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Executive Summary

The 2010 Be Counted and Questionnaire Assistance Centers Assessment reports the results of
the 2010 Census Be Counted/Quality Assistance Center operation. The Be
Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Center operation provided the public with an opportunity to
be included in the 2010 Census if they did not complete a 2010 Census questionnaire, were not
personally interviewed by a Census enumerator, or thought they were left off the 2010 Census
questionnaire for their address. The Be Counted questionnaires were available in six languages
(English, Spanish, Chinese (Simplified), Vietnamese, Korean, and Russian) for stateside and two
languages for Puerto Rico (English and Spanish). The Be Counted questionnaires were available
to be picked up in Be Counted sites or Questionnaire Assistance Center sites. There were 9,670
Be Counted sites and 29,157 Questionnaire Assistance Center sites located throughout the
country in areas where a person was able to mail back a 2010 Census questionnaire. Census
partnership specialists worked with the community to establish these sites in businesses,
community centers, and libraries, predominantly in hard-to-enumerate areas. Questionnaire
Assistance Centers differed from Be Counted sites because the Questionnaire Assistance Centers
employed a temporary Census worker at the site (for about fifteen hours per week) to assist
respondents in completing their Census forms (including the mailout questionnaire that was
delivered to their address and the Be Counted questionnaire). The Be Counted sites did not have
any Census Bureau employees available to assist the public.

Total operational spending for the Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Centers operation was
$35,574,131 (89.4 percent of the budgeted $39,804,886). Of the total costs, $7,662,108 was
spent on Be Counted and $27,287,489 was spent on Questionnaire Assistance Centers. The
operation was conducted in Mailout/Mailback areas on schedule from March 19 through April
19, 2010. As planned, 3,268 Questionnaire Assistance Centers in Update/Leave areas opened
earlier on February 26, 2010. Across the nation, 31,055 temporary employees worked on the
operation (not including Partnership staff). Operational staff included local census office clerks,
Be Counted clerks, Questionnaire Assistance Representatives, and Field Operations Supervisors.

Be Counted Sites and Questionnaire Assistance Centers

Thirty percent of the Be Counted sites were located in a business or corporation. Nineteen
percent were in a local government building. Twelve percent of the sites were in community
organizations or libraries. The Census Bureau hired employees to staff the Questionnaire
Assistance Centers. These centers were often located in community organizations (21 percent),
local government buildings (20 percent), or libraries (18 percent). Only 13 percent of
Questionnaire Assistance Centers were located in a business or corporation. The Census Bureau
website provided people with the opportunity to locate Be Counted sites and Questionnaire
Assistance Centers.

Some Questionnaire Assistance Centers were located in Suburban/Rural areas, and some were
located in Urban Hard-to-Count areas. Questionnaire Assistance Centers in Suburban/Rural areas
were visited the most often, as 34.7 percent of all visits were in Suburban/Rural areas. However,
Questionnaire Assistance Centers in Urban/Hard-to-Count Areas were more likely to be visited
when compared to the proportion of housing units located in those areas. Thirty-one percent of
Questionnaire Assistance Centers visits were in Urban/Hard-to-Count Areas while only 12.5
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percent of the national housing units were located in Urban/Hard-to-Count Areas. The most
frequently visited sites were in the Los Angeles and New York regions. The most common way
that a customer learned of the Questionnaire Assistance Centers was by seeing the physical
center, not necessarily by a specific means of advertising. Approximately 65 percent of all
customers knew of the center because they saw it. The internet or television was only reported
by 5.2 percent of all customers as the way they became aware of the center.

The main reasons for people visiting Questionnaire Assistance Centers were because the
customer did not receive a questionnaire (38.3 percent of stateside visits) or they lost their
questionnaires (11.1 percent of stateside visits). The third most common reason for a person to
visit a stateside Questionnaire Assistance Center was to inquire about a job (8.5 percent of
visits). When a customer required help with completing a questionnaire, the most common
questionnaires that they needed assistance with were the English Be Counted questionnaire (24.8
percent of visits) and the English Mailout/Mailback questionnaire (20.1 percent of visits).

Operational Implementation

Although the main goals of the program were implemented—establishing Be
Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Centers sites on time, staffing Questionnaire Assistance
Centers, and providing Be Counted boxes and questionnaires to each site as needed—monitoring
this operation was a challenge. The first challenge was not having the benefit of using the
Operations Control System to monitor the operation. When the Be Counted/Questionnaire
Assistance Centers program was removed from the Operations Control System development as a
cost saving measure, Field Division had to implement a series of Excel spreadsheets to monitor
the program that included monitoring the staffing, sites, and the distribution of questionnaires to
the sites. These spreadsheets somewhat resolved the issue for monitoring the operation but were
confusing to use and not accurate as they relied heavily on manual input from Local Census
Office staff.

In addition to the challenge above caused by dropping the Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance
Centers program from the Operations Control System, another challenge was monitoring the site
selection from the regions. Field Division had to create a system within the Integrated
Partnership Contact Database to monitor Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Center sites.
Although the system maintained the sites that were selected for the program, updating it was a
challenge during operations. For example, if sites were added or removed within the Local
Census Offices, there was some lag time to when these updates were reflected in the Integrated
Partnership Contact Database that was loaded to the website. This caused some sites to be listed
on the website that were, in fact, closed.

Another challenge was dividing the Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Centers
responsibilities between operational and partnership areas. There was often confusion about each
of the area’s roles in the field. VVarious measures were taken to clarify concerns and roles, such as
conducting a thorough presentation on the roles before the start of the operation, but
misunderstandings remained. Information gathered from the debriefings points to having only
one area be responsible for the entire operation.
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Printing of Be Counted Questionnaires

The Census Bureau printed 13,901,000 Be Counted questionnaires. Of those, 5,813,000 were
stateside English questionnaires, 4,507,000 were stateside Spanish questionnaires, and 3,280,000
were the other four available languages stateside. For Puerto Rico, the Census Bureau printed
239,000 English and 62,000 Spanish questionnaires. Even though the Census Bureau printed
13,901,000 Be Counted questionnaires, only 39.1 percent were distributed to Be Counted sites
and Questionnaire Assistance Centers. The Census Bureau did not distribute 8,469,277
questionnaires. The majority of the forms not distributed were English language questionnaires.
The over printing of questionnaires was to minimize the chance for a Regional Office to run out
of questionnaires. Of the questionnaires that were distributed to sites and centers, only 2,844,827
(20.5 percent of printed questionnaires) were picked up by the public. Even fewer questionnaires
were actually completed and sent back to the Census Bureau. Only 784,103 Be Counted
questionnaires were received by Census data capture centers. Thus, 5.6 percent of the printed Be
Counted questionnaires were completed.

In relation to form printing, there were challenges on the distribution of these forms to the field.
Field Division created a model to distribute the questionnaires based on language use in Local
Census Offices using the Partnership Database. Although the distribution accounted for language
needs in the Local Census Offices, several regions ran out of non-English language
questionnaires in certain areas. Regions had to shuffle questionnaires within their region, and
Field Division facilitated the move of questionnaires across regions.

Processing of Be Counted Questionnaires

Since respondents were to pick up Be Counted questionnaires at Be Counted sites or
Questionnaire Assistance Centers, the Be Counted Questionnaires were not initially linked to an
address on the Master Address File. After a Be Counted questionnaire was data captured, the
address information entered by the respondent was sent to the Geography Division to be
processed. The total number of Be Counted questionnaires sent to the Geography Division was
780,914, less than the 784,103 Be Counted questionnaires checked into data capture, because
this number included blank questionnaires and any questionnaires that were data captured twice.
Each address underwent an automated and/or clerical address matching process. The type of
processing depended on the type of Be Counted questionnaire. Be Counted questionnaires were
grouped into two categories for processing: Type A and Type B cases. Type A cases consisted of
addresses from Be Counted questionnaires where the respondent reported that they had a housing
unit where they usually lived or stayed. There were 767,204 Type A Be Counted questionnaires.
Type B cases consisted of Be Counted questionnaires where the respondent indicated that they
did not have an address, and hence were experiencing homelessness. There were 13,710 Type B
Be Counted questionnaires.

Type A cases first went to an automated process that attempted to assign the address to a state
and county in a process known as header-coding, which is required in order to attempt to match
or geocode an address. Any successfully header-coded address was then compared to the Census
Bureau’s living quarters inventory — known as the Master Address File — in an attempt to match
it to an address already in the 2010 Census. If a match was not obtained, or the matching record
did not already have an assigned block, an attempt was made to derive a census-block level
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geocode. If no match or block geocode could be obtained during automated processing, the
address was sent to clerical processing. Also, it should be noted that if a Type A address was not
successfully header-coded during automated processing, it was passed directly on to clerical
processing for an attempt at header-coding, as well as matching and/or geocoding once
successfully assigned to a state and county. Ultimately, Type A cases that were only geocoded
and did not match to an existing record on the Master Address File were sent to the Field
Verification operation to be verified before their respective addresses, and the associated
persons, could be included in the 2010 Census.

Type B Be Counted cases underwent an automated and/or clerical process to assign the case to a
specific state and county. This process was also called header-coding. If successfully header-
coded, the people on the Type B Be Counted questionnaires were part of a person unduplication
process. If they were not identified as a duplicate of someone in a group quarters, then they were
randomly allocated to a group quarters in the state and county to which they were header-coded.

Eighty-nine percent of all Type A Be Counted cases were matched to a housing unit and/or
geocoded to a block. Slightly less than one percent of Type A cases were matched to a group
quarters. Of those that matched to a group quarters, the majority (19.3 percent) matched to an
emergency and transitional shelter for people experiencing homelessness. Eight percent of all
Type A cases were not matched to any address or geocoded to a block and therefore not eligible
to be included in final population counts. In Puerto Rico, 27.8 percent of Type A cases did not
match to an address. Of the 202,709 Type A Be Counted cases that went to the Field Verification
operation, 38.2 percent were verified as existing housing units.

Of the 13,710 Type B cases, 90.9 percent were header-coded to a state and county. There was
additional research conducted on the Type B cases after 2010 Census processing was completed.
The Geography Division performed the same type of address-level matching used on Type A
cases. This address matching was only completed for this assessment in March 2011 and was not
a part of the processing of Type B cases. Of the Type B cases, 39.3 percent were addresses that
linked to an existing address or group quarters. Of those people from the Type B questionnaires
that provided an address that was linked to an existing living quarters, 41.4 percent of them were
found to be already included in those units in the 2010 Census. This shows that a large number
of people that were identified as experiencing homelessness did in fact have an address where
they lived or stayed on April 1, 2010. This suggests the current method of identifying Type B
cases with a check box on the questionnaire is not working as intended.

People Counted In Census from Be Counted Questionnaires

There were 760,748 people counted in the Census from 350,307 total Be Counted questionnaires.
Of those people counted in the Census, 736,941 lived or stayed in housing units while 23,807
were counted in group quarters. Of the 736,941 people in housing units, 77.3 percent were
counted on an English language Be Counted questionnaire. The second most common
questionnaire was the stateside Spanish language Be Counted questionnaire, which consisted of
17.2 percent of all Be Counted people counted in the 2010 Census. The stateside Spanish
language Be Counted questionnaire had the largest average number of people counted in 2010
Census per Be Counted language questionnaire, with three people per questionnaire. It had an
average of one more person per questionnaire than the stateside English Be Counted

XVi



questionnaire. Similar to the housing unit distribution, the Be Counted questionnaires that
contributed the most to the people counted in the 2010 Census and living in group quarters were
stateside English and stateside Spanish questionnaires.

Recommendations

The key recommendations from the 2010 Be Counted and Questionnaire Assistance Center
Program lessons learned sessions and the results of this assessment are the following:

Manage the Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Center operation under one
program area so that responsibility is not shared between Partnership and
Operations areas.

Implement an operations control system for the Be Counted/Questionnaire
Assistance Center operation which creates real time reports and provides
automated tracking.

Plan and budget for using the Integrated Partnership Control Database and Census
Bureau website for the Be Counted/Questionnaire Assistance Center operation to
better match the needs of the program.

Research allowing respondents to complete Be Counted questionnaires on the
internet and having an electronic data collection method for Be Counted available in
the field.

Implement Be Counted sites in standard locations.

Improve the way that respondents can identify themselves as experiencing
homelessness (i.e. improve the identification of Type B Be Counted cases).

Develop an efficient model to determine Be Counted form printing and distribution
to the field, if paper forms are used.

Research the feasibility of improving the structure of Questionnaire Assistance
Centers and the methods we use to provide assistance.

Research collecting and processing non-parsed address data from respondents.
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1 INTRODUCTION

11 Scope

The purpose of the Be Counted/ Questionnaire Assistance Center (BC/QAC) Assessment is to
document the results and major findings from the 2010 BC/QAC operation, including topics such
as the number of BC/QAC sites, staffing, training, schedule, and cost. In addition, the BC/QAC
assessment addresses the change control process, the use of automation, and other operation
specific assessment questions. This assessment will inform the 2010 Census Housing Unit
Enumeration Operation Integration Team (HUE OIT), stakeholders and decision makers of
recommended changes or improvements for future Censuses.

The BC/QAC Assessment includes the Be Counted (BC) and the Questionnaire Assistance
Centers (QAC) operations.

1.2 Intended Audience

This document assumes that the reader has at least a basic understanding of the BC/QAC. The
goal is to use this document to help research, planning, and development teams planning the
2020 Census. If you do not have a basic understanding of the BC/QAC, please refer to the
Census 2010 Informational Memorandum No. 33, the 2010 Census Detailed Operational System
Plan, a document that describes the BC/QAC operation in much greater detail.



2 BACKGROUND

The BC/QAC was the Census Bureau’s effort to provide individuals an opportunity to be
included in the 2010 Census who may not have received a census questionnaire or who felt they
were not included on their household’s census questionnaire. The BC/QAC was a partnership
effort as well as a housing unit enumeration operation, managed by both partnership and
operational Census Bureau areas. The BC/QAC involved partnership specialists working with
the community to establish BC and QAC sites in locations such as businesses, community
centers, and libraries - predominantly in areas of potential low response rates identified by
Census Bureau staff. Temporary Local Census Office (LCO) staff worked on the operation
performing activities such as distributing BC containers of questionnaires and placing posters at
the sites, and periodically distributing and replenishing BC questionnaires to sites. The QAC
sites had a temporary census worker at the site — who worked for a limited number of hours per
week- trained to provide questionnaire assistance to the public. The BC sites did not have any
Census Bureau employees available to assist the public, only the BC containers and BC posters
to identify the site.

Respondents who felt they were not included in the census were able to self-enumerate using the
BC questionnaire. Respondents picked up questionnaires from the BC/QAC sites, completed the
questionnaires themselves, and sent the questionnaires to the Census Bureau using pre-paid
envelopes provided in the BC questionnaire packets. The BC questionnaire collected similar
information as the Mailout/Mailback (MO/MB) questionnaire, such as the number of people who
lived at the housing unit, demographic characteristics of the people living there, and tenure of the
household. It also provided respondents with a check box to indicate they did not have an
address on April 1, 2010. The BC questionnaires were available in six languages (English,
Spanish, Chinese (Simplified), Vietnamese, Korean, and Russian) for stateside and two
languages for Puerto Rico (English and Spanish).

Before introducing and discussing the results of the 2010 BC/QAC, we provide some history on
Census 2000 and the 2010 Census design.

2.1 Census 2000

In Census 2000, we implemented a BC and a QAC program similar to the 2010 BC/QAC
operation. However, unlike in 2010, where a subset of BC sites also served as QAC sites, Census
2000 BC sites and QAC sites were mutually exclusive. The beginning of Section 2.1.2 discusses
the differences between the 2000 BC and QAC operations.

The 2000 BC and QAC operations were assessed separately in the following Census 2000
evaluations: the Final Report for Be Counted Campaign for Census 2000 - A.3 and the Census
2000 Evaluation H.4: Questionnaire Assistance Centers for Census 2000 Final Report. The next
two sections (2.1.1 and 2.1.2) provide a brief overview on the 2000 BC and QAC operations.



2.1.1 2000 Be Counted Program

The Census 2000 BC Program provided a means for persons to be included in Census 2000 who
may not have received a census questionnaire or believed they were not included on one. The
program also provided an opportunity for persons who had no usual address on Census Day to be
counted in the census. The Census 2000 BC questionnaire contained census short form data
questions, a question indicating whether the questionnaire was being completed for the
respondent’s whole household, and several additional questions needed to geocode the
respondent’s address and process the completed questionnaires.

Similar to 2010, the 2000 BC questionnaires were not intended to replace the addressed census
questionnaire so they were only made available to the public in targeted locations in
predominantly hard-to-enumerate areas, based on local knowledge of partnership staff and LCO
staff. The sites for placing BC questionnaires were identified using the Population Division’s
Planning Database and through consultations with local partners to improve the coverage in
these areas.

The BC questionnaires were available in English, Spanish, Simplified Chinese, Korean, Tagalog,
and Vietnamese — the same languages in which Census made available the Fulfillment
questionnaires. The Census Bureau printed about 16 million total BC questionnaires in
anticipation of receiving about one million completed questionnaires. The BC questionnaires
were available in the targeted locations on March 31, 2000 and were removed from the sites on
April 17, 2000. These dates coincided with Census Day (April 1, 2000) and the start of
Nonresponse Followup (NRFU) at the end of April. Respondents were able to call the Telephone
Questionnaire Assistance number and if they met certain criteria, they could provide their short-
form data via a telephone interview. If the respondents did not know their census ID* they could
request a questionnaire and a BC questionnaire was mailed to their address. The BC
questionnaires received for persons with no usual residence were included in the service-based
enumeration population universe.

The Census Bureau established 28,136 BC sites for Census 2000 across the nation. The field
implementation costs® of the BC program were $1,479,499.

Respondents returned 804,939 BC questionnaires to the Census Bureau. There were 236,482
households with at least one person enumerated via the BC questionnaire. Of these, 116,019
households were enumerated only by BC questionnaires and the remaining 120,463 households
were enumerated on BC questionnaires as well as other census questionnaires. There were
560,880 persons added to the census through the BC questionnaires. There were approximately
15,410 BC questionnaires returned to the Census Bureau for persons with no usual residence.

! A unique identifier associated with an address.

2 Field implementation costs refer to the costs associated with training salary, production salary and mileage for BC
clerks.



2.1.2 2000 Questionnaire Assistance Centers

In addition to the BC sites established in 2000, the Census Bureau established 23,556 QAC sites
in census tracts in MO/MB and Update/Leave (U/L) areas throughout the country. The QAC
sites were different from BC sites in that they were staffed with voluntary QAC representatives,
trained in providing customer assistance to complete their mailed or delivered questionnaire.
Additionally, although QAC representatives were able to provide BC questionnaires upon
request, they did not keep a box of BC questionnaires visible to the public. Unlike the BC sites,
the main purpose of the QAC sites was to provide customer assistance for the received
questionnaire and not a BC questionnaire. The QAC objectives were as follows:

= To assist persons needing assistance with completing their census questionnaire,

= To provide assistance to those with language barriers to completing the census questionnaire,
= To assist persons who believe they did not receive a questionnaire, and

= To answer general questions about the census.

The Census Bureau chose QAC locations in consultation with local governments and relevant
community organizations. The centers were located in selected census tracts, nationwide. Most
of the chosen tracts were in areas known to be either difficult to enumerate, heavily populated by
certain racial and ethnic groups with historically low census response rates, or areas known to be
heavily populated by people for whom English is not their primary language. Once the census
tracts needing a QAC were determined, Partnership Specialists approached local governments
and community organizations for free space where QAC sites could be established.

Operations staff at Local Census Offices (LCOs) were responsible for maintaining the QAC sites
and for training and scheduling staff to monitor the sites. QAC sites were staffed by volunteers.
However, some of the staff were paid clerks who had foreign language skills, so they could
provide expert assistance to census respondents experiencing language difficulties. Both paid and
unpaid staff provided language assistance to those respondents in need of it. Volunteers were
chosen from local community groups or other organizations that were in partnership with the
Census Bureau. Paid clerks and volunteers received identical training.

The following were among the materials available at QAC sites:

. Language Assistance Guides (LAGs): LAGs were user-friendly visual aides that helped
census respondents with language barriers understand and complete their English
language short or long form census questionnaire. They were available in 49 different
foreign languages and in large-print English.

. Language Identification Flashcards: These were cards with phrases in each of the
available languages. QAC staff used them to assist in identifying the language spoken by
the census respondents. A staff member held the card in front of the respondent and
moved his or her finger from line to line on the card until the respondent indicated that
the clerk was pointing to a line written in a language they could understand.

. BC Questionnaires: BC questionnaires were questionnaires provided to those who did not
previously receive a questionnaire, those who thought that they were not included on a
questionnaire, or those who were without conventional housing on Census Day. They



were available in six languages: English, Spanish, Simplified Chinese, Korean,
Vietnamese, and Tagalog.

. Record of Contact Forms (Form D-399): These were the forms used to document the
reason that census respondents visited the QAC sites. Census respondents that visited or
contacted QAC sites answered the questions on this form. It was administered and
completed by QAC staff. See Appendix A for an illustration of this form.

QAC sites opened on March 8, 2010 - a few weeks before the BC sites - and closed on April 14,
2000. Of the 23,556 QAC sites, data were collected and processed from 14,222 of the centers.
No data were processed from the remaining 9,334 centers. Record of Contact forms were sent to
the National Processing Center (NPC) where all of the forms received were keyed. It is possible
that there were no Record of Contact forms collected from these remaining centers or that the
forms collected from them were never sent to the NPC for keying. There is no further
information about the Record of Contact forms from the remaining 9,334 centers. The number of
QAC sites from which data were collected and processed was computed by adding the number of
different sites from the Record of Contact forms keyed.

Data were keyed for 559,027 people who utilized the QAC sites during Census 2000. About 39.4
percent of these respondents were provided with a BC Questionnaire. Some respondents (26.4
percent) needed assistance on a specific type of questionnaire like the MO/MB questionnaire. Of
those who did need assistance, most asked for help in completing the short form. Of the people
who needed assistance on a specific questionnaire, most (64.6 percent) required assistance on the
English short form.

2.2 2010 Be Counted Questionnaire Cognitive Test

There was no operational test between Census 2000 and the 2010 Census for BC. However, a
cognitive test of the BC questionnaire was conducted in 2008 that investigated respondent
understanding and use of the questionnaire. There were several recommendations that resulted
from the 2008 cognitive test. The following recommendations were accepted for implementation
in the 2010 BC questionnaire:

= Use the term House Number;

= Move Apartment Number below House Number and Street Name;

= Move County after ZIP Code;

= Make State a 2-digit field;

= Place the “last line elements (City, State and ZIP Code) together on one line;

= Add a statement that Post Office (PO) Boxes are not acceptable in the address field; and
= Remove the PO Box address field and give two lines for Rural Route Address.

The following recommendations were not implemented in the 2010 BC questionnaire.

= Put House Number and Street Name in one address field.
= Use the term ‘Physical Address’ to describe the address that the respondent should enter on
the questionnaire.



= Include a separate question for people experiencing homelessness instead of the Mark [x]
box that appears above the address fields.

The Census Bureau did not implement combining the House Number and Street Name because
the automated routines for address matching and geocoding could not process unparsed address
fields. The Census Bureau did not implement the second and third recommendations because
stakeholders felt the late wording and question changes could not be implemented without
having been evaluated in a larger test.

For detailed information about the findings and recommendations of the test, see (Childs, Gerber,
and Norris, 2009).

2.3 2010 BC/QAC
2.3.1 Overview

The purpose of the 2010 BC/QAC operation was to identify and collect information on people
who believed they did not receive a census questionnaire or who believed they were excluded
from the original mailback questionnaire returned by their household. It was also an opportunity
for people with no address to complete a questionnaire and be included in the final census count.
BC (D-10) questionnaires were available in six languages (English, Spanish, Chinese
(Simplified), Vietnamese, Korean, and Russian) for stateside and Spanish and English for Puerto
Rico — these six languages were the same six that were offered by the Census Fulfillment form.

The BC/QAC operation included two related components: the BC and the QAC. The BC
questionnaire was available at both types of sites. Sites staffed by a QAC representative who
provided on-site assistance to customers were referred to as QAC sites. QAC sites also had a BC
container with questionnaires available and the QAC representative provided assistance in
completing census questionnaires. BC sites were not staffed by a QAC representative, but
provided BC questionnaires.

The BC/QAC operation was conducted from February 26, 2010 to April 19, 2010. From
February 26 to March 18, 2010, a limited number of QAC sites opened in U/L areas only, to
assist individuals in these areas with completing their census questionnaires. During this time,
BC questionnaires were not available in order to allow U/L enumerators time to deliver the U/L
questionnaires. On March 19, 2010, all QAC sites were opened. Additionally, on this date LCO
staff delivered a BC box and BC questionnaires to all sites. The BC operation - based on the
Initial Mailout schedule - was to conclude by April 19, 2010 prior to the start of Nonresponse
Followup Operation (NRFU) on May 1, 2010.

The number of sites planned for the 2010 Census was 29,966 QAC sites and 9,969 BC sites (i.e.,
sites not staffed by a QAC representative).

Respondents who called Telephone Questionnaire Assistance (TQA) to request a questionnaire
were provided Form Fulfillment Questionnaires (form number D-1) instead of BC
Questionnaires.



2.3.2 BC Questionnaire Language Selection

The BC questionnaire was available in six languages (English, Spanish, Chinese (Simplified),
Vietnamese, Korean, and Russian). After consulting with stakeholders within and outside of the
agency, the Census Bureau decided to use need-based, household-level criteria to select the
primary non-English languages. Using 2005 ACS data and growth factors from the estimates in
Census 2000, the Census Bureau extrapolated the “Number of Occupied Housing Units with no
persons age 15 or older who speaks English very well” to identify the languages spoken in
100,000 or more occupied housing units in the United States. The five language groups that met
this threshold were Spanish, Chinese, Korean, Vietnamese, and Russian (Angueira, 2007).

2.3.3 BC Questionnaire Design

The BC questionnaire was a paper questionnaire and the cover page provided instructions for the
respondent regarding whom they should include on the questionnaire, how to provide a complete
address and information on how they could obtain assistance completing the questionnaire. The
first question on the questionnaire asked if the respondent had a usual residence. The follow-up
question asked the respondent to provide the address where they lived most of the time on April
1, 2010. The questionnaire provided respondents the ability to identify if they were completing
the questionnaire for everyone that lived at the address. The BC questionnaire provided
respondents the opportunity to provide information for up to ten people at one address. The
respondent could enter full demographic (name, relationship, sex, date of birth, age, Hispanic
origin, and race) information for five people. If a person was completing the questionnaire for an
address with more than five people, they could only enter the following demographic
information for persons six through ten: sex, if the person was related to person one, age, and
date of birth. The questionnaire collected information on the tenure of the address and a
respondent telephone number. The questionnaire did not include coverage questions that are
included on the MO/MB and enumerator forms.

2.3.4 Site Allocation

Headquarters (HQ) developed BC/QAC site estimates by region based on Census 2000 for
budgeting and planning purposes. The LCOs used the number of sites allocated as guidelines for
establishing BC/QAC sites, predominantly in hard to enumerate areas, identified based on
Census 2000 results, partnership, and LCO staff local knowledge. LCO partnership staff utilized
a planning database, a tract action plan and type of enumeration area (TEA) information to select
sites. Site selection was based on the following criteria:

= Sjtes had to be in either a U/L or MO/MB area.

= Sites had to be located in one of the following Types of LCO areas:
= Type A — Urban/Hard to Count
= Type B — Urban/Metropolitan
= Type C — Suburban/Rural (at a lower rate than Type A and B LCOs, because
these were in solely U/L area)
= Type E — Alaska (U/L and MO/MB portions)
= Type F —Puerto Rico



= Most sites needed to be located in hard-to-enumerate (HTE) areas, identified based on
Census 2000 results, partnership, and LCO staff local knowledge.

