. Service-Based Facilities and Other GQs 37,391 4.4
8: Group Homes 16,168 35
All 206,671 2.6
Source: HCUF

* Approximately 5.6 percent of the hospital population was imputed.
» SBEsand other GQs, and military bases, had between 4.3 percent and 4.7 percent of their
popul ations imputed.
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8. FROM ‘OFFICIAL POPULATION’ TO HCUF COUNTS

8.1 Introduction

The GQ population count decreased from roughly 8.5 million to just over 7.8 million between
the Offpop (which reflected the number of people found at the GQs at the time of the Census)
and the final Census count (which reflected the number of people actually residing there).

Persons were both added to and subtracted from the GQ universe, as the following table
indicates.

Changein GQ Population Between Offpop and the HCUF, by SP Type (Table 8.1)

Group Quarters Category Offpop GQsthat gained- GQsthat lost- HCUF Pop
increase (decrease)
1: Correctiona Institutions 1,994,748 3,723 (3,421) 1,995,050
2: Juvenile Inditutions 125,930 762 (280) 126,412
3: Nursing Homes 1,741,562 10,815 (3,104) 1,749,273
4: Hospitals 239,807 1,557 (465) 240,899
5: Colleges and Universities 2,067,255 7,634 (3,395) 2,071,494
6: Military Facilities 1,007,267 194 (651,034) 356,427
7: Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 872,310 37,480 (84,412) 825,378
8: Group Homes 466,141 29,559 (35,226) 460,474
Total 8,515,020 91,724 (781,337) 7,825,407

Source: HCUF, SP/GQ File

« Roughly five-sixths of the decrease is due to the military population. Military
enumeration was conducted by working unit rather than by barracks. Most persons
serving in the armed forces live in housing units. They were required to fill out
guestionnaires when their units were enumerated, and were removed from the GQ
universe between Offpop creation and HCUF creation if they listed a Usual Home
Elsewhere (UHE) on their questionnaire.

* The numbers on the table do not show the total number of persons added to and
subtracted from the GQ universe. The status of individual GQ questionnaires were not
tracked by this evaluation. Accordingly, the numbers reflect the net gain or loss for each
GQ. If aGQ gained two people, and lost seven, between the Offpop count and HCUF
creation, al that is known isthat there was a net loss of five people, and thisiswhat is
reflected on this table.
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There are two main sources of both the adds and the subtractions:

* Adds:
-- Be Counted Forms (36,608 persons)
-- Household Questionnaires (50,460 persons)
» Subtractions:
-- Persons declaring a Usual Home Elsewhere (793,544 persons)
-- SBE Unduplication (16,787 persons)

These numbersimply aloss of roughly 30,000 more people between Offpop and HCUF than
actualy occurred. Thisdifferenceis addressed in Section 8.2.4.

8.2 GQ Questionnaires Reporting a Usual Home Elsewhere

How many GQ residents were taken out of the GQ universe as part of the Non-1D Process? How
many persons were taken out that should have stayed? We have answered these questionsin this
section, on the basis of the Non-1D Fle provided by the DSCMO.

8.2.1 The Screening Process

The process designed to deal with all Census forms without a MAF ID, including GQ person
records claiming a UHE, was cdled the Non-ID Process.

* Not al GQ records providing the address of aclaimed UHE were supposed to go into the
Non-ID Process.

* Recordswith a UHE address were to be screened for exclusion:
-- By GQ type
-- By the outcome of a screening question on each GQ questionnaire.

* How screening was done:
-- Screening by GQ type was done after the clerical part of the non-1D process
(geocoding and matching to the MAF) was completed, but before field verification.
-- Screening according to the outcome of the screening questions was not done.

* Thefailure to screen beforehand added 2.3 million questionnaires to the Non-ID Process
clerical workload, doubling its workload.

The screening by GQ type was done after the initial Non-1D processing, returning 1,892,742
recordsto their origina GQs. Excluding UHEs from the Non-ID Process for certain GQ types
was done to prevent peoplein certain UHE-ineligible types of GQs (for example, prisons) from
being improperly enumerated at a residence other than their GQ.

GQ questionnaires al so were supposed to be screened from inclusion in the Non-I1D Process by
their responses to the residence question on each type of questionnaire. (For example, “Do you
live or stay here most of thetime?’” onthe ICR.) This screening was intended to ensure that if

persons whose primary residence was the GQ also provided a UHE address, they would not be
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enumerated elsewhere on that basis. Excluding cases from the Non-ID Process based on the
residence screening questions never took place. Of the 1,048,536 records that underwent the full
Non-ID process, another 388,970 would have been excluded if the residence screening questions
had been used as intended.

Because the procedures to screen GQ questionnaires out of the Non-1D Process were applied
incorrectly, 37 percent of the GQ questionnaires ultimately resolved by the Non-1D process were
in that process inappropriately.

