
U.S. CENSUS MONITORING BOARD 
Presidential Members 

Final Report to Congress 
September I, 2001 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Presidential Members 

4700 Silver Hill Road 
Suite 1250- 3 

Suitland, MD 20746 
(301) 457-9900 
~&ml2ru~_QY 

email: comment@cmbp.census.gov 

OAGI0001265 00001 



U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board 

4 700 Silver Hill Road 
Suite 1250-3 

Suitland, MD 20746 

PRESIDENTIAL MEMBERS 

Phone: (301) 457-9900 
Fax: (30 I) 457-990 I 

Gilbert F. Casellas 
Co-Chair 

Cruz M.Bustamante 

Everett M. Ehrlich 

Lorraine Green 

Margarita Roque 
Executive Director 

September 1, 2001 

The Honorable Richard Cheney 
President 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert 
Speaker 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Mr. President and Mr. Speaker: 

Pursuant to Public Law 105-119, the undersigned members of the U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board (CMB) hereby transmit our final report to Congress. 

The following report represents over three years of dedicated service to the cause of an 
accurate Census 2000. It embodies not only our legacy, but also our belief that the cen
sus, as a foundation of democracy, should count every single individual in our great 
nation. It is also our hope that this final report will serve as a useful roadmap for 
Census 2010. 

We would like to thank President Clinton, House Democratic Leader Richard Gephardt 
and Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle for providing us with the opportunity to 
serve. The Constitution of the United States provided for a decennial census for the 
purpose of apportioning seats in the House of Representatives. As Presidential 
Members of the Board, we were honored to have been a part of the historic process for 
Census 2000. 

We also wish to acknowledge the heroes of Census 2000 -the thousands of individuals, 
local governments and community organizations who tried so hard to achieve a com
plete count. To the degree that Census 2000 was a success, the Census 2000 partners 
deserve the lion's share of the credit. We enjoyed working with these and other census 
stakeholders over the past three years through all phases of the operation. In addition, 
we are very grateful for the assistance provided to us by the Commerce Department, the 
Government Printing Office, many Members of Congress and their staffs, and, of 
course, our own staff and expert consultants at the CMB. 

Finally, we want to thank the Bureau for providing office space to the CMB and for 
accommodating our oversight efforts in Washington and in the more than 50 local 
offices in all 12 census regions in the country. 

Census 2000 posed many challenges, including how to use new technology to achieve 
a more accurate count, how to stem the tide of non-participation, and how to adjust for 
the differential undercount evident since the 1940 census. 

While our experience with the Bureau was generally good, we must note that the spir
it of transparency and cooperation that marked the CMB's relations with the Bureau 
under former Acting Director James Holmes and former Director Kenneth Prewitt dis
solved following the change of Administration in January of 2001. 

Our efforts to monitor census operations in accordance with our statutory mandate 
were met with resistance from the Bureau. Several requests for data - to which we 
were legally entitled under the CMB's authorizing statute -were delayed or simply 
ignored. As a result, we were unable to conduct additional research beyond that which 
is included in this report. 

The most significant set of data delayed by the Bureau related to the Local Update 
of Census Addresses (LUCA), one of the three major initiatives the Bureau cited as 
having contributed to the operational success of Census 2000. We strongly felt that 
review of this data and analysis of its effectiveness would have proven invaluable. 
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This final report details the operational milestones achieved in Census 2000, a set of recommendations for 
future censuses, a comprehensive analysis of the 2000 Census conducted by Dr. Eugene Ericksen of Temple 
University, an examination of demographic analysis by Dr. Jeffrey Passel of the Urban Institute, an in-depth 
forecast of lost Federal funding as a result of the undercount provided by PricewaterhouseCoopers, a brief 
overview of the Census Partnership Program and a listing of activities conducted by the CMBP. 

Since the recommendation of the Executive Steering Committee for A.C.E. Policy (ESCAP) was announced 
and made official by the Secretary of Commerce, Don Evans, we have attempted to analyze the rationale 
behind the decision. The ESCAP committee cited inconsistencies between the Accuracy and Coverage 
Evaluation (A.C.E.) estimates and demographic analysis (DA), and the lack of time available to the commit
tee to resolve these differences. 

Dr. Jeffrey Passel, a noted expert in the field, concluded that the Bureau's DA estimate failed to incorporate 
the best available estimates of immigration and therefore was seriously flawed. Dr. Passel said that had the 
base DA been somewhat different, "there would have been more attention to the areas of agreement rather than 
disagreement between the two measures and more attention to the potential deficiencies in Census 2000 
itself." 

Additionally, in an effort to better comprehend the decision, CMBP invited the participation of noted experts 
Dr. Stephen Fienberg and Dr. Jay Kadane to join the team of Ericksen and Passel. Their findings were made 
public and provided the basis for understanding the ESCAP decision. These scientists concluded that given the 
results of their combined research and the information currently available from the Census Bureau, a more 
accurate census would have been achieved by adjusting. 

In conclusion, despite being unable to access and analyze data withheld by the Bureau, we are nonetheless 
proud of what we were able to accomplish. In particular, CMBP played a leading role in the discovery, analy
sis, documentation, and publication of some of the most critical census issues, including: 

• The social, political and economic effects of a census undercount; 

• The release of estimates of the 2000 Census undercount for all 50 states and many of the 
country's counties; 

• The discovery of the larger-than-expected immigrant population and; 

• The vast number of errors, imputations and potential duplications in Census 2000. 

Our hope is that the volume of scientific research provided as a result of this initiative will be utilized to gain 
a better understanding of Census 2000. 

And finally, we would be remiss if we did not reaffirm our belief that overall, the Census Bureau's workforce 
is among the most skilled, dedicated, and nonpartisan in all of government. They perform a tremendous and 
essential public service, not just every 1 0 years, but year in and year out. 

We are confident that the legacy of the Board will provide Congress and the nation with a valuable perspec
tive leading into Census 2010. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gilbert F. Casellas 
Co-Chair,Presidential Members 

Cruz M. Bustamante 
Presidential Member 

Everett M. Ehrlich 
Presidential Member 

Lorraine A. Green 
Presidential Member 
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CENSUS 2000 AND CENSUS 
MONITORING BOARD MILESTONES 

Introduction 

Planning for a census begins long before the actual census day or even census year. Each planning 
cycle brings about its own set of challenges. Census 2000 was confronted by a persistent undercount 
of minorities and the poor, a number which had increased in the 1990 census. Additionally, 1990 was 
the first census since 1940 that had not improved coverage over the previous census. The data 
revealed that of the 4 million net undercount, 4.4 percent of Blacks, 5 percent of Hispanics, 2.3 per
cent of Asians and Pacific Islanders, and 4.5 percent of American Indians were missed compared to 
0.7 percent of non-Hispanic whites. 

The 1990 results generated several lawsuits, the formation of committees, research studies and reports 
on how best to remedy the persistent differential undercount. After due consideration of all the find
ings presented, Dr. Barbara Bryant, Director of the Census Bureau, along with the majority of the 
Bureau's Undercount Steering Committee, who had assessed the accuracy ofthe data, recommended 
that the 1990 census be statistically adjusted. The decision was, however, overruled on July 15, 1991, 
by Secretary of Commerce Robert Mosbacher. 