= Approximately five percent of QAC sites were allocated to U/L areas, based on a general rule
of thumb.

= Other allocation considerations were at the discretion of the Regional Census Centers (RCC),
for example: temporary or mobile sites, where a BC container was made available at a
regional/community activity.

= Approximately 75 percent of sites were to be QAC sites and 25 percent were to be BC only
sites.

Census Bureau staff used the Integrated Partnership Contact Database (IPCD) to capture the data
on proposed, selected, and confirmed BC/QAC sites. For the LCOs, the Field Division (FLD)
Quality Assurance Branch prepared a query in the IPCD of confirmed sites for each valid LCO.
The LCO clerks downloaded this information onto the D-158A Master Assignment Listing,
which served as the LCO’s site list to hire BC/QAC staff and track BC/QAC activities.

2.3.5 Staffing Organization and Pay Rates

The Assistant Manager for Quality Assurance (AMQA) was responsible for managing the
operation in the field. The AMQA'’s staff included an Office Operations Supervisor (OOS),
clerks (used either as BC clerks or QAC representatives), and Field Operations Supervisor
(FOS). The OOSs supervised BC clerks and certified BC clerks’ time sheets. Similarly, the FOS
supervised the QAC representatives and certified their time sheets. In the original plan, the
BC/QAC staffing organization did not include FOSs, however, we added FOSs to the program to
ensure there would be sufficient staff to manage the QAC sites. FOSs could also help in
distributing and/or replenishing questionnaires.

The QAC Representatives were paid at the same scale as any other clerk. To adhere to the budget
for the program, two QAC Representatives could work in a QAC for no more than 15 hours per
site per week. Regions had the discretion on how to best use the budgeted hours; the rule was not
to exceed the 15 hours allocated for each QAC site per week.

The Partnership Specialists, while not responsible for monitoring the day-to-day operation, were
involved in ongoing publicity and maintaining relationships with community liaisons throughout
the BC/QAC. The Partnership Specialists reported to Partnership Coordinators.

2.3.6 BC Activities

The OOS and BC clerks were trained on March 1, 2010. The FOS also attended BC training, in
addition to performing a self-study, which involved reading the FOS manual and office manual
for the BC/QAC.



BC training included instruction on the following duties:

= Assembling BC containers - In the LCOs, BC clerks assembled BC containers (i.e. boxes
with dividers to hold BC questionnaires in the six languages) in preparation for delivery to
BC/QAC sites.

= Delivering BC containers to sites - BC clerks made initial deliveries to BC/QAC sites to set
up containers and questionnaires on March 19. FOS were also able to perform this task.

= Replenishing BC containers with questionnaires during site visits - BC clerks (and in some
cases FOS) replenished forms as needed, usually on a weekly basis.

= Collecting D-399s (Record of Contact) from QAC representatives - BC clerks were
responsible for collecting completed D-399s from QAC representatives, since QAC
representatives did not physically report to the LCO.

= Collecting D-308s (Payroll forms) from QAC representatives as needed - this was generally
the responsibility of the FOS. QAC representatives also had the ability to Fed Ex their
payroll forms.

= Updating printed D-158 forms - BC clerks made updates to their tracking spreadsheets in
order to track the delivery of questionnaires to sites and the removal of questionnaires from
sites during close-out.

To facilitate work assignment to the BC clerks, the FLD Partnership and Data Services Program
staff provided the LCOs with site location data pulled from the IPCD. This information was
provided using the Master Assignment Listing D-158A (a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet). LCO
staff used information from the D-158A to assign specific sites to the BC clerks.

LCO staff generated and printed a subset of the D-158A - the BC Clerk Site Assignment Listing
D-158B - for each BC clerk. The D-158B included a list of the BC clerk’s assigned sites and the
necessary contact information for each of those sites. The BC clerk updated the D-158B with
information on how many questionnaires were delivered to each site by language, and also how
many questionnaires they picked up from the sites during close-out (i.e. the questionnaires that
were not picked up by the public). A new D-158B was used for each site visit. BC clerks turned
in the D-158Bs to office clerks, who used them to update the D-158A Master Assignment
Listing.

The BC container was supplied with questionnaire packets in all six languages as well as
dividers separating the languages. The telephone number of the LCO was written on the BC
container in case the site ran out of questionnaires before a BC staff member was able to
replenish the questionnaires, and a QAC representative or customer wanted to make contact with
the LCO to obtain more. The BC questionnaire itself was part of an enveloped package with the
following materials:

= Letter about the program
= BC questionnaire
= Pre-paid envelope to mail back the questionnaire

All staff that worked in the BC/QAC program completed D-308 payroll forms daily. These
forms were keyed into the Decennial Applicant, Personnel and Payroll System (DAPPS) by
office payroll staff.



2.3.7 QAC Activities

LCO staff trained the QAC Representatives from February 23, 2010 to February 25, 2010 in U/L
areas and March 16, 2010 through March 18, 2010 in MO/MB areas. They learned the duties of
QAC Representatives such as assisting the public on completing the questionnaire they received
at their house, answering the public’s questions, providing language assistance as necessary,
providing a BC questionnaire when asked, and completing a D-399, Record of Contact, for every
visit to the site.

At QAC sites, representatives recorded the number of questionnaires distributed in English,
Spanish, Chinese, Korean, Vietnamese, and Russian, along with other information required for
this assessment on the D-399, Record of Contact. LCO staff and QAC representatives were not
allowed to accept completed BC questionnaires or Mailback questionnaires for security and
privacy reasons. If a questionnaire was found at the site, not enclosed in an envelope, the staff
member reported a Personally Identifiable Information (PII) security incident to the Decennial
Computer Incident Response Team (CIRT). The QAC representative would secure the form and
either return it to the LCO, or inform the LCO of the situation and give the form to the BC clerk
or FOS when he/she visited the site. If a questionnaire was found in an envelope, the QAC
representative placed it in a United States Postal Service (USPS) mailbox.

In addition to supplying respondents with BC questionnaires, QACs provided a place where
individuals could obtain the assistance they needed to fill out their questionnaires. The QAC
operation offered assistance to individuals who had questions about any census mailback
questionnaire (with the exception of experimental questionnaires) or the BC questionnaire,
required language assistance, or had general census questions. Up to two QAC representatives
staffed the QAC during advertised hours of operation, totaling about 15 hours per week per site.
QAC representatives had many resources available to them such as:

= A QAC Job Aid: The Job aid included an explanation of the QAC representatives’ main
duties.

= Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs): FAQs were available to QAC representatives to assist
customers who had general census questions.

= A Questionnaire Reference Book (QRB): The QRB provided support for assisting customers
in answering specific questions on the form. The QRB addressed each question on the
questionnaire and provided guidance for how to answer the question.

= A Language Flashcard: To identify the language of the respondent these cards had phrases in
each of the available languages. They were used to assist QAC staff in identifying the
language spoken by the census respondents. A staff member held the card in front of the
respondent and moved his or her finger from line to line on the card until the respondent
indicated that the clerk was pointing to a line written in a language they could understand.

= LAGs: The LAGs were user-friendly visual aids that helped census respondents with
language barriers understand and complete their English census questionnaire. They were
available in 59 different foreign languages, in Braille, and in large-print English.

As a last resort, QAC representatives could also refer customers to the TQA center, where staff
were available who spoke the six languages in which the BC questionnaires were available. In
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their materials, QAC representatives were provided with handbills containing the TQA telephone
number to distribute to customers if needed.

QAC representatives filled out a Form D-399, Record of Contact, for each individual they
assisted and returned these forms to the LCO. Upon return to the LCO, these forms were entered
into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.

QAC representatives completed D-308 payroll forms daily. FOSs or BC staff generally collected
D-308s from QAC representatives when they visited the sites, or alternatively, QAC
representatives were also able to send their D-308s to the LCO through FedEx. The forms were
keyed into DAPPS by office payroll staff.

2.3.8 Data Capture

As mentioned in the beginning of Section 2, the BC/QAC operation did not have a
predetermined universe. Respondents picked up questionnaires from the BC/QAC sites,
completed them, and mailed the questionnaires through the USPS using pre-paid postage
provided in the BC questionnaire packet. Additionally, the QACs provided customers with
assistance in filling out their MO/MB and U/L questionnaires — which the respondents sent to the
three Data Response Integration System (DRIS) data capture centers (DCCs) in the envelopes
provided with the questionnaires. All BC questionnaire envelopes were addressed to the DCC
located at Phoenix because only the Phoenix DCC was setup to process non-English
questionnaires. However, after September 7 - the last day to be included in the 2010 Census - the
DCCs redirected all questionnaires to the NPC at Jeffersonville, Indiana since the other two
DCCs were closing. NPC was able to process BC questionnaire for evaluative purposes through
September 30.

A keyer who was bilingual in the language of that form and English processed all non-English,
non-Spanish questionnaires. For example, Russian questionnaires were seen and processed at
Phoenix by someone who was bilingual in Russian and English, so that if responses were written
in Russian, the English equivalent could be keyed.

BC questionnaires contained a unique processing ID which the print vendor had assigned to each
blank questionnaire. When DRIS received BC questionnaires, if the processing ID (both the
barcode and the eye-readable number) was mutilated, torn, missing, or unreadable, DRIS would
transcribe the data onto a new BC questionnaire with a new processing ID. DRIS used the pre-
printed processing IDs to uniquely identify the response data when sending the response data to
HQ Processing (HQP). HQP sent this address information to Geography Division (GEO).

2.3.9 Non-ID Processing

Since all BC questionnaires had processing IDs and not Census IDs, the addresses were
considered Non-ID cases. BC addresses were grouped into two categories for Non-I1D
processing: Type A cases and Type B cases. Type A cases originated from BC questionnaires
where respondents stated that on April 1, 2010, they had a housing unit where they usually lived
or stayed. Type B cases consisted of addresses from BC questionnaires where the respondent
indicated that they did not have an address where they lived or stayed on April 1, 2010. The
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GEO processing depended on the type of Non-ID case. For Type A Non-1D cases, GEO
attempted to match/geocode addresses from BC questionnaires to the Master Address
File/Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and Referencing database (MTdb) through
automated and clerical procedures using the following steps:

1. Conduct automated header coding, which is a process by which a state and county
code are assigned to an address. If the automated process was unable to find a state and
county, the Type A case was sent to the clerical Non-ID processing staff in NPC for
interactive clerical header coding, and potentially clerical matching and geocoding.
However, if automated processing successfully assigned state and county codes, the Type
A record could continue on to further automated processing.

2. If successfully assigned state and county codes during the automated header coding,
GEO performed automated address matching on header-coded cases by comparing the
Type A record’s address to addresses in the MTdb already assigned to the same state and
county.

3. If the Type A case did not match to a record in the MTdb, or matched to a record in the
MTdb that did not have a block-level geocode, then GEO attempted to assign a block-
level geocode to the case via an automated process.

4. If the case could not be matched or block-geocoded during automated processing, the
case was sent to NPC for clerical processing. NPC clerks first attempted to interactively
match the case to the MTdb.

5. If unable to match the record, a clerk made an attempt to clerically geocode the record.

6. If after both the automated and clerical Non-1D processes, a record did not match to the
MTdb and could not be block-geocoded, then the record did not go through further
processing.

If a Type A address matched to a group quarters, transitory location, or transitory unit, the Type
A questionnaire was not counted in the final 2010 Census count. All other Type A cases that did
not match a housing unit but obtained an automated or clerically acquired geocode continued to
the Field Verification (FV) operation for followup, provided they met the original FV deadline of
May 28, 2010. The FV operation was the field operation for the 2010 Census that served as the
final check on the existence of specific addresses in specific census blocks to which they were
assigned. One of the main objectives of the FV operation was to verify the existence of
respondent-provided addresses absent from census address files, such as those addresses added
from BC and the TQA operation.

In addition to the original FV workload, there was a supplemental FVV workload with a deadline
of August 4, 2010. Supplemental addresses were added to the FV workload for two main
reasons: to keep the TQA lines open until the end of July and to include NRFU inputs that were
processed after the original deadline. There were 200,699 BC addresses in the original FV
workload compared to 2,010 BC addresses in the supplemental FV workload. If after both the
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automated and clerical processes a record did not match to the MTdb and could not be geocoded,
then the record did not go through further processing.

Type B BC cases underwent an automated matching process to header code the case. Header
coding consisted of GEO assigning the case to a state and county. If the automated process was
unable to find a state and county, the Type B case underwent clerical header coding. Once a
Type B case was header-coded, the Type B case was included in an unduplication process. The
data defined people from that Type B case were randomly assigned to a group quarters in that
state and county if the persons on the Type B case were not identified as duplicated in a GQ. For
more information on the results of processing of BC cases, see Section 5.1.7.

2.3.10 Recommendations from Census 2000 and How Census Addressed Them for the

2010 Census

There was a high number of sites classified as “Other”. A review of write-in responses
indicates that schools and municipal buildings were locations that were used frequently.
Therefore, these should be added as separate categories.

For the 2010 Census, we kept track of more site categories including local governments and
pre/K-12 schools in addition to other categories not recorded in Census 2000.

The evaluation planned to look at the BC questionnaires that were matched/geocoded either
through the automated system or by clerical staff. These data were available but inconsistent
with the data used for this report. We were unable to reconcile these differences; thus, we
were unable to report the matched/geocoded cases by whether they were automated or
clerically processed. Further analysis should be done to investigate the number of BC Forms
matched/geocoded by the two different methods. If feasible, the automated matching should
be done in real time. If a match is made to an ID in real time, then it could be excluded from
Nonresponse Followup. The forms that go to clerical matching/geocoding would need a
separate processing strategy. If this change is feasible and is made, it would make this
operation a more effective mode of enumeration and would decrease the workload of
Nonresponse Followup.

For the 2010 Census, we were able to distinguish between automated and clerical coding.
There were separate codes for both processes in the Non-ID assessment file. Regarding the
feasibility for real-time matching, as in Census 2000, the 2010 BC questionnaires were not
able to be associated with an address in time for the removal of the address from the
Nonresponse Followup universe.

When the Census Bureau was unable to match the respondent provided address to another
address on the Decennial Master Address File, the BC Forms then went to Field Verification.
Some of these cases were coded as a duplicate, in which case the data on the BC
Questionnaire were removed from further processing. The BC Questionnaire data were not
linked to the census ID return information. There were 33,808 (16.8 percent) BC Forms
where this occurred. In the future FV should be designed to permit the enumerator to record
the census ID of the BC Questionnaire duplicates. The data processing system should collect
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the information, so the BC Questionnaire data can be linked to the corresponding census ID.
Making this change would improve the census address list.

For the 2010 Census, if a FV record that originated from BC was identified as a duplicate,
the Master Address File (MAF) unit created during the BC operation remained in the MTdb
but was “retired” (or linked) to the existing, surviving record of which the record was marked
a duplicate. The address information obtained from BC was still maintained on the MTdb;
however, it may not be considered the “preferred” address for the MAF unit. The “preferred”
address of the surviving MAF unit is the address used for field operations. The FV
listers were not instructed to record the census ID of the BC questionnaire duplicates on the
listing pages. However, the line number of the address believed to be the duplicate on the FV
listing pages was recorded and was listed as the surviving Master Address File Identification
(MAFID) in the data capture results. This procedure was put in place to simplify the process
and avoid transcription errors (i.e., recording a line number of “1” or “2” as opposed to a
multi-character MAFID).

As part of the non-English mail questionnaire processing, the “Just-In-Case” box was used
to track the language of the non-English questionnaire and whether translation or
transcription was needed. This process was not done for the BC Forms, therefore no
language data are available for those BC Forms included in the Census. In the future, a
process should be implemented so the language of the BC Questionnaire is retained. This
would aid planning this program in future censuses

There were eight different BC forms and each of the eight forms was associated with a
language when data captured.

We should increase the number of languages in which we provide the BC Questionnaire. The
BC Questionnaire was not available in Russian, Thai, Cambodian, Armenian, Creole, and
Arabic. More than 1,000 respondents requested Language Assistance Guides in each of those
languages. This suggests that there is likely to be sufficient demand for BC Forms in those
languages in future censuses. Making BC Forms available in these languages may increase
the response rate to the census.

The questionnaire was provided in Russian. See Section 2.3.2 for how language
determination was made.

2.3.11 BC/QAC Automation

As described in Section 2.3, BC/QAC was a paper operation and utilized a manual process -
involving spreadsheets and the IPCD - to track the flow of questionnaires, and the locations of
sites. However, several automated systems played an integral or supporting role in the BC/QAC
operation.

2.3.11.1 Decennial Applicant, Personnel and Payroll System (DAPPS)

DAPPS facilitated the processing of personnel and payroll information for BC/QAC. BC FOS
and clerks, and QAC representatives submitted daily payroll information via the D-308 paper-
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based questionnaire. LCO clerks keyed these payroll forms into DAPPS. DAPPS interfaced
with the Decennial Management Division (DMD) Cost and Progress system to provide cost data
- used for BC/QAC cost reports.

2.3.11.2 Decennial Response Integration System (DRIS)

DRIS captured paper questionnaires data and updated the universal response database schema
with questionnaire response data, and passed this information to the Response Processing System
(RPS). DRIS interfaced with DMD Cost and Progress to provide check in and data capture data
- used for data capture reports.

2.3.11.3 Cost and Progress System (C&P)

The DMD Cost and Progress (C&P) system tracked the costs of the BC/QAC operation using
data received from DAPPS. Tracking of the BC/QAC costs started with the training of the BC
clerks and continued through the closeout of the operation.

Due to the nature of the operation, there was no defined case universe for BC/QAC and therefore
we were unable to track progress as we do for other housing unit enumeration operations.
Additionally, since the LCOs tracked the distribution and usage of forms manually, we were
unable to use DMD C&P to report on questionnaire movement in the field. However, DMD C&P
received data from DRIS to provide check in and data capture reports for the BC/QAC operation.

2.3.11.4 Response Processing System (RPS)

RPS received response data from DRIS and was the repository for all such data throughout the
BC/QAC operation.

2.3.11.5 Census Evaluations and Experiments (CEE)

CEE was the interface that transferred data directly to Decennial Statistical Studies Division
(DSSD). NPC transferred the D-399 data and GEO transferred the Geocoding Assessment files
to DSSD through CEE.

2.3.11.6 National Processing Center - Automated Tracking and Control System (NPC-
ATAC)

NPC-ATAC tracked receipt and processing of D-399s from the LCOs to NPC.
2.3.11.7 Visual Basic Key from Paper (VB KFP)

VB KFP was an NPC system that keyed data from the D-399s.

2.3.11.8 GEO Matching to the MTdb and Geocoding

GEO used software to perform automated matching of BC addresses to existing records in the
MTdb. The details of the matching are in section 2.3.9. For addresses that did not match to the
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MTdb or matched to a record that did not have a geocode, GEO used software to attempt to
geocode the address. GEO used the following methods:

= 2010 Decennial Census Non-ID Automated Higher-Level (“Header””) and Alternative Block-
Level Geocoding

= 2010 Decennial Census Non-ID Type A and B Geocoding and MAF/TIGER Database
Address Update

= 2010 Decennial Census Non-ID Post-Clerical Address Update

2.3.11.9 2010 Census Planning Database

The 2010 Census Planning Database contained data from Census 2000 and was used by the
regions as a baseline for identifying Hard-to-Enumerate areas.

2.3.11.10 IPCD and D-158 Spreadsheet

Partnership Specialists used the IPCD to record and confirm partners who committed to donating
space for both BC and QAC sites. Additionally, the IPCD directly gave site information to the
QAC website, which advertised where BC/QAC sites were located. The D-158 was a tracking
tool used in the LCO to track the distribution of questionnaires to sites and the number of
questionnaires picked up from sites by BC clerks during closeout. BC clerks filled out a new D-
158 for each visit to the site. The information from these spreadsheets was consolidated within
each LCO.
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Questions

Table 1 outlines the BC/QAC questions and identifies where these questions are answered in the
BC/QAC Assessment. The question outline mirrors the same format as in the Results Section 5

of this Assessment.

Table 1: BC/QAC Questions Mapped to BC/QAC Assessment Sections

Questions

3.1.1 Workload and Outcomes

1. What was the BC/Questionnaire Assistance Center (BC/QAC)

51
workload?
a. What was the total number of BC questionnaires (English,
Russian, Vietnamese, Spanish, Chinese, and Korean) printed
by language? 51.3.1
b. How many BC questionnaires by language did clerks deliver
to BC sites? 5.1.3.2
c. How many questionnaires were picked up by potential
customers (i.e., removed from the sites) by region, language, 5.1.3.3
and type of site (BC and QAC) where possible. 5134
d. How many BC questionnaires by language were data
captured? 5.1.35
2. What types of facilities were used for BC/QAC sites? 51.2
3. How successful was the BC/QAC website? Were there any major
successes or problems with the website (e.g., what was the down time
of the website and did users experience any difficulties with searching
for QACs, what are the recommendations for improving the site)? 5.1.6
4. What was the demographic/characteristic distribution of respondents
on BC questionnaires (household tenure, age, relationship to the 51.7.4.2
householder, sex, race, and Hispanic origin for each person)? 51743
5. What affect does the BC Program have in filling gaps in coverage? 51.7
a. How many addresses provided on the BC questionnaire were
given a Master Address File Identification (MAFID) for both
stateside and Puerto Rico? 51.7.2.3
b. Of the cases sent to FV, what were the outcomes associated
with these cases for both stateside and Puerto Rico? 51.7.2.1
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Questions

Results

C.

d.

What type of address information is present for the cases that
did not receive a MAFID for both stateside and Puerto Rico?
How much address information was provided for the cases
that marked the no usual residence check box for both
stateside and Puerto Rico?

5.1.7.2.4

5.1.7.3

6. Were there adequate quantities of BC/QAC materials at BC and

5.1.3- Uunable to fully

QACs? answer these questions —
See Limitations Section 4.
a. Did some sites run out of BC questionnaires (D-10s)? 5.1.3.2
b. Did BC/QAC sites run out of forms in certain languages more
than others? 5132
c. Did some sites run out of QAC materials? 5.15
7. How many customers were assisted at QACs and how were they
assisted? 514
a. How many customers were assisted at QACs nationally and
by regional census centers? 514.1
b. Why did they visit the QAC? 5.1.4.2
How did customers hear about the QAC? 5.1.4.5
d. Where did the QAC clerk refer customers to if they were
unable to help them at the QAC? 5.1.4.6
3.1.2 Cost and Staffing
8. Was the BC/QAC operation completed within budget? 5.2
a. What were the actual training costs of BC clerks and QAC 5231
representatives compared to the training budget?
b. What were the actual field costs of BC and QAC compared to
the budgeted levels? 523.1
9. What were the results of BC/QAC Staffing Activities? 5.24
a. How many BC clerks and QAC representatives worked on
BC/QAC? How did actual staff levels compare to cost model
estimates? 524

b.

Were clerks able to manage the number of BC sites? Were BC
clerks able to visit each site the necessary number of times?
Note: Each BC clerk has approximately 33 sites to manage.
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Questions

Results

c. Were the total number of hours and miles budgeted for BC
Clerks and QAC representatives realistic for completing their

daily tasks?

5.2.3.1

3.1.3 Training and Materials

10. What were the results of BC/QAC Training?

a. How many BC clerks and QAC representatives were trained
for BC/QAC? How did actual training staff levels compare to
cost model estimates?

b. What were the deficiencies of BC and QAC Representative

5.3

In this assessment, we
compare how many staff
worked production hours
with how many staff were
budgeted to work
production. If staff
worked production hours
then we assume they were
trained.

ab 5.3
Training?
11. Where were QACs located and did QAC representatives have 5.15
everything they needed to complete their job?
a. How many QAC sites were in Update/Leave areas? 5.1.4.7
b. Did the QAC sites have adequate space to complete daily 5.15
operations?
c. Were there adequate resources and materials at the QAC to 515.1
perform the job of QAC representative?
d. How important was the Questionnaire Reference Book and
other QAC materials to performing the job of a QAC 5.15.1
Representative?
3.1.4 Schedule
12. Was the BC/QAC operation conducted on time according to the 54
baseline schedule?
3.1.5 Change Control
13. Were change requests needed for the 2010 BC/QAC Operation? 5.5
a. What were the primary reasons for implementing schedule 551
changes?
b. What were the primary reasons for implementing requirement 5.5.2

changes?
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Questions Results

c. What issues were encountered when implementing the Change
Request process?

3.1.6 Automation

14. What types of automation problems did we experience? What was the
frequency of the problems and how were they resolved?

3.2 Methods

This section describes the key data sources used to address the assessment questions. Table 2
cross-references these data sources to assessment topic areas.

3.2.1 Integrated Partnership Contact Database

Using data from the Integrated Partnership Contact Database, FLD Partnerships provided DMD
with a consolidated spreadsheet containing a record for all BC/QAC sites and a partner-type
category for each listed site (e.g., Business or Corporation, Health Care Industry, Neighborhood
Association). DMD summarized these data into counts by facility type using spreadsheets.

3.2.2 Print Estimates/Contract

DMD developed print estimates for each of the 2010 Census forms. These estimates were vetted
through stakeholders and provided to the print contractor. Data for this assessment regarding the
volume of forms printed by language reflect the number of forms in the final print contract.

3.2.3 D-158F

The FLD Quality Assurance Branch used the D-158F spreadsheet to track the number of
questionnaires picked up by language and consolidated this information by region. Note: The
assessment cannot distinguish between questionnaires that were picked up from BC sites
compared with QACs due to limitations in data sources.

3.24 DMD Cost and Progress (Data Capture Reports)

Managers and team members used the DMD C&P system to monitor how many BC forms were
checked-in and data captured. DMD C&P also provided operational cost reports for BC/QAC
with data received from DAPPS. See Section 3.2.14 for more information on cost methodology.

3.2.5 Field and Office Staff Debriefings

At the completion of BC/QAC, FLD conducted debriefings with some BC clerks and QAC
representatives in select areas. The Census HQ FLD documented these findings.
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3.2.6 D-399

For every person who visited a QAC, a D-399 form was completed to document the reason for
that person’s visit. These D-399s were data captured at NPC and provided to DSSD for analysis.
DSSD used these data to determine how many people were assisted at QACs and for what
reasons.

3.2.7 Data from Communications Area

We used qualitative data from the Communications Directorate to assess the website, including
lessons learned, general information (including email correspondence) about how the website
was implemented, and issues that occurred. We also used information from the BC/QAC
operational lessons learned. Note: As known prior to the start of the operation, metrics on the use
of the QAC web site specifically were not available because the QAC component was integrated
with the Take 10 Website and there was no way to determine users that were specific to QAC.

3.2.8 FV Assessment Keying File

The 2010 Field Verification Keying File identified the final field outcomes of BC addresses that
were in the Field Verification universe. The Technologies and Management Office compiled the
data.

3.2.9 Non-ID Assessment File

GEO created the Non-ID Assessment File. This file included information on the geocoding and
MAFID linking performed on all BC questionnaires. If a BC questionnaire was linked to a
Housing Unit or Group Quarters, the information was recorded on the Non-ID Assessment File.

3.2.10 Geocoding Assessment File

The Geocoding Assessment File included the results of additional automated address matching
done by GEO for BC questionnaires that indicated that the respondent did not have a place where
they usually lived or stayed. These BC questionnaires did not undergo this type of automated
address matching during 2010 Census production. This additional processing was done to
evaluate how effectively the BC questionnaire correctly identified people that did not have an
address where they usually live.