GQ Recordsin the Non-1D Process, by Form Type (Table 8.2a)

ICQs ICRs MCRs SCRs All
GQ records that went into the Non-ID Process 8,551 2,232,674 630,252 69,801 2,941,278
Records removed from Non-ID Process,
dueto invalid GQ Type: (222) (1,862,295) (30,225) (0) (1,892,742)

GQ records that remained in the Non-ID Process 8,329 370,379 600,027 69,801 1,048,536
Records that were not removed but should have been,

due to the answers to the screening questions: (1,432) (345,524) (39,251) (2,763) (388,970)

GQ records that belonged in the Non-ID Process 6,897 24,855 560,776 67,038 659,566
Source: Non-ID File

8.2.2 Once a GQ record was in the Non-ID Process, what happened to it?

Oncein the Non-ID Process, a nonmilitary (ICQ or ICR) GQ record was geocoded. |f geocoding
was unsuccessful, the record was returned to the GQ from which it had come. After successful
geocoding, the UHE address was matched to the addresses on the MAF. If amatch was found,
then the GQ record was included in the Census at that address. (It did not matter whether that
address was for a housing unit or a GQ.) If geocoding was successful but the record could not be
matched to aknown MAF unit, it went to Field Verification to determine if the address given by
the respondent was avalid address. If it was, then the GQ record got included in the Census at
that address; otherwise, it was returned to the GQ from which it originated.

Records from military or shipboard enumeration (on MCRs and SCRs) were treated in the same
manner, with one major distinction: if they could not be geocoded, they were dropped from the
Census. The results of the process on GQ questionnaires is shown below:



Comparing Non-ID Outcomes:

UHEs That Bdonged v. UHEs That Should Have Been Screened Out (Table 8.2b)

Military UHEs UHEsReturned UHEsMatched
Dropped to GQs toHUs All
Number  Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number

Should have been screened out 31,041 80 238655 61.3 119,274 30.7 388,970
Correctly included in Non-ID Process 187,744 285 16,337 25 455485 69.0 659,566

All

218,785 209 254,992 243 574,759 54.8 1,048,536

Note: Percentages sum to 100 percent by row.
Source: Non-ID File

Of the 1,048,536 GQ person records that were ultimatey included in the Non-1D Process:

Some 54.8 percent were matched to a housing unit. (These represent 69.0 percent of
those that belonged in the process; 30.7 percent of those that did not.)

Some 24.3 percent were ether returned to the GQs from which they came, or matched to
a GQ in the matching and geocoding process. (These represent 2.5 percent of those that
belonged in the process; 61.3 percent of those that did not.)

Some 20.9 percent were dropped from the Census. (These represent 28.5 percent of those
that belonged in the process; 8.0 percent of those that did not.)

A record that should have been excluded from the Non-ID Process based on the
guestionnaire screening gquestion, was much more likely to be returned to the GQ
universe. (Though Table 8.2b does not show it, this was true for each form type) And
61.3 percent of records that should have been kept out of the Non-ID Process were put
back in the GQ universe, as opposed to only 2.5 percent of the records that belonged in
the process.

By amargin of 69 percent to 30.7 percent, arecord that should have been excluded also
was less likely to be matched to a housing unit. (Thiswastrue for all form types except
for ICQs.)

The GQ popul ation was reduced by over 150,000 by the failureto exclude records from
entering the Non-1D Process. While most of these persons were counted in the HU
universe, over 31,000 were lost to the Census altogether.

Records that were not geocoded were returned to the GQ (if an ICR or ICQ) or dropped from the
Census (if an MCR or SCR). This applied to 103,253 of the former and 195,655 of the latter.

8.2.3 What happened when person records were returned to the GQ universe?

Asindicated in Table 8.2b, 254,992 person records were returned to the GQ universe. Of these,
103,253 were ICQ and ICR records with UHE addresses that could not be geocoded, and were
returned to their GQs because they could not go any further in the Non-1D process. Another
73,857 were returned to their GQs because they were either matched to late MAF adds that
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ultimately were not accepted as Census HUs, or went to Field Verification but could not be
matched to aHU in the field.

The remaining 77,882 person records that were returned to the GQ universe were records that
were geocoded and matched to the address of a GQ. Of these, 64,351 (83 percent) were matched
to the very same GQ that the respondent had originally been enumerated at. In these cases, the
respondent had written the address of the GQ in the space given for writing a (UHE) address, and
the process succeeded in putting the respondent back in his original GQ.

Of the 77,882 records geocoded and matched to a GQ address, only 779 were properly in the
Non-ID process; the rest should have been excluded by their answers to the screening questions.

8.2.4 Did all the GQ person records that were supposed to be redirected to the HU
universe by the Non-1D Process, leave the GQ universe?

An unknown number of GQ person records that should have been redirected to the HU universe
apparently remained in the GQ universe. However, the inability to track individual GQ person
records through the enumeration process stands in the way of any certainty on this score.

Of the 574,759 person records that were believed to have been redirected from the GQ universe
to the HU universe as aresult of the Non-ID Process, 125,855 of them were ICR records from
GQs other than military bases or SBEs. These records camefrom 24,785 GQs. Of those GQs,
we considered the 5,502 GQs that included no HU or BCF records. This pool of GQs had no
apparent reason to change count between the Offpop and the HCUF, other than due to the Non-
ID Process.

According to the Non-1D File, these GQs contained 32,158 person records that were matched to
HUs through the Non-ID Process. But the count of personsin these GQs dropped by only 8,849
between the Offpop and the HCUF, seemingly leaving 23,309 persons that stayed in the GQ
universe that, in theory, should have been moved to the HU universe.