In light of the 1990 census controversy, a broad range of stakeholders, including those in scientific 
professions, the Bureau and Congress agreed that review and modification to the existing methodol
ogy was needed. The Decennial Census Improvement Act of 1991 required the Bureau to contract 
with the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to study ways in which to achieve a more accurate 
count. Additionally, the Address List Improvement Act, enabled the Census Bureau to form partner
ships with state, local, and Tribal governments to develop and update address lists to assist with iden
tifying where people could be found. 

Numerous panels and advisory committees were organized including: The Task Force for Planning for 
the Year 2000 Census and Census-Related Activities for 2000-2009, the NAS Panel to Evaluate 
Alternative Census Methods, and The Panel on Census Requirements in the Year 2000 and Beyond. 
By the mid 1990s it was evident that the Bureau and the NAS favored a 2000 census design that 
included greater reliance on statistical methods. NAS, the General Accounting Office, and the 
Commerce Department's Office of the Inspector General, along with other stakeholders ultimately 
recommended that the Bureau incorporate dual system estimation methods to achieve high quality sta
tistical correction. 

The following are milestones in the Census 2000 operation and the history of the Census Monitoring 
Board (CMB). 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page I ofl74 
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1997 

Congress Addresses Funding for Statistical Adjustment and 
Establishes the Census Monitoring Board 

Final Report to Congress 

The Census Bureau unveiled its Census 2000 strategy in February 1996, affirming the recommenda
tions of the various groups and including plans for sampling. However, the plan generated heated con
gressional debate centered primarily on the issue of sampling. As the debate intensified, it conse
quently spilled onto the FY 1998 appropriation bills. The discussion broke primarily along partisan 
lines, with Republicans opposing sampling as a method of increasing the rolls of Democratic voters, 
and Democrats wanting to ensure that the growing net undercount from previous censuses be elimi
nated. In November of 1997 Congress reached a compromise with the passage of Public Law 105-
119. The law allowed the Census Bureau to design a two-track plan, one track was to include sam
pling, the other would not, which ultimately affected the 1998 Dress Rehearsal. It authorized 
Congress to challenge the census plan in court, provided for expedited judicial review of any legal 
challenges to the use of sampling in the census, setting the stage for the January 1999 Supreme Court 
decision, and established the Census Monitoring Board as an oversight body to observe and monitor 
all aspects of the preparation and implementation of the 2000 decennial census. 

1998 

Census "Dress Rehearsal" 

In 1998, the Census Bureau began testing its proposed 2000 plan in three sites: Columbia, South 
Carolina (mainly rural); Sacramento, California (mainly urban); and Menominee, Wisconsin (an 
American Indian reservation). The plan included a pre-census promotional campaign before mailing 
out the forms to households; the non-response follow up; a new program called Sampling for Non
Response Follow-up, and the traditional post-enumeration statistical survey to assess accuracy. This 
process would apply the results of the non-response follow up to the final ten percent of the non-respon
dent population. The rehearsal took place in as near a census-like environment as possible. 

Census Monitoring Board Organizes 

In June 1998, the Census Monitoring Board was organized and held its first meeting in Washington, 
D.C. By statute, the Board was divided evenly along partisan lines, with four members appointed by 
President Bill Clinton and four by the Republican leaders in Congress: 

+ Presidentially-appointed members included Tony Coelho (co-chair), Gilbert F. Casellas, Dr. 
Everett M. Ehrlich, and Lorraine A. Green; and 

+ Congressionally-appointed members included J. Kenneth Blackwell (co-chair), Dr. David M. 
Murray, A. Mark Neuman, and Joe D. Whitley. 

The authorizing statute gave CMB the responsibility for monitoring "all aspects" of Census 2000, 
including operational planning, implementation, and post-censal analysis. The law mandated that 
CMB report to Congress at least once every six months on its findings and issue a Final Report by 
September 1, 2001, before ceasing operations on September 30, 2001. 

Congress appropriated $4 million for the Board for its first year- with the money to be shared equal
ly between CMB-Presidential and CMB-Congressional. Each year thereafter, Congress appropriated 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Final Report to Congress 

$3.5 million, also to be shared equally between the two groups. The Board was designed to operate 
as two Boards within one, each with separate Executive Directors and staff. 

At its organizing meeting, the Board agreed that an affirmative vote of at least five members of the 
Board would be required to issue any report or recommendation in the Board's name. 

In July 1998, the Board held its first hearing at Census Headquarters in Suitland, Maryland. Acting 
Census Bureau Director, James Holmes, testified and provided a detailed briefing on the Bureau's 
"dual track" preparations for Census 2000. One track was designed to include sampling while the 
other would not. 

1999 

Supreme Court Rules on Statistical Sampling 

The discussion surrounding the use of sampled data intensified over time. It ultimately came to a head 
when the Bureau announced their plan to use two forms of statistical sampling in the 2000 Decennial 
Census in an effort to address the issue of the undercount. Two major lawsuits were filed in opposi
tion, which were eventually incorporated into one, the Department of Commerce et al. v. United States 
House of Representatives et al. The suit challenged the legality and constitutionality of using sam
pled data for the purposes of reapportionment. The U.S. Supreme Court heard the case and in 
January, in a narrow 5 to 4 majority, the court ruled that current law prohibited the use of sampling 
methods in deriving the state population totals used for reapportionment of the House of 
Representatives. Writing for the majority, Justice Sandra Day O'Connor stated that the 1976 amend
ments to Title 13 U.S.C. (Census Act) changed the provision in law from one that "permitted" the use 
of sampling for purposes other than apportionment into one that "required" that sampling be used for 
such purposes if "feasible." 

Following the decision, the Bureau issued a revised Census 2000 plan that included expanded efforts 
to count the population directly for apportionment data and a smaller post enumeration survey to 
measure the accuracy of that count. It also requested additional funds ($1. 7 billion) to handle the 
new operation. The post-enumeration survey, this time called the Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation 
(A.C.E.), was designed to survey 300,000 households over 11,000 blocks or block-clusters around 
the country. 

This, however, did not lessen the debate on the issue. Opponents as well as supporters of sampling 
disagreed regarding whether the Court's interpretation of the Census Act allowed the use of sampling 
methods to produce numbers to be used for redistricting. 

CMBP Report to Congress 

On February 1, the CMBP issued its first report to Congress in which it provided information on the 
six bipartisan public hearings held and discussed the results of the three dress rehearsals. Some con
clusions reached were that no matter how sophisticated and well funded a traditional census might be, 
it will still result in a substantial undercount of minorities and children, and only a timely Post
Enumeration Survey can substantially reduce the differential undercount. The report also endorsed 
the Local Update of Census Addresses (LUCA) program as a superior method for ensuring local 
review and urged Congress to extend grants to state and local governments to develop standardized 
address lists. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page3 ofl74 

OAGI0001265 00008 



Final Report to Congress 

CMB Issues its First Joint Report 

On April 1, the CMB issued its first joint report to Congress. The Report dealt with field office 
staffing, complete count committees, partnership specialists, questionnaire assistance centers, the "Be 
Counted" program, questionnaires and language assistance, and targeting how best to reach the hard
to-enumerate population. 