3.2.11 2010 Census Unedited File (CUF)

The CUF includes the core response data for only the data captured questionnaires that were
included in the final 2010 Census counts. The CUF has one record for each address in the 2010
Census. Only the people counted in the 2010 Census are included in the CUF.

3.2.12 2010 Decennial Response Files (DRF)

The DRF includes the core response data that made up the Universal Response Database from all
questionnaires that were data captured. Decennial Systems Processing Office created the DRF.
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3.2.13 Final Tabulation Master Address File Extract (MAFX)

GEO created the Final Tabulation MAFX and it contains information for each address in the
2010 Census.

3.2.14 FLD Cost and Staffing Spreadsheets

FLD created spreadsheets based on DMD Budget Formulation and DAPPS data to show staffing,
budget, and actual cost data. We used these data to address the Cost and Staffing portion of this
assessment.

3.2.15 Master Activities Schedule (MAS)

The MAS documented the baseline and actual start and finish dates for all scheduled activities.
Following the completion of the 2010 Census, the DMD Management Information Systems
(MIS) staff provided a spreadsheet of baseline and actual dates, related operations and other
information for each activity line. Using sort and filter functionality in Microsoft Excel, we were
able to determine how many BC/QAC lines were on schedule or late.

3.2.16 DMD Change Control Forms

A Change Control form documented all changes to the BC/QAC baseline schedule. For a
Change Control form to be implemented, it needed approval from the Housing Unit
Enumeration-Operation Integration Team (HUE-OIT) and the Census Integration Group (CIG).

3.2.17 Risk Register

The HUE-OIT documented risks associated with completing the BC/QAC operation. The risks
were assigned a probability and impact rating. DMD documented and maintained the risks in the
Risk Register.

3.2.18 Lessons Learned

After the BC/QAC field operations were completed, DMD conducted several Lessons Learned
sessions with Census HQ and NPC staff involved in the design and monitoring of BC/QAC.
Census HQ and NPC staff documented successes, problems, and recommendations for BC/QAC.
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Table 2: BC/QAC Assessment Topics and Sources
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4 LIMITATIONS

4.1 No information was collected on activities or suitability of the QAC Sites
(Question 6)

A limitation for this report concerns the lack of accurate qualitative or quantitative information
about the types of QAC sites and their usefulness to the public. Data are not available on what
type of materials were used, how often the materials were used at the sites, and if the site
locations and facility types used fit the needs of the operation and customers. The Field
debriefing results did not provide information on those issues. The information we have on the
QAC sites is from the D-399, Record of Contact form and anecdotal information from the RCCs
given to HQ during the weekly teleconferences with the regions during the operation. However,
this anecdotal information does not provide data on the characteristics, location and logistics of
the sites.

4.2  BC/QAC Website Traffic (Question 3)

The website that the Census Bureau designed for the public to locate BC and QAC sites was
bundled with the Take 10 participation rate website. Therefore, we are unable to analyze traffic
for the BC/QAC website separately from the Take 10 website. The Take 10 participation rate
website had a much higher public profile and was likely visited more often than the BC/QAC
map. We can assume that the number of visits was much lower than the number reported due to
the Take 10’s public profile.

4.3  Accuracy of the information provided in the D-158 Excel spreadsheets (Question 9)

As mentioned earlier, the use of the D-158 series of Excel spreadsheets for monitoring
questionnaire usage was confusing and relied heavily on manual inputs to the system to keep
them updated. Although every effort was made to keep the information on staffing, sites and
questionnaires distributions as accurate as possible, there is the possibility of errors in keying this
information in the spreadsheets.

4.4  Site visits (Question 7)

The number of site visits to a QAC is derived by the number of D-399s collected in the field and
captured at NPC. This number might not be an accurate measurement of the site visits because
there is the possibility that people could visit the QAC and no form was completed for that visit.
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5 RESULTS

5.1 Workloads and Outcomes
5.1.1 Sites by Region

Nationally, the RCCs established 38,827 BC/QAC sites at the peak of the operation. Of these,
9,670 were BC sites only, and 29,157 served as QACSs. During the planning of the BC/QAC, HQ
set allocations for how many sites each region could establish based on Census 2000
information. At the aggregate level, the regions established 299 fewer BC sites than allocated.
Regarding QACs, the regions established 809 fewer sites than allocated. Table 3 depicts regional
site allocation compared to the actual number of sites.

Table 3: Planned and Actual BC/QAC Sites

Region BC Sites QAC
(No QAC Representative) (QAC Representative)
BC Sites BC  Over/Under Q_AC QAC  Over/Under
Allocated Ac_tual BC_ Sites Ac_tual QAC_
Sites  Allocation Allocated  Sites Allocation

Atlanta 1,244 1,318 74 3,735 3,915 180
Boston 871 647 (224) 2,618 1,825 (793)
Charlotte 969 1,135 166 2,910 3,134 224
Chicago 836 1,175 339 2,513 2,535 22
Dallas 929 405 (524) 2,790 2,335 (455)
Denver 591 580 (11) 1,778 2,004 226
Detroit 766 809 43 2,303 2,302 1)
Kansas City 664 577 (87) 1,995 1,907 (88)
Los Angeles 929 670 (259) 2,790 2,535 (255)
New York 791 952 161 2,378 2,271 (107)
Philadelphia 798 779 (19) 2,408 2,586 178
Seattle 581 623 42 1,748 1,808 60
Total 9,969 9,670 (299) 29,966 29,157 (809)
Source: IPCD

Although fewer sites were opened than the number allocated to be opened, we have no
information on the positive or negative impact of not opening those sites. The regions mentioned
in the weekly teleconferences that HQ had probably allocated more sites than needed for the
operation. The site selection was a challenge, especially the QAC sites, because this required
getting approval from the site manager to use that site before staffing it.

The numbers in the table above changed daily. The LCOs opened additional sites as needed and
closed sites that had little or no foot traffic. Also, these numbers may contain sites that were
available for special activities. For example, Partnership Specialists took BC boxes and
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questionnaires to activities they were conducting. HQ instructed the regions to add those sites to
the D-158 to be able to track the questionnaire distribution.

5.1.2 Sites by Facility Type

The BC/QAC program was a shared responsibility of partnership and operations staffs.
Partnership staff created a list of potential BC/QAC sites from suggestions from Complete Count
Committees and by asking partners to host sites. Operations staff subsequently determined actual
locations for BC/QAC sites using Tract Action Plans.

BC/QAC sites were established at a variety of facilities including libraries, businesses, schools,
community organizations, faith-based organizations, and other location types. FLD kept track of
the number of sites and types of facilities used through the IPCD, and consolidated the types of
facilities used into 35 categories. Over 80 percent of the BC/QAC sites were located in five of
the 35 types of facilities.

Figure 1 depicts the top six categories of facility type for BC sites and QAC sites. The top five
facility type categories were the same for BC and QAC. However, the percentage distribution of
the categories is different. The business or corporation category includes organizations that
Partnership specialists identified as a business, corporation, or business organization.

Figure 1: Facility Types Used for BC and QAC

BC Sites 8.4% 18:2%
QAC Sites 11.9% 16:6%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B Business or Corporation - Local Government B Community Organization
~ Libraries Faith-Based Organizations «" Other
Source: IPCD

Businesses and corporations made up 30.2 percent of BC sites. Local governments comprised the
second largest category at 18.9 percent. Also important were community-based organizations
and libraries, reflecting 12.3 percent and 12.1 percent of all BC sites each.
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Community-based organizations (20.6 percent) and local governments (20.1 percent) made up
the largest categories of facility types for QAC sites. Libraries were a close third at 17.7 percent,
while businesses and corporations made up 13.0 percent of the QAC sites. Table 4 shows the
number and percent of BC/QAC sites by facility type.

Table 4: Top Fifteen Facility Types Used for BC and QAC®

Facility Type Number Percent Number Percent
BC Sites BC Sites QAC Sites QAC Sites

Business or Corporation 3,505 30.2% 3,386 13.0%
Local Government 2,188 18.9% 5,218 20.1%
Community Organization 1,432 12.3% 5,357 20.6%
Libraries 1,400 12.1% 4,607 17.7%
Faith-Based Organization 971 8.4% 3,079 11.9%
State Government 502 4.3% 327 1.3%
Pre/K-12 School 335 2.9% 895 3.4%
Health Care Industry 244 2.1% 536 2.1%
Service Based Organization 243 2.1% 710 2.7%
College/University and Trade School 162 1.4% 599 2.3%
Educati(_)n Organizations (Non 133 1.1% 314 1,20
Census in Schools)

Non-U.S. Government 119 1.0% 118 0.5%
Federal Government 90 0.8% 122 0.5%
Neighborhood Association 76 0.7% 306 1.2%
Tribal Government or Organization 65 0.6% 211 0.8%
Other 138 1.2% 183 0.7%
Total 11,603 100% 25,968 100%

Source: IPCD
5.1.3 Form Printing, Distribution, and Usage

The Census Bureau utilized a print vendor to produce close to 14 million total BC
questionnaires. At NPC, these questionnaires were packaged and shipped to the LCOs for
distribution to BC/QAC sites. The following sections discuss the printing, distribution and usage
of BC questionnaires, by language and/or region as appropriate.

5.1.3.1 Questionnaire Printing and Distribution to LCOs

BC questionnaire print estimates were developed based on the number of BC/QAC sites,
expected questionnaire usage (based on Census 2000), and the consideration that we should

® The total number of BC/QAC sites in this table does not match the total in Table 3: Planned and Actual BC/QAC
Sites. Though the IPCD was used as a source for both tables, since the IPCD was updated with spreadsheets that
were filled out and keyed manually, there are inconsistencies in the data. Generally, we refer to the data in Table 3
when discussing the total number of sites.
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include contingencies for the number of questionnaires printed (especially for the in-language
questionnaires) to avoid the cumbersome procedure of reprinting or reallocating questionnaires.
In January of 2009, we revised and finalized the BC questionnaire print estimates to ensure
sufficient quantities in all languages. The revised print estimates were not based on an expected
increase in usage, but were intended to provide each LCO with sufficient in-language
questionnaires to reduce the need for the regions to have to reallocate questionnaires based on
demand. Table 5 reflects the final print estimates that we provided the print vendor.

Table 5: BC/QAC Printing

Print Universe

BC Questionnaire Print Oversupply with Print
Type Universe Rate o Contract
versupply

BC English (Stateside) 4,446,000 30% 5,779,800 5,813,000
BC Spanish (Stateside) 3,458,000 30% 4,495,400 4,507,000
Simplified Chinese 494,000 30% 642,200 820,000
Vietnamese 494,000 30% 642,200 820,000
Korean 494,000 30% 642,200 820,000
Russian 494,000 30% 642,200 820,000
BC English (PR) 180,000 30% 234,000 239,000
BC Spanish (PR) 45,000 30% 58,500 62,000
Total 10,105,000 13,136,500 13,901,000

Source: Printing and Data Capture Estimates for Data Collection Operations Worksheet

In Table 5, we included a 30 percent oversupply rate for all BC questionnaires. To achieve a
target print universe of 10,105,000, we estimated that we would print 13,136,500 BC
questionnaires. However, the print contract called for slightly more questionnaires, 13,901,000.
Of these, 5,813,000 were English and 4,507,000 were Spanish (not including Puerto Rico).
Combined, we printed 3,280,000 in-language questionnaires - equally divided among the four
languages (820,000 in each language). Puerto Rico questionnaires were different from stateside
questionnaires; in particular, the PR address fields were unique. For Puerto Rico, we printed
239,000 English questionnaires, and 62,000 in Spanish®.

The questionnaires were distributed to the LCOs based on the language needs of each LCO. FLD
developed a model using the partnership database to determine the number of households that
spoke one of the BC determined languages other than English in the LCOs boundaries. For
example, if a certain LCO had more Spanish speaking households than Chinese speaking
households, then that LCO got more Spanish questionnaires than Chinese questionnaires. Some
LCOs still experienced shortages in some of the BC language questionnaires. See Section 5.1.3.3
for more information.

In addition to BC questionnaires, we produced about 60,000 BC boxes to house the
questionnaires at the BC/QAC sites.

* In-language forms were not offered in Puerto Rico. Only English and Spanish were available.
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5.1.3.2 Distribution to Sites

BC clerks distributed boxes and questionnaires to the BC/QAC sites in their assignment areas.
They visited the sites about once a week and replenished forms as needed.

Figure 2 and Table 6 show the cumulative number of questionnaires that BC clerks distributed to
sites, by language and by region. Nationally, BC clerks delivered 5,431,723 questionnaires. Of
these, 2,387,909 (44 percent) were in English. Spanish questionnaires accounted for 1,487,233
(27 percent) of the questionnaires delivered.

Figure 2: Cumulative Questionnaires Distributed to BC/QAC Sites by Region and

Language
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® The numbers and percentages in this table reflect forms delivered as of April 14, 2010. This is the last time forms
would have been delivered to BC/QAC sites prior to site close-out on April 19, 2010.
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Table 6: Cumulative Questionnaires Distributed to BC/QAC Sites by Region and Language

RCC English ~ Spanish  Chinese Korean Vietnamese Russian Total
Atlanta 305174 171,495 37,144 41,963 43323 35987 635,086
Boston® 133,362 107,851 24,744 21,223 23604 24,344 335,128
Charlotte 260,862 139,547 33,300 34,806 40,477 31,735 540,727
Chicago 200,178 125,392 28,231 26,175 24200 26,626 430,802
Dallas 202,144 131,303 33,819 33,121 42,881 30,539 473,807
Denver 164,354 112,222 22,932 20,928 22600 20,247 363,283
Detroit 168,885 77,153 33,658 24,022 24477 31,680 359,875
Kansas City 136,402 85212 28,176 26,113 24757 30,674 331,334
"&?]Sg oles 191,146 147,773 39,289 46,027 28,672 26,263 479,170
New York 258200 205,634 85801 51,491 43027 48241 692,394
Philadelphia 214,439 101,274 35,758 34,511 27736 30,610 444,328
Seattle 152,763 82,377 32,140 24,209 25560 28,740 345,789
Total 2387,909 1,487,233 434992 384,589 371,314 365,686 5,431,723

Source: D-158F

The New York and Atlanta regions distributed the largest number of BC questionnaires,
distributing 692,394 and 635,086 BC questionnaires respectively.

New York distributed the largest number of Spanish questionnaires; however, Boston distributed
the largest percent of Spanish forms relative to the total questionnaires they distributed. Boston
distributed 107,851 Spanish questionnaires (32 percent of the total forms they distributed). The
Boston RCC managed the Puerto Rico operation, which may account for the large number of
Spanish forms that were distributed in the Boston region. However, due to limitations in the data,
we were unable to distinguish how many were distributed in Puerto Rico. Denver and Los
Angeles also distributed a large percentage of Spanish questionnaires (31 percent each).

New York distributed the largest number of combined in-language questionnaires (228,560). Of
the total questionnaires distributed in New York, 33.0 percent were in-language. Other regions
that distributed a relatively large percentage of in-language questionnaires were Kansas City (33
percent), Seattle (32 percent), and Detroit (32 percent).

While the print quantities were too high, the printed quantity covered for shortages in most
instances and avoided re-printing costs. The LCOs did not distribute 8,469,277 questionnaires.
Of these, 3,664,091 were in English and 3,081,767 were in Spanish.

® Data for Puerto Rico are included with the Boston RCC.
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5.1.3.3 Pickup from Sites

This section discusses how many questionnaires the public picked up from BC/QAC sites.
However, it is important to note that not all picked up forms were used by respondents. We
address the large discrepancy between the number of forms picked up and number data captured
later in Section 5.1.3.5.

Figure 3 and Table 7 show the number of questionnaires picked up from sites by language and
by region. Nationally, 2,844,827 questionnaires were picked up (20.5 percent of the printed
forms). Of these, 1,611,163 (57 percent) were English questionnaires. Spanish questionnaires
accounted for 689,607 (24 percent) of picked up questionnaires. Nineteen percent of the BC
questionnaires picked up were in-language questionnaires.

Figure 3: Cumulative Questionnaires Picked up from BC/QAC Sites by Region and

Language
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Table 7: Cumulative Questionnaires Picked up from BC/QAC Sites by Region and

Language

RCC English  Spanish  Chinese Korean Vietnamese Russian Total
Atlanta 197,262 62,199 13,207 10,428 10,901 7,832 301,829
Boston 84,557 54,481 7,031 5,430 5,473 5759 162,731
Charlotte 178,834 44,670 6,637 7,136 7,240 6,281 250,798
Chicago 193,146 124,852 28,140 26,080 24,146 26,568 422,932
Dallas 163,181 61,620 12,615 13,091 18,174 11,948 280,629
Denver 96,519 36,076 4,669 3,512 3,892 3,498 148,166
Detroit 96,674 15,370 3,998 2,550 3,418 4,334 126,344
Kansas City 87,680 65,536 22,593 22,991 22,316 15,873 236,989
Los 127,079 67,294 12,770 14,933 8,122 6,127 236,325
Angeles

New York 130,237 89,417 26,522 15,051 11,488 13,676 286,391
Philadelphia 137,448 30,252 9,459 10,187 8,541 6,615 202,502
Seattle 118,546 37,840 11,031 7,246 7,519 7,009 189,191
Total 1,611,163 689,607 158,672 138,635 131,230 115,520 2,844,827

Source: D-158F

The largest numbers of questionnaires were picked up in the Chicago and Atlanta regions, where
422,932 and 301,829 questionnaires were picked up, respectively.

Just as the Boston region distributed the largest percent of Spanish questionnaires, the largest
percentage of Spanish questionnaires picked up (out of the total picked up for that region) was in
the Boston region (which included Puerto Rico). In the Boston region, 54,481 Spanish
questionnaires were picked up — 34 percent of the total questionnaires picked up in that region.
A large number of Spanish questionnaires, relative to the total questionnaires picked up in that
region, were also picked up in the New York (89,417 Spanish questionnaires), Chicago (124,852
Spanish questionnaires), and Los Angeles (67,294 Spanish questionnaires) regions.

The most in-language questionnaires were picked up in the Chicago, Kansas City, and New York
regions both in terms of number and percent of total questionnaires picked up for those regions.
In the Chicago region, 104,934 in-language questionnaires were picked up (25 percent of all
questionnaires in the Chicago region). In the Kansas City region, 83,773 in-language
questionnaires were picked up (35 percent of all questionnaires in that region), and finally in the
New York region, 66,737 in-language were picked up (23 percent of all questionnaires in the
New York region).

Based on anecdotal information it seems that people picking up an in-language Be Counted
questionnaire were using it as a replacement of the questionnaire received at their home or
perhaps as a language aid to complete their own questionnaire. Several conversations we had
with the regions suggested that people would have liked to receive a questionnaire in their own
language. Some regions added that it seemed that people picking up these language
questionnaires were not aware that a replacement questionnaire could be sent to their house in
one of the five non-English languages. They mentioned that the telephone assistance number was
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in English and Spanish and it was not intuitive that assistance might be available for the other
languages.

Even though there were sufficient forms printed, some LCOs in certain regions experienced
shortages in BC questionnaires in languages other than English. The regions had to shuffle
questionnaires from LCOs within their region to cover for those shortages. In addition the Field
Division also facilitated the transfer of questionnaire surpluses from one region to another. The
New York region experienced high shortages in the Chinese questionnaire. Based on anecdotal
information, some organizations that served the Chinese population in the New York region were
picking up these questionnaires from the boxes to distribute to their groups and leaving the boxes
empty for this type of questionnaire.

5.1.3.4 Distributed and Picked Up Comparison

Of the 5,431,723 questionnaires that BC staff distributed to the sites, only 2,844,827 (52 percent)
were picked up by the public. Figure 4 compares the number of questionnaires distributed to
BC/QAC sites to the number of questionnaires picked up by region. From left to right the regions
are listed in order of the highest percentage picked up to the lowest.

Figure 4: Questionnaires Delivered to Sites and Picked up from Sites by Region (includes
all Languages)
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Source: BC/QAC Distribution and Picked up Chart

In all but one region, at least 52 percent of distributed questionnaires were picked up. However,
the percent of forms picked up varied greatly by region. In the Chicago region, for example, 98
percent of distributed forms were picked up, while in the Detroit region only 35 percent were
picked up. Based on anecdotal information, we believe that in several locations there may have
been some organized community efforts to pick up and make available the BC questionnaires to
people in the area. This may explain why some areas show a high rate of picked up
questionnaires.

Only a subset of the questionnaires picked up from BC/QAC sites were actually filled out by
respondents and mailed back for data capture. Section 5.1.3.5 (below) discusses how many BC
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questionnaires were mailed in by respondents and were received at data capture centers. The data
in this section are from the DMD Data Capture Cost and Progress Reports and do not reflect any
post processing. Therefore, the numbers in Section 5.1.3.5 differ slightly from the number of
questionnaires discussed in section 5.1.7: BC Processing Results and Effects on Coverage.

5.1.3.5 Questionnaire Check in and Usage Comparisons

There were 784,103 BC questionnaires checked into data capture. Of these, 682,606 (87.1
percent) were in English and 80,537 (10.3 percent) were in Spanish. Of the Spanish forms, 9,285
(11.5 percent) were from Puerto Rico. The third largest language group was Chinese at 1.4
percent of the total BC questionnaires received. After Chinese, the remaining three languages
were each less than one percent of the total BC questionnaires.

Figure 5 and Figure 6 depict the volume of questionnaires printed compared to how many were
distributed to sites, picked up by the public, and received by data capture. In-language
questionnaires are shown separately because the volume is so much smaller in magnitude.

Figure 5: BC Questionnaire Printing, Distribution, and Usage
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Source: Printing and Usage Charts by Language

We printed 13,901,000 BC questionnaires in six different languages. Of these, BC staff
distributed 5,431,723 to BC/QAC sites, and 2,844,827 were picked up by the public. However,
only 784,103 (5.6 percent of the total printed questionnaires) were mailed in by respondents for
data capture. Of the 6,052,000 printed English questionnaires, 682,606 (11.3 percent) were
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mailed in by respondents. Of the 4,569,000 printed Spanish questionnaires, 80,537 (1.8 percent)
were mailed in by respondents.

For Puerto Rico, 1,212 English forms were checked in for data capture and 9,285 Spanish forms
were checked in. The Census Bureau printed 177,000 more Puerto Rico English Be Counted
questionnaires than Spanish language questionnaires. The number of Puerto Rico questionnaires
checked in to data capture show that people completed many more Spanish language Be Counted
questionnaires in Puerto Rico. In Puerto Rico, only 0.5 percent of printed English language Be
Counted forms were identified by our data capture centers.

Figure 6: BC Questionnaire Printing, Distribution, and Usage for In-Language
Questionnaires
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The percent of printed questionnaires mailed in by respondents was lowest for the in-language
questionnaires. Overall, we printed 3,280,000 in-language questionnaires and only 20,960 (0.6
percent) were data captured. We anticipated that this would be a likely outcome because we had
over printed in-language questionnaires to ensure that each LCO had a sufficient supply without
having to reallocate questionnaires. However, an unexpected outcome is the large difference
between in-language questionnaires picked up and questionnaires data captured.

Of the 158,672 Chinese questionnaires picked up by potential respondents, only 10,871(6.9
percent) were data captured. Of the 115,520 Russian questionnaires picked up by potential
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respondents, only 2,072 (1.8 percent) were data captured. As a comparison, on the aggregate
level 27.6 percent of picked up questionnaires were data captured (784,103 of 2,844,827
questionnaires) — mostly driven by English questionnaires (of the Spanish questionnaires picked
up, 11.7 percent were data captured). Picked up in-language questionnaires were data captured
less frequently than English and Spanish questionnaires. As previously stated, this could be, in
part, because of a community organized effort that may have occurred in some areas to pick up
and disperse BC questionnaires.

The conclusions section of this assessment offers some recommendations on how we may
improve future BC/QAC efforts through automation, allowing us to offer the BC questionnaire in
multiple languages while reducing the excessive use of paper.

5.1.4 QAC Assistance

The QAC program was designed to provide in-person assistance to respondents for completing
the 2010 Census and BC questionnaires, mainly, and to provide census forms to those persons
who did not receive a questionnaire or who believed they were not counted on the questionnaire
previously completed for their dwelling. In addition, the QAC sites were designed to assist
respondents with questions about the questionnaires and to provide assistance with general
census questions. For each individual served at a QAC site, the QAC representative was to fill
out a D-399 Record of Contact form to track the date of contact, the question/problem regarding
the questionnaire, and any language assistance that was needed, along with any other general
comments.

In addition to general information such as the LCO code, date, and time of the visit to a QAC
site, there were six questions on the D-399 Record of Contact form to be filled out by the QAC
representative for each person visiting the QAC site. Each question had a list of pre-determined
responses accompanied with a checkbox. Additionally, some questions had a supplemental box
for write-in responses. Examples of the stateside and Puerto Rico D-399 Record of Contact
forms can be found in Appendix C and Appendix D, respectively, of this report. Below are the
results from the data capture of the D-399 Record of Contact forms from all of the QAC sites
nationwide.

5.1.4.1 Where and when QAC sites were visited

Table 8 shows the number of people who were assisted at QAC sites by the regional office in
which the QAC site was located.
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Table 8. Number of People Assisted at QAC Sites by Regional Office

Regional Office Number of Percent of

People People’
Atlanta 77,291 9.3%
Boston — Stateside 40,285 4.8%
Boston — Puerto Rico 13,740 1.6%
Charlotte 73,297 8.8%
Chicago 50,771 6.1%
Dallas 68,584 8.2%
Denver 50,374 6.0%
Detroit 45,689 5.5%
Kansas City 32,182 3.9%
Los Angeles 138,379 16.6%
New York 94,963 11.4%
Philadelphia 66,425 8.0%
Seattle 75,965 9.1%
Unknown Stateside 6,770 0.8%
Total Visits 834,715 100.0%

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Nationwide, 834,715 people were assisted at the 29,157 QAC sites during the 2010 Census. Of
these people, 13,7408 were in Puerto Rico, which accounted for 1.6 percent of the total number
assisted. More people were assisted at QAC sites in the Los Angeles region (16.6 percent of the
total assisted) than in any other region. Only 3.9 percent of the total people that visited QAC
sites were in the Kansas City region, which was the smallest number of people assisted across all
regions. There were 6,770 stateside D-399 forms with an unidentifiable regional office code.

Table 9 shows the number of people who were assisted at QAC sites by the type of LCO? in
which the QAC site was located. The LCO types were defined by Cost and Progress for
budgeting purposes. The percentages of the housing units in the 2010 NRFU operation eligible
universe™ by LCO type were included in Table 9 in an effort to elucidate trends in QAC site
visits in certain areas of the country.

" This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
® There were 508 stateside D-399 forms filled out in Puerto Rico.
® Please refer to Appendix B for definitions of the LCO types.

1% The NRFU Eligible Universe includes housing units in TEAs 1, 2, 6 and 7.
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Table 9. Number of People Assisted at QAC Sites by Type of LCO

Type of LCO Number of Percent of Percent of

People People™ NRFU Eligible
Housing Unit

Universe™
Suburban/Rural 289,942 34.7% 51.0%
Urban/Hard to Count 259,304 31.1% 12.5%
Urban/Metropolitan 224,958 27.0% 30.7%
Rural/Remote 27,403 3.3% 4.2%
Puerto Rico 13,740 1.6% 1.2%
Alaska 6,265 0.8% 0.2%
Unknown Type 13,103 1.6% n/a
Total 834,715 100.0% 100.0%

Source: QAC Record of Contact File, DMD Cost and Progress and DSCMO

More people (34.7 percent) visited QAC sites in Suburban/Rural LCOs than in any other type of
LCO. This was predictable as most housing units just prior to the beginning of the 2010 NRFU
operation were in Suburban/Rural LCOs. The most drastic contrast between the percentage of
people who visited a QAC site in a certain LCO type and the percentage of eligible housing units
in the 2010 NRFU universe was in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. Just over 31 percent of the
people visited QAC sites in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. This shows there was a propensity for
people in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs to visit a QAC site, or that there were more QAC sites
made available in these areas, because only 12.5 percent of the NRFU eligible housing units
were in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. The percentages of people who visited QAC sites in the
remaining four LCO types were similar to the percentage of NRFU eligible housing units in their
respective LCO types.