At the end of Section 8.1, we mentioned that the counts of the GQ universe's gains and losses
from specific sources between Offpop and HCUF, including the Non-ID process, amounted to a
loss that was about 30,000 greater than the total drop in the GQ person record tally between
Offpop and HCUF. The results of this section seem to explain most of that difference. The
remainder of tha difference may well be accounted for by similar events to those described in
this section, but in the GQs other than the 5,502 GQs that our study examined in this section.

8.3 Household Questionnaires and Be Counted FormsIncluded in GQ
Enumeration

The following numbers of persons were added to GQs in each of the following SP types from
household and Be Counted Forms:
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Personsin GQs from Household and Be Counted Forms (Table 8.3)

Group Quarters Category BCFs HU Records Total Per cent
1: Correctional Institutions 30 136 166 0.0
2: Juvenile Inditutions 1 494 495 0.4
3: Nursing Homes 1,925 3,902 5,827 0.3
4: Hospitals 140 681 821 0.3
5: Colleges and Universities 514 3,011 3,525 0.2
6: Military Facilities 10 11 21 0.0
7. Service-Based Facilities/Other GQs 33,264 14,246 47,510 5.6
8: Group Homes 724 27,979 28,703 6.2

Totals 36,608 50,460 87,068 11
Source: HCUF

* Approximately 6.2 percent of the Group Homes population came from BCFs and
household questionnaires, primarily thelatter.

* Approximately 5.6 percent of the population in SBES and other GQs came from Be
Counted and household questionnaires.

* Approximately 55 percent of the person records from household questionnaires in the GQ
universe were counted in group homes.

8.4  Within-GQ Person Duplication

Early non-systematic observations of Census data suggested that there were a significant number
of duplicate person records within GQs, particularly group homes and other small GQs,
especialy religious GQs, which had an average population of lessthan 7. A stratified sample of
400 GQsiin five strata was designed to estimate the magnitude of duplication within the GQ
population. It excluded correctional institutions, military bases, and service-based facilities™, but
included the rest of the GQ universe. The portion of the GQ universe from which the sample
was drawn included 154,042 GQs containing 5,156,168 person records, or 66 percent of the GQ
population. The 400 GQs in the sample contained 18,650 person records.

The person records in each GQ were clerically examined to identify duplicates. Records with the
same name, sex, and age/date of birth were considered duplicates. The clerical review identified
549 person records that fit the definition of duplicate records.

We obtained a 95 percent confidence interva for the number of duplicate person recordsin this
portion of the GQ universe. The best point estimate for the number of duplicate person recordsis
56,416, and the 95 percent confidence interval for the number of duplicate person recordsis

11
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56,416 + 34,409, which is 1.1 percent + 0.7 percent of the personsin GQs from which the sample
was drawn.

Group homes and religious GQs were found to be by far the largest single source of duplication,
apparently because many such facilities returned household questionnaires in addition to being
counted by GQ enumerators. There were 57,348 group homes and religious GQs in Census
2000, with 539,938 person records. The restriction of the sample strata to group homes and
religious GQs had 163 GQs with 2,290 person records, of which 191 were found to be
duplicates. The best point estimate for the number of duplicate person records in the sub-
universe of group homes and religious GQsis 23,491, and the 95 percent confidence interval for
the number of duplicate person recordsis 23,491 + 4,750, which is4.4 percent + 0.9 percent of
the persons in these GQs.

8.5 SBE Unduplication

Because the process of Service-Based Enumeration made it possible for asingleindividual to be
enumerated multiple times (for example, at a shelter one night, then at a soup kitchen the
following day), an unduplication process was included in its design. According to Evaluation
E.6, Service-Based Enumeration, 16,787 person records were removed from the counts of
service-based facilities as aresult of the unduplication. Moredetailed information is provided in
that evaluation.
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9. FROM HCUF COUNTSTO HCEF COUNTS

After the HCUF file was created, the Census analyzed the age distribution of the respondents at
each GQ to ensure that the ages of the residents were consistent with the type of GQ. If the
median age of a GQ'’ s respondents was inconsistent with its GQ type, then at HCEF creation, that
GQ was assigned a new GQ type on the basis of its median age.

The criteriafor determining whether the GQ’ s median age was inconsistent with its GQ type
differed by GQ type. For instance, if the median age of anursing home was 49 or lower, or if the
median age of a college dormitory was ether less than 16 or greater than 45, it was regarded as
inconsistent with its GQ type.

For any GQ whose median age was determined to be inconsistent with its GQ type, the following
rules applied to reclassify it to a new GQ type:
» if itsmedian age was 17 or below, it was assigned a GQ type of ajuvenile institution.
» if itsmedian age was 65 or above, it was classified as a nursing home.
» if its median age was between 18 and 64, it was assigned the GQ type of 908, “other
nonhousehold living situations,” the GQ type assigned to GQs that did not fit in any other

category.
As the following tables show, 4,067 of the more than 192,000 GQs, containing 65,000 residents,
had different typecodes on the HCEF than the HCUF. This represents 2.1 percent of GQsin
Census 2000, and 0.8 percent of the GQ population.