Casellas Replaces Coelho as CMB Co-Chair 

In May, Co-Chair Tony Coelho stepped down from the Board and was replaced by CMBP member 
Gilbert F. Casellas. California Lt. Governor Cruz M. Bustamante is later appointed by President 
Clinton to fill the fourth slot. 

CMBP Report on State and Local Operational Plans 

On June 9, the Presidential Members provided Congress with a compilation of responses from state 
and local officials on the Census Bureau's operational plans for 2000. The information represented 
strong bipartisan support for a full and accurate census utilizing modern statistical methods to adjust 
for the undercount. 

Second CMB Report Focuses on Advertising Campaign 

The CMB's second bipartisan report to Congress, issued October 1, focused on the $167 million paid 
advertising campaign and "enthusiastically" endorsed the Bureau's efforts. This marked the first time 
that such a program had been instituted. The objectives outlined by Young & Rubicam, the agency 
contracted to conduct the campaign, were: 

+ to raise public awareness about Census 2000; 

+ to motivate Americans to return their census forms; 

+ to create an environment that would facilitate the work of the enumerators during the non
response follow-up phase. 

The scope of the campaign was appropriately comprehensive for a decennial census and covered 
diverse populations. 

CMBP Releases Public Attitudes Survey Results 

On October 26, CMBP published the results of a national nonpartisan opinion survey measuring 
public attitudes toward the census and tested the effectiveness of the messages contained in the 
Census Bureau's advertising campaign. Belden Russonello & Stewart in collaboration with 
Research/Strategy/Management, conducted a non-partisan survey of 1,885 participants in six sep
arate focus groups and identified reasons for participation as well as those factors that inhibit par
ticipation in the census. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Final Report to Congress 

2000 

CMBP Report Details Potential Effects of Unadjusted Census 

On March 9, the CMBP issued the first of its 15 research papers, detailing the effects of an unadjust
ed census. PricewaterhouseCoopers, a CMBP consultant, conducted a comprehensive analysis ofhow 
the undercount could affect the allocation of Federal funds among the states, metropolitan areas and 
center counties of metropolitan areas. The report "Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Federal 
Funding to States and Local Areas, 2002-2012," noted that 26 states and the District of Columbia 
would lose at least $9.1 billion in federal funds over the next decade if the 2000 census undercount 
produced a similar undercount rate as that ofthe 1990 census. 

Census Day 

April 1, Census Day, Americans are asked to identify where they lived on this day in the year 2000. 

Aprill9, Dr. Kenneth Prewitt, Director ofthe Census Bureau, announced that the mailback response 
rate of 65 percent had exceeded expectations and reversed a trend of declining participation, which 
started in 1980. 

Third CMB Report Focuses on Census Preparations 

The CMB issued its third joint report to Congress on April 1, and concluded that the Bureau's prepa
rations for Census 2000 had "generally" proceeded well and included detailed findings from a series 
of joint field observations. 

Census Bureau Issues Report on the Feasibility of Using Adjusted Data 

In June, the Census Bureau in addressing the matter of "feasibility" (as raised by the January 1999 
Supreme Court decision) issued its report ''Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation, Statement on the 
Feasibility of Using Statistical Methods to Improve the Accuracy of Census 2000." The report con
cluded that traditional census methodologies would not effectively reduce the differential undercount 
and that the most effective way to increase accuracy was through the use of scientific sampling appli
cations. It also reported that completion of the A.C.E. was operationally feasible and that it would be 
possible to produce statistically adjusted data prior to April 1, 2001. 

Fourth CMB Report Focuses on Partnership and Promotion 

The fourth CMB bipartisan report to Congress was presented on October 1. It detailed oversight vis
its to 51 Local Census Offices. The report focused on the Bureau's partnership and promotion efforts, 
especially targeting the hard-to-enumerate; recruitment and staffing; mailback response rates; field 
operations; update/leave, update/enumerate, and list/enumerate operations; data capture, quality 
assurance, and coverage improvement programs. 

On October 6, the Department of Commerce issued a final rule, which gave the Director of the Census 
Bureau authority to make the final determination regarding the matter of sampling after receiving the 
recommendations ofthe Executive Steering Committee for A.C.E. Policy (ESCAP). It further stipu
lated that the decision of the Director was not subject to review, reconsideration, or reversal by the 
Secretary of Commerce. The rule was to become effective on November 6, 2000. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Final Report to Congress 

Bureau Announces first Population Count Results 

On December 28, the Census Bureau announced that the national population of the United States on 
April1, 2000, was 281,421,906, up from 248.7 million in 1990. The 281.4 million figure was based 
on the raw enumeration and did not include any statistical adjustment based on the A.C.E. State-by
state totals were also released at that time. 

2001 

Census Director Kenneth Prewitt Departs 

In January, following the change in Administration, Dr. Prewitt stepped down as Census Director. 
William Barron was named Acting Director. 

Commerce Secretary Assumes Control Over Census Adjustment Decision 

In February, shortly after being sworn in, the new Secretary of Commerce Don Evans announced that 
he was rescinding the Federal regulation that gave the Census Bureau Director and a committee of sen
ior, nonpartisan careerists the authority to decide whether the raw census count should be adjusted. 
The Secretary of Commerce was restored as the ultimate decision-maker. 

Bureau Announces A.C.E. Results 

On March 1, the Bureau released the findings and recommendations of the ESCAP. The committee 
recommended that unadjusted census data should be released to the states in March for redistricting 
purposes based on the "apparent inconsistency in population growth over the decade as estimated by 
the A.C.E. and demographic analysis." Additionally, the committee determined that the differences 
could not be resolved given the April 1, 2001, deadline for delivering intra-state population figures for 
redistricting. 

The results of the A.C.E. revealed a significant error rate in the raw census count, although not as great 
as in 1990. According to A.C.E.: 

The total population of the United States was 284.7 million, as compared to the census figure of 
281.4 million. 

6.4 million persons were missed and 3.1 million were counted twice. In other words, the 2000 
raw census count produced a net undercount of 3.3 million persons, or 1.2 percent of the popu
lation, and a minimum of 9.5 million total errors, or miscounts. 

The undercount continued to be "differential" in nature. Asians were missed nearly twice as 
often as whites; African Americans missed nearly three times as often, Hispanics four times as 
often as whites; Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders over six times as often as whites, 
and American Indians seven times as often as whites. 
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The following chart summarizes the national 2000 census results: 

Raw count in Census 2000: 

A.C.E. count: 

Number counted twice: 

Number missed: 

Net undercount: 

Net undercount rate: 

Undercount rate by group 

Non-Hispanic whites: 

Blacks: 

Hispanics: 

Asians: 

Native Americans and Alaskans: 

281.4 million 

284.7 million 

3.1 million 

6.4 million 

3.3 million 

1.2% 

.67% 

2.17% 

2.85% 

.96% 

4.74% 

Final Report to Congress 

On March 6, Secretary Evans, in agreement with the recommendations of the ESCAP and the Acting 
Director, officially announced that the unadjusted numbers would be released to the states for their 
use in redistricting. 