Figure 7 shows the number of people that visited BC/QAC sites, stateside and in Puerto Rico,
chronologically, beginning with the opening of QAC sites only on February 26 and ending with
the QAC/BC site closeout date of April 19.

1 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

12 These percentages are based on the universe of housing units pre-NRFU and not final Census counts. This
column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Figure 7: Number of Visitors to QAC Sites by Date
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Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Examining Figure 7, notice that there is a large spike in QAC site visits on Friday, March 19.
This sudden increase in visits occurred because all QAC sites opened on this date. Prior to March
19, QAC sites were only open in U/L areas. Focusing on the 32 days that all QAC sites were
open, March 19 to April 19, we see that there are five main peaks and valleys in the number of
QAC visits. All of the valleys represent Sundays; we also see a large dip in visits on Saturdays.
This is contrary to the notion that, since most folks do not work on those days, weekends would
be the busiest days for QAC site visits. QAC sites were in fact open on weekends; however, the
sites were located mainly in buildings that did not experience as much foot traffic on the

weekends as on weekdays.

Visits tended to peak in the middle of the week on Wednesdays, and on Census day, April 1,
which fell on a Thursday. In fact, it was reported that April 1, was the most popular day at QAC

sites as at least 38,7843 people visited the sites on that day.

5.1.4.2 Reasons for QAC site visits

Table 10 shows the distribution of people stateside who visited QAC sites grouped by the reason
why they visited the site. The QAC representatives were encouraged to check all items that

applied to the reason for visit on the D-399 form.

13 Note that there were invalid date entries on 6,911 D-399 forms.
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Table 10. Number of People that Needed Assistance by Reason of Visit to QAC Site:

Stateside

Reason for Visit Number of  Percent of

Responses Responses™
Did not receive form 314,680 38.3%
Received two forms 30,816 3.8%
Lost form 90,924 11.1%
Received form for wrong address/person 4,688 0.6%
Asked about a population question 34,655 4.2%
Asked about a housing question 47,429 5.8%
Needed assistance with a language 40,940 5.0%
Could not read/or understand form 43,596 5.3%
Visit not related to questionnaire 52,928 6.4%
Asked about jobs 69,731 8.5%
Concern about privacy/confidentiality 31,977 3.9%
Asked about other census operations 37,761 4.6%
Already sent in form 19,948 2.4%
Asked a race related question 12,635 1.5%
Asked when the census questionnaire was due 11,302 1.4%
Asked a PO Box related question 3,375 0.4%
Homeless 1,563 0.2%
Other reason 125,550 15.3%
No box checked™ 10,320 1.3%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Over 38 percent of the people who visited a stateside QAC site did so because they did not
receive a census questionnaire. Just over 11 percent of the people visited a stateside QAC site
because they lost their census questionnaire. Eight and one-half percent of the people that visited
a QAC site stateside did so to inquire about jobs. Excluding the “other reason” responses, this
was the third most prevalent reason for a stateside QAC visit. The three most popular “write-in”
reasons for QAC site visits were for the visitor to express that they had already sent in their
questionnaire (2.4 percent), to ask race related questions about the questionnaire (1.5 percent),
and to ask what date the questionnaire was due (1.4 percent).

Table 11 presents the distribution of people that visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico grouped by
the reason why they visited the site.

 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

1> This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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Table 11. Number of People that Needed Assistance by Reason of Visit to QAC Site: Puerto

Rico

Reason for Visit Number of Percent of

Responses  Responses®
Did not receive form 5,638 41.0%
Received two forms 168 1.2%
Lost form 1,254 9.1%
Received form for wrong address/person 228 1.7%
Asked about a population question 692 5.0%
Asked about a housing question 894 6.5%
Needed assistance with a language 56 0.4%
Could not read/or understand form 1,198 8.7%
Visit not related to questionnaire 212 1.5%
Asked about jobs 461 3.4%
Concern about privacy/confidentiality 304 2.2%
Asked about other census operations 324 2.4%
Asked a race related question 608 4.4%
Asked when the census questionnaire was due 9 0.1%
Homeless 1 <0.1%
Asked a PO Box related question 1 <0.1%
Already sent in form 13 0.1%
Other reason 3,378 24.6%
No box checked"’ 126 0.9%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Similar to stateside, the two most common reasons why people visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico
were that they did not receive a questionnaire and that they lost their questionnaire. Of the
13,740 people who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico, 41 percent or 5,638 people visited because
they did not receive a questionnaire during the U/L operation (as all of Puerto Rico was
enumerated using the U/L methodology), while 9.1 percent visited a QAC site because they lost
their questionnaire. Nearly nine percent of the people who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico did
so because they could not read or understand at least a portion of their questionnaire, in contrast
to the 5.3 percent of people who visited a QAC site stateside that could not read or understand at
least a portion of their questionnaire (see Table 10).

18 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

" This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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5.1.4.3 Questionnaires that customers were assisted with at QAC sites

BC questionnaires were offered in six languages—English, Spanish, Russian, Chinese, Korean,
and Vietnamese. Table 12 shows the distribution of the people who visited a stateside QAC site
by the type of questionnaire for which they needed assistance.

Table 12. Type of Questionnaire that a Customer was Assisted with at Stateside QAC Sites

Type of Questionnaire Number of Percent of

Responses Responses'®
Mailout/Mailback-English 164,818 20.1%
Mailout/Mailback-Bilingual 22,754 2.8%
Update/Leave Adds-English 2,768 0.3%
Be Counted-English 203,376 24.8%
Be Counted-Spanish 38,625 4.7%
Be Counted-Chinese 7,314 0.9%
Be Counted-Korean 3,151 0.4%
Be Counted-Vietnamese 2,224 0.3%
Be Counted-Russian 1,803 0.2%
Be Counted Questionnaire Envelope 19,334 2.4%
Asked about jobs 5,613 0.7%
Other reason 21,025 2.6%
No box checked™ 252,766 30.8%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 -

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

QAC representatives stateside predominantly assisted visitors with the BC-English and
Mailout/Mailback English questionnaires. Nearly one-quarter of the people who were assisted by
a stateside QAC representative asked for assistance on the BC-English form, while about 20
percent of the QAC visitors stateside were assisted with the Mailout/Mailback-English form. Of
the 45,972 QAC representatives that filled in a write-in response for this item on the D-399 form,
it was reported that 19,334 visitors needed assistance with the D-12, BC Questionnaire Envelope,
and 5,613 visitors asked about jobs with the census. Almost 31 percent of the people who visited
stateside QAC sites were not reported as needing assistance on a particular questionnaire.

Enumeration in Puerto Rico for the 2010 Census was conducted using the U/L methodology.
Table 13 shows the distribution of the people who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico by the type
of questionnaire for which they needed assistance.

'8 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

9 This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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Table 13. Type of Questionnaire that a Customer was Assisted with at Puerto Rico QAC

Sites

Type of Questionnaire Number of  Percent of

Responses Responses®
Update/Leave Add-Puerto Rico (Spanish) 1,989 14.5%
Update/Leave-Puerto Rico (Spanish) 654 4.8%
Be Counted-Puerto Rico (Spanish) 2,808 20.4%
Be Counted-Puerto Rico (English) 829 6.0%
Update/Leave-Bilingual 23 0.2%
Update/Leave Add-English 223 1.6%
Be Counted Questionnaire Envelope 256 1.9%
Asked about jobs 21 0.2%
Other reason 149 1.1%
No box checked™ 6,436 46.8%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

It was reported that nearly half of the people in Puerto Rico who were assisted by a QAC
representative did not need help completing a specific census questionnaire. Over 26 percent of
the respondents in Puerto Rico were assisted with a BC-Puerto Rico questionnaire, whether the
form was in English or Spanish. Of the BC-Puerto Rico questionnaires that persons needed
assistance with, 77.2 percent were in Spanish, while the remaining 22.8 percent were in English.
Almost 15 percent of the people in Puerto Rico who visited a QAC site needed assistance on a
U/L Add-Puerto Rico (Spanish) questionnaire. This was a stark contrast from QAC sites
stateside, where only 0.3 percent of the people needed assistance on U/L questionnaires. This
contrast can be attributed to the fact that all of Puerto Rico was enumerated using U/L
methodology.

A language flashcard was one of the many resources QAC representatives were provided with in
order to assist QAC visitors. The language flashcard was a tool for the QAC representatives to
reference to aid them in identifying the language of the respondent. In addition to the language
flashcard, a binder of language tools was provided to the QAC representatives to offer additional
language assistance to the respondents. Table 14 shows the distribution of people that visited
stateside QAC sites by the language of the BC questionnaire provided to the respondent.

 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

2! This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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Table 14. Language of Be Counted Questionnaire Provided in Stateside QAC Sites

Language of Questionnaire Number Percent of

of People People?
English 377,672 46.0%
Spanish 86,273 10.5%
Chinese 11,714 1.4%
Korean 5,775 0.7%
Viethamese 4,262 0.5%
Russian 2,510 0.3%
NA/no box checked® 335,464 40.9%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Most of the people who requested a BC questionnaire at a stateside QAC site needed an English
questionnaire, which was expected. Nearly 11 percent of the 820,975 people who visited a
stateside QAC site requested a Spanish BC questionnaire. Either no box was checked or the
“NA” box was checked almost 41 percent of the time in this item on the D-399 forms, which
implies that those customers did not need a BC questionnaire.

Table 15 presents the distribution of people that visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico by the
language of the BC questionnaire provided to the respondent.

Table 15. Language of Be Counted Questionnaire Provided in Puerto Rico QAC Sites

Language of Questionnaire Number Percent of
of People  People®
Spanish 7,477 54.4%
English 314 2.3%
NA/no box checked® 5,950 43.3%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Only two types of BC questionnaires were available at QAC sites in Puerto Rico: English and
Spanish. A majority (54.4 percent) of the people who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico needed a

22 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

2 This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘NA’ box or did not check any of the boxes for the
corresponding item on the D-399 form.

 This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

% This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘NA’ box or did not check any of the boxes for the
corresponding item on the D-399 form.
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Spanish BC questionnaire. Only about two percent of the customers needed an English BC
questionnaire, while just over 43 percent did not need a BC questionnaire at QAC sites in Puerto
Rico.

5.1.4.4 Types of language assistance guides used by QAC site customers

In addition to the binder containing language tools supplied to the QAC representatives,
language assistance guides in 59 languages were made available for on-site use for the QAC site
visitors. Table 16 shows the distribution of people who visited a stateside QAC site by the type
of language assistance guides used by the QAC site visitors.

Table 16. Number of Language Assistance Guides Used in Stateside QAC Sites

Language of Assistance Number of Percent of
Guide People People?®
No guide used”’ 782,222 95.3%
Spanish 18,362 2.2%
Simplified Chinese 2,924 0.4%
Korean 2,662 0.3%
Arabic 2,265 0.3%
Vietnamese 1,693 0.2%
Traditional Chinese 1,486 0.2%
Haitian Creole 1,053 0.1%
Armenian 892 0.1%
Russian 824 0.1%
Somali 670 0.1%
Cambodian 560 0.1%
Thai 553 0.1%
Portuguese 507 0.1%
English 448 0.1%
Polish 424 0.1%
All other languages® 3,724 0.5%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

% This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

%" This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘No guide used’ box or did not check any of the boxes
for the corresponding item on the D-399 form.

% please reference Appendix A for the expanded table including all of the other languages.
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Only 4.8 percent of the 820,975 people who visited a stateside QAC site used a language
assistance guide. It was reported that the visitors at the stateside QAC sites utilized 51 of the 59
available language assistance guides.

Table 17 shows the distribution of people who visited QAC sites in Puerto Rico by the type of
language assistance guides used by the QAC site visitors.

Table 17. Number of Language Assistance Guides Used in Puerto Rico QAC Sites

Language of Assistance Guide Number of Percent of

People People?
No guide used™ 13,712 99.8%
English 23 0.2%
Simplified Chinese 2 <0.1%
Unknown 2 <0.1%
Arabic 1 <0.1%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Only 28, or 0.2 percent, of the 13,740 people who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico used
language assistance guides. Of these 28 people, 82.1 percent (or 23 people) used an English
language assistance guide. There was not an official English language assistance guide.
However, there was a checkbox on the D-399(PR) record of contact form for an English
language assistance guide. The reference to the English language assistance guide on the D-
399(PR) form may have been in reference to the Large Print guides that were made available at
the QAC sites for those with poor vision.

5.1.4.5 Ways customers learned about QAC sites

Table 18 and Table 19 present the results of how visitors learned about the QAC sites (through
what medium) for stateside and Puerto Rico, respectively.

% This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

%0 This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘No guide used’ box or did not check any of the boxes
for the corresponding item on the D-399 form.
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Table 18. Number of People that Needed Assistance by the Medium the Respondent
Learned about the QAC Site: Stateside

Medium Number of  Percent of

People People®
Saw BC container and/or QAC site 530,716 64.6%
Saw on poster 64,275 7.8%
Heard from friend/relative/neighbor 55,627 6.8%
Saw on TV/Internet 42,318 5.2%
Heard through organization/association 41,366 5.0%
Heard in place of worship 27,095 3.3%
Read in newspaper 19,672 2.4%
Heard on radio 14,029 1.7%
Read in flyer 13,534 1.6%
Heard in meeting 7,906 1.0%
Saw at library 7,169 0.9%
QAC representative got their attention 4,988 0.6%
Saw on sign or banner 4,727 0.6%
Saw in mail 2,837 0.3%
Saw while shopping 2,703 0.3%
Saw at Post Office 1,949 0.2%
Saw at school 1,533 0.2%
No box checked™ 72,054 8.8%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Most (64.6 percent) of the visitors to stateside QAC sites were passersby who saw either the BC
container or QAC site. Nearly 8 percent of the people who visited stateside QAC sites were
alerted of the site from a poster they saw, which was the second most common way a respondent
learned about a stateside QAC site. Almost seven percent of the stateside QAC site visitors
learned about the site from a friend, relative, or neighbor.

%! This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

%2 This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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Table 19. Number of People that Needed Assistance by the Medium the Respondent
Learned about the QAC Site: Puerto Rico

Medium Number of Percent of

People People®
Saw BC container and/or QAC site 6,337 46.1%
Saw on poster 3,319 24.2%
Saw on TV/Internet 1,491 10.9%
Heard on radio 1,041 7.6%
Heard from friend/relative/neighbor 943 6.9%
Read in flyer 294 2.1%
Read in newspaper 289 2.1%
Saw while shopping 191 1.4%
Heard in place of worship 159 1.2%
Heard through organization/association 150 1.1%
Heard in meeting 143 1.0%
Saw on sign or banner 75 0.5%
Saw at library 2 <0.1%
QAC representative got their attention 1 <0.1%
No box checked®* 2,315 16.8%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 -

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Similar to stateside, the most common way a QAC site visitor in Puerto Rico learned about the
site was by merely passing by and visually seeing a BC container or QAC site (46.1 percent of
the QAC site visitors in Puerto Rico). Almost one-quarter of the people who visited a QAC site
in Puerto Rico learned about the site from a poster they saw, while about 11 percent learned
about the site via television or the internet.

5.1.4.6 Secondary means of assistance to which QAC site customers were referred

A QAC representative was not always able to resolve a visitor’s question or issue. If the QAC
representative exhausted all of their resources and still was unable to aid a customer, they were
to refer them to another census resource. Table 20 shows the distribution of secondary resources
to which QAC representatives referred stateside customers.

% This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

% This represents that the QAC representative did not check any of the boxes for the corresponding item on the D-
399 form.
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Table 20. Number of People Referred or Not Referred to Other Census Resources by
Stateside QAC Representatives

Customer Referred To Number of Percent of

People People®
Internet 37,506 4.6%
Local Census Office 21,056 2.6%
Telephone Questionnaire Assistance 21,023 2.6%
Other 33,836 4.1%
Not referred>® 603,140 73.5%
Total Stateside Visits 820,975 --

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

Nearly 74 percent of the people who visited stateside QAC sites did not need to be referred to
another census resource by the QAC representative. This implies that the QAC representatives
successfully aided most people at the QAC sites, as they did not need to be referred to a
supplemental method of assistance. Almost five percent of the people were referred to the
internet for assistance, while nearly three percent were referred to TQA, and another almost
three percent were referred to the LCO for additional assistance.

Table 21 shows the distribution of secondary resources to which customers in Puerto Rico were
referred to by QAC representatives.

Table 21. Number of People Referred or Not Referred to Other Census Resources by
Puerto Rico QAC Representatives

Customer Referred To Number of Percent of

People People®’
Telephone Questionnaire Assistance 808 5.9%
Internet 280 2.0%
Local Census Office 245 1.8%
Other 974 7.1%
Not referred™® 9,736 70.9%
Total Puerto Rico Visits 13,740 -

Source: QAC Record of Contact File

% This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

% This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘No Referred’ box or did not check any of the boxes for
the corresponding item on the D-399 form.

% This column does not total 100.0 percent because the QAC representative could select multiple or zero answers on
the D-399 form.

% This represents that the QAC representative checked the ‘No Referred’ box or did not check any of the boxes for
the corresponding item on the D-399 form.
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Similar to stateside, almost 71 percent of the people who visited QAC sites in Puerto Rico did
not need to be referred to another census resource by the QAC representative. Again, this implies
that the QAC representative was able to successfully aid most people at the QAC site, as they did
not need to be referred to a supplemental method of assistance. Nearly six percent of the people
who visited a QAC site in Puerto Rico were referred to TQA, while another two percent of the
people were referred to the internet for additional assistance.

5.1.4.7 QAC sites in U/L areas

The QAC program began on February 26, 2010, in areas enumerated under the U/L methodology
to provide assistance with census questionnaires. During that time, BC questionnaires were not
available since individuals in U/L areas may not have already received their hand-delivered
questionnaire and thus could not assess whether they had been missed and needed a BC form.
Subsequently, on March 19, 2010, all BC and QAC sites were opened in both MO/MB and U/L
enumerated areas. Table 22 presents the number of QAC/BC sites in U/L areas, both stateside
and in Puerto Rico.

Table 22. QAC/BC Sites in U/L Areas
Number  Percent

QAC and BC site 3,268 99.8%

BC site only 5 0.2%

Total 3,273 100.0%
Source: IPCD

Of the 3,273 total BC/QAC sites in U/L areas throughout stateside and Puerto Rico, 3,268 were
QAC sites, while just five were BC only sites. Only 3,268, or 11.2 percent, of the 29,157 total
QAC sites were located in U/L enumeration areas.

5.1.5 Material and Site Adequacy

The BC/QAC research questions included several topics for which we relied exclusively on FLD
Debriefings to answer. In this section, we address topics regarding the adequacy of sites,
materials, and other resources using qualitative and anecdotal data, addressing the following
questions:

= Did QAC representatives feel they had sufficient resources to perform their jobs?
= Were the Questionnaire Reference Book (QRB) and other materials useful?
= Did sites run out of BC questionnaires?

5.1.5.1 Adequacy of resources and materials made available to QAC representatives

QAC representatives had many resources at their disposal to provide questionnaire assistance to
customers. These resource materials included: a job aid that included the explanation of their
main duties and answers to Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and a Questionnaire Reference
Book (QRB) to answer questionnaire-specific questions. Additionally, QAC representatives had
a language flashcard to easily identify the language of the respondent in 50 languages, and
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language assistance guides in 59 languages to aid the respondent in filling out his/her census
questionnaire.

As mentioned earlier, BC clerks or FOSs could replenish the BC boxes with questionnaires.
They visited each site at least three times, and could visit them more often, as needed. Based on
conversations with the regions, the New York region exhausted their D-399 form resources, and
were subsequently replenished with D-399 forms. Aside from that, no other region stated that
they depleted their allotment of BC questionnaires or QAC materials.

Overall, according to the Regional Partnership Program Debriefing Report: Be Counted and
Questionnaire Assistance Centers, the QRB and the FAQs documents received good reviews
from staff for being useful for answering questions from the public.

5.1.5.2 Language Needs

Debriefings indicated that hiring QAC representatives from the surrounding community who
spoke needed languages was difficult. As a result, some QAC representatives had to work in
areas that were unfamiliar to them. In other cases, QAC representatives had limited or no
language skills that were needed in a specific community. DAPPS did not indicate if personnel
had the correct language skills for the community. Sometimes non-U.S. citizens who applied
spoke a needed language, but the process to obtain an exception to hire them was too lengthy.

5.1.6 Website

The website allowed a person to enter area information and locate BC/QAC sites that were near
their location on a map. The 2010 Census web site was successfully implemented despite limited
development and testing time. The decision to include a link on the 2010 Census website
documenting a list of all the BC/QAC sites was enacted just prior to the launch of the program.
Hence, the Partnership staff had to quickly geocode and enter hours of operation and in what
language assistance was available for each of the 9,670 BC sites and 29,157 QAC sites. The
haste in performing that task led to mistakes in data entry and incomplete or incorrect BC/QAC
information on the website. As known prior to the start of the operation, metrics on the use of the
BC/QAC sites were not available because the BC/QAC component was integrated with the Take
10 Website and there was no way to determine users specific to QAC. We know that the website
was viewed 443,959 times in March 2010, but we do not know how many of those visits were to
look up BC/QAC site information.
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5.1.7 Be Counted Processing Results and Effects on Coverage

The following section presents the results of GEO’s geocoding of completed BC questionnaires.
It includes information on the geocoding of Type A and Type B cases and what type of living
quarters that they matched. The results from the additional Type B matching are also presented
below. Finally, this section reports on the number of people counted in the 2010 Census from a
BC and the demographic characteristics of those people.

5.1.7.1 Types of Be Counted Forms

As stated in Section 2.3.1 there were six different types of BC forms available to stateside
respondents and two types available to respondents in Puerto Rico. There were 780,914 total BC
questionnaires data captured and the address information from all the forms was sent to GEO to
be processed. This is less than the 784,103 BC questionnaires checked into data capture, because
the category “checked into data capture” includes blank questionnaires and any questionnaires
that were data captured twice. See Table 23 for the number of forms processed by type of
questionnaire.

Table 23. Number of Be Counted Forms Processed by Questionnaire Type

Be Counted Questionnaire Number Percentage™®
Type

English 678,813 86.9%
Spanish 70,875 9.1%
Chinese 10,781 1.4%
Korean 4,645 0.6%
Vietnamese 3,316 0.4%
Russian 2,035 0.3%
Puerto Rico (Spanish) 9,244 1.2%
Puerto Rico (English) 1,205 0.2%
Total 780,914 100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File

All BC forms were initially not associated with a MAFID. Unlike a questionnaire that is mailed
to a specific address contained in the MTdb, the nature of the Be Counted questionnaires makes
pre-assigning a MAFID impractical. Instead, the Response Processing System assigns a
processing ID once the form is returned to uniquely identify it within Universe Control
Management (UCM), and then the address information from the BC form goes through a series
of GEO processes to see if a MAFID can be assigned. Since they were not initially linked to an
address on the MTdb, BC forms are considered Non-ID. When GEO receives the BC address
data they first attempt to header code the case to a county and state. The geocoding that happens
after the header coding differs by the type of BC cases. There are two types of BC cases. The
type is determined by how the BC respondent completed the questionnaire. If the respondents

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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indicated that they had an address where they lived or stayed most of the time that BC
questionnaire is considered a Type A Non-ID case. If the respondent indicated they did not have
a usual residence on April 1, 2010, the BC questionnaire is classified as a Type B Non-ID case.
The respondent indicates that they do not have a usual residence by checking the “no address”
box on the BC questionnaire as shown in Figure 8, which is located on the questionnaire under
question 1 and above the address fields.

Figure 8. No Address Box

1. What Is the full address of the place you were living on Aprll 1, 2010? If you have more
than one residence, provide the address of the place where you live most of the time.

Mark X this box if you had no address on Thursday, April 1, 2010. Use the boxes below to
identify the location where you stayed. Include city, county, state, ZIP Code, and any other
information such as sireet or park name.

Table 24 shows the number of Type A and Type B cases for stateside and Puerto Rico BC forms.

Table 24. Number of Type A and Type B Be Counted Form Types Stateside and in Puerto

Rico
Stateside Puerto Rico Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Type A 756,908 98.2% 10,296 98.5% 767,204 98.2%
Type B 13,557 1.8% 153 1.5% 13,710 1.8%
Total 770,465 100.0% 10,449 100.0% 780,914 100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File

Of the 770,465 stateside forms, 98.2 percent were Type A cases and 1.8 percent were Type B
cases. Of the 10,449 Puerto Rico BC forms, 98.5 percent were Type A cases and 1.5 percent
were Type B cases.

There were 283 cases where the respondent did not check the “no address” box but the
questionnaire was classified as a Type B case. These cases contained wording in the address
information indicating homelessness or the word “Homeless” or some variation thereof in the
address fields on the BC questionnaire. These cases met the initial criteria to be classified as
Type A cases because the box was not checked, but the cases were changed to Type B cases at
HQ after the clerical Non-ID processing staff marked the cases as uncodable. This type of
respondent error was initially reported in the results of the cognitive testing of the BC
questionnaire in 2008. The cognitive test found that the “no address” box was not successful at
identifying people experiencing homelessness (Childs, Gerber, and Norris, 2009). The report on
the cognitive test of the BC questionnaire recommended that an additional question be added to
the questionnaire that asked for a physical location for where that person was living and if that
person was experiencing homelessness. The Census Bureau rejected these recommendations
because there was not time to add new data items to the questionnaire and fully test those items
prior to implementation. In the future, the Census Bureau should explore these additional
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methods for collecting this information based on the additional processing that was needed in
2010 to identify Type B BC cases.

5.1.7.2 Type A Results

After the respondent indicated they had a usual residence, they were then asked to provide the
address information for the housing unit, group quarters or location of where they were living on
April 1, 2010. Only Type A cases that matched to a geocoded housing unit MTdb record, or were
geocoded and subsequently field verified, were eligible to be counted in the final 2010 Census
count. See Figure 9 for the address fields captured on the English Language stateside BC
questionnaire and Figure 10 the address fields on the English Language Puerto Rico BC
questionnaire.

Figure 9. Address Fields for Stateside English Language Be Counted From

House number

Street name

Apartment number

Bural route address

City State ZIP Code

i

County
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Figure 10. Address Fields for Puerto Rico English Language Questionnaire

House number KM_HM

Lirbanization{Urb)/Condominium(Can dl-'Hesiden;: ialiRes)

Street name/Carretera(Carrl/Hamal

Unit designation — Building and Apartment

Fural route address/Area 1 (BeBda/Sect/Com/Parc)

City/Area 2 (Bda/SectiCom/Parc)

Mumicipio ZIP Code

As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10, the address fields for house number and street name are
individually parsed. The parsing of the address fields was required to facilitate GEO processing.
However, the parsing of the address fields was identified as a critical problem during the
cognitive testing of the BC questionnaire. The report “2008 Be Counted Questionnaire:
Respondent Problems Encountered in Cognitive Testing”40 stated:

Most Respondents are familiar with standard Post Office formats, which place house
number and street name on the same line. These standard formats are described in
“Postal Addressing Standards” (US Postal Service, July 2006), which details the
“proper format for the address style.” This is the address format the Post Office wants
all mailers to use and is likely the address format that respondents are used to seeing on
their mail.