GQs Changing Type Between Initial and Final Tabulation Dueto Age Edits (Table 9a)

GQ Category: On Final Tabulation (HCEF)

On Initial Tabulation (HCUF) Juvenile Insts. Nursing Homes Other Total Pct.
1: Correctional Institutions 79 53 0 132 3.2
2: Juvenile Ingitutions 0 23 325 348 8.6
3: Nursing Homes 148 0 1,678 1,826 449
4: Hospitals 11 96 0 107 2.6
5: Colleges and Universities 156 108 212 476 11.7
6: Military Facilities 9 2 25 36 0.9
7: Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 575 429 138 1,142 281
8: Group Homes 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 978 711 2,378 4,067 100.0
Percentages 24.0 175 58.5 100.0

Sources: HCUF, HCEF

* Juvenileingitutions gained a net of 630 GQs between initial and find tabulation due to
the age edits.
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* Nursing homeslost anet of 1,115 GQs between initial and final tabulation due to the age
edits.

* One hundred forty-eight facilities that had been identified as nursing homes by the
Facility Questionnaire were classified as juvenile institutions on the HCEF.

* Twenty-threefacilities that had been identified as juvenileinstitutions by the Facility
Questionnaire were classified as nursing homes on the HCEF.

Population of GQs That Changed Type Due To Age Edits (Table 9b)

Peoplein GQsreclassified into:

Peoplein GQsredassified from: Juvenilelnsts. Nursing Homes Other Total  Pct.
1: Correctional Institutions 917 831 0 1,748 2.7
2: Juvenile Inditutions 0 151 6,533 6,684 10.3
3: Nursing Homes 2,898 0 32,152 35,050 54.0
4: Hospitals 92 3,210 0 3,302 51
5: Colleges and Universities 1,806 1,916 1,470 5,192 8.0
6: Military Facilities 22 4 47 73 0.1
7: Service-Based Fac./Other GQs 3,669 7,476 1,761 12,906 19.8
8: Group Homes 0 0 0 0 0.0
Totals 9,404 13,588 41,963 64,955 100.0
Percentages 14.5 20.9 64.6 100.0

Sources. HCUF, HCEF

* Nursing home population decreased by a net of 21,462 between initial and final
tabulation due to the age edits.

40



10. HOUSING UNITSIN THE GROUP QUARTERS UNIVERSE:
T-NIGHT AND EMBEDDED HOUSING UNITS

10.1 Introduction

10.1.1 How many persons were enumerated at T-Night locations and at embedded
housing units? How many of each kind of household wer e there?

The short answer isin Table 10.1:

Number and Population of T-Night and Embedded Housing Units (Table 10.1)

HU Records Percent Census Pop Per cent
Records Identified as Embedded HU records 59,076 40.3 139,875 52.3
Records Idertified as T-Night Records 87,338 59.7 127,766 47.7
All 146,414 100.0 267,641 100.0

Sources. HCUF, SPIGQFile

10.1.2 How did we identify housing units as part of the universe of T-Night and
embedded housing units?

All but one of the housing unit records tabulated above were distinguished as having to do with
the SP/GQ universe in one of two ways: (i) the MAF listed ‘ SP/GQ Enumeration’ as the highest-
confidence source for the address (108,313 records), or (ii) the enumerator filled out the JIC3 box
on the questionnaire in amanner that identified the return as a T-Night return (40,123 records).
There were 2,023 records that were identified by both means.

A third means of identifying housing unit records also was used: records of embedded housing
units and T-Night locations on the SP/GQ master file were matched againg the HCUF. This
process found 76,663 housing unit records. All but one of them also had been identified by way
(i) above.

10.1.3 How did we distinguish between T-Night records and embedded housing unit
records?

Two means were used here aswdl: (i) as noted above, 40,123 records were identified as T-Night
returns in the JIC3 box by the enumerator. And (ii) of the 76,663 housing unit records identified
by matching the HCUF with the SP/GQ master file (as discussed in the previous paragraph),
49,154 were matched with T-Night locations on the SP/GQ master file; the rest were matched
with embedded housing units. (There were 1,939 records that were identified as T-Night records
by both means.)
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10.2 Imputation of Embedded and T-Night Housing Units

Imputation Status of Embedded and T-Night Housing Units(Table 10.2)

Embedded HU Records

T-Night Returns (Identified from SP/GQ File)

All

Percentages sum to 100 percent by row.

Source: HCUF

Imputed Pct. Not Imputed Pct. All
15,645 26.5 43,431 735 59,076
54,992 63.0 32,346 37.0 87,338
70,637 48.2 75,777 51.8 146,414

A

group of 56,510 SP/GQ housing unit addresses were added to the Decennial Master Address File
(DMAF) in August 2000. The timing of the DMAF update prevented the data captured records
for these housing units from being included in the Decennial Response File (DRF). Because
these housing records were not on the DRF, Census data was imputed for all of these records.
These records made up 80 percent of the imputed T-Night and embedded HU records. Itis

10.3 Geographical Distribution of Persons Enumerated in T-Night

The following table gives some insight into the geographical distribution of the T-Night

popul ation:

States With Largest Proportions of T-Night L ocation Residents (Table 10.3)

State

Nevada
Arizona
Oregon
New Mexico
Alaska
Idaho
Washington
Florida
Virginia
Montana
Texas
Cdlifornia
Hawaii
Arkansas
Mississippi
Wyoming