CMBP Analyses Compares 2000 and 1990 Census Errors 

On March 9, the CMBP released the first of a series of informational briefs analyzing census data and 
reporting on the results obtained by CMBP experts. It dealt with the number of errors and uncertain 
cases contained in the 2000 Census in comparison to those of the 1990 Census. The Bureau respond
ed by providing information on their assessment of the errors, reporting that the 1990 Census con
tained 12.9 million gross errors, while Census 2000 contained 9.5 million gross errors. 

On March 28, the CMBP produced estimates of the number of people missed in the 2000 Census in 
all 50 states, the District of Columbia and five cities. 

CMBP Issues Semi-Annual Report to Congress 

In its semi-annual report to Congress, issued on April 1, the CMBP published summaries of nine 
research projects commissioned to analyze and evaluate the results of the 1990 undercount on the pop
ulations most affected. Additionally, it provided in-depth information regarding the net undercount of 
3.3 million people; levels of error which included the number of people missed, those counted twice, 
or in the wrong place, as well as information on non-data defined people and re-instated possible 
duplications. The report also provided a discussion on demographic analysis as one of the compo
nents used by the Bureau to determine the nation's population. Dr. JeffreyS. Passel, demographer and 
researcher at the Urban Institute, noted that the discrepancy between the Bureau's estimates of the 
population were due primarily to incorrect assumptions about the level of legal and illegal immigra
tion between 1990 and 2000. The A. C. E. and preliminary demographic analysis estimates of the total 
population differed by about 5.2 million persons. 
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Experts Call for Release of Data 

OnApril18, CMBP convened a panel of noted census experts to discuss their analysis of Census 2000 
data and the factors that led the ESCAP and the Acting Director to recommend against adjustment. In 
presenting their findings, they explained why they had arrived at a different conclusion from the one 
reached by the Bureau. Dr. Jeffrey Passel, demographer and researcher, argued that "the inconsisten
cy with DA should not be used as a basis for deciding against adjustment because the current estimate 
underestimates immigration, particularly Hispanic and undocumented immigration." On the matter 
of synthetic error, Dr. Joseph Kadane, Professor of Statistics and Social Sciences at Carnegie Mellon 
University, wondered "why the Bureau used synthetic error as a reason not to adjust when their mate
rials make a case for just the opposite." Dr. Stephen Fienberg, Professor at Carnegie Mellon 
University, noted "that balancing error was even less a problem in 2000 than in 1990" and went on to 
suggest "inconsistencies with the Bureau's methodology when determining the accuracy of popula
tions below 1 00,000." The experts concluded by reiterating a call for the Bureau to release all data 
for further scientific study and review. 

CMBP Study Details County-Level Undercounts 

Continuing to meet the need for critical information and in the absence of the necessary data being 
released by the Bureau, in July, the CMBP provided undercount estimates for the nation's largest coun
ties, those with populations over 500,000. 

CMBP Study Shows Fiscal Impact of Not Adjusting Census Count 

On August 7, PricewaterhouseCoopers released a study, sponsored by the CMBP, projecting a loss of 
federal funding of more than $4 billion in 31 states and the District of Columbia for the 8 programs 
studied as a result of the 2000 Census undercount. The majority of the funds lost ($3.6 billion) would 
be in 58 of the nation's largest counties. On a per capita basis, the funding loss translated into nearly 
$3,000 per uncounted person in these counties. The eight programs were: Medicaid, Foster Care, 
Social Services Block Grants, Rehabilitation Services, Basic Support, Substance Abuse Prevention, 
and Treatment Block Grants, Vocational Education Basic Grants, Child Care and Development Block 
Grants, and Adoption Assistance. 

CMBP Issues Final Report 

In September, CMBP issued their Final Report. The Board is scheduled to close its doors on September 
30, 2001, having made every effort to fulfill its statutory responsibilities. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Throughout the course of our operation, our semi-annual reports to Congress have included recom
mendations based on our observation and oversight. Many of them were incorporated and ultimately 
contributed to the operational success of Census 2000. Based on our overall experience, research and 
field observations, the following recommendations are offered in an effort to improve future censuses. 

Overall Recommendations 

All efforts should be made to remove partisan politics from the census process. The decennial census 
is Constitutionally mandated as the method to re-distribute representation fairly. In recent times, the 
census data has also been used as the most accurate basis for the allocation of federal funds. The per
ception of political manipulation of census results is an unfortunate by-product of making political 
appointees the final arbiters of census policy. The decisions regarding accuracy of the census should be 
based on sound science. While theN ational Academy of Sciences, the American Statistical Association, 
the Council of Professional Associations on Federal Statistics, the American Sociological Association, 
the National Association of Business Economists and other professional associations advocated the 
positive use of sampling methods, the decisions made by the Census Bureau left the issue unresolved, 
thereby co-opting it to the field of politics. 

The Census Bureau Director should have a 5 or 7 year term appointment. Other agencies charged 
with developing critical statistical information, including the Bureau of Labor Statistics, have a fixed 
term for their directors. This would serve to provide continuity and remove the challenge of political 
pressure from the Office of the Director. 

An early deadline should be set for resolving 2010 methodology. For the 2000 Census, the Bureau 
had to prepare a "dual track" census plan, pending resolution of a lawsuit regarding the Bureau's 
methodology. One track of the plan would incorporate modern scientific methods, or sampling, while 
the other track would not. Just one year before the 2000 Census, the Supreme Court decided that 
based upon a 197 6 statute, sampling could not be used for apportioning the House of Representatives. 
Following the decision, the Bureau requested an additional $1.7 billion from Congress to adjust for 
the consequences of the court ruling. While it is important to recognize the need for flexibility in the 
planning and preparation stages, it is also important to note that operations used in the decennial cen
sus should be tested during the dress rehearsals. When an operation is employed during the decenni
al that has not been tested, it is necessary to understand that it may be subject to unknown error. 

Congress and other oversight bodies should be more sensitive to the consequences of redundant or 
overlapping oversight. While a $6.5 billion dollar operation deserves full Congressional scrutiny and 
oversight, the Census Bureau endured oversight and investigation by at least six different entities- the 
Commerce Department's Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, the U.S. House of 
Representatives Census Subcommittee (which operates as two separate entities), the Census Bureau's 
own Race and Ethnic Advisory Committees, the Commerce Department's Census 2000 Advisory 
Committee and both sides of the U.S. Census Monitoring Board, which most often worked as two dis
tinct bodies. Each entity was able to provide valuable information to Congress and to the public, but 
top officials at the Bureau spent many hours answering repetitive and at times, unreasonable requests 
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for information (including a request to read all Census Bureau e-mail) just when the Bureau was at 
the peak of its operation. 

The Census Bureau should strive to maintain a transparent census operation. For the 2000 Census, 
most operational aspects were pre-specified and scrutinized by the public. During Acting Director 
James Holmes' and Director Ken Prewitt's tenure, the Bureau maintained a high level of transparen
cy and public communication. The Bureau outlined a plan for making decisions and worked with the 
Commerce Department to establish regulations, which allowed for public comment. However, with 
the change in Administration, extracting information from the Bureau became difficult. For example, 
requests submitted by the CMBP went unanswered for months. In some cases the Bureau denied the 
requests citing the possibility that the information would be misunderstood as the basis for its deci
sion on adjustment. 