The most common errors occurred because respondents expected to write house number
and street name in the same field. This resulted in a cascade of problems which could
cause errors in processing. Many respondents tried to include house number and street
name in the House Number line, sometimes abbreviating the street name in order to fit

“0 Results of Cognitive Testing applied to the stateside questionnaire only.
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both in the small response field. Subsequently, respondents sometimes repeated both
pieces of information in the Street Name field, sometimes left the Street Name field blank,
sometimes repeated only the street name again (although they did not always write it
exactly the same way — either spelling it out, or including a designation like NE), and
sometimes went back and crossed out the street name from the House Number field when
they realized the error. (Childs, Gerber, and Norris, 2009)

In addition to issues caused by the parsing of the address data items into separate fields,
respondents had issues with the term “House Number” for the first address box. In 2010,
respondents incorrectly entered their house number and street name in the “House Number” field
on 10,418 questionnaires.** There were 4,358 questionnaires that a respondent entered their
phone number in this address field.** Respondents also incorrectly provided a Post Office Box as
their house number 771 times.

A respondent’s ability to enter information into the address fields the way intended by the
Census Bureau directly affects how much work and processing needs to be done for it to be
geocoded and assigned a MAFID. Initially, Type A cases were header-coded to a state and
county. Successfully header-coded Type A cases were then submitted to an automated process
that attempted to match them to address records already in the MTdb. Cases that failed
automated matching were sent through automated geocoding. After the automated geocoding
process, additional clerical matching and geocoding at the National Processing Center were
needed if:

e The case did not match an address record and subsequently could not be geocoded via the
automated geocoding routine,

e The case matched to an address record that did not have an associated geocode, or

e The case could not be geocoded through the automated process.

After clerical processing, the cases were returned to Census Bureau HQ for post-clerical
processing. During post-clerical processing a final attempt was made to match and/or geocode
cases that were not matched and geocoded during the clerical process or were only clerically
geocoded. The final step for all successfully matched and geocoded cases was to update the
MTdb with all the matches and geocodes. Cases that were successfully matched could have been
linked to one of the following living quarters or structure types:

e Housing unit,
e Group quarters,
e Transitory unit,

“Cases with house number and street name in one address field were identified as having between one and eight
numeric characters and at least two alphabetic characters. The case also could not have the words PO BOX or any
words that identified a house number but not a street address (for example, West, North, East, South, APT, Space,
Building).

*2 These cases had the same number in the phone number and house number fields on the BC questionnaire.
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e Transitory location,
¢ Nonresidential unit, or
o A MAF record of unknown type.*

Type A cases that were not successfully matched and/or geocoded were deemed uncodable and
the address information and associated response data were not included in the census universe.
See Table 25 for the number of Type A BC cases that underwent each type of processing.

Table 25. Type of Processing of Be Counted Type A Cases

Type of Processing Number Percent™

Automated Processing 743,423 96.9%
Clerical Processing 301,945 39.3%
Post-Clerical Processing 149,399 19.5%
Total Type A Be Counted Cases 767,204

Source: 2010 Non-ID Processing Assessment

Nearly 40 percent of the BC Type A cases were not able to be resolved through the automated
geocoding process and had to undergo the clerical Non-1D processing. Additionally, just under
20 percent had to undergo the post-clerical automated processing.

In sum, if there was less confusion among respondents on how to fill out the BC questionnaire,
there would be less of a need for clerical and post-clerical processing.

5.1.7.2.1 Field Verification Outcomes

For Type A cases, if a block-level geocode was obtained after automated or clerical processing
for an address that was not already in the decennial address inventory, the case was considered
unmatched and geocoded. These cases were then sent to FV for further investigation, along with
other cases that existed in the MTdb but not in the census universe. In FV, a lister could either
verify that the address existed in the assigned block, indicate that the address did not exist in the
assigned block or identify the address as a duplicate of another address in the assigned block.
Table 26 presents the final field outcomes of the BC addresses that were in the 2010 FV
operation.

* This includes cases that had a results code from the GEO matching that stated the case matched to a unit but did
not have a MAFID or cases that had a MAFID and that MAFID could not be found on the Final MAFX.

* This column does not equal 100.0 percent because a Be Counted case could have undergone all three processes.
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Table 26. Final Field Actions of Be Counted Addresses in the 2010 Field Verification
Operation®

Stateside Puerto Rico Total
Field Action Number Percent®™ Number Percent® Number Percent®
Coded as Verify 75,492 38.0% 1,990 52.1% 77,482 38.2%
Coded as Delete 77,286 38.9% 1,124 29.4% 78,410 38.7%
Coded as Duplicate 46,048 23.2% 695 18.2% 46,743 23.1%
No Field Action Taken 66 <0.1% 8 0.2% 74 <0.1%
Total 198,892  100.0% 3,817 100.0% 202,709  100.0%

Source: MAFX and 2010 FV Assessment Keying Data

There were 202,709 housing units from BC that obtained an automated or clerical geocode from
GEO MTdb matching that were in the 2010 FV operation. There were 198,892 stateside housing
units, while 3,817 were from Puerto Rico. FV listers verified thirty-eight percent of the stateside
housing units, while 62 percent were either deleted or considered to be duplicates by FV listers.
According to the 2010 Census Field Verification Operational Assessment, the verify rate for the
FV records from BC was very similar to the overall Non-1D verify rate of 37.8 percent.
However, the verify rate was lower than the predicted Non-ID verify rate of 49.2 percent, which
was based on Census 2000 results.

It should be noted that the delete action was assigned in field work any time the unit was not
located in the given block to which it was geocoded in both the 2010 Census and Census 2000.
For the BC cases that were deleted, the address information garnered from the BC form was
maintained on the MTdb, though the records were not included in final Census counts. If a BC
case was marked as duplicate in FV, the BC address information was maintained on the MAF,
but it may or may not be considered the MAF unit’s “preferred” address, which is the address
used for field operations.

5.1.7.2.2 Final Type A Results of Address Matching and Field Verification

After going through Non-ID Processing and FV, a Type A BC case was classified as either
linked to an address (matched), geocoded, did not match to an address, or was never eligible for
address matching. The final address matched results for stateside and Puerto Rico Type A cases

** Note that these tallies are not exactly the same as those presented in the 2010 Census Field Verification
Operational Assessment. There were over 350 instances where an FV address came from BC in addition to another
Non-ID source, such as the TQA operation. These tallies contain all FV address records that were identified as
having 2010 BC source information.

*® This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

*" This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

*8 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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can be found in Table 27. Table 27 shows the type of living quarters to which the Type A cases
were matched and geocoded.

Table 27. Final Matching for Types of Living Quarters from Type A Be Counted Forms
Stateside and in Puerto Rico

Stateside Puerto Rico Total

Number Percent™ Number Percent® Number Percent™
Housing Unit 676,478 89.4% 7,426 72.1% 683,904 89.1%
Group Quarters 5,535 0.7% 5 <0.1% 5,540 0.7%
Transitory Unit 4 <0.1% 0 0.0% 4 <0.1%
Transitory Location 343 <0.1% 0 0.0% 343 <0.1%
Nonresidential 6,533 0.9% 0 0.0% 6,533 0.9%
Geocoded MAF 40" <0.1% 2 <0.1% 42 <0.1%
Record but the Type is
Unknown
Did Not Match 58,563 7.7% 2,858 27.8% 61,421 8.0%
Excluded from 9,412 1.2% 5 <0.1% 9,417 1.2%
Matching
Total 756,908 100.0% 10,296  100.0% 767,204  100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File and MAFX

Of all the Type A cases, 89.1 percent matched to a housing unit. Puerto Rico had a lower
housing unit match rate than the stateside forms. This could be a result of GEO only performing
an exact match for cases in Puerto Rico while stateside cases undergo both an exact and
equivocated match. Seventy-two percent of Type A in Puerto Rico cases matched to a housing
unit compared to 89.4 percent of the stateside cases. Additionally, 27.8 percent of the housing
units in Puerto Rico did not match to any type of living quarters. It should be noted that there
were cases that were flagged as matching to a housing unit, nonresidential unit, or a geocoded
MAF record but were not given a MAFID. There were 262 cases that were reported to be linked
to a housing unit but did not have a MAFID. See the footnotes in Table 27 for the numbers of
cases that were reported as linked but were missing a MAFID. Only the Type A cases that

*® This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
%0 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
> This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

2 There are 262 cases that have flags indicating that they were matched to a housing unit through automated or
clerical matching that do not have a MAFID.

> There was one case that was flagged indicating that it was matched to a nonresidential unit through automated or
clerical matching that does not have a MAFID.

> There were two cases flagged as being geocoded that have a MAFID.
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matched to a housing unit were eligible to be counted in the final 2010 Census counts. If a Type
A case matched to a group quarters, transitory location, or transitory unit the demographic data
associated with the Type A cases were not included in the 2010 Census. For the complete
matching and geocoding results for the BC Type A cases, refer to the 2010 Non-ID Processing
Assessment.

In Table 27 there were 5,540 Type A BC forms linked to a Group Quarters (GQ). The different
types of GQs that were linked to a BC questionnaire are shown in Table 28. There were only five
cases linked to a GQ in Puerto Rico. Due to the small number of linked cases to a GQ in Puerto
Rico, we will only be reporting the types of GQ linked for the total GQs (stateside and Puerto
Rico).

Table 28. Types of Group Quarters that Type A Be Counted Forms were Matched to,
Stateside and Puerto Rico

Group Quarters Type Number Percent™
Emergency and Transitional Shelters for People 1,069 19.3%
Experiencing Homelessness

Group Homes or Residential Treatment Centers for 611 11.0%
Adults

College/University Student Housing 547 9.9%
Soup Kitchens or Mobile Food Vans 378 6.8%
Nursing Facilities/Skilled-Nursing Facilities 340 6.1%
Religious Group Quarters and Domestic Violence 334 6.0%
Shelters

Special Group Quarters 229 4.1%
Worker’s Group Living Quarters and Jobs Corps 184 3.3%
Centers

Detention Centers, Jails, or Prisons 47 0.8%
Juvenile Group Homes, Treatment Centers, or 13 0.2%
Correctional Facilities

Hospitals, or Schools for People with Disabilities 21 0.4%
Military Quarters 6 0.1%
Group Quarters but not on MTdb 253 4.6%
Other 1,145 20.7%
Unassigned 7 0.1%
Unknown Type 356 6.4%
Total 5,540 100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File and MAFX

As reported in Table 28, 19.3 percent of the BC Type A cases linked to a GQ were linked to an
emergency and transitional shelter for people experiencing homelessness. That was the largest

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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singular type of GQ. Twenty percent were linked to another type of GQ where the type is not
indicated on the MAFX files. The second largest known type of GQ was group homes or
residential treatment centers for adults, consisting of 11 percent of the GQ Type A cases.
Approximately 10 percent of the Type A GQ links were college or university student housing.

5.1.7.2.3 Type A Cases with a MAFID

All Type A BC cases went through a process conducted by GEO that attempted to assign a
MAFID to the address or geocode the address and send it to the FV operation to verify the
address to get a MAFID. Addresses with a MAFID were eligible to be included in the final
census counts. If the address information provided by the respondent was not sufficient for GEO
to obtain a match or geocode (state, county and census block must be obtained), then it was not
assigned a MAFID. Table 29 shows the frequency with which GEO was able to successfully
assign MAFIDs to Type A BC cases.

Table 29. Type A Be Counted Forms with a MAFID Stateside and in Puerto Rico

Stateside Puerto Rico Total
Number Percent Number Percent  Number Percent
MAFID 688,632 91.0% 7,431 72.2% 696,063 90.7%
No MAFID 68,276 9.0% 2,865 27.8% 71,141 9.3%
Total 756,908 100.0% 10,296 100.0% 767,204 100.0%

Source: Non-1D Assessment File

Nine percent of stateside Type A BC forms were not assigned a MAFID by GEO. Puerto Rico
had a much higher rate of cases without a MAFID, with 27.8 percent of the Type A BC cases
there not having a MAFID.

To further explore where the BC questionnaires were completed, we looked at the locations of
the Type A BC cases with MAFIDS. The research on the types of location was limited due to the
necessity of a MAFID to link location information to the case. The DMD Cost and Progress
system had each of the 494 LCOs in the country linked to a type. Those types consisted of
Suburban/Rural, Urban/Metropolitan, Urban/Hard to Count, Rural/Remote, Puerto Rico, and
Alaska. Table 30 shows the percentage of Type A BC forms with a MAFID that were located in
each LCO type. The percentage of the NRFU eligible universe®® was included in Table 30 to
compare the distribution of BC forms to the number of housing units located within the LCO
types prior to NRFU.

% The NRFU Eligible Universe includes housing units in TEAs 1, 2, 6 and 7.

61



Table 30. Type of LCO in which Type A Be Counted Forms with a MAFID were located

LCO Type Number of Percentof  Percent of NRFU
Be Counted  Be Counted Eligible
Universe®’
Suburban/Rural 333,430 47.9% 51.0%
Urban/Metropolitan 194,439 27.9% 30.7%
Urban/Hard to Count 113,532 16.3% 12.5%
Rural/Remote 32,782 4.7% 4.2%
Puerto Rico 7,336 1.1% 1.2%
Alaska 5,744 0.8% 0.2%
Unknown Type 8,800 1.3% n/a
Total 696,063 100.0% 100.0%

Source: MAFX, Non-ID Assessment File, DMD Cost and Progress, and DSCMO

As shown in Table 30, the majority of Type A BC forms with a MAFID were in Suburban/Rural
areas. This area consisted of 47.9 percent of the cases. The Suburban/Rural type contained the
largest number of housing units in the country so it is expected that the majority of BC cases
would be in this category. However, the percentage of BC cases is several percentage points
lower than the percentage of housing units located within that area. The area type with the largest
increase in BC cases compared to distribution of housing units is the Urban/Hard to Count areas.
The distribution of Type A BC forms is nearly four percentage points higher than the percentage
of housing units in the NRFU eligible universe. This implies that people in Urban/Hard to Count
areas were more likely to complete a BC questionnaire than other regions or they had more
access to BC forms than other regions of the country. The LCOs that are included in the
Urban/Hard to Count areas are located in the following cities: Miami, Atlanta, Boston, Chicago,
Detroit, New York City, the District of Columbia, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Oakland, and San
Francisco.

In addition to reporting on BC cases in urban, suburban, and rural areas, we looked at the number
of Type A BC cases in each Type of Enumeration Area (TEA). For the 2010 Census, the United
States was divided into seven different TEAs. The TEAs distinguished what type of operation
was used to deliver the questionnaires or perform the enumeration. The different TEAs in the
2010 Census were:

Mailout/Mailback (TEA 1)

U/L (TEA 2)

Remote Update Enumerate (TEA 3)
Remote Alaska (TEA 4)

Update Enumerate (TEA 5)
Military (TEA 6)

Urban U/L (TEA7)

% These percentages are based on the universe of housing units pre-NRFU and not final Census counts. This
column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 31 shows the percentage of Type A BC cases with a MAFID in each TEA and the
percentage of total housing units located stateside.

Table 31. Type of Enumeration Area in which Type A Be Counted Forms with a MAFID
were located

Type of Number of Percent of 2010 Census Final
Enumeration Area Be Counted Be Results>®
Counted®

Mailout/Mailback 635,982 91.4% 90.9%
Update/Leave 30,177 4.3% 6.1%"°
Remote Update Enumerate 70 <0.1% <0.1%
Remote Alaska 17 <0.1% <0.1%
Update Enumerate 6,505 0.9% 1.0%
Military 435 0.1% 0.2%
Urban Update/Leave 14,077 2.0% 1.8%
Unknown Type 8,800 1.3% n/a
Total 696,063 100.0% 100.0%

Source: MAFX, Non-ID Assessment File, and 2010 TEA Assessment

Table 31 reports that 91.4 percent of Type A BC cases with a MAFID were in Mailout/Mailback
areas. This area includes most of the housing units in the country. In the United States, 90.9
percent of the housing units are located in MO/MB areas. The distribution of BC cases in U/L
areas is lower than the distribution of housing units which implies that people in these areas were
less likely to complete a BC questionnaire or did not have easy access to the forms.

5.1.7.2.4 Type A Cases Without a MAFID

The Type A cases that were not able to be assigned a MAFID either did not have any address
information entered on the questionnaire or the address information available was not verified as
correct or complete. As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10 there were different address fields
available on stateside and Puerto Rico BC forms. For Type A cases from stateside forms, the
address fields necessary for a complete record came from question 1 and were:

=  House Number,
= Street Name or Rural Route Address, and
= ZIP Code.

*® This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

% Does not include Puerto Rico cases.
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For Type A cases in Puerto Rico, there were two combinations of address fields that could
comprise a complete record, again using only address information collected in question 1. An
address needed to meet one of these two combinations to be complete:

1. Combination 1:
e Numero de casa,
e Nombre de calle o direccion estilo rural or

Urbanizacion/Condominio/Residencial, and

e Codigo postal

2. Combination 2:
¢ Designacion de Unidad,
e Urbanizacion/Condominio/Residencial, and
e Codigo postal or State

Table 32 shows the number of Type A cases without MAFIDs that had the key stateside address
variables filled. Table 33 reports the number of cases in Puerto Rico that had the key address
variables filled. The analysis performed using these address fields confirmed that the necessary
fields had the presence of alpha/numeric characters, but not that the data in the fields were valid
and correct.

Table 32. Content of Address Fields for Stateside Type A Cases that do not have a MAFID

House Number, Street Name or Rural Route, Number Percent
and ZIP Code

All filled 33,789 49.5%
All blank 7,266 10.6%
At least one field filled but not all 27,221 39.9%
Total Stateside Type A Cases 68,276 100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File

Nearly half of the Type A stateside cases without a MAFID had house number, street name or
rural route and ZIP code filled but the information present was not enough to match the
information to the MTdb. Only 10.6 percent did not have any of the fields filled.
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Table 33. Content of Address Fields for Puerto Rico Type A Cases that do not have a

MAFID

Address Field Groupings Number Percent™
Combination 1

All Filled 671 23.4%

All Blank 245 8.6%
Combination 2

All Filled 67 2.3%

All Blank 93 3.2%
At least 1 field filled, but not all, of (Numero de 1,789 62.4%

casa, Designacion de Unidad, Nombre de
calle o direccion estilo rural,
Urbanizacion/Condominio/Residencia,
Codigo postal, or State)
Total Puerto Rico Type A Cases 2,865 100.0%
Source: Non-1D Assessment File and DRF

The percentage of all key address fields filled for both combinations in Puerto Rico is much
lower than stateside. Only 23.4 percent of Type A cases without a MAFID in Puerto Rico had all
the variables of combination 1 filled, and 2.3 percent had combination 2 variables filled.

%1 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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5.1.7.3 Type B Results and Duplication

As stated earlier, a BC case is considered a Type B case if the respondent reported they did not
have a living quarters where they usually lived or stayed on April 1, 2010. There were 13,710
Type B BC cases. All Type B BC cases underwent an automated process to header code the case.
Header coding consists of GEO assigning the case to a state and county. If the automated process
was unable to find a state and county, the Type B case then underwent a clerical header coding
process. Table 34 shows the final header coding results for all Type B BC cases.

Table 34. Header Coding Results for Type B Be Counted Forms Stateside and in Puerto

Rico
Stateside Puerto Rico Total

Number  Percent””  Number Percent Number  Percent®
State and County 12,317 90.9% 142 92.8% 12,459 90.9%
Foreign Country 3 <0.1% 0 0.0% 3 <0.1%
Unable to Header 1,237 9.1% 11 7.2% 1,248 9.1%
Code
Total 13,557 100.0% 153 100.0% 13,710 100.0%

Source: Non-1D Assessment File

As shown in Table 34, 90.9 percent of all Type B cases were header-coded to a state and county.
Three cases were found to be in a foreign country and the remaining 9.1 percent were unable to
be header-coded.

To further research the Type B cases, GEO performed an additional automated address matching
on the Type B cases for evaluation purposes only. GEO performed the exact same automated
matching on the Type B cases that were performed on the Type A cases. The key Type A
address fields that were filled for stateside and Puerto Rico Type B cases are shown in Table 35
and Table 36.

Table 35. Content of Address Fields for Stateside Type B Cases

64

House Number, Street Name or Rural Route, Number Percent
and ZIP Code

All filled 8,223 60.7%
All blank 1,326 9.8%
At least one field filled but not all 4,008 29.6%
Total Stateside Type B Cases 13,557 100.0%

Source: Non-ID Assessment File

%2 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 36. Content of Address Fields for Puerto Rico Type B Cases

Address Field Groupings Number Percent®
Combination 1
All Filled 74 48.4%
All Blank 4 2.6%
Combination 2
All Filled 5 3.3%
All Blank 5 3.3%
At least 1 field filled, but not all, of (Numero de 65 42.5%

casa, Designacion de Unidad, Nombre de
calle o direccion estilo rural,
Urbanizacion/Condominio/Residencia,
Codigo postal, or State)
Total Puerto Rico Type B Cases 153  100.0%
Source: Non-1D Assessment File and DRF

Table 35 shows that 60.7 percent of stateside Type B cases included address information in the
fields that were used for Type A address matching. Table 37 shows the number of Type B cases
that were matched to an address using the Type A automatic address matching. The three cases
located in a foreign country were excluded from this extra matching.

Table 37. Number of Address Level Matches for Type B Be Counted Forms

Number Percent

Matched an Address 5,382 39.3%
Exact Match 3,142 58.4%
Equivocated Match 2,240 41.6%

Did Not Match 8,325 60.7%

Total 13,707 100.0%

Source: Geocoding Assessment File

Of the 13,707 Type B Cases, 39.3 percent were matched to an address. Fifty-eight percent of
those matched were an exact address match. The type of living quarters that they were matched
to is shown in Table 38.

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 38. Evaluation Matching Results of Living Quarters from Type B Be Counted Forms
Stateside and in Puerto Rico

Number Percent
Housing Unit 5,009 93.1%
Group Quarters 302 5.6%
Group Quarters — Sensitive 24 0.4%
Transitory Location — Existing on MAF 47 0.9%
Total 5,382 100.0%

Source: Geocoding Assessment File and MAFX

Ninety-three percent of the Type B cases were matched to a housing unit. These forms linking to
a housing unit imply that there was potential person duplication in the 2010 Census because
these people were also counted in a GQ within the county as a result of the BC operation. There
were not any procedures during the census to see if the people counted from Type B BC cases
were found in any other living quarters. To find the amount of person duplication caused by
these Type B cases, DSSD performed a person matching of the people listed on the BC
questionnaire to the housing unit on the CUF that the BC questionnaire was linked to from the
additional address matching. Initially DSSD did an exact person match of first name, last name,
age and sex. To find additional matches DSSD looked at the people listed in each housing unit
and compared them to the people listed on the BC questionnaire. During this match, DSSD made
a determination if the person on the BC questionnaire was also counted at the housing unit on the
CUF. Table 39 shows the results of this duplicate matching process.

Table 39. The number of Type B people linked to a Housing Unit that were included on the
CUF at that Housing Unit

Number Percent

Total Number of People Duplicated on the CUF 5,122 41.4%
Exact Match of First Name, Last Name, Age, and Sex 2,797 54.6%
Additional Match 2,325 45.4%

Were not Duplicated 7,239 58.6%

Total Number of People on the Type B Be Counted 12,361 100.0%

Questionnaire

Source: Geocoding Assessment File, CUF and DRF

There were 12,361 people listed on the Type B BC forms that were linked to a housing unit. Of
the 12,361 people, 5,122 people (41.4 percent) were found to be located at the housing unit in the
census final counts. Fifty-four percent of those that were found to be duplicated had the exact
same first name, last name, age, and sex on the CUF.
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5.1.7.4 Number of People Counted on Be Counted Forms

After the Be Counted questionnaires are linked to a MAFID the Be Counted questionnaires and
the people on that return are eligible to be counted in the final population counts. If there are
multiple returns at the MAFID and the BC form is not selected as the primary return, persons can
be added from the non-selected BC questionnaire when they do not exist on the primary return.
There were 760,748 people counted in the 2010 Census from 350,307 BC questionnaires. Of
those people counted in the 2010 Census, 736,941 were in housing units while 23,807 were
counted in GQs. Table 40 shows the number of people counted in a housing unit and the number
of forms in Census by each BC questionnaire type.

Table 40. Number of Forms and People in a Housing Unit in Census by Questionnaire

Type
Be Counted Number  Percentage Number of  Percentage of Average
Questionnaire of Forms of Total People Total People People Per
Type Forms Questionnaire
English 279,444 82.5% 569,965 77.3% 2.0
Spanish 42,636 12.6% 126,499 17.2% 3.0
Chinese 6,572 1.9% 17,531 2.4% 2.7
Korean 2,475 0.7% 5,299 0.7% 2.1
Vietnamese 1,966 0.6% 5,198 0.7% 2.6
Russian 930 0.3% 1,659 0.2% 1.8
Puerto Rico 4,078 1.2% 9,593 1.3% 2.4
(Spanish)
Puerto Rico 541 0.2% 1,197 0.2% 2.2
(English)
Total 338,642 100.0% 736,941 100.0% 2.2
Source: CUF

The majority of people counted in the 2010 Census from BC forms were on the stateside English
language questionnaire. Of the 338,642 forms counted in housing units in the census, 82.5
percent were from English language forms. The stateside Spanish language questionnaire had the
second highest percentage of forms in census housing units with 12.6 percent. Of the 736,941
people in housing units, 77.3 percent were on an English language questionnaire. The second
most common questionnaire was the Spanish language questionnaire, which consisted of 17.2
percent of all BC people in the 2010 Census. The stateside Spanish language questionnaire had
the largest average number of people per questionnaire counted in the census with three people
per questionnaire. It had an average of one more person per questionnaire than the stateside
English language questionnaire. The Chinese language questionnaire had the second highest
average number of people per questionnaire with an average of 2.7 people.

Table 41 shows the final number of BC questionnaires in the 2010 Census and questionnaires
from other census operations that were associated with MAFIDs ultimately included in the 2010
Census. Table 41 also reports if the MAFID with only a BC questionnaire was a new address
verified in FV.
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Table 41. The Number of Census Questionnaires for an Address in Census

Number Percent
FV Verified Addresses with only a BC Questionnaire 70,173 20.7%
Other Addresses with only a BC Questionnaire 1,493 0.4%
Multiple Questionnaire Types for the Addresses 266,976 78.8%
Total 338,642 100.0%

Source: CUF

Table 41 reports that 20.7 percent of the 338,642 BC questionnaires assigned to a housing unit
were from MAFIDs that were added from the BC operation and were then verified in the FV
operation. Additionally, 78.8 percent of the housing units with a BC questionnaire had another
type of Census questionnaire completed for that housing unit.

Table 42 reports the number of people and forms counted in a group quarters from a BC
questionnaire by the seven types of BC forms.