T-Night Households

5,021
18,113
4,754
3,084
564
1,059
3,709
13,286
2,951
377
8,070
14,925
369
995
708
176

T-Night Population

7,996
20,315
8,529
4,337
873
1,784
6,513
15,430
6,513
646
14,081
22,592
769
1,497
1,279
202
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T-Night Residents
Per 1000 People
3.99

3.95

2.49

2.38

1.39

1.38

1.10

0.96

0.92

0.71

0.67

0.67

0.63

0.56

0.45

0.41



All Other States | 9,177 14,410 0.08

Total 87,338 127,766 0.45
Source: HCUF

* Approximately 63 percent of the T-Night population was enumerated in five Sun Belt
states: California, Nevada, Arizona, Texas, and Florida.

* The Northwest (both Pacific and Rocky Mountain Northwest, including Alaska) also had
a high proportion of persons counted at T-Night locations. Approximately 15 percent of
the T-Night population was counted in this group of states.
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11. RECOMMENDATIONS

Group Quarters enumeration in Census 2000 succeeded in its underlying mission of gaining a
fundamentally accurate count of the Group Quarters population.'? Beyond that, it provided
enough additiond information to give a more nuanced sense of what the GQ universe and its
components are like.

There are still anumber of ways in which GQ enumeration could be improved, and some of these
are discussed in this chapter.

11.1 Study Whether GQ Enumeration Can Benefit from Different Strategiesfor
Different Special Place and Group Quarters Types

This study contains a great deal of information delineated by Special Place types. Some types of
Special Places tend toward having many GQs and/or large populations; other types of Special
Places ailmost always have asingle GQ or very few people. Some relied heavily on enumeration
through administrative data in Census 2000; in others, respondent-filled forms were more
common. Certain types of GQswere more likely to have persons from household questionnaires
included in their final tabulations, and were more likely to have persons counted twice within a

GQ.

Our first recommendation, then, is that thisinformation - along with information from other
sources - be used to evaluate whether there are benefits to be gained in using different procedures
for different categories of GQsin 2010, in building the address list, in the enumeration itself, and
in post-enumeration processing. We further recommend that the Census Bureau develop persons
who would become category expertsin the different Special Place types, to aid in this evaluation
process.

11.2 Recommendations Concerning the SP/GQ File

11.2.1 Collect GQ Data Via Electronic Means in Address List Creation

Most Special Places consist of asingle GQ. But (as shown in Chapter 4) a handful of SPs
contain dozens or even hundreds of GQs, and those SPs contain tens of thousands of GQs
altogether. Coallecting GQ information one GQ a atime viatelephone or persona interview, as
was donein Census 2000's Facility Questionnaire operation, istime-consuming and burdensome
to the contact persons at such SPs, making them reluctant to cooperate, and making the pre-
Census roster of GQs less than complete.

12

Census Bureau memorandum (January 9, 2002).
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We recommend that the option be given for facilities with 10 or more GQs to provide GQ
information by electronic or paper records during the Facility Questionnaire operation (or its
successor) in 2010.

11.2.2 Make Use of Facility Web Sitesin Address List Creation

Many types of facilities already have Web sites containing much of the information we gathered
through the Facility Questionnaire in Census 2000. For instance, thetypical college website
provides alist of its dormitories, a map showing where they are located, and frequently the
capacity of each dorm. If such information about afacility is available and more current than the
list of GQs on the SP/GQ Master File from the previous Census, we should incorporate that
information into our database and confirm it with the Special Place contact person, rather than
initially collecting it from the contact person, to minimize respondent burden.

We recommend that a study be done of the best way to use such information sources to enhance
the GQ address list development operations in 2010.

11.2.3 Reduce Duplication Between the GQ and HU Address Lists

As discussed in Chapter 8, tens of thousands of people were counted twice a GQs, frequently
when smal GQs received HU mailback questionnaires and were enumerated as GQs. One likdy
cause of this was that many small GQs are indistinguishable in appearance from single-family
residences. Asaresult, some found their way into both the HU and GQ universes before being
identified as the same place.

We recommend that new measures be taken in 2010 to avoid such duplication between HU and
GQ units. This could take one or more of several forms. One possible gpproach isto give
Facility Questionnaire workers access to the MAF, to enable them to provisionally identify such
a GQ with a particular housing unit's MAF ID at the timeit is added to the SP/GQ File.

Any successful means of reducing the duplication between the two universes would help reduce
the within-GQ person duplication discussed in Section 8.4.

11.2.4 Maintain All Special Place and GQ Records Throughout the Census

In the address list development phase of Census 2000, the SP/GQ File was periodically ‘ cleaned
up’ to eliminate potential Special Places from the electronic file that were shown not to be
Special Places after all. This complicated evduation from a number of vantage points,
particularly in terms of measuring the effectiveness of the Facility Questionnaire CATI and
Personal Visit operations. It also foreclosed the possibility of tracking such things as whether
SPsremained in existence, but moved from one location to another, or whether a particular
address was hometo different SPs over time. A continuous SP/GQ Filethat usesflagsto
indicate deletes (asis the case for the DMAF), rather than permanently removing records from
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the file, would provide much more complete information about the SP/GQ universe over time.