Congress should continue to fund a post-enumeration survey. Regardless of the debate over sampling, 
the post-enumeration survey serves as an invaluable quality check on the accuracy of the census. In 
2000, the post-enumeration survey was called the Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation (A.C.E.) and 
allowed the Bureau to measure the net and differential undercounts and to document increased 
improvement. 

A national paid advertising program should be included in future plans. Our own polling pointed to 
strong public interest in the messages that the Census Bureau and the paid advertising agency of 
Young & Rubicam employed to address the twin challenges of increasing awareness and commitment 
to participate. Both sides of the Monitoring Board unanimously endorsed the Bureau's decision to 
pursue a paid advertising campaign as part of Census 2000. Increased participation of all communi
ties provided solid evidence that the overall objectives of the program were achieved. 

Funding for the decennial Census must be judiciously considered. The actual and projected cycle cost 
of the 2000 Census ($6.5 billion) nearly doubled the cycle cost of the 1990 Census. A national paid 
advertising program, advancing technology and adequate pay for temporary employees create costs 
but are an essential element of the operational success of the 2000 Census. 1 As the country and the 
associated census-taking costs continue to grow, Congress must continue to evaluate the swelling 
expenditures associated with traditional census taking methods. 

Demographic Analysis (DA) is a useful benchmark from which to evaluate census results, however, it 
should not be used as a determining factor in the debate over adjustment. DA was designed to iden
tify whether or not a racial differential undercount exists between the Black and Non-Black popula
tion primarily because when DA was developed in 1940, the largest minority was the Black popula
tion. Given the increased imprecision in measuring race and ethnicity caused by the changing nature 
of American society, the race/ethnic-specific estimates from DA for future censuses should probably 
not be held to the same standards as coverage measurement surveys. Inconsistencies between DA and 
the surveys in terms of relative coverage of race/ethnic groups would need to be "explained" in demo
graphic or sociological terms, but failure to agree should not be treated as prima facie evidence that 
coverage has not been adequately measured or that adjustment is not warranted. 

1 "2000 Census Review of Partnership Program Highlights Best Practices for Future Operations," GA0-01-579, page 2 and "Bureau of the 

Census Federal Funds," Appendix to the Budget of the United States Government, submitted by the President of the United States, 1986 
through 1996, adjusted for inflation. 
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Furthermore, measures of immigration have always been the weakest link in compiling a demograph
ic estimate of the U.S. population. By its very definition, undocumented immigrants are the least like
ly to be included in an estimate of the U.S. population that relies largely on administrative records such 
as birth and death records. Most disappointing is that as the economy expanded and the number of 
immigrants dramatically increased over the past decade, the Census Bureau was unable to understand 
how its own survey results showed increases in immigration. In 2000, the failure of DA to incorpo
rate estimates of immigration based on the best available information - estimates of undocumented 
immigration consistent with measures from the reweighted Current Population Survey, nonimmi
grants from all categories based on INS data, and increased special agricultural worker (SAW) popu
lations - changed the nature of the ESCAP decision on adjustment. Had the "base DA" estimate 
included a better estimate of the immigrant population, there would have been more attention paid to 
the A.C.E, more attention to the areas of agreement between the two measures, and more attention to 
the potential deficiencies in Census 2000 itself rather than the inconsistency between DA and the 
A. C. E. 

It is essential that the Census Bureau develop greater capacity to measure immigration. The Census 
Bureau's measure of undocumented immigration and nonimmigrants during the 1990s were drawn 
entirely from outside the agency. Developing current estimates of undocumented and legal immigra
tion and measuring changes in the flow of immigration should be done by the Bureau. Developing 
the expertise within the agency is needed to enhance its ability to assess these changes. 

Gross error, rather than net error, should be the primary basis for evaluating the accuracy of the cen
sus. Some errors "cancel out," leaving the impression that the results are more accurate than they real
ly are. For example, the net undercount in the 2000 Census is 3.3 million but the number of people 
missed is 6.4 million while the number of people counted twice is 3.1 million.2 Knowing where peo
ple are missed is also important because omissions do not necessarily occur in the same place as dupli
cations. Errors are often geographically and racially differential. Indeed, the persistent racial differ
ential undercount in Census 2000 illustrates this point_3 

Imputations and removed potential duplicates should be included when discussing measures of gross 
and net error in the census. Imputations make use of information not based upon direct observation 
but rather, a computer is directed to "impute" people, based upon various clues, including how their 
neighbors responded. Census 2000 included 5.7 million imputations- 2 percent of the nation's popu
lation. Furthermore, imputations were applied differentially by race. The rate of imputation for Blacks 
and Hispanics was twice that for Whites. Potential duplicates were identified late in the census 
process but before delivering the apportionment number. The Bureau used a complex computer pro
gram to identify about 6 million potential duplicate persons in the census. The Bureau further 
screened the 6 million people and added 2.4 million people back into the census, while taking out 3.6 
million people. Neither the 5.7 million imputations nor the 2.4 million re-instated duplications were 
included in the Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation. The effect of these uncertain cases should be thor
oughly evaluated before they are extensively used in future censuses. 

The efficts of the Local Update of Census Addresses (LUCA) program should be further analyzed. 
The Census Bureau plans to conduct an ongoing LUCA program, which allows local governments and 

"Statement by William C. Barron, Jr. on the Current S latus of Results of Census 2000 Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Survey," July 13, 200 I. 

Executive Steering Committee on Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy Report, March I, 2001. 
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the Census Bureau to develop a more comprehensive address list over time.4 LUCA allows direct 
input by local governments in the process of assembling address lists, a process, which should be 
encouraged. However, there is much yet to understand about the effectiveness of LUCA. It is pre
sumed that by improving the address lists for the 2000 Census, it should have decreased the number 
of persons missed or allocated to the wrong locality. However, it may also have increased the vari
ability by local area in the undercount or overcount, which in tum might have made the census esti
mates of shares (by state or local area) more accurate or less accurate. 

Federal funds should be made available to state and local governments to allow them to modernize 
and standardize their own address list and mapping technologies in order to better contribute to 
updating the Bureaus national address list. 5 

The Census Bureau should comply with its pre-determined data products release schedule. Following 
its scheduled timeframe, the Bureau released the Congressionally mandated redistricting data sum
mary file and additional Census 2000 demographic products. However, it failed to provide informa
tion regarding the number of people sleeping in shelters, living in cars, under bridges and on side
walks, again out of fear that the public would misunderstand the numbers. Their action only added to 
the degree of frustration, confusion and suspicion surrounding Bureau decisions. 

Census Bureau Headquarters and the Regional Offices should continue partnerships with govern
mental, community-based, and religious organizations, as well as school systems, to encourage coop
eration with the Census Bureaus activities throughout the decade. It is widely believed that the over 
140,000 partnerships contributed significantly to the reduced net undercount. The Census Bureau has 
already expanded its Census Information Center program which partners the Bureau with communi
ty based organizations in an effort to distribute census information more widely in traditionally less 
accessible communities. The Census Bureau would benefit from its continued outreach to tradition
ally undercounted communities through its Census in the Schools program. Scholastic, Inc. devel
oped a census curriculum for teachers to use in the classroom during the 2000 Census, which proved 
to be highly popular. Better-educated children lead to better enumerated households. 