Table 42. Number of Forms and People in a Group Quarters in Census by Questionnaire

Type
Be Counted Number  Percentage Number of  Percentage of Average
Questionnaire of Forms of Total People Total People People Per
Type Forms Questionnaire
English 9,887 84.8% 18,386 77.2% 1.9
Spanish 1,229 10.5% 3,901 16.4% 3.2
Chinese 202 1.7% 564 2.4% 2.8
Vietnamese 136 1.2% 463 1.9% 3.4
Russian 51 0.4% 113 0.5% 2.2
Korean 22 0.2% 68 0.3% 3.1
Puerto Rico 118 1.0% 253 1.1% 2.1
(Spanish)
Puerto Rico 20 0.2% 59 0.2% 3.0
(English)
Total 11,665 100.0% 23,807 100.0% 2.0
Source: CUF

Similar to the housing unit distribution, the three forms that contributed to the highest
distributions of people counted in the census were: stateside English language, stateside Spanish
language, and Chinese language. The major differences in the distributions between housing
units and group quarters are that a higher percentage of people were included from the
Vietnamese language forms. The Vietnamese questionnaire had the highest average persons per
questionnaire in GQs with 3.4 people. The stateside Spanish language questionnaire also had a
high average number of people per questionnaire with 3.2 people. The stateside English language
questionnaire had the lowest average persons per questionnaire with 1.9 people.
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5.1.7.4.1 Characteristics of People Counted on Be Counted Questionnaires by Types of
Areas

To further investigate if there were patterns for characteristics of people who completed
BC questionnaires in certain places of the country, we created four logistic regression
models. Each of the four logistic regression models contained the same independent
variables for the major demographic categories. Those categories included three age
groupings (20 to 39 years old, 40 to 64 years old, and 65 years old and over), Hispanic
origin, six race groupings (White, Black, Chinese, American Indian, Other Asian, and
multi-racial), and sex. The independent variables were then used to see if we could
predict if a respondent was living in one of four LCO types regions: Rural/Remote,
Suburban/Rural, Urban/Hard to Count, and Urban Metropolitan. We looked for any
patterns between certain demographic characteristics and the types of LCOs where
people who were counted on BC forms lived. The odds ratios of the models showed the
likelihood that a person counted on a BC form, with a particular demographic
characteristic, was from a particular LCO type. The results of each LCO type model are
shown in Table 43 - Table 46.
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Table 43: Coefficients and Odds Ratios for Logistic Regression Model for BC Forms
completed in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs

Predictors Coefficient  Standard Error P-value Odds Ratio

Intercept -1.357 0.007 <0.001 --
Male -0.017 0.003 <0.001 0.966
Age 20 to 39 0.120 0.008 <0.001 1.127
Age 40 to 64 0.111 0.008 <0.001 1.117
Age 65 and over -0.043 0.011 <0.001 0.958
Hispanic Origin 0.657 0.007 <0.001 1.928
White -0.970 0.008 <0.001 0.379
Black 0.409 0.009 <0.001 1.506
American Indian -0.173 0.047 <0.001 0.841
Chinese 2.273 0.016 <0.001 9.712
Other Asian 0.498 0.014 <0.001 1.645
Multi-racial 0.042 0.027 0.124 1.043

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Table 44: Coefficients and Odds Ratios for Logistic Regression Model for BC Forms
completed in Urban/Metropolitan LCOs

Predictors Coefficient  Standard Error P-value Odds Ratio

Intercept -0.600 0.006 <0.001 --
Male 0.009 0.003 <0.001 1.018
Age 20 to 39 -0.001 0.007 0.895 0.999
Age 40 to 64 -0.095 0.007 <0.001 0.910
Age 65 and over -0.160 0.008 <0.001 0.852
Hispanic Origin 0.109 0.006 <0.001 1.115
White -0.375 0.006 <0.001 0.687
Black -0.330 0.008 <0.001 0.719
American Indian -0.156 0.044 <0.001 0.856
Chinese -0.765 0.017 <0.001 0.465
Other Asian 0.309 0.013 <0.001 1.361
Multi-racial -0.241 0.025 <0.001 0.786

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File
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Table 45: Coefficients and Odds Ratios for Logistic Regression Model for BC Forms
completed in Suburban/Rural LCOs

Predictors Coefficient  Standard Error P-value Odds Ratio

Intercept -0.442 0.006 <0.001 --
Male 0.006 0.002 0.022 1.011
Age 20 to 39 -0.072 0.007 <0.001 0.931
Age 40 to 64 -0.631 0.006 <0.001 0.939
Age 65 and over 0.044 0.008 <0.001 1.045
Hispanic Origin -0.771 0.006 <0.001 0.463
White 0.799 0.006 <0.001 2.223
Black 0.148 0.008 <0.001 1.159
American Indian 0.173 0.045 0.001 1.189
Chinese -2.204 0.026 <0.001 0.110
Other Asian -0.600 0.015 <0.001 0.549
Multi-racial 0.149 0.024 <0.001 1.160

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Table 46: Coefficients and Odds Ratios for Logistic Regression Model for BC Forms
completed in Rural/Remote LCOs

Predictors Coefficient  Standard Error P-value Odds Ratio

Intercept -3.149 0.015 <0.001 --
Male -0.016 0.006 0.006 0.969
Age 20 to 39 -0.164 0.017 <0.001 0.848
Age 40 to 64 0.091 0.016 <0.001 1.095
Age 65 and over 0.187 0.018 <0.001 1.206
Hispanic Origin -0.056 0.014  <0.001 0.946
White 0.343 0.014 <0.001 1.409
Black -2.444 0.049 <0.001 0.087
American Indian 0.149 0.098 0.131 1.160
Chinese -1.393 0.062 <0.001 0.248
Other Asian -1.132 0.053 <0.001 0.322
Multi-racial -0.205 0.065 0.002 0.815

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Table 43 shows that all predictor variables but multi-racial were significant at a p-value less than
0.05 for the independent variable Urban/Hard to Count LCO. Looking at the odds ratios, we can
interpret that people who are Chinese who were counted in the 2010 Census from BC forms were
9.7 times more likely to live in an Urban/Hard to Count LCO than the other LCO types. Table 45
reports that people who are white were 2.2 times more likely to complete a Be Counted
questionnaire in Suburban/Rural LCO than the other LCO types.

To further investigate the effects of regions on types of questionnaires completed we looked at
the number of language questionnaires completed and people counted on those questionnaires
within each LCO type. Table 47 and Table 48 show the number of people counted on each
language questionnaire by LCO type.
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Table 47: Number of People Counted in 2010 Census included on BC Forms by Form Type

and LCO Type

LCO Type English  English  Spanish ~ Spanish  Chinese Chinese Korean Korean
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent  Total Percent
Urban/Hard to 109,686 18.6% 36,291 27.8% 13,839 76.5% 2,252 42.0%
Count
Urban/ 166,675 28.3% 49,845 38.2% 3,234 17.9% 2,430 45.3%
Metropolitan
Suburban/Rural 282,046 47.9% 38,685 29.7% 839 4.6% 637 11.9%
Rural/Remote 25,482 4.3% 5,522 4.2% 182 1.0% 36 0.7%
Puerto Rico 29 <0.1% 18 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Alaska 4,433 0.8% 39 <0.1% 1 <0.1% 12 0.2%
Total 588,351  100.0% 130,400 100.0% 18,095 100.0% 5,367 100.0%

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Table 48: Number of People Counted in 2010 Census included on BC Forms by Form Type

and LCO Type (cont.)

LCO Type Russian Russian  Vietnamese Vietnamese  PR- PR- PR- PR-

Total Percent Total Percent English  English  Spanish  Spanish
Total  Percent Total  Percent

Urban/Hard to 784 44.2% 1,515 26.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Count

Urban/ 720 40.6% 2,602 46.0% 8 0.6% 0 0.0%

Metropolitan

Suburban/ 225 12.7% 1,506 26.6% 110 8.8% 0 0.0%

Rural

Rural/Remote 42 2.4% 38 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Puerto Rico 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,138 90.6% 9,846 100.0%

Alaska 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 1,772  100.0% 5,661 100.0% 1,256  100.0% 9,846 100.0%

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Table 47 lends further support to the notion that people who are Chinese and were counted on
BC forms were more than likely living in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. Focusing on the Chinese
BC forms, 76.5 percent of the people that were counted on the 18,095 Chinese BC forms that
were completed were living in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. No other BC form type had more
than half of its respondents counted as living in an Urban/Hard to Count LCO. Table 49 and

Table 50 show the number of language questionnaires completed in each LCO type.
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Table 49: Number of BC Forms included in 2010 Census by Form Type and LCO Type

LCO Type English English  Spanish  Spanish Chinese Chinese Korean Korean
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent  Total Percent
Urban/Hard 53,272 18.4% 13,305 30.3% 4,975 73.4% 1,120 44.9%
to Count
Urban/ 80,170 27.7% 16,336 37.2% 1,350 19.9% 1,060 42.5%
Metropolitan
Suburban/ 140,669 48.6% 12,439 28.4% 369 5.4% 293 11.7%
Rural
Rural/ 12,903 4.5% 1,753 4.0% 79 1.2% 17 0.7%
Remote
Puerto Rico 11 <0.1% 10 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Alaska 2,306 0.8% 22 0.1% 1 <0.1% 7 0.3%
Total 289,331 100.0% 43,865 100.0% 6,774 100.0% 2,497 100.0%
Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File
Table 50: Number of BC Forms included in 2010 Census by Form Type and LCO Type
(cont.)
LCO Type Russian Russian Vietnamese Vietnamese PR- PR- PR- PR-
Total  Percent Total Percent English  English  Spanish  Spanish
Total Percent Total Percent
Urban/Hard 464 47.3% 555 26.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
to Count
Urban/ 386 39.3% 960 45.7% 2 0.4% 0 0.0%
Metropolitan
Suburban/ 115 11.7% 572 27.2% 60 10.7% 0 0.0%
Rural
Rural/ 15 1.5% 15 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Remote
Puerto Rico 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 499 88.9% 4,196 100.0%
Alaska 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 981 100.0% 2,102 100.0% 561 100.0% 4,196 100.0%

Source: CUF and Non-ID Assessment File

Looking at Table 49, we see that 73.4 percent of the Chinese BC forms that were completed
were done so by people living in an Urban/Hard to Count LCO. Again, no other BC form type
had more than half of its respondents counted living in an Urban/Hard to Count LCO, which
further illustrates the propensity for people who are Chinese and were counted on BC forms to be
living in Urban/Hard to Count LCOs. Further research into the Chinese BC forms in Urban/Hard
to Count areas showed that three LCOs (two in Brooklyn, New York and one in Queens, New
York) contained 42.0 percent of the BC questionnaires counted in the 2010 Census. The
concentration of Chinese questionnaires in these LCOs influences the high proportion of Chinese
questionnaires in Urban/Hard to Count areas.
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5.1.7.4.2 Demographic Characteristics for People in Housing Units

There were 736,941 data defined persons included on 338,642 BC forms matched to housing
units in the 2010 Census. This section will present the demographic characteristics for these
persons on the BC questionnaire. Table 51 - Table 57 give BC person demographic
characteristics: age, Hispanic origin, race, relationship to person 1 (the householder), and sex.
Age was calculated based on the date of birth provided; if no date of birth was provided then the
write-in age was used. Age was calculated only if the date of birth was within valid date ranges.
Similarly, the calculated age or write-in age was used only if it was within valid age ranges;
otherwise it was considered missing. Table 57 gives the distribution of tenure responses for
housing units included in the Be Counted operation.

Because the demographic data used in this assessment are unedited, direct comparisons with
published 2010 Census results are not possible. These tables include a row for people with
missing values for the specific characteristic. The data in published census reports have
undergone editing and imputation, and therefore will have no missing values.

Table 51. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Age

Age Number Percent

Under 5 years 53,089 7.2%
5to 9 years 48,954 6.6%
10 to 14 years 45,276 6.1%
15 to 19 years 46,241 6.3%
20 to 24 years 49,687 6.7%
25 to 29 years 47,571 6.5%
30 to 34 years 44,174 6.0%
35 to 39 years 42,519 5.8%
40 to 44 years 42,943 5.8%
45 to 49 years 45,446 6.2%
50 to 54 years 45,724 6.2%
55 to 59 years 43,800 5.9%
60 to 64 years 41,954 5.7%
65+ years 114,587 15.6%
Missing 24,976 3.4%
Total 736,941 100.0%

Source: CUF
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Table 52. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Hispanic Origin

Hispanic Origin Number Percent®

Not Hispanic or Latino checkbox only 438,383 59.5%
Mexican checkbox only 95,441 13.0%
Puerto Rican checkbox only 23,104 3.1%
Cuban checkbox only 3,772 0.5%
Another Hispanic checkbox only 3,428 0.5%
Multiple checkboxes 1,077 0.1%
Both Checkbox and Write-in 43,715 5.9%
Write-in Only 17,184 2.3%
Missing 110,837 15.0%
Total 736,941 100.0%

Source: CUF
Table 53. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Race

Race Number Percent®’

White checkbox alone 357,827 48.6%
Black or African American checkbox alone 117,779 16.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native checkbox alone 2,296 0.3%
Asian Indian checkbox alone 5,450 0.7%
Chinese checkbox alone 24,834 3.4%
Filipino checkbox alone 4,609 0.6%
Japanese checkbox alone 1,127 0.2%
Korean checkbox alone 7,784 1.1%
Vietnamese checkbox alone 7,228 1.0%
Other Asian checkbox alone 364 0.1%
Native Hawaiian checkbox alone 332 0.1%
Guamanian or Chamorro checkbox alone 96 <0.1%
Samoan checkbox alone 288 <0.1%
Other Pacific Islander checkbox alone 52 <0.1%
Some Other Race checkbox alone 627 0.1%
Multiple checkboxes 7,237 1.0%
Both Checkbox and Write-in 78,133 10.6%
Write-in Only 27,334 3.7%
Missing 93,544 12.7%
Total 736,941 100.0%

Source: CUF

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

%7 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 54. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Relationship to Householder®®

Relationship Number Percent®

Householder 281,760 41.3%
Husband or Wife of Householder 118,546 17.4%
Biological Son or Daughter of Householder 174,482 25.6%
Adopted Son or Daughter of Householder 4,396 0.6%
Stepson or Stepdaughter of Householder 7,195 1.1%
Brother or Sister of Householder 10,192 1.5%
Father or Mother of Householder 9,700 1.4%
Grandchild of Householder 14,885 2.2%
Parent-in-law of Householder 2,330 0.3%
Son-in-law or Daughter-in-law of Householder 3,485 0.5%
Other Relative 10,700 1.6%
Roomer or Boarder 4,602 0.7%
Housemate or Roommate 10,060 1.5%
Unmarried Partner 15,819 2.3%
Other Nonrelative 7,498 1.1%
Two or more relationships 1,264 0.2%
Missing 6,064 0.9%
Total 682,978 100.0%

Source: CUF

Table 55. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Relationship to Householder of

Extended Roster Persons

Relationship Number Percent

Other Relative 43,067 79.8%

Other Nonrelative 7,770 14.4%

Both 48 0.1%

Missing 3,078 5.7%

Total 53,963 100.0%
Source: CUF

These distributions may vary across different census operations due to

corresponding populations and census procedures.

% Extended roster persons are excluded from this table.

% This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 56. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Sex

Sex Number Percent’”®
Male 350,731 47.6%
Female 372,082 50.5%
Both 334 0.1%
Missing 13,794 1.9%
Total 736,941 100.0%
Source: CUF
Table 57. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Tenure
Tenure Number Percent’
Owned with a mortgage or a loan 97,739 29.3%
Owned without a mortgage or a loan 56,073 16.8%
Rented 128,011 38.4%
Occupied without payment of rent 7,427 2.2%
Multiple 888 0.3%
Missing 43,011 12.9%
Total 333,149 100.0%
Source: CUF

" This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

™ This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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5.1.7.4.3 Demographic Characteristics for People in Group Quarters

There were 23,807 data defined persons included on 11,665 BC forms in group quarters in the
2010 Census. This section will present the demographic characteristics for these persons on the
Be Counted questionnaire. Table 58 - Table 62 give Be Counted person demographic
characteristics: age, Hispanic origin, race, relationship to person 1 (the householder), and sex.
Age was calculated based on the date of birth provided; if no date of birth was provided then the
write-in age was used. Age was calculated only if the date of birth was within valid date ranges.
Similarly, the calculated age or write-in age was used only if it was within valid age ranges;
otherwise, it was considered missing.

Because the demographic data used in this assessment are unedited, direct comparisons with
published 2010 Census results are not possible. These tables include a row for people with
missing values for the specific characteristic. The data in published Census reports have
undergone editing and imputation, and therefore will have no missing values.

Table 58. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Age

Age Number Percent

Under 5 years 1,509 6.3%
510 9 years 1,390 5.8%
10 to 14 years 1,360 5.7%
15 to 19 years 1,269 5.3%
20 to 24 years 1,547 6.5%
25 to 29 years 1,605 6.7%
30 to 34 years 1,446 6.1%
35 to 39 years 1,607 6.8%
40 to 44 years 1,794 7.5%
45 to 49 years 1,895 8.0%
50 to 54 years 1,944 8.2%
55 to 59 years 1,625 6.8%
60 to 64 years 1,192 5.0%
65+ years 2,372 10.0%
Missing 1,252 5.3%
Total 23,807 100.0%

Source: CUF
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Table 59. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Hispanic Origin

Hispanic Origin Number Percent’

Not Hispanic or Latino checkbox only 13,537 56.9%
Mexican checkbox only 2,795 11.7%
Puerto Rican checkbox only 893 3.8%
Cuban checkbox only 178 0.7%
Another Hispanic checkbox only 188 0.8%
Multiple checkboxes 55 0.2%
Both Checkbox and Write-in 2,005 8.4%
Write-in Only 478 2.0%
Missing 3,678 15.4%
Total 23,807 100.0%

Source: CUF
Table 60. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Race

Race Number Percent”

White checkbox alone 9,684 40.7%
Black or African American checkbox alone 4,546 19.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native checkbox alone 121 0.5%
Asian Indian checkbox alone 172 0.7%
Chinese checkbox alone 675 2.8%
Filipino checkbox alone 133 0.6%
Japanese checkbox alone 35 0.1%
Korean checkbox alone 89 0.4%
Vietnamese checkbox alone 467 2.0%
Other Asian checkbox alone 11 <0.0%
Native Hawaiian checkbox alone 16 0.1%
Guamanian or Chamorro checkbox alone 4 <0.1%
Samoan checkbox alone 16 0.1%
Other Pacific Islander checkbox alone 3 <0.1%
Some Other Race checkbox alone 21 0.1%
Multiple checkboxes 445 1.9%
Both Checkbox and Write-in 3,653 15.3%
Write-in Only 813 3.4%
Missing 2,903 12.2%
Total 23,807 100.0%

Source: CUF

"2 This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

" This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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Table 61. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Relationship to the Householder’

4

Relationship Number Percent”

Householder 11,548 52.2%
Husband or Wife of Householder 2,643 11.9%
Biological Son or Daughter of Householder 4,864 22.0%
Adopted Son or Daughter of Householder 108 0.5%
Stepson or Stepdaughter of Householder 158 0.7%
Brother or Sister of Householder 302 1.4%
Father or Mother of Householder 301 1.4%
Grandchild of Householder 327 1.5%
Parent-in-law of Householder 48 0.2%
Son-in-law or Daughter-in-law of Householder 93 0.4%
Other Relative 288 1.3%
Roomer or Boarder 88 0.4%
Housemate or Roommate 198 0.9%
Unmarried Partner 555 2.5%
Other Nonrelative 280 1.3%
Two or more relationships 114 0.5%
Missing 216 1.0%
Total 22,131 100.0%

Source: CUF

Table 62. Standard Assessment Demographic Table for Relationship to Householder of

Extended Roster Persons

Relationship Number Percent

Other Relative 1,280 76.4%

Other Nonrelative 255 15.2%

Both 2 0.1%

Missing 139 8.3%

Total 1,676 100.0%
Source: CUF

These distributions may vary across different census operations due to
corresponding populations and census procedures.

™ Extended roster persons are excluded from this table.

™ This column does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
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5.2  Cost and Staffing
5.2.1 Background

The cost results presented in this assessment were generated by program office staff using
methods predating the Census Bureau’s commitment to comply with Government Accountability
Office's cost estimating guidelines and the Society of Cost Estimating and Analysis best
practices. Hence, while the Census Bureau believes these cost results are accurate and will meet
the needs for which they will be used, the methods used for estimating costs of 2010 Census
operations may not meet all of these guidelines and best practices. The Census Bureau will
adhere to these guidelines in producing 2020 Census cost estimates.

The budget for the BC/QAC was based on cost estimates using a number of components that
were developed early in the decade. The 2010 Congressional Submission (baseline cost model)
for the BC/QAC called for 40,000 sites.”® In this submission, the baseline cost for BC/QAC was
$45,574,662.

As we approached the start of the operation, our knowledge of the components improved based
on experience and data. The experience came from similar operations such as Address
Canvassing and Group Quarters Validation, as well as revisiting Census 2000 observations and
Census Test experiences. We also looked at current external challenges and opportunities and
worked with panels of experts in Census HQ and field operations to determine the impact of this
information on cost drivers. These working sessions identified components of the original
estimate that should remain the same and those that should be updated.

DMD, FLD, and DSSD staff worked collaboratively to revise cost model assumptions to develop
a new BC/QAC budget. In the revised assumptions, we estimated that each LCO would have
about 100 BC sites, of which 75 would be QAC sites. We assumed each LCO would have one
Office Operations Supervisor (OOS) to manage two BC clerks (each of whom would manage
about 50 sites).

Regarding the QAC sites, each LCO would have a Field Operations Supervisor (FOS) to manage
about 150 QAC representatives. The QAC sites would be open for about 15 hours per week, with
shared time between two QAC Representatives. Using these assumptions we arrived at a revised
BC/QAC budget of $41,534,352. The budget loaded into C&P was slightly lower ($39,804,886)
because it did not include banner costs, which were included in the BC/QAC cost model but
were not charged under the BC/QAC field operations project code.

DMD and FLD used the C&P budget to manage the field operations during production. For this
assessment we also used the DMD C&P System to analyze the budgeted and actual costs for the
BC/QAC.

® The 2010 Congressional Submission budgeted number of sites was misleading. The “Number of Centers”
(600,000) reflected the anticipated number of visits to sites. However, the budgeted number of sites was 40,000.
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5.2.2 Overview

At the aggregate level the BC/QAC costs were 10.6 percent lower than budgeted. Table 63
shows the budgeted and actual costs, and the dollar variance associated with BC/QAC by the BC
and QAC components.

Table 63: 2010 BC/QAC Budgeted and Actual Costs

Budget Actual Variance Percent
Cost Cost Variance
BC $9,437,282  $7,772,837" $1,664,445 17.6%
QAC $30,367,604  $27,801,294" $2,566,310 8.5%
Total o
BC/QAC $39,804,886  $35,574,131 $4,230,755 10.6%

Source: DMD C&P

In the following cost sections, we will address the individual cost factors that impacted the cost
variances. The areas we address include:

Summary of the field operations cost
Variance by position type

Variance by cost factor

Variance by cost factor and position type
Production staff

5.2.3 Summary of the Field Operation Cost
5.2.3.1 Field Operation Costs by Cost Factor

Overall the BC/QAC was under budget by 10.6 percent. Of the three cost factors (i.e. production
salary, training salary, and mileage cost), only mileage cost was over budget. Both production
salary and training salary costs were lower than planned.

" This number includes $110,729 that was charged under the enumerator, crew leader and crew leader assistant
position types under the BC operation. The position types did not exist for BC.

"8 This number includes $513,805 that was charged under the enumerator, crew leader and crew leader assistant
position types under the QAC operation. The position types did not exist for QAC.
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Table 64: Summary of BC/QAC Operation Costs

Percent of Percent of
Budget Actual Actual Total
Budget Used Cost
Production Salary $32,880,236 $29,117,721 88.6% 81.9%
Training Salary $4,408,069 $2,978,699 67.6% 8.4%
Mileage Cost $2,516,581 $3,477,711 138.2% 9.8%
Total $39,804,886  $35,574,1317° 89.4% 100.0%

Source: Cost and Progress

Production salary was the largest contributor to the under spending, with 88.6 percent of its
budget spent. Training salary was also under budget, with only 67.6 percent of the budget spent.
However, mileage costs were actually over budget by 38.2 percent.

5.2.3.2 Variance by Position Type

In analyzing the cost variance, we reviewed the variance by position type, including LCO clerks,
00S, QAC representatives, and FOS. Table 65 depicts the dollar and percent variance by
position type. It also shows the variance by position type as a percentage of the Total BC/QAC
variance.

Table 65: BC/QAC Variance by Position Type

Percent of
Position Tvoe Variance Variance of Percent of
yp Position Type  Total Variance
Budget

BC Clerks $803,495 14.6% 19.0%
00s $971,679 24.6% 23.0%
QAC Reps $3,507,338 13.0% 82.9%
FOS -$427,223 -13.0% -10.1%
Other -$624,534 -- -14.8%
Total $4,230,755 10.6% 100.0%

Source: Cost and Progress

The total BC/QAC cost variance is $4,230,755 or 10.6 percent of the total BC/QAC budget. The
BC clerk, OOS, and QAC representative costs all showed positive variances, with the QAC
representative variance being the largest at $3,507,338 or 13.0 percent of the QAC representative

" This number includes the sum of BC costs ($7,662,108) and QAC costs ($27,287,489), in addition to $624,534
that were charged under the enumerator, crew leader and crew leader assistant position types under the BC/QAC
operation. The position types did not exist for BC/QAC.
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cost budget. The QAC representative variance had the greatest impact on the total BC/QAC
variance, making up 82.9 percent of it. The FOS costs ran over budget, yielding a negative
variance of -$427,223 or -13.0 percent of the FOS cost budget. There were $624,534 in charges
applied to the BC or QAC task code that were not associated with one of the four BC/QAC
position types. These may have been mischarges from other operations or BC/QAC charges
where the wrong job code was used in error.

5.2.3.3 Variance by Cost Factor and Position Type

Several cost factors contributed to the total variance. Those factors include the money allocated
for production salary, mileage, and training salary. Four different position types further
categorize the amount of money budgeted and spent: BC clerks, OOS, QAC representatives, and
FOS. Table 66 shows the dollar and percent variances by cost factor and further by employee
type. It also shows each variance as a percent of the total variance.
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Table 66: BC/QAC Variance by Cost Factor and Position Type

Pgrcent Percent of
Cost Factor Variance Variance of Total
Cost Factor .
Budget Variance
Production Salary
BC Clerks $1,061,594 23.6% 25.1%
0O0S $620,937 18.8% 14.7%
QAC Reps $2,307,326 10.5% 54.5%
FOS $193,383 6.3% 4.6%
Other -$420,725 -- -9.9%
Total $3,762,515 11.4% 88.9%
Mileage Cost
BC Clerks -$67,374 -6.7% -1.6%
00S $417,292 64.3% 9.9%
QAC Reps -$682,561 -109.4% -16.1%
FOS -$532,396 -217.1% -12.6%
Other -$96,091 -- -2.3%
Total -961,130 -38.2% -22.7%
Training Salary®
BC Clerks -$190,725 -- -4.5%
00S -$66,550 -- -1.6%
QAC Reps $1,882,573 42.7% 44.5%
FOS -$88,210 - -2.1%
Other -$107,718 -- -2.5%
Total $1,429,370 32.4% 33.8%
Total $4,230,755 10.6% 100.0%

Source: Cost and Progress

The most significant cost variances are in the QAC representative and FOS mileage costs, which
were -109.4 percent and -217.1 percent respectively. OOS mileage and QAC representative
training cost variances were also notable at 64.3 percent and 42.7 percent respectively. The
factors that contributed the greatest to the overall BC/QAC variance, were the under-spending of
the QAC representative production salary budget and training salary budget. These factors

contributed 54.5 percent and 44.5 percent to the total BC/QAC variance.

8 QAC representative was the only position for which we budgeted costs. Therefore, the percent variance of cost

factor budget is only available for QAC representatives.
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5.2.4 Staffing

Several of the BC/QAC research questions pertain to the staffing of the operation. In this section,
we address how actual staffing levels compared to budgeted, and whether BC clerks were able to
handle the number of sites in their workload. Table 67 depicts the budgeted and actual number of
field positions and the percent variance.