As mentioned in the Limitations, a substantial number of SPs and GQs were deleted and then re-
added in the fiedld under new GQIDsin order to comply with Censusdeadlines. Needlessto say,
this also detracted from the continuity of the GQ database.

Therefore, we recommend that, for Census 2010:
» SP/GQ File use delete flags, rather than physical deletes; and
» safeguards be instituted to make it more likely that if the same SP or GQ is deleted and
re-added, it isidentified as the same entity and identified by the same Census
identification numbers.

11.2.5 Do not Overwrite Earlier Counts With Later Counts

In Census 2000, expected population counts obtained later (in the Advance Visit) overwrote
those that were obtained earlier (in the Facility Questionnaire operation) on the SP/GQ File. We
recommend that multiple fields be provided on the file where multiple iterations of a count are
possible, so that such overwriting will be avoided for all recorded countsin 2010.

11.3 Recommendations for Enumer ation

11.3.1 Track Individual Forms from Enumeration through Data Capture

The problems created by tracking the number of questionnaires from each GQ, rather than the
guestionnaires themselves, are documented in Chapter 7. Differing counts of the number of
completed GQ questionnaires were obtained for many GQs, but in many cases the true count was
impossible to know. The differing counts resulted in the imputation of over 100,000 person
records.

We recommend that the Census track individual GQ questionnaires through post-enumeration
processing, from enumeration through data capture. In Census 2000, each GQ questionnaire had
a unique barcoded number printed on it; however, the barcode was not used to track GQ
guestionnaires before they were data captured.

If enumerators working from the L COs had been equipped with bar code readers in Census 2000,
the questionnaires could have been tracked in this manner, and there would have been no doubt
asto whether a questionnaire initially counted with one GQ was later counted with another, or

whether - and at what point - it was lost to the Census altogether. If such technology is employed
in 2010, theresult will be a much more exact and trustworthy GQ population count.

11.3.2 Anticipate and Accommodate U se of Administrative Data

As shown in Chapter 6 of this study, more GQ questionnaires were filled out from administrative
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data than by any other means. In addition, the proportion of questionnairesfilled out from
administrative data varied greatly by type of GQ.

We recommend that the Census prepare its enumerators for heavy use of administrative data at
certain types of GQs in 2010, and to work with organizations representing correctional
institutions, nursing homes, and other GQs with high rates of use of administrative datain
Census 2000, to evaluate how best to work together to gain as complete information as possible
for each GQ resident in an environment where heavy use of administrative data may be
unavoidable.

We further recommend that more efficient means of collection of administrative record data,
including electronic means, be tested for feasibility in one of the intercensal testsin order to be
made available on an optional basisin 2010.

11.4 Other Recommendations

11.4.1 Institute More Effective Software Quality Assurance Programs

We recommend that the software used to process GQ records in 2010 undergo a quality
assurance review involving representatives from more than one Census division.

Asdiscussed in Section 8.2.1, the software used for Non-ID processng in Census 2000 failed in
two different ways to screen GQ questionnaires from inclusion in the Non-ID process. This
failure doubled the workload of that process. An independent review might have caught this
omission.

11.4.2 Track T-Night Sites and Their Population Counts
We recommend that the Census track the population of each T-Night sitein 2010.

In Census 2000, T-Night sites were a hybrid, containing transient HUs rather than GQs, but
enumerated by GQ enumerators. As aresult, the population of each T-Night location was zero,
for purposes of GQ enumeration. There is no linkage between the T-Night questionnaires and
the T-Night locations. It may be possible to identify T-Night questionnaires and locations by use
of Census 2000 address data, but with what degree of accuracy and completenessis not yet
known.

If T-Night enumeratorsin 2010 carry handheld bar code readers, they can record the bar codes
from each HU questionnaire filled out at each T-Night location, and those bar code IDs can later
be used to identify the T-Night questionnaire records from each location on the Census datafiles,
and re-create the count from each T-Night location.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Group Quarters Classifications Used on the HCEF

1. Correctional institutions
101. Federal detention centers
102. Federal Prisons
103. State Prisons
104. Locadl jails and other confinement facilities
105. Halfway houses (correctional)
106. Military disciplinary barracks and jails.
107. Other types of correctional institutions

2. Juvenileingitutions
201. Homes for abused, dependent, and neglected children (publicly owned)
202. Homes for abused, dependent, and neglected children (privately owned)
203. Homes for abused, dependent, and neglected children (ownership type unknown)
204. Residential treatment centers (for emotionally disturbed children)
205. Training schools for juvenile delinquents (publicly owned)
206. Training schoolsfor juvenile delinquents (privately owned)
207. Training schoolsfor juvenile delinquents (ownership type unknown)
208. Detention centers (Diagnostic centers and short-term care facilities)
209. Juvenileinstitution (type unknown)

3. Nursing homes
301. Nursing homes (federally owned)
302. Nursing homes (state/local ownership)
303. Nursing homes (publicly owned, undetermined)
304. Nursng homes (privately owned, nonprofit)
305. Nursng homes (privately owned, for profit)
306. Nursing homes (privately owned, undetermined)
307. Nursing homes (type of ownership unknown)