Census Bureau Headquarters should strive to provide the Regional Offices with materials and other 
resources available for partnership efforts. Local and state governments often times communicated 
directly with Census Bureau Headquarters rather than their Regional Offices for partnership infor
mation because information appeared not to filter down to the Regional Offices in a timely manner. 

Congress should provide adequate funds to increase the number of qualified Partnership Specialists 
who can serve as a bridge between the Bureau and local community leaders. While the more than 600 
partnership specialists the Bureau hired often performed Herculean tasks, these census ambassadors 
were often spread too thin. Partnership specialists were expected to attend public functions, schedule 
meetings and organize census awareness events in order to ensure that every member of every com
munity in the country was enumerated by the census. There are over 39,000 communities in the nation 
and many of them have their own governments, several civic organizations, and numerous religious 
institutions. More partnership specialists would allow the Bureau to achieve greater participation. 

4 LUCA was mandated by P.L. I 03-430, to allow the Census Bureau to share their address list with local governments for a local check on the 

address list's accuracy. This public law also mandated that the Post Office share their address list with the Census Bureau. 
5 Both sides of the Monitoring Board also agree that federal funds should be made available for cities and towns to form Complete Count 

Committees, which allowed local governments to help raise awareness about participating in the 2000 Census. Joint Report to Congress by 
U.S. Census Monitoring Board, April!, 1999. 
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Operational Recommendations 

The following recommendations are the result of Monitoring Board staff meeting with 50 local cen
sus office (LCO) managers during peak decennial operations in the months of April, May, June and 
July of2000.6 The 50 offices visited cover a broad cross-section of the country- rural, urban and sub
urban, East Coast, West Coast and the Mid-West. Most of the offices were selected because they con
tained large numbers of historically undercounted populations, as documented by the Bureau's 
Planning Database.7 We selected two locations in each of the Bureau's 12 Regions, attempting to 
include a variety of operations- mailout/mailback, update/leave, and list/enumerate.8 

Local Census Offices should be encouraged to contact building and gated community managers early, 
in order to gain access to some areas with surprisingly low cooperation. Most of the attention to fix
ing the undercount in the years leading up to Census 2000 was focused on educating people who have 
historically been undercounted - children and minorities. In many areas of the country, traditionally 
undercounted communities worked closely with the Bureau to increase awareness such as in Chula 
Vista, California and El Paso, Texas. However, during Census 2000, an unexpected challenge arose 
in gaining access to large apartment buildings and gated communities in wealthier neighborhoods in 
Chicago and New York. Contacting building and gated community managers early on could help pre
vent some of these unexpected and last minute problems that arose during field operations during 
Census 2000. 

A similar program to the Planning Database should be locally updated leading up to the next cen
suses. The planning database organized 1990 Census data to help the Bureau determine census tracts 
that would need greater attention in 2000 to improve the census count. Factors such as mail response 
rate, poverty rate and racial composition helped local census offices direct their resources. Both sides 
of the Monitoring Board agree that the Planning Database was a useful tool in guiding local census 
offices where to concentrate resources.9 For example, while cities such as New York, Chicago or Los 
Angeles have always experienced a large population of immigrants, even remote and rural areas saw 
more recent immigrants settle into their communities. Places like Burlington, Vermont, Dalton, 
Georgia and Cheyenne, Wyoming saw an increased immigrant population since the 1990 Census and 
the Bureau was able to both identify pockets of recent immigrants and to work with local communi
ty leaders to encourage increased inclusion in the census count. 

The "notice of visit" cards -flyers left by enumerators after an unsuccessful non-response follow-up 
visit - should include information in the 5 other major languages spoken in the U.S. (Spanish, 
Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog, and Korean). The English-only flyers were successfully used in 2000 
as a calling card when people were not at home. However, the practice could be improved by provid
ing them in multiple languages. 

6 Findings from these visits are included in the October 2000 semi-annual report to Congress which was authored jointly by both sides of the 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board. 
7 In preparation for the 2000 Census, Census Bureau Headquarters examined every local census office jurisdiction to determine factors that 

might pose challenges to enumeration. This information gathered is called the Planning Database. 
8 Mailout/mailback is the type of enumeration area where the Census Bureau relies on the U.S. Postal Service to deliver a form to an address 

and expects a form returned in the mail. For those housing units that do not return their form in the mail by the deadline, the Bureau sends 
an enumerator to the door. This type of enumeration is used in 80 percent of the nation's housing units. Update/leave is when the Census 
Bureau updates its address list as it delivers a questionnaire to housing units that did not have a city-style address. For those housing units 
that do not return their form in the mail by the deadline, the Bureau sends an enumerator to the door. List/enumerate is when the Census 
Bureau updates its address list at the same time as sending a person to the housing unit's door for enumeration. This type of enumeration is 
used in sparsely populated and remote areas. 

9 Joint Report to Congress by U.S. Census Monitoring Board, April!, 1999. 
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In-language forms should be continued. Findings from the Census 2000 Supplemental Survey indi
cated that one in five persons speaks a language other than English at home. This clearly identifies 
the need for continued use of in-language forms. In 2000, the census forms were available in six lan
guages - English, Spanish, Korean, Chinese, Vietnamese, and Tagalog. In areas along the Mexican 
border where the update/leave type of ennumeration is used, both sides of the CMB agree that LCOs, 
working in consultation with the Regional Offices, should be able to determine whether or not leav
ing a Spanish-language form is a better option than leaving an English-language form. 10 

More attention should be paid to recruiting and hiring bilingual enumerators and translators. Further, 
LCOs should prioritize hiring to reflect the population of the community it serves. The 2000 Census 
results document the need for greater diversity in the census workforce. With nearly a 60 percent 
growth in the Asian and Hispanic population and a surprising growth of immigrants even in areas not 
historically associated with large immigrant populations, the diverse staff helped the Bureau reach 
those traditionally hard to enumerate. 

The Bureaus policy of adjusting its wage scales based on local labor market conditions should be 
continued. The caliber and dedication of the temporary workforce was extremely impressive in the 
2000 Census. With few exceptions, the temporary employees interviewed and observed performed 
their duties professionally and competently. In areas where recruiting was difficult, adjusting the 
wage scale proved to be an effective tool in generating a larger applicant pool. 

Enumerators would benefit from photo-identification badges, especially in urban areas where resi
dents are most concerned about security. The badges used during the 2000 Census identified enu
merators by signature only. Residents might be more comfortable with each enumerator's photograph 
on his or her badge. 

Partnership specialists should report to the LCO Manager rather than a Regional Office Manager. 
Partnership specialists played an important role in the operational success of the 2000 Census. 
However, they were hired and directed by the Regional Offices rather than the LCO Manager that, at 
times, created communication difficulties and animosity among LCO staff. 

Local facilitators should be used again. Local facilitators were not required to pass the enumerator 
test or security background checks but served as invaluable "gatekeepers" for the Bureau to enter tra
ditionally closed communities such as Alaska Native villages or some publicly assisted housing neigh
borhoods. Facilitators were used on an ad hoc basis to reach areas that resisted cooperation with the 
census. LCOs identified ahead oftime where facilitators would be most useful. 