Table 67: BC/QAC Production Staffing

N Num_b'er of Num_b'er of Percent
Position Positions Positions Variance \Variance
Budgeted Actual
BC Clerks 940 3,410 -2,470 -262.8%
00S 470 798 -328 -69.8%
QAC Reps 45,120 26,303 18,817 41.7%
FOS 470 544 -74 -15.7%
Total 47,000 31,055 15,945 33.9%

Source: DAPPS

For BC/QAC, 47,000 total staff positions were budgeted. However, we only filled 31,055
positions. The variance in total positions is largely a result of 18,817 fewer QAC representative
positions being filled than budgeted. We suspect that some QAC representatives may have
charged to the BC clerk code in error, causing the number of actual BC clerk positions to be
overstated and the number of QAC representatives to be under represented. Fewer QAC
representatives worked on the operation but worked for more hours per person. Conversely,
more positions than budgeted were filled for the other three position types including BC clerks,
0O0S, and FOS. We budgeted for 940 BC clerk positions, however, data show there were
actually 3,410 employees who charged to the BC clerk job code.

Based on anecdotal information from the regions it seems that the number of staff involved in
distributing questionnaires was adequate. A concern the regions had was that the number of
materials that needed to be distributed or picked-up at the beginning or end of the operations was
too large to fit into one car. Several regions used more clerks at the beginning and the end of the
operation to complete the activities on time. Another concern was using one FOS for the entire
LCO. Some FOS areas were large, especially in the Denver region, which required driving for
long distances. This can be seen in the mileage use in the Denver region for FOSs.
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5.3  Training

Following the completion of the operation, FLD Partnerships conducted debriefings with
Partnership specialists, BC clerks, QAC representatives, and FOSs. The debriefings yielded
several recommendations specific to training.

= Partnership and Operations staffs should attend identical BC/QAC trainings, have the same
BC/QAC manuals, and become familiar with each other’s departments.

Operations Staff

= Operations staff should be trained how to use the IPCD to prevent duplicate or wrong
information from being entered.

= QAC trainings need to be longer than the four hours allotted in 2010 and include role playing
on how to interact with the public, how to complete the questionnaire, and how to provide
good customer service.

= Train QAC staff so that they have a broader understanding of the Census Bureau and are
equipped to address questions about potentially controversial issues, such as questions about
race categories.

Partnership Staff

= |Improve the training manual to ensure we are clearly communicating the process for site
selection. Place more emphasis on using characteristics of the surrounding area when
identifying potential BC/QAC sites and develop a system to monitor the process to ensure the
criteria are being used. These criteria should include Hard to Count scores, Tract Action
Plans and using the most current data available such as data from the American Community
Survey.

= Emphasize to Partnership Specialists during training that when approaching an organization
to host a BC/QAC site they must explain the criteria for how sites are chosen, review the
liability waiver and clearly communicate how staff will be hired.

= Emphasize in staff training to select BC/QAC sites that are frequently visited or have heavy
foot traffic and set hours based on when they can serve the most people. Partnership staff
should be more cognizant of whether or not a potential site is appropriate.
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54 Schedule

The BC/QAC operation was conducted on schedule according to baseline dates from March 19
to April 19, 2010. Prior to March 19, a number of QAC sites in U/L areas were opened as early
as February 26. This section discusses how we monitored schedule activities and how many of
those activities were on time.

The Census Bureau used the 2010 DMD MAS to monitor and track the 2010 Census. The MAS
- created and maintained by the decennial census staff through a web-based version of Primavera
scheduling software - included 10,875 activity lines. Of the 10,875 lines, 513 (4.7 percent)
activities directly related to BC/QAC. Of the 513 activities, 38 were under the BC/QAC Work
Breakdown Structure (WBS), and the remaining 475 activities spanned all functional areas
related to BC/QAC (e.g. Content and Forms, Field Infrastructure, Language, and Assessments.)

As shown in Table 68, 310 activities (62.2 percent) started and finished on time or ahead of
schedule according to baseline dates.

Table 68: BC/QAC Activities that Started and Finished On Time
Number  Percent

of of
Activities Activities
Activities that Started and Finished on Time or Ahead 310 62.2%
Activities that Started or Finished Late 188 37.8%
Completed Activities 498%  100.0%

Source: Master Activities Schedule

Table 69 shows the counts and percentages of activities that started and finished on time, by
groupings of all activities, milestone starts, milestone finishes, and task dependent activities.
There were 334 (67.1 percent) activities that started on time or early and 328 (65.9 percent)
activities that finished on time or ahead of schedule. Overall, the milestone activities, particularly
the milestone starts were less frequently on schedule than task dependent activities.

8 There are 513 total BC/QAC schedule activities. The schedule lines that are not finished are all related to the
BC/QAC assessment.
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Table 69: BC/QAC Activities that Started or Finished on Time by Activity Type

All Activities Milestone Starts Milestone Finishes Task Dependent
Activities®?

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Activities Started 334 67.1% 6 42.9% -- - 289 71.4%
on Time or Early
Activities 328 65.9% -- -- 39 49.4% 283 69.9%
Finished on Time
or Early
Completed 498 100% 14 100% 79 100% 405 100%
Activities

Source: Master Activities Schedule

To generate the count of all activities that started on time or early, we added the milestone starts
that started on time or early, the milestone finishes that finished on time or early, and the task
dependent activities that started on time or early. Similarly, to calculate the count of all activities
that finished on time or early, we added the milestone starts that started on time or early, the
milestone finishes that finished on time or early, and the task dependent activities that finished
on time or early.

5.5  Change Control

Change control was the process of identifying, documenting, approving or rejecting, and
controlling changes to the BC/QAC baseline. The BC/QAC baseline reflected the original
project plan, including requirements, schedule, and budget documentation. The HUE OIT - and
if necessary, the Census Integration Group (CIG) - carefully reviewed proposed changes before
incorporating changes to a revised baseline. The change control process successfully facilitated
the implementation of changes throughout the lifecycle of the BC/QAC.

Following a decision made by CIG on December 17, 2008, many BC/QAC changes only
required approval at the HUE OIT level. The CIG approved a revision to the Change Control
Management Plan that empowered teams, such as the HUE OIT, to make changes to the
schedule when appropriate without direct involvement from the CIG. The new process allowed
integration teams to make their own changes except in the following instances:

= |ncrease in costs to the baseline budget

= Impact to other key activities on the alert report (for example, a change to a planned start or
finish date)

= Owners of impacted activities did not agree on change

8 Task dependent activities are activities that have defined predecessor and successor activities linked to them in the
schedule.
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= Change to operation scope
= At discretion of the initiator

In general, the change control process was user friendly. Most divisions submitted change
requests for their schedule activities in a timely manner. However, at times, Decennial
Management Division (DMD) staff had to prepare change requests for other areas to get the
requests submitted in a timely manner. These situations occurred during the most demanding
time of the operations and created additional work for DMD staff that was already short staffed.

The ability of the team to make decisions on operational changes as long as scope creep, budget
and operation impacts were contained was a big advantage. It allowed quick implementation of
changes that enabled the operation to continue on a reasonably uninterrupted course.

5.5.1 Schedule Changes

The 2010 MAS contained 10,875 schedule lines. Of the 10,875 activities, 513 were associated
with BC/QAC. The 2010 Census schedule was baselined on May 22, 2008. Subsequent to the
baseline schedule, we approved and implemented 12 BC/QAC related change requests.
BC/QAC schedule changes affected many areas including - but not limited to - the following:

= Cost and progress
= Training and field material Kitting
= Assessments

The changes included revisions to lags, durations, baseline dates, predecessor and successors,
and responsible divisions. Some changes also added or deleted activities from the schedule.

5.5.2 Requirement Changes

Only one 2010 Census requirement change was specific to the BC/QAC. This change -
submitted in spring of 2008 - called for a revision of the BC questionnaire based on results of
cognitive testing performed by the Statistical Research Division. The change request resulted in
changes to the address fields so that they more closely followed the order of incoming mail (e.g.
did not include PO Box, and placed county after ZIP code). This CR also made more prominent
the checkbox that indicated the respondent had no address on Census Day, in addition to slightly
rewording the residence rules, the coverage question and coverage response text.

56  Risk Management

The BC/QAC team identified and monitored project risks using the BC/QAC Risk Register. The
team started to identify risks in 2008 and continued to revise and refine the risk register through
May 2009. There were 12 BC/QAC project risks and throughout the review process, we removed
four risks from the Risk Register, leaving eight open risks. We did not make any updates to the
risk register between May 2009 and the start of BC/QAC production in February 2010 because
no changes were necessary. During BC/QAC production, there were no updates to the risk
register.
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It is difficult to assess how many of the BC/QAC risks were realized because we anticipated
many of the BC/QAC risks would occur to some degree. For example, one of the risk statements
was: If BC forms arrive at the NPC after the cut-off date for processing, then individuals may not
be included in the Census. Surely, some forms were received late but this did not have major
impacts on the program and the census overall.

In addition, some of the BC/QAC risks are hard to measure because they rely solely on anecdotal
information. An example of such a risk is: If QAC sites are not open during scheduled times then
respondents who seek assistance may not complete and submit a Census questionnaire. This risk
may have occurred in certain areas but we do not think there were major problems overall.

Of the eight risks there was one notable risk that seemed to have been realized: If address
information in the BC questionnaire is incomplete then problems with geocoding will occur. Of
all the Non-ID forms, the BC forms created the most challenges for GEO during post data
capture processing. Some respondents entered information such as their house numbers in the
wrong location, which created extra work for post processing. In paper operations that rely on
respondents to self enumerate, it is difficult to avoid these kinds of errors. The conclusions
section of this document discusses our recommendation to research the feasibility of an
automated data collection methodology for the BC/QAC.

5.7 Automation

Several automated systems played an integral or support role in the BC/QAC operation. This
section details both how the systems worked in production and any issues documented for each
system. Since the BC/QAC was a paper operation and lacked an automated operations control
system, this section includes discussion of the Planning Database, IPCD, and the D-158, which
were used to manually track the operation.

5.7.1 Decennial Applicant, Personnel and Payroll System (DAPPS)

DAPPS experienced performance issues in the spring/summer of 2009 during the early Census
Address Canvassing operation; by March 2010 a new architecture for the DAPPS environment
was successfully deployed. DAPPS stability and performance improved tremendously enabling
DAPPS to meet the BC/QAC needs.

5.7.2 Decennial Response Integration System (DRIS)

There were no DRIS processing issues for BC/QAC. A small number of BC questionnaires were
misdirected to the other DRIS sites in Baltimore and Jeffersonville, either erroneously by USPS,
or by respondents who placed BC questionnaires in a regular census envelope or their own
personal envelope. BC forms that arrived either at Baltimore or Jeffersonville (prior to
September 7, 2010), were boxed and shipped via FedEx (a Title 13 approved courier) to Phoenix,
where DRIS staff rescanned the forms and processed them. After September 7 (the last day to be
included in the Census), all forms were redirected to Jeffersonville. Some number of BC
questionnaires were received after September 7.

93



5.7.3 Cost and Progress (C&P)
There were no automation problems with the Cost and Progress reports used for BC/QAC.
5.7.4 Response Processing System (RPS)

RPS successfully processed the BC response data received. Only one minor issue was
encountered that pertained to 749 Type B cases (i.e., BC forms with the homeless checkbox
marked). The plan was to allocate Type B cases to GQs in the county to which GEO geocoded
the case. However, at the end of the census, no GQs existed in the counties for those 749 cases
and so RPS had to create or modify GQ records to accommodate them.

5.7.5 Census Evaluation and Experiments System (CEE)

CEE was the interface that transferred data directly to DSSD. NPC transferred the D-399 data
and GEO transferred the Geocoding Assessment files to DSSD through CEE. There were not any
issues with either data transfer.

5.7.6 National Processing Center - Automated Tracking and Control System (NPC-
ATAC)

There were no automation problems with the Automated Tracking and Control System regarding
BC/QAC.

5.7.7 Visual Basic Key from Paper (VB KFP)

There were no automation problems with the Visual Basic Key from Paper system regarding
BC/QAC.

5.7.8 GEO Automated Matching and Geocoding

GEO was able to successfully perform automated matching and geocoding for Non-1D Type A
and Type B records using software. However, several issues with how respondents filled out the
forms created difficulties for Non-1D Processing. For example, Type B respondents did not
always check the “no address” box - the indicator initially used to determine whether records
were Type A or Type B. Additionally, respondents appeared to have mistaken the house number
field for either phone number or number of people at the residence. Many times whole addresses
were found in a single field on the questionnaire. This usually occurred in the Street name or
House Number fields, probably because they were the longest fields on the questionnaire. While
this occurred predominately on records from BC, it was not unique to that operation. The
impacts of these issues and BC questionnaire usability are discussed in more detail in the both
the Results and Conclusions sections of this document.

5.7.9 Planning Database

Although the 2010 Census Planning Database contained data from 2000 and was not the primary
tool for identifying Hard-to-Enumerate areas, the majority of regions successfully used the
Planning Database as a baseline in identifying these areas. The Planning Database contained data
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from 2000, which were not particularly useful in targeting Hard-to-Enumerate areas for 2010,
considering how economic conditions changed over the past 10 years. Partnership specialists had
to rely heavily on regional knowledge (e.g., information from partners and local governments).
The team recommends that in the future we research the feasibility of updating the Planning
Database with ACS data and local knowledge from Partners.

5.7.10 Integrated Partnership Contact Database and D-158 Spreadsheet

The original operational design called for having the BC/QAC as part of the OCS to monitor the
operation. We abandoned this design during the 2010 Census Re-Plan as a cost savings measure.
As a solution to this change, FLD decided to use the IPCD to collect and track BC/QAC sites
and created a series of Excel spreadsheets to provide the LCOs with a way to track BC/QAC
activities in the field. FLD Partnership successfully added the BC/QAC to the IPCD in a short
period of time. Partnership Specialists effectively used the IPCD to record and confirm Partners
who committed to donating space. Additionally, the IPCD provided site information for the QAC
website. Since it was not in the original plan or budget to use the IPCD for BC/QAC, FLD
Partnership did not have budgeted staff resources to build a proper BC/QAC tool.

The IPCD training was quickly developed and was sometimes confusing for Partnership
Specialists. It was up to the regions to decide if they wanted to allow operations staff to use the
IPCD. The regions that allowed operations staff to use the IPCD provided staff with training and
manuals. However, FLD Partnership debriefings indicated that due to the lack of IPCD training
for operations staff, sometimes duplicate or inaccurate information was entered into the IPCD,
which created confusion in managing and monitoring the operation.

Despite being cumbersome, the D-158 was successfully used as a tracking tool. However, the
IPCD and D-158 were parallel systems and did not always reflect consistent data which created
confusion. Staff found the D-158 to be cumbersome because it required manual updating, which
made it difficult to manage staff, open and close sites, and track schedules.
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6 RELATED EVALUATIONS, EXPERIMENTS, AND/OR
ASSESSMENTS

The following 2010 Census assessments, evaluations, and experiments are related to the
BC/QAC Assessment:

¢ Non-ID Processing Assessment

e 2010 Census Operational Assessment for TEA Delineation

e Data Capture Assessment

e Forms and Printing Assessment

e Language Assessment

e Content and Forms Design Assessment

e Mail Response/Return Rates Assessment

e Response Processing System/Universe Control and Management Assessment
e 2010 Field Verification Operational Assessment
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7 KEY LESSONS LEARNED, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Following the completion of the BC/QAC, DMD conducted a series of Lessons Learned
sessions, which included stakeholders from the BC/QAC subteam and the HUE OIT. The group
used a modified nominal group technique to gather information from all participants on a range
of topics related to the BC/QAC. Section 7.1 of this assessment highlights the key successes,
challenges, and recommendations identified by the group. The detailed Lessons Learned
document is appended to this document.

7.1

Lessons Learned

7.1.1 Successes

The operation finished on time and under budget. Both training and conduct dates were on
schedule.

The utilization of the IPCD for BC/QAC activities and the availability of the BC/QAC
information on the website were successes.

The BC/QAC budget included all office and field staff (e.g., OOS, BC clerk, QAC
representative, FOS) as opposed to the Census 2000 budget which did not account for paying
all staff since the plan was to use a combination of paid and volunteer staff.

The kitting process was well executed by FLD Logistics. Quantities of materials were
sufficient, and the coordination of a variety of materials from multiple sources was
successful.

7.1.2 Challenges

Assessment Study Plan questions were developed after the operation had already been
planned. We were unable to adjust the data sources to ensure that we could obtain certain
information to answer research questions, particularly for the QAC component.

Responsibility was shared between Operations and Partnership areas which made it
challenging to coordinate in order to effectively plan and manage the operation.

It was difficult to budget and plan for the 2010 BC/QAC program because the budget was
initially developed 10 years ago, when we were unaware of what the economic conditions
would be and where the HTE areas would be located in 2010. This made it difficult to set
budget goals for the number of sites by region. The Regions established sites in areas that did
not necessarily need them because of the pressure they faced to reach a target number of sites
determined for budget purposes.

There was not a centralized operational control system for BC/QAC work, which made it
difficult to manage, assign, and monitor the number of forms distributed and picked up.
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LCOs used an ad hoc manual system which resulted in inconsistent data and created
confusion.

= Distributing forms efficiently and effectively to appropriate sites and respondents was a
challenge. We had to overprint questionnaires to ensure that each LCO had sufficient forms
in all languages. If we use an automated questionnaire in the future, it may be easier to
efficiently reach respondents and offer a variety of languages without having to waste paper.

7.1.3 Lessons Learned Recommendations

= The study plan should influence the operational plan rather than the operational plan
dictating what can be answered in the assessment after the fact. Include research questions in
the DOSP to ensure that data will be available to provide answers to the questions. The data
sources needed to monitor and assess the operation need to be identified early in the
development process.

= Manage BC/QAC under one program area so that responsibility is not shared between
Partnership and Operations areas.

= Implement an operations control system for BC/QAC which creates reports and provides
automated tracking.

= Plan and budget for using the IPCD and Census Bureau website for the BC/QAC to better
match the needs of the program.

= Use an electronic data collection method and implement kiosks at BC sites to reduce errors in
data capture. Implement sites in standard facility types (e.g. DMV, libraries).

= Allow regions to participate in determining the number and location of sites based on their
individual needs, and establish site locations closer to when the operation is implemented.

= Research the feasibility of updating the Planning Database with ACS data and local
knowledge.

= Train Partnership and Operational staff consistently on how to use the IPCD and on
operational information.

7.2 Conclusions

The BC/QAC program was successful in adding people to the 2010 Census and providing a
Census presence in the community, but there is room for improvement. There were 736,941
people added to housing units and 23,807 people added to group quarters from BC
questionnaires. Of the 308,745,538 people counted in the 2010 Census only 0.2 percent were
added from BC questionnaires. The majority of BC/QAC sites were located in businesses,
government buildings, libraries, faith based organizations and community organization buildings.
People who were already involved in their communities and therefore more likely to participate
in the Census could have visited many of these facility types. The Census Bureau should
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research placing Be Counted questionnaires in places where people gather who are not actively
involved in their communities. Also, it appeared that most QAC sites did not receive much
traffic on weekends. Visits tended to peak in the middle of the week on Wednesdays and
dropped off significantly on Sundays. Not having QAC sites available in areas that receive foot
traffic on weekends did not provide much opportunity for people that work during the week to
access a BC form or get language assistance. Additionally, if the BC questionnaires were
available electronically it may be accessible to more people and not require visits to various
facilities and buildings.

People in Urban/Hard to Count Areas visited QAC sites more frequently than any other region of
the country in proportion to the number of housing units in the area. Over thirty percent of QAC
visits were in Urban/Hard to Count areas while only approximately 12.5 percent of the country is
in Urban/Hard to Count areas. Urban/Hard to Count areas include major cities such as New York
City, Chicago, Washington D.C., and Boston. Even though QAC sites in Urban/Hard to Count
areas were visited more often, this was not reflected in the number of questionnaires assigned a
MAFID. Of the BC questionnaires with a MAFID, 16.3 percent were in Urban/Hard to Count
areas. The sites in these areas may have been visited for reasons besides picking up a BC
questionnaire. Additionally, Urban/Hard to Count LCOs had a much larger number of people
who were Chinese counted in those LCOs than the other LCO types. People who identified as
Chinese were 9.7 times more likely to live in an Urban/Hard to Count LCO than the other LCO

types.

BC questionnaires were not completed very often in areas enumerated using U/L methodology,
which, although they occupied more land area than any other enumeration area, were mainly in
sparsely populated areas in the western half of the United States. Nine percent of the stateside
housing units were in blocks enumerated with the U/L methodology but only 6.4 percent of BC
forms were completed in these areas. This could be an effect of U/L occurring in rural areas or
could be a result of QAC sites being opened earlier for U/L questionnaire assistance but not
providing BC questionnaire during this early open period. Customers might not have been very
likely to visit a QAC site a second time if during their initial visit they were unable to obtain a
questionnaire. The BC questionnaires should have been available when QAC sites opened.

One of the goals of the BC program was to allow for people who do not have a usual residence to
have an opportunity to be counted in the 2010 Census. Those people could also be described as
experiencing homelessness, and were classified as Type B BC cases. For a BC case to be
classified as Type B, the respondent needed to check a box on the questionnaire that they “had
no address on Thursday, April 1, 2010.” There were 13,710 BC questionnaires that were
identified as a Type B case, including 283 cases that were flagged as Type B that did not check
the box but indicated they were homeless in the address write-in fields. The 2008 cognitive test
of the BC questionnaire indicated that there were problems with respondents understanding the
check box question for Type B identification. The 2008 cognitive test recommended changes to
the questionnaire that unfortunately were not able to be implemented in 2010 due to timing
constraints. Additionally, nearly 40 percent of the 2010 Type B BC cases provided an address
on their BC questionnaire that linked to an existing housing unit or group quarters address. For
the Type B forms that provided an address that was linked to an existing living quarters, 41.4
percent of respondents were found to be included in those units in the 2010 Census. This shows
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that a large number of people who were identified as not having an address where they lived or
stayed at on April 1, 2010 actually did have a residence.

In the future, the Census Bureau needs to reevaluate how respondents can identify themselves as
not having an address where they live or stay. The current method of providing a check box
before the address question may be misleading to respondents. We suggest adding an actual
question to the form to ask this information, as was suggested by the results of 2008 cognitive
testing.

There were other issues with the design of the questionnaire besides the identification of Type B
cases. The 2008 cognitive test also found issues with how the house number and street name
address fields were parsed. The recommendation from the cognitive test was to have one field
collect both house number and street name, which is similar to how the address fields were
captured in Census 2000. This recommendation was not implemented due to the limitations on
processing address fields and the requirement by GEO that the two fields be separate. In 2010,
respondents incorrectly entered their house number and street name in the “House Number” field
on 10,418 questionnaires. Additionally, respondents entered a phone number in the “House
Number” field on 4,358 questionnaires. Issues with the “House Number” field required
additional processing by clerks. All BC questionnaires initially underwent an automated address
matching process. If the automated matching process was unable to match the address, it then
went to clerical matching. Approximately 40 percent of Type A BC cases underwent the clerical
matching process, and half of those cases had to undergo further post-clerical processing. To
reduce clerical matching and respondent confusion, the Census Bureau should investigate
including non-parsed address fields on the BC questionnaire and allow automated matching for
non-parsed fields.

The Census Bureau printed 13,901,000 BC questionnaires. Only 39.1 percent of the printed
questionnaires were distributed to the BC/QAC sites. The Census Bureau had to spend money to
print and store 8,469,277 questionnaires that were never needed. Of the 5,431,723 forms that
made it to the BC/QAC sites, only 52.4 percent were picked up by potential respondents. Even
fewer BC questionnaires were actually completed and sent back to the Census Bureau (784,103).
Approximately 5.6 percent of the 13,901,000 printed questionnaires were mailed back to the
Census Bureau. The number of BC questionnaires that were counted in the Census is less than
half of those that were sent back and data captured. Only 350,307 BC questionnaires were
included in the final Census population counts. Of the printed BC questionnaires, 2.5 percent
were counted in the final population counts. The Census Bureau over estimated the number of
questionnaires that would be distributed to the public and how many questionnaires would be
completed, even considering that these figures are very similar to the Census 2000 results.

One solution for reducing the large amount of wasted paper that the BC program generated is to
automate the BC questionnaire. The Census Bureau should explore the cost benefits of having
the questionnaire available electronically at a limited number of kiosks at targeted QAC sites or
on the internet. An online BC questionnaire would eliminate the Census Bureau’s need to print
and store so many unused questionnaires. Additionally, an automated BC questionnaire would
also aid in eliminating illegible entries from handwritten forms that did not get data captured
accurately. Due to the type of populations that are targeted by the BC operation, in 2020 the BC
program cannot only be available electronically. There will be areas or QAC site locations that
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do not have easy access to the internet. In 2020, the Census Bureau should place BC
questionnaires in sites that will be used by the public more often. In 2010, the regional offices
decided where they thought the QAC/BC sites should be located. The Census Bureau should use
all the data available including ACS data to research the feasibility of identifying areas where
people are most likely to complete BC questionnaires and not be included on other Census
questionnaires. These areas should be targeted using data so that BC questionnaires are available
where they are needed the most.

At each QAC site, various language materials were made available to assist respondents in
completing their questionnaires. The available language materials included Language Assistance
Guides in 59 languages and a Language Flashcard for the QAC representative to identify the
language in which the respondent was speaking. People visiting the QAC did not use the
Language Assistance Guides very often. Only 5 percent of the people reported visiting the
stateside QAC sites to receive assistance with a language on the form. The two most frequent
reasons given by respondents for visiting QAC sites were for people that did not receive or had
lost their Census mailback questionnaire. These results show that few people used the sites for
language assistance; perhaps they were not aware that the sites offered language assistance or
that the language on the forms was sufficient for people to understand without assistance. We
suggest that advertising emphasize that QAC sites offer not only BC questionnaires but language
and general questionnaire assistance. When customers were asked why they visited a QAC site,
the most frequent answer (64.6 percent) was they saw a BC questionnaire container or the QAC
site. The website and the advertisements were not reasons reported often for how a customer
heard of the site. Only 5.2 percent of the customers heard about the QAC site from the internet or
television and 2.4 percent read about it in a newspaper. If there was more advertisement on the
type of help provided at QAC sites the public might use the sites more often.

The BC/QAC program provides the Census Bureau with a unique opportunity for making a
Census Bureau representative available to the public to answer questions and provide assistance
with completing a questionnaire. The BC/QAC program also gives people the ability to be
counted that do not have a usual residence. The BC/QAC program did add people to the final
Census counts who were not counted elsewhere. However, the Census Bureau did not fully take
advantage of the potential benefits of the BC/QAC program. In 2010, excessive numbers of
questionnaires were printed and never used, the language assistance in the QAC was rarely
utilized, and people without an address were not always able to correctly identify where they
should have been counted on April 1, 2010. In planning for Census 2020, the Census Bureau
should rethink the development of the BC/QAC program to make it more efficient and effective.
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Appendix C. D-308 Payroll Form

D-308.1 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
(7-3%-2008) Economics snd Statistcs Adminiration
U.S. CENSUS BUREAU

D508 DAILY PAY AND WORK RECORD U DEPARTVENT OF COMMERCE

2010 CENSUS

Administr
U.S. CENSUS BUREAU

Day worked -
rk (X)

Sun  Mon Tue

0o 0

O

lﬁl/'llfculu -
lark (X)
this bog( )—’ 0

Night Dmersm:a:
{6’ pm-6 am) .

3

10

3. Have you claimed ALL hours worked? /f not — Please list number of hours, date(s) hours were worked, and an
explanation of why you are not claiming them for payment.

|
[
Pl

Other - Specil

in Rsmarl‘c’s éll'l’(/i
aftach receipts
where required. s

‘Part C - CERTIFICATION

Privacy Act Notice ~ All information furnished will be treated in accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974. No information will be released except as Mhﬂﬂled by the Act.