4, Hospitals/'war ds, hospices, and schoolsfor the handicapped
400. Hospitals and wards for drug/dcohol abuse
401. Hospitals or wards for chronicdly ill (military hospitals)
402. Hospitals or wards for chronicdly ill (civilian hospitals)
403. Hospices
404. Mentd (psychiatric) hospitds
405. Schools, hospitals, or wards for the mentally retarded
406. Institutions for the deaf
407. Institutions for the blind
408. Orthopedic wards and institutions for the physically handicapped
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409. Wardsin general hospitals for patients who have no usual home elsewhere
410. Wards in military hospitals for patients who have no usual home dsewhere

College dor mitories (includes college quarter s off campus)
501. College dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses

Military Quarters

601. Barracks and unaccompanied personnel housing
602. Transient quartersfor military personnel

603. Military ships

Service-Based Facilities

701. Emergency and transitional shelters (with sleeping facilities)

702. Sheltersfor children who are runaways, neglected, or without conventional housing
703. Sheltersfor abused women (shelters against domestic violence)

704. Soup kitchens

705. Regularly scheduled mobile food vans

706. Targeted nonsheltered outdoor locations

Group homes/Halfway houses

801. Homes or halfway houses for drug/alcohol abuse

802. Homesfor the mentally ill

803. Homes for the mentally retarded

804. Homes for the physically handicapped

805. Other group homes (communes, foster homes, homes for unwed mothers)

Dormitoriesand Other Group Quarters

900. Crews of maritime vessds

901. Agriculture workers dormitories

902. Other workers' dormitories

903. Job Corps and vocational training facilities

904. Dormitoriesfor staff at military institutional group quarters
905. Dormitoriesfor staff at civilian institutional group quarters
906. Religious group quarters

908. Other nonhousehold living situations ( includes hostels, Y MCASs, YWCAYS)
909. Natural disaster emergency shelters

911. Residential fecilities providing “ protective oversight”
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Appendix B: Complete Matching Rulesfor the Person Duplication Sample

Clerical person matching within each GQ was done by name, sex, and age/date of birth.

The clerical matching had two components: first, a DSSD staffer reviewed the person rosters of
each GQ, which had been printed out aphabetically, by last name followed by first name, and
indicated matches and possible matches according to the instructions that follow.

Second, areviewer (a DSSD mathematicad gatistician) examined the staffer’ swork for accuracy,
and counted the possible matches as matches or nonmatches according to the guidelines that
follow the instructions for the staffer.

The staffer’ sinstructions:

Instructions for Matching

Pur pose:

Your task:

Materials:

Matching Rules:

Name Match:

Sex Match:

We are trying to estimate how many people living in group quarters may
have been counted twice in that group quarters (GQs).

Y ou will decide whether or not pairs of person records from group
guarters enumeration are close enough to be considered the same person.
We will give you rules for making these decisions.

You'll be given aroster of each GQ you’ Il match peoplein, with name,
sex, age, and date of birth for each person. (Assuming they provided all of
the above) The names of the people will be in alphabetical order for ease
of comparison. You will be given the rosters of 400 GQs altogether.

You'll be matching names on the basis of three categories: name, sex, and
age/date of birth. A pair of person records will be a match if:

. they match in al three categories, or
. they match on two out of three, but ca not be compared on the third
because the information for one or both records is blank.

First and last names, taken together, differ by no more than two typos.

. An additional letter is one typo (Gardner v. Gardener)

. A substitution of one letter for another is one typo (Gardner v.
Gartner)

. A transposition of two lettersis one typo (Gardner v. Gradner).

1=Mae; 2 =Femde. Either they match or they don't.
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Age/DOB Match:

Exceptions:

If the ages are the same, or differ by only ayear, they’ re a match.
Where age is blank for one or both records, but both dates of birth
are available, match by date of birth.

Y ou've got a date-of-birth match if, out of month/day/year, two out
of three match exactly, and the year is off by at most one year.

If you’ ve got age for one and date of birth for the other, they'rea
match if the difference is no more than a year.

If there’' s an exact date-of-birth match, then we'll allow athree-
typo difference on names.

If one of the namesis entirdy missing, we need an exact date-of -
birth match, aswell as a sex match.

When you find matchesin aGQ:

Mark matched pairs on the roster, and put the number of matched pairsin

the blank at the bottom of the roster.

Nonmatchesthat could be the same per son:

Some GQswill have pairs of recordsthat ook like they could be the same
person, but will flunk the tests for being amatch. I’'ll want to look at

those. If you find any, mark them on the roster (in some distinct fashion:

asterisks? Another color of pen?), and circlethe ‘Y’ at the bottom of the

roster.

Keep an eye out for pairs of names that aren’t together on thelist.

The reviewer's additional quidelines

Additional Matching Exceptions

aghrwdNE

Disagreementsin age are overruled by exact DOB match.

2-year Y OB difference will be allowable as an age match if day and month agree.
Exact match on name and DOB will overrule sex disagreement.

First name/last name reversal will count as one typo.

Familiar variants of first names (Jim/James, Elizabeth/Liz, etc.) will count as matches.