10 Joint Report to Congress by U.S. Census Monitoring Board, April I, 2000. 
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Introduction 

Census 2000 has been marked by controversy and debate, both political and academic. On one side 
of the debate are those who favor the use of sampling and statistical models to adjust for the inevitable 
undercount of the population. Opposed are those who believe that any estimation will create more 
error than it removes, and that the goal of the census should be to reduce the undercount with better 
procedures. 

Census 2000 was unprecedented in terms of its budget - more money was spent on it than on any 
previous census. Its achievements are impressive. Not only did the Census Bureau reduce the net 
undercount below the levels of previous censuses, but it also reduced the differentials between the 
non-Hispanic White and minority undercounts. 

As a statistical consultant to the Presidential Members of the Census Monitoring Board, I have 
enjoyed the opportunity to observe the workings of Census 2000 and to analyze its results. In this 
report, my goal is to evaluate the accuracy of the census. To do this, I must first present criteria for 
defining accuracy, and discuss the merits of various alternatives. I will then provide my own analy
ses and draw conclusions. 

As with many things that are large and complicated, the answer to the question of whether Census 
2000 was more accurate than its predecessors depends on the criteria you use to judge. Census 2000 
appears to have been successful by the key standard of allocating the population among states, coun
ties, and places. It did not accomplish this feat, however, by observing and counting a greater share 
ofthe population than in 1990. 

Goals of the Census 

The Constitutional goal of the census is to allocate the population among states. This goal conceiv
ably could be attained without a complete count of persons. For example, if every housing unit had 
two people living in it, we could simply count the dwellings to get a good estimate of the population 
distribution. This fanciful thought underlies a more serious point. When the census misses 5 percent 
of minority populations, but less than 1 percent of non-Hispanic Whites, its results are biased against 
the minorities. 1 It is better to have a consistent undercount of 3 percent for all groups than undercounts 
of 3 percent for minorities and 0.3 percent for Whites. The latter census is less fair, even though the 
net undercount of the national population is lower than it would be for the alternative. The 
Constitutional goal of the census is to fairly allocate the population distribution among local areas. 
The differential, rather than the national net undercount, is the key statistic. 

In 1990, the Bureau obtained the following estimates ofundercount: American Indians- 12.2 percent; Hispanics- 5.0 percent; 
Blacks- 4.6 percent; Asians and Pacific Islanders- 2.4 percent; non-Hispanic Whites and others- 0.7 percent. 
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A second goal of the census is to describe the nature of the population. We need to know the racial 
and ethnic composition of the population, as well as observe the distributions of age, gender, income, 
and country of birth. For this, we need to obtain information directly from individuals, counting each 
person once, and only once. 

Many of the methods used in Census 2000, such as whole person imputation, identifying duplicate 
cases by computer and then deleting them, and improving the address register with local information 
help to achieve the first goal. Some of these methods, however, detract from the second goal. 

People Counted Directly and Correctly 

In 1990, the official census count was 248.7 million, the adjusted estimate was 252.7 million, and the 
implied net national undercount was 4.0 million. The comparable results for Census 2000 are 281.4 
million counted, 284.7 million estimated to exist, and an implied net undercount of 3.3 million. The 
net undercount was smaller in 2000 by 700,000 people, and in percentage terms the rate dropped from 
1.6 to 1.2 percenU 

The Census Bureau estimated that 4.4 million of the counted people in the 1990 Census were "erro
neous enumerations," people who were fabricated by enumerators or counted twice at the same loca
tion.3 They also stated that 2.2 million were "whole person imputations," or people created by a com
puter program rather than counted directly.4 Combining these two groups and dividing by the total 
count, we see that 2.65 percent of the official population was not counted directly and correctly. If we 
subtract the 6.6 million imputations and erroneous enumerations from the official count, we have 
242.1 million people counted directly and correctly in 1990. Subtracting this figure from the esti
mated total, we estimate that (252.7- 242.1 =) 10.6 million were omitted, or not counted directly. 
They comprise 4.19 percent ofthe estimated total. 

For Census 2000, the Bureau informs us that there were 3.1 million erroneous enumerations and 5.7 
million imputations for a total of 8.8 million.5 They comprise 3.13 percent of the official count, an 
increase over 1990. There were 272.6 million people directly and correctly counted, and (284.7 -
272.6 =) 12.1 million omissions. They comprise 4.25 percent of the estimated total, and this per
centage is about the same as obtained for 1990. 

There was a shift in the nature of the undercount, though. In 1990, of the estimated 10.6 million per
sons not directly counted, 8.4 million were omissions and 2.2 million were imputations. In 2000, of 
the estimated 12.1 million persons not directly counted, 6.4 million were omissions and 5.7 million 
were imputations. 

Omissions and Erroneous Enumerations 

The Census Bureau's definition of erroneous enumerations is controversial, as it omits a substantial 
category of people counted at the wrong location. For example, if a person moved from New York to 
California onApril15, 2000, but was counted in California, (s) he would create two errors. New York 
would have one person too few and California would have one person too many. Because such an 

Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy (ESCAP), March I, 2001. 
U. S. Bureau of the Census, Memorandum from Ruth Ann Killion to John Thompson, dated May 15, 1997, "Gross Errors and 
Erroneous Enumerations in the 1990 Decennial Census." 
John H. Thompson, "Census 2000 - Decision on Release of Statistically Corrected Redistricting Data," August 8, 200 I at the Joint 
Statistical Meetings of the American Statistical Association, Atlanta, Georgia. 
Letter from William Barron to Representative Carolyn Maloney, dated April 9, 2001. 
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error does not affect the national net undercount, the Census Bureau does not include it in its defini
tion of erroneous enumeration. I believe that such an error should be counted as an omission in New 
York and an erroneous enumeration in California. 

Moreover, had the person been counted in both states, creating only one error, the Census Bureau 
would still not consider it to be an erroneous enumeration. This seems especially incorrect to me. 
Other examples of persons counted at locations other than their main residence, and not considered 
erroneous by the Bureau are: 

College students living away from home, counted both at home and school, 

Families counted at their main and vacation homes, and 

One or both members of a commuter marriage counted at both addresses. 

Adding these incorrectly located people to the count of erroneous enumerations increases the Census 
Bureau estimate considerably. In 1990, 1.8 percent of the "E - sample" was a fictitious or duplicate 
case; 2.2 percent of the sample was counted at the wrong location. 6 Adding these in, the total estimate 
of people erroneously enumerated rose from 4.4 to 9.9 million. The estimated total of imputations and 
erroneous enumerations is 12.1 million, 4.87 percent ofthe official count. 

For Census 2000, the parallel calculation provides an estimate of 6.3 million erroneous enumerations 
by the broader definition.7 Adding these to the 5.7 million imputations gives a total of 12.0 million, 
4.26 percent of the official count. The percentage of persons not directly counted is lower than in 
1990, but the number of such cases is substantial in both censuses. 

The Census Bureau estimates the number of omissions in the Census as the sum of erroneous enu
merations and the net undercount.8 In 1990, the net undercount was 4.0 million, and by the Bureau's 
definition 4.4 million were erroneously enumerated and 8.4 million were omitted. The comparable 
total for Census 2000 is 6.4 million omissions. 