3081

Employee’s Certification - Under penalty of fine and/or | certity certify that | have reviewed the entries made and
that the Infnrmanon on this form is true and correct to the besl of my knowledge. they appear to b6 resmr\able and accurate,

Signature | Date Signature Date

FOR OFFICE | Audited by finitial [Remarks

USE ONLY | 2nd date) i

Copy distribution: ' ORIGINAL - Payroll
USCENSUSBUREAU

SHOOT AT 325%
FINISHED SIZE: 36" X 48"

COPY - Employee

107



Appendix D. Language Flashcard

United States®
Census

VIENT OF COMI

010 _ANGUAGE IDENTIFICATION FLASHCARD

Hello, I'm from the U.S. Census Bureau. Is someone here now who speaks English and can help us?
If not, please write your phone number and someone will contact you in English.

01. English

Buenos dias (Buenas tardes), soy de la Oficina del Censo de los Estados Unidos. ¢Se encuentra
alguien que hable inglés v pueda ayudarnos? Si no, por favor, anote su nimero de teléfono
y alguien se comunicarad con usted en espariol.

02. Espafiol/
Spanish

Pérshéndetje, uné vij nga Zyra e Regjistrimit t& Popullsisé s¢ Sh.B.A-sé. A ndodhet dikush tani kétu
qé flet anglisht dhe mund t& na ndihmojé? Nése jo, ju lutemi shkruani numrin e telefonit tuaj dhe
dikush do t'ju kontaktojé né gjuhén shqgipe.

03. Shqgip/
Albanian

AILIHE 1 hATRET PN dmé- (L VY i AU ATINUE 4799 POLSIC A ALSY
POLTA A® AN? had AT PAAR RPCT 14-A7TS NATICT POLLeGICT BT 4-A:

04, ~¢ACBTin/
Amharic

4i€ayp &y ey Cnty add V1 Lo 2a g b (S0 peY) elan ) G (pa Ul i o
A pad) LV Gl sl oS5 it g oSils 28 5 20T ola Vi ean o Y oM 13 Slitaclise

05. Ay yelly
Arabic

Pwpl Qbq, bu UWUL-h Uwpnwhwdwph fjnipnjhg BU: Uenhw® £ wpnng JGYp, npp fununwd
1 EULduEpEU U Ywnnn £ dbq odUuG): Grb ng, duptp QGp htnwhunuh hwdwnp W QBq hGn
YYwwuysl Iwjbpaluny:.

06. 3wkpLu/
Armenian

e, sl 38.99. @i [t (9 e | Qi a9n @5 (@ wite [ 7R 3l e siew
GTR SAIHA AL FACS AW T (T (FE 7 AT, T (W 952 F70d T a3 wiomm o «Fe
I cataflcas s9ea |

07. aE/
Bengali

Paspeluete aa BM Ce NPeACTaBs, a3 CbM Cnyxuten Ha BropoTto no npebposieaHe Ha HaceneHneTo
Ha CALL. Mima nu Tyk HSKOM, KOMTO rOBOPK aHrNWIACKK 1 61 MOrbN Aa HWU NOMOorHe? AKo HAMa,
MONS, HanuLeTe CBOSA TenedoHEH HOMED, 38 fia MOXKE HAKOW OT HaLUWTe CryXWTenu fa Bu ce
obagu Ha 6bNrapcku,

08. 6vnrapcku/
Bulgarian

USCENSUSBUREAU
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"§2009,07600% Mg . 2049307 (364800, 290420204, §04 P00 030 Jogg aps]q) opd
960, 40 O3 PIDVIIOO REGE COVCTBE VDM PIVPDE PN FE P [0V WG
S20p0IWEHT! VA €I &P G

&34 funtimitndiodifesunanigmeein g 4 1 senas 0t 1 Rwgemmis Gestuusdunwmansigaifivmnugudian
atg 7 wiiiliiamaie gunmnor weginumgRn Winsnmnidunseyinmates 1

£, BRIZEADEERTEN, SEXBEERELHRBNATURDHEN ? NRE
B, BETENRESE  REFEAEPLELER,

BiF. RRAXBADEER TN, FRCERERESRRBNATURBRM 2 m
REE , FRTENBERRR | < &M8HT A F R R,

Dobar dan, ja sam iz Americkog biroa za cenzus. Ima li ovdje nekoga tko govori engleski i moze
nam pomoci? Ako nema, melim Vas da napiSete svoj broj telefona, pa ¢emo stupiti s Vama u
kontakt na hrvatskom jeziku.

Dobry den, jsem z Amerického Ufadu pro scitani lidu (U.S. Census Bureau). Je zde nékdo, kdo
hovofi anglicky a mGze nam pomoci? Pokud ne, napiste prosim své telefonni &islo a nékdo Vas
bude kontaktovat v estiné.

ch:ao‘_)An Lﬂ .ﬁ@a@k}d\j&f Lg\._:)n‘ esdaie YL JJ‘L;JM o sid ):\5& Jdg}ae?}u
Rl g5 038 S | Ly 2l 4 ] ) () U 48 o g Adiad e
pod ey el L oo ol 4 Wty 1 iy silatnons (adal puy cuass

Kudual, yen ye raan de maktam de kugén de koc de Amerika. Norj raan ye jam & thon de Linglith [&u
bé wok kony & ké looiku? Na liu, ke yi gd3r telepundu ku anon raan bé yiin col & thuonjan.

Hallo, ik ben van het Amerikaanse Census Bureau. Is er iemand hier die Engels spreekt en ons kan
helpen? Als dat niet zo is, wilt u dan uw telefoonnummer opschrijven? Dan zal iemand telefonisch
contact met u opnemen in het Nederlands.

D-3309 (09-24-2008)
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09.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Bhos/

Burmese

menias/
Cambodian

7/

Chinese
(Simplified)

3/

Chinese
(Traditional)

hrvatski,/
Croatian

Cesdtina/
Czech

s/
Dari

Thuonjan/
Dinka

Nederlands/
Dutch



el (5448 o L) Yla S Ul st s2aka Y (5 Jladi o lol 230 1S OS5 e aDha
S Sy g e g | sl o jlad Gl et S B T S Lady 2l gina 5 2K0a G
2 onlsa el el b e 8 gl 4

Bonjour, je travaille pour le Bureau de Recensement des Etats-Unis. Y a-t-il quelqu’un ici qui parle
anglais et puisse nous aider ? Sinon, notez votre numéro de téléphone pour que quelqu’un puisse
vous contacter en Francais.

Guten Tag, ich komme im Auftrag des Bundesbiiro zu Durchfuhrung von Volkszéhlungen.
Kann ich mit jemandem sprechen, der Englisch spricht und der uns helfen kann? Wenn nicht,
schreiben Sie bitte Ihre Telefonnummer auf und es wird sich jemand in deutscher Sprache mit
Thnen in Verbindung setzen.

Iewé oog,

Efpaote and myv Yanpeoio Atoypaeis tov HITA. Eivat kaveig £80 avt ) oTiypr mov phdet Ayyhkd ve pog
sumnpemioet; Av dyl, Topakeid onUEUheTE To TNALQLVE cug kot Bo emkowvavicel kanoog pali cug

ota EAAHNIKA.

Bonjou, mwen se anpwlaye biwo resansman ameriken. Eske m ka pale ak yon moun nan kay la ki
konn pale anglé ? Si pa gen moun nan kay la ki pale anglé, tanpri ekri nimewo telefén ou pou yon
moun kki pale kreyol ayisyen rele w.

D197 PRI 2TAW T VA2 WL R W AR M7 MEIR S P0IPONA TP0n TWwnn R, 0w
1AV DWW DONR WP I W DI5W 197U 190 NR 120D KIX LRYY 72 71

T, § gue o e W ) e ondt uel S o wfia & o0 ool derr € sie eudl sqe @ waan @7
Tfy =8, a1 FUE AU B T ford ot 3 wfiw e et # wua av )

Nyob zoo. Kuv tuaj hauv Teb Chaws Asmeskas Chaw Suav Pej Xeem tuaj. Puas muaj leej twg nyob
hauv tsev uas txawj lus Askiv thiab pab tau peb? Yog tsis muaj, thov sau koj tus xov tooj tseg, mam li
muaj ib tug neeg hais lus Hmoob hu tuaj rau koj.

Jo napot kivanok, az Egyesiilt Allamok Népszamlalasi Hivatalaté! vagyok. Van a kézelben valaki, aki
beszél angolul, és segiteni tud nekiink? Ha nem, kérem, irja le a telefonszamét, és kapcsolatba fogunk
lépni Onnel magyarul.

D-3309 (09-24-2008)
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

e/
Farsi

Francais/
French

Deutsch/
German

Elnvika/
Greek

kreydl avisyen/
Haitian Creole

nma/
Hebrew

fe=dy

Hindi

Hmoob/
Hmong

Magyar/
Hungarian



Hello, taga Census Bureau ako ng U.S. Adda kadi kadakayo nga makapagsarita ti English ken mabalin
nga tumulong kaniami? Nu awan paki surat yo iti numero iti telepono yo ta adda iti tumawag kaniayo
nga ag llocano.

Salve, chiamo da parte del Census Bureau degli Stati Uniti. C'& qualcuno che parla inglese ed
& in grado di ajutarci? In caso negativo, scriva il numero di telefono e sara contattato da qualcuno
che parla Italiano.

CAKLER. AEKESRERORETY., CE5SCREREER CEZOR/BECIHHVEL T
BEAVS2LPVRIA?ELVEBVERR, BRLOBERESEHBEVLETNE,
BERTRENEBEVLLET,

SR, ME 015 QT ZAIF oM Yot T RiLICh W08 A85HAIE 2 50 X5|8 &9}
FA = 2l 20| 07| AYLIM? gt e FHEHEE Ho{FAHE #2008 & + 2le T

ol ¢d=hg =3 Zeluch

gruad, 2awel39 urmnsmungnngﬁmonwmuguaj amgazmsanemmm u?mejmn
mu«muqumaam gar goudiswonSatad? nadd, NEJUIZJURDN tnaviuzagmay
uar wana ssfodmanay uwagano.

Sveiki, as esu i§ JAV Gyventojy suraSymo biuro. Ar ¢ia dabar yra kas nors, kas kalba angli$kai
ir galéty mums padéti? Jei ne, praSome uZrasyti savo telefono numerj ir su jumis susisieks
lietuviy kalba.

AnGEID, eMID W) af)@V HaVMALMS sniyeoo @ mlanas, @uﬂ;‘lcm" TULaUOBIENIM @RYOOEIEN BGaloud
Doflasw)eanzd smEBeg ava00wlenand? megiEed, MERg)es HseNenndsn MaUd af))®N MEdd)d.
DENPISEBIGE TUaVICISNIAM ERHVEIEN MOIMOS MIMLSG|S)e.

Ya'at'¢éh, Neezndd ninghahadgo Bila’ashdla’ii n&6ltah bil haz'4 ba naashnish. Haidaaish k66 Bilagdanaa big
zaad yee yahi’igii holg? *Adingo *éi nibéésh bee hane’é nihd *4difliit d66 44 héida a4 Diné Bizaad
yee yati’igii nich’{” ndhodoolnih.

THE, § AHNHF TATAAT ARFHATE OB | T8l Aol e d= o erdeTs "ed THae #i
AR B 7 A, TSR R e eifafen afe wEe qurdfaa Surel o a6 e
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

llocano/
llocano

Italiano/
Italian

B/

Japanese

Eh=Zoi/
Korean

WIRIRID/
Laotian

Lietuviy/
Lithuanian

2LIWOBo/
Malayalam

Diné Bizaad/
Navajo

et/
Nepali



%, I g 7. AeoresT (98T =& nrfenr/mret 9 | ot fof Gt wiardet 8% merer § mid st
WeE I9 AIET J 7 7 BT, 3T faeur gea »rusT $RtEs $99 fay fe@ wd aet god darst
&9 fuger Fgar |

Dzien dobry. Jestem z Amerykanskiego Biura Spisu Ludno$ci. Czy kto$ tutaj méwi po angielsku i mégiby
nam pomoc? Jezeli nie, proszg napisa¢ swoj numer telefonu, a ktog skontaktuje sig z Paristwem po polsku.

0l4, sou do Servigo de censo dos Estados Unidos. Alguém aqui fala inglés e pode nos ajudar? Caso
contrério, escreva seu telefone e alguém vai entrar em contato com vocé em portugués.

Buni ziua, sunt de la Biroul de Recensamént al S.U.A. Este cineva aici, in acest moment, care vorbeste
englezi §i ne poate ajuta? Daca nu, va rog serieti-va numirul de telefon gi cineva vl va contacta telefonic
in roméana.

3napascteyitre! S npencraenaio Biopo nepenucy nacenenus Coenunennbix Hltaros. IpucyTersyer 3nece
KTO-HUOY/Ib, KTO FOBOPUT MO-AHINIMHCKH | MOr Gb1 omMoub Ham? ECiH Her, To, noxkanyicTa, HanummTe cBokt
TenedoHHBIH HOMep, 4TOOk! HALIM COTPYAHHKH MOIIH MOGECE0BATE ¢ BAMH [I0-PYCCKH.

JHoGap nam, ja cam u3 AMepuukor OHpoa 3a NOMUC CTAHOBHUINTEA. [[a 1 0BJIe MMa HEKOra KO
rOBOPH EHITIECKH M MOJe J1a HaM nomorHe? Ako HeMa, MoanM Bac jia Hamuiuere ¢8oj 6poj
tenedona, na fieMo KoHrakTHpartH ¢ Bama Ha cpricKoM jesHKY.

Hallo, Waxaan anigu ka tirsanahay Xafiiska Tirakoobka Mareykanka. Halkan ciddi ma Joogta hadda
oo ku hadasha Ingiriisiga 0o na caawin karta? Haddi kalese, fadlan gor lambarka talafoonkaaga
markaasna gof ayaa kugulasoo xidhiidhi doona adiga Scomaalliga.

Halo, nimetoka Shirika la Sensa la Merika Je, kuna mtu hapa sasa anayezungumza Kiingereza
na anaweza kutusaidia? lkiwa hakuna, tafadhali andika nambari yako va simu na mtu atawasiliana
na wewe kwa Kiswahili.

Hello, Ako'y galing sa U.S. Census Bureau. Mayroon ba ditong marunong magsalita ng Ingles
at makakatulong sa amin ngayon? Kung wala, pakisulat ang telepono ninyo at may tatawag
sa inyo sa Tagalog.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

RVE i
Panjabi

Polski/
Polish

Portuguds/
Portuguese

Roména/
Romanian

pycckmii/
Russian

cprcKu/
Serbian

Soomaali/
Somali

Kiswahili/
Swahili

44, Tagalog/

Tagalog
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Merhaba, A.B.D. Istatistik BUrosu'ndanim. Orada Ingilizce konusan ve bize yardim edebilecek birisi
var mi? Yoksa, litfen telefon numaranizi yazin, sizinle Tlrkge dilinde temasa gegilecek.

TIpugit, Mu 3 CIIIA. Cencec bropo. TyT € XToCh, XTO BONOjIi€ aHITIIHCHKOK MOBOIO | MO¥e
Jonomortu Ham? Ko Hi, Oyb TacKa, 3aMULIITE Ball TenedOHHUA HOMED | 3 BaMH
3B’SOKYTRCS HA YKpaiHCBKil MOBI.
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Xin chao, t6i [a nhan vién cia Cyc Théng Ké Dan Sé Hoa Ky. U dy hign c6 ai biét n6i tiéng Anh vi 6 thé
gitip chi{ng tﬁi, khéng? Néu khdng, xin vui long ghi lai s6 dién thoai cia quy vi. Chiing t6i s& lién lac lai véi
quy vi bing tiéng Viét.

WP DX B BIPT ORI IR KT JROIKD PR LRI DIMVE DWPHD TYLPI 0T PO 12 PR, IRIND
TATIVOWIRD T LY ISR PR PRI JREYIYY TPOR BRIR LW Y0, 00 21K 718505 TR
TR K TN 0
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e/
Thai

1TICE/
Tigrinya

TURKCE/
Turkish

yKpaiHChKa
MoBa/
Ukrainian

49, 320l

50.

51.

Urdu

Tiéng Viét/
Vietnamese

VTR
Yiddish



Appendix E.  Number of Language Assistance Guides Used in Stateside

QAC sites
Language of Number of Percent of
Assistance Guide People People
No guide used 782,222 95.3%
Spanish 18,362 2.2%
Russian 824 0.1%
Simplified Chinese 2,924 0.4%
Traditional Chinese 1,486 0.2%
Korean 2,662 0.3%
Viethamese 1,693 0.2%
Thai 553 0.1%
Cambodian 560 0.1%
Haitian Creole 1,053 0.1%
Armenian 892 0.1%
Arabic 2,265 0.3%
Polish 424 0.1%
Somali 670 0.1%
Portuguese 507 0.1%
English 448 0.1%
Panjabi 389 <0.1%
French 326 <0.1%
Unknown 320 <0.1%
Farsi 281 <0.1%
Nepali 259 <0.1%
Tagalog 252 <0.1%
Hmong 188 <0.1%
Bengali 184 <0.1%
Italian 179 <0.1%
Burmese 175 <0.1%
Hindi 170 <0.1%
Ambharic 151 <0.1%
Laotian 140 <0.1%
Croatian 73 <0.1%
Japanese 73 <0.1%
Urdu 71 <0.1%
Swahili 51 <0.1%
Albanian 45 <0.1%
Ukrainian 45 <0.1%
Greek 43 <0.1%
Turkish 42 <0.1%
Czech 36 <0.1%
Serbian 35 <0.1%
Hebrew 30 <0.1%
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Romanian 30 <0.1%
German 26 <0.1%
Ilocano 24 <0.1%
Tigrinya 23 <0.1%
Dari 18 <0.1%
Bulgarian 13 <0.1%
Navajo 11 <0.1%
Yiddish 7 <0.1%
Malayalam 5 <0.1%
Lithuanian 3 <0.1%
Dinka 2 <0.1%
Dutch 2 <0.1%
Hungarian 2 <0.1%
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Appendix F.

LCO Type Descriptions

Office Type Description Land area TEAs Workload Additional
covered Guidelines
Type A Urban inner city offices less than 50 Primarily MO/MB,; 55,000 to 70,000 NRFU cases, | Majority of the census tracts
(Urban/Hard to serving densely populated | square miles may include pockets of about 1,100 NRFU frontloaded | (above 50%) should have high
Count) Hard-to-Enumerate U/UE and/or U/UL enumerators, HTC/HTE scores (70 or
(HTE) areas total workload of <200,000 greater). Mail Response Rates
addresses (MRRs) should be about 60%
or lower in 2010 to qualify as
a Type A office.
Type B Similar to Type A offices, | 50 to1,500 Primarily MO/MB, possibly | 70,000 to 90,000 NRFU cases, | May contain census tracts with
(Urban/ but covers urban and square miles, with some pockets of about 1,100 NRFU frontloaded | high HTE scores, but less than
Metropolitan) surrounding metropolitan | average: ~ 340 U/UL, U/UE, and/or enumerators, total workload of | 50% of census tracts should be
areas, and may have square miles. Update/Leave (U/L). about 370,000 addresses HTC/HTE in the Planning
higher workloads and Data Base. Typical Mail
more limited HTE areas Response Rates (MRRS) in
Census 2000 were in the range
of 60-80%, with the average
being 70%.
Type C Covers suburban areas, 135 to 50,500 A mixture of Update/Leave | 70,000 to 105,000 NRFU Typical Mail Response Rates
(Suburban/ small and medium sized square miles, and MO/MB and may cases, (MRRs) in Census 2000 were
Rural) cities and towns and rural | average: ~ 5,600 | include some about 1,300 NRFU frontloaded | in the range of 50-80%, with
areas, and comprises the square miles Update/Enumerate (U/E). enumerators, the average being 65%
majority of LCOs total workload of about
370,000 addresses
Type D Covers exceptionally 4,200 to 69,700 Mostly U/E, with limited 90,000 to 135,000 NRFU Typical Mail Response Rates
(Rural/Remote) remote areas including square miles, U/L, MO/MB, and Remote | cases, (MRRs) in Census 2000 were
some American Indian average:~ 27,600 | Update/Enumerate about 1,500 NRFU frontloaded | in the range of 45-70%, with
Reservations, and very square miles enumerators, total workload of | the average being about 60%.

large expanses of land,
particularly in the western
States

about 470,000 addresses
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Type E One LCO covers the Just under MO/MB, U/L, U/E, Remote | 105,000 NRFU cases,
(Alaska) entire State of Alaska 572,000 square Update/Enumerate, and total workload of just under
miles Remote Alaska 286,000
Type F Covers the entire 20 to 630 square | MO/MB and U/L 70,000 to 90,000 NRFU cases, | 55.5% MRR
(Puerto Rico) Commonwealth of Puerto | miles, about 1,000 NRFU frontloaded
Rico average: ~ 380 enumerators,
square miles total workload about 166,000

HUs

Sources: Census 2000/2010 Planning Spreadsheets
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Appendix G. D-399 Record of Contact Stateside

. 11 D398
CUmted States' 51?;2\4-2000?&3 5

Please print your entries,

INSTRUCTIONS - Complete one form for each contact. Answer every item. Submit all forms to your Census contact.

US DEPARTMENT OF >CO MERCE
RECORD OF CONTACT R

ensus QUESTIONNAIRE ASSISTANCE CENTER

2010 Census

01. LCO Code LCO Name

T
|
|
|

08. Language of Be Counted Questionnaire provided — Mark (X) one.

02. QAC Site Name and Address

ot [] English 95 ] Vietnamese
02 [] Spanish 96 [} Russian
03 [] Chinese 07 [] NA

04 [] Korean

09. Language Assistance Guide used — Mark (X) one.

ot ] No guide used 99 [] Cambodian (10)
02 [} Spanish (02) 10 [} Haitian Creole (22}
08 [] Russian (40} 11 (] Armenian (06)

03. QAC Representative

04[] Simplified Chinese (11) = 12 [] Arabic (05)
95 [] Traditional Chinese (12} 13 [] Polish {37)

04. Date (mm/dd/yyyy)

06 [ Korean (30) 14 [] Other — Specify code:
07 [] Vietnamese (50)
08 [] Thai (45) Lang:

05. Time
O am.

J pm.

10. Ask all respondents this question before they leave the QAC:
"How did you learn about the Questi ire Assi
Center?” - Mark (X) all that apply.

o1 [ Saw it on TV/internet 11 [ Other — Explain below

06. Respondent needed assistance on this type of
questionnaire — Mark (X} one.
ot [] D1 o [ D-10(C)
02 [J D-1(ES) o7 [ D-10(K)
03 [] D-1¢UL) o8 [ D-10(V)
o4 ] D-10 o [] D-10(R)

o5 [/ D-10(S) 10 [ Other:

02 (] Saw it on a poster

03 [} Read about it in a flyer

04[] Read about it in the newspaper

05 (] Heard about it on the radio

06 [[] Heard about it in a meeting

07 [] Heard about it in a place of worship

08 [] Heard about it from a friend/relative/neighbor

[J Heard about it through an organization/association

8

07. Reason for visit — Mark (X) all that apply.
ot Did not receive form
02

03

Received two forms
Lost form
Received form for wrong address/person

Asked about a population question
Asked about a housing question
Needed assistance with a language
Could not read/or understand form
Visit not related to guestionnaire
Asked about jobs

10 [ Saw the BC container and/or QAC

11. Referred customer to — Mark (X) all that apply.

o1 [ oA 04 []| Other
02 [] Internet o5 [] Not Referred
03 [J Lco

12. If you were unable to assist the respondent — Please explain why.

Concern about privacy/confidentiality

IR LA R AR AR OE
88 88 8 ¢8
O0000ooooooooo

@
0
O

Asked about other census operations
Other — Explain below i

13. Comments:

USCENSUSBUREAU

D-308, Base {Black}
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Appendix H.  D-399(PR) Record of Contact Puerto Rico

ForvAD-399(PR) DEPARTMENTO DE COMERCIO DE LOS EEUY.
(10:34-2009 Draft 3) Adhiniracian s Bodtiom(a 'y Esfadstioes
NEGOCIADO DEL CENSO DE LOS EE.UY.

CENTRO DE ASSISTENCIA CON EL CUESTIONARIO (QGAC)
CENSO DEL 2010 = PUERTO RICO
INSTRUCCIONES - Compiete un formulario por cada contacto. Conteste todas las partidas. Entregue todos los formularios
a su contacto del Censo. Escriba en letra de molde.
01. Cédigo de la LCO : Nombre de la LCO 08. Idioma del Cuestionario ;Sea Contado! provisto — Margue (X) una casifla.

REGISTRO DE CONTACTO

1 o1 [] Inglés ¢ 02 [] Espariol
I
02. Nombre y Direccion del QAC

09. Guia de Referencia para el Idioma que se usé ~ Margue (X} una casilla.

i 01 (] No se us6 una guia 09 (] Camboyano (10)
I 02 (] Inglés (01) 10 7] Criollo haitiano (Kreyol) (22)
03 [] Ruso (40) 11 [ Armenio (06)
04 [] Chino simplificado (11) 12 [} Arabe (05)
05 [ Chino tradicional {12) 13 [] Polaco (37)
06 [] Coreano (30) 14 [] Otro ~ Cédigo:
03. Representante del QAC 07 [] Vietnamita (50)

i 08 [] Tailandés (45} Idioma:

10. Haga esta pregunta a los respondedores antes de que salgan del QAC:
04. Fecha . “¢Coémo supo dei C: de ia con el Ci i 07" —
Marque (X) todas las que correspondan. 7

01 [] Lo escuché en Ia radio. 11 ] Otro ~ Explique =
05. Hora 02 l;] Lo vi anunciado en un cartel.
[ am. 03 (] Lo vi en televisién/en Intemet.
: [ pm. 04 [} Lo lei en una hoja informativa. N K

05 [] Lei al respecto en ef periédico.

086. El respondedor necesitaba ayuda con este tipo de

cuestionario — Marque (X) una casilla. 06 [] Me enteré en una reunion.

ot [ D-1(UL) PR(S) o4 [] D-10PR 07 [ Me enters por un amigo/pariente/vecino.

02 [],D-1 PR(S) i 08 [[] Me enteré en una iglesia/templo/centro de culto.

o2 [ ] D-10 PR(S) 05 [] Otro- 03 [] Me enteré por medio de una organizacion/de una asociacion.

10 [] Vi el Buzon de jSea Contado! o el QAC.

07. Motivo de la visita — Marque (X) todas fas que
correspondan. 11. Relfiri6 el cliente a - Margue (X) todas las que correspondan.

01 [[] No recibié el cuestionario. o1 [] tco 04 [[] Otro
] Becibié dos cuestionarios. 0z [ Internet

7] Perdi6 ef cuestionario. 03 [} Asistencia Telefénica para

[J | Recibi6 el cuestionario de Ia direccion/de l1a el Cuestionario (TQA)
persona equivocada.

[J Tenia duda acerca de una pregunta sobre la
poblacion.

Tenia duda acerca de una pregunta sobre S
vivienda.

07 [] Necesitaba ayuda en otro idioma.
o8 []iNo podia leer/entender el cuestionario.

o5 [] No refiri6 al cliente a ningdn lugar.

g 8 88

12. Si no pudo ayudar al respondedor — Explique la razon.

8
O

39920012

09 [] La visita no tenia que ver con el cuestionario. J

10 Pregunto acerca de los empleos. 7

P o P 13. Comentarios:

11 Preocupacion con la privacidad o
confidencialidad.

12 []'Pregunté por otras operaciones censales.

13 [} Otro — Explique: =

USCENSUSBUREAU

D-308, Base {Black} -
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