Appendix C: State-by-State Group Quarters Population, by GQ Category

Correctional  Juvenile
State Institutions Ingtitutions

AK 3,331 427
AL 33,542 1,885
AR 20,565 1,061
AZ 45,783 1,955
CA 248,516 17,900
(6(0) 30,136 2,446
CT 20,023 916
DC 2,838 67
DE 5,965 98
FL 139,148 7,330
GA 81,773 4,360
HI 3,233 216
1A 11,771 1,264
ID 7,401 668
IL 67,820 4,653
IN 34,676 3,074
KS 16,703 1,307
KY 28,388 1,686
LA 49,854 2,781
MA 23,513 2,443
MD 35,698 2,039
ME 2,864 424
Ml 65,330 5,083
MN 16,999 2,032
MO 35,206 2,604
MS 25,778 1,530
MT 4,124 373
NC 46,614 2,275
ND 1,518 341
NE 6,060 1,500
NH 3,468 438
NJ 47,941 2,610
NM 10,940 707
NV 15,940 949
NY 108,088 8,126
OH 68,873 4,593
OK 33,919 1,613
OR 19,523 1,961
PA 76,553 6,987
RI 3,576 429
SC 34,909 1,847
SD 4,479 1,016
TN 38,481 2,818
X 244,363 8,909
uT 9,921 1,336
VA 64,036 3,552
VT 1,219 167
WA 28,871 2,596
Wi 31,068 1,925
WV 10,505 558
Wy 4,176 404
USA 1,976,019 128,279
PR 17,283 853
Sum 1,993,302 129,132

Source: HCEF

Nursing

803
26,697
21,379
13,607

120,724
18,495
32,223

3,759
4,852
88,828
34,812
2,949
33,428
5,735
91,887
48,745
25,248
29,266
31,521
55,837
26,716
9,339
50,113
40,506
48,708
18,382
6,470
50,892
7,254
16,195
9,316
51,493
6,810
4,895

123,852
93,157
28,021
14,677

114,113

9,222
20,867
7,791
36,994
105,052
6,853
38,865
4,037
23,275
41,370
11,601
2,869
1,720,500
7,311
1,727,811

263
3,239
2,147
2,423

26,516
1,664
2,094
1,300

595

13,044
5,078
1,292
3,793
3,913

10,367
4,390
2,138
2,717
5,846
6,660
4,865

464
5,606
3,521
3,912
5,136
1,101
6,878

575
2,256

562
8,125

721

389

22,196
5,745
3,193
1,740

16,137

574
2,910
1,101
5,104

16,380
1,357
5,031

240
2,476
4,710
1,345

412

234,241
3,356
237,597

Colleges  Military
Homes Hospitals Universities Facilities

1,748
31,086
18,280
17,340

126,715
23,631
38,051
19,322

9,394
54,085
47,910

4,716
41,171

8,006
90,463
69,147
24,492
31,883
26,959

103,583
35,371
13,793
69,854
44,835
44,587
29,238

7,035
76,018
10,137
18,376
17,574
45,222

7,921

2,498

174,111
91,713
26,643
18,831

147,542
20,551
39,360

8,998
45,030
92,246

9,837
65,557
12,863
30,858
51,397
14,300

3,850

2,064,128

2,174

2,066,302
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3,970
5,370
1,290
5,256
58,810
8,512
2,097
927
381
13,457
25,461
13,992
4

673
10,865
7
4,580
7,277
3,877
472
7,412
688
112

12
5,435
5,722
404
37,022
1,244
590

95
3,291
1,827
1,312
8,598
369
7,616
95

758
870
17,102
566
2,593
34,056
1,760
33,752
22
13,868
82

59

545
355,155
1,199
356,354

Group

Homes
1,776
4,424
3,317
8,058
71,447
4,173
4,824
2,807
1,170
19,093
9,500
4,305
4,809
1,064
15,785
6,961
3,014
3,667
6,382
10,605
7,815
2,849
24,289
16,661
6,538
4,180
1,668
9,267
1,269
2,012
1,133
12,252
2,433
1,436
50,909
12,761
3,137
7,923
27,446
1,626
6,485
2,139
6,961
24,163
1,382
5,490
470
10,679
8,778
1,969
754
454,055
6,419
460,474

Service-Based
and Other GQs
7,031
8,477
5,869
15,428
149,126
13,898
7,711
4,542
2,128
53,960
24,928
5,079
7,929
4,036
29,941
11,154
4,468
9,920
8,745
18,103
14,140
4,491
29,502
11,317
15,068
5,448
3,587
24,915
1,293
3,829
2,953
23,887
4,948
6,256
84,581
21,910
8,233
12,741
43,765
1,968
11,557
2,328
9,965
35,940
8,034
15,115
1,742
23,759
16,628
2,810
1,073
846,256
8,179
854,435

Total
19,349
114,720
73,908
109,850
819,754
102,955
107,939
35,562
24,583
388,945
233,822
35,782
104,169
31,496
321,781
178,154
81,950
114,804
135,965
221,216
134,056
34,912
249,889
135,883
162,058
95,414
24,762
253,881
23,631
50,818
35,539
194,821
36,307
33,675
580,461
299,121
112,375
77,491
433,301
38,816
135,037
28,418
147,946
561,109
40,480
231,398
20,760
136,382
155,958
43,147
14,083
7,778,633
46,774
7,825,407



Intentionally Blank
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