The gross error is defined to be the sum of omissions and erroneous enumerations. By the Bureau's 
calculations, this quantity fell from (8.4 + 4.4 =) 12.8 million in 1990 to (6.4 + 3.1 =) 9.5 million in 
2000. By the expanded definition, there were 13.9 million omissions in 1990 for a gross error of23.8 
million. 9 There were 9.6 million omissions in 2000 for a gross error of 15.9 million. 10 Making no 
allowance for whole person imputations, the decline from 23.8 to 15.9 million indicates substantial 
improvement in Census 2000, relative to 1990. Even so, the number of omissions is very large. 

It can be argued that each computer imputation represents one omitted person whom the Bureau could 
not directly count so the computer created his/her record. Adding these omissions to the previous 
totals, we obtain gross error estimates of25.0 million in 1990 and 21.6 million in 2000. 11 

The "E-sample" is the sample of census records that the Bureau matched against the A. C. E. survey data to determine the percentages 
correctly and erroneously counted. The "P-sample" is the survey sample which is matched against the census records to determine the 
percentages included and omitted from the count. 
Obtained from the Census Bureau data file entitled "E-Sample Person Dual System Estimation Output File," delivered to the Census 
Monitoring Board on February 16,2001. 
In making these calculations, the Census Bureau did not estimate the number of omissions directly. Noting that the net undercount is 
the difference between omissions and erroneous enumerations, it calculated the number of omissions as the sum of the net undercount 
and erroneous enumerations, e.g., for 1990, 4.4 + 4.0 ~ 8.4 million. 
We have 9.9 million erroneous enumerations, 4.0 million net undercount, and 13.9 million omissions for a total gross error of23.8 million. 

1o We have 6.3 million erroneous enumerations, 3.3 million net undercount, and 9.6 million omissions for a total gross error of 15.9 million. 
II For 1990, the number of omissions is 16.1 million, which when added to 9.9 erroneous enumerations provides a total of 25.0 million; for 

2000 the comparable sum is 15.3 + 6.3 ~ 21.6 million. 
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To summarize, the Bureau's achieved reduction in the net national and differential undercounts did not 
necessarily occur because they "counted" many more people directly and correctly. Depending on 
how one defines erroneous enumerations, omissions, and the gross error, the Bureau either did about 
as well in Census 2000 as it did in 1990, or moderately better in 2000. Even by the definitions most 
favorable to the Census Bureau, however, there was a substantial amount of indirect and erroneous 
counting in 2000. 

Geographic Considerations 

If an omission and erroneous enumeration occur on the same block, but to two different people, they 
cancel each other out at all meaningful levels of geography. To evaluate the effect of errors on popu
lation distributions, we need estimates of net undercount for each block. For example, if one block 
had 100 counts, 10 omissions and 5 erroneous enumerations, the adjustment would add 5 people even 
though the gross error was 15. An adjoining block might have 80 counts, 1 omission and 9 erroneous 
enumerations, and the adjustment would subtract 8 people even though the gross error was 10. The 
key statistic would be (5 + 8 =) 13 "changes." 

In 1990, when the Census Bureau calculated adjustments to individual blocks, it added 5.45 million 
people and subtracted 1.46 million people for a total of 6.91 million changes. 12 This statistic is much 
smaller than the previously calculated estimates of gross error for two reasons: (1) many errors can
cel out because they occur on the same blocks, and (2) the Bureau's adjustment procedure does not 
fully correct for the distribution of net errors across all blocks. I illustrate the point with two groups 
ofblocks included in the 1990 Post Enumeration Survey. 

The 1990 survey, as did the 2000 Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation (A.C.E.) survey, sampled entire 
blocks and then calculated direct dual systems estimates of each block's population. In the examples 
just given previously, the survey data would indicate census counts of 100 and 80 respectively, along 
with dual systems estimates of 105 and 72. In a perfect world, the adjusted estimates for our two 
blocks would equal the direct estimates, i.e., 105 and 72. The synthetic adjustment method used by 
the Bureau, since it could not "explain" all the variation in net undercount rates across sample blocks, 
considerably understated the block-level adjustments. 13 

In Table 1, I illustrate the point using estimates for 11 sample blocks in Manhattan and 8 sample 
blocks in Ulster County, New York. I present the percentage undercount as estimated by the direct 
and synthetic dual systems estimates for each block. For both Manhattan and Ulster, the direct esti
mates are more highly variable than are the synthetic estimates. This is demonstrated by the larger 
standard deviations for the direct (13.88 for Manhattan and 5.89 for Ulster) than the synthetic (4.81 
for Manhattan and 1.28 for Ulster) estimates. More to the point, the synthetic estimate is usually 
between zero and the value of the direct estimate. For example, Block 1 in Manhattan has a direct 
estimate of -24.20 percent and a synthetic estimate of -4.93 percent while Block 11 has estimates of 
21.49 and 7.74 percent respectively. 

The synthetic adjustments are therefore smaller in absolute value than the direct estimates would be 
if they were available for all blocks. For Manhattan and Ulster combined, the ratio of the average 
direct to synthetic adjustment is about three. 

12 Howard Hogan, 'The 1990 Post-Enumeration Survey: Operations and Results," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 
September 1993, p.l054. 

13 This is because the variables used to define post-strata in both 1990 and 2000 predict patterns of undercount in a general way for large 
aggregates. Different variables would be needed to predict which particular blocks in a neighborhood would have larger and smaller 
undercounts or overcounts. This point does not indicate errors on the part of Bureau; it merely points out the inevitable limitations of 
any adjustment model. 
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I repeated this calculation for the entire nation, and found that on average, the direct adjustment was 
2.3 times larger than the synthetic adjustment. Therefore, if the synthetic adjustment created 6.91 mil
lion changes, as indicated above, the number of changes that needed to be made was larger, i.e., 2.3 * 
6.91 = 15.9 million. 

To explain it another way, had it been possible to sample all blocks in the United States, and calculate 
dual systems estimates for each one, I estimate that there would be 12.5 million additions and 3.4 mil
lion deletions to be made. Because the factors included in the adjustment model cannot fully predict 
the block-to-block variation in net undercount, the adjustments actually calculated only account for a 
share, about 43 percent, of the adjustments that need to be made. The Bureau's adjustments improve 
the estimated distribution of population, but not perfectly. 14 Moreover, the 15.9, rather than the 6.91 
million, better indicate the extent of the undercount. 

In Census 2000, the Bureau added 4.26 million and subtracted 1.00 million for a total of 5.26 million 
changes. 15 If we assume that the factor of 2.3 is appropriate for Census 2000, then the estimated num
ber of changes that needed to be made would be 2.3 * 5.26 = 12.1 million. Looking at it another 
way, I estimate that there need to be 9.8 million additions and 2.3 million deletions across all blocks. 

To summarize, when we define the gross error geographically, we see substantial progress in Census 
2000, by (15.9- 12.1 =) 3.8 million. To the extent, however, that the multiplier of2.3 is too low, we 
should revise the estimated number of changes for 2000 upward from 12.1 million, and the actual 
improvement over 1990 would be smaller. 16 

Patterns of Undercount 

A major story of Census 2000 is the reduction in the differential undercount (see Table 2). Both the 
Hispanic and the non-Hispanic Black undercounts in Census 2000 are about half of what they were in 
1990, the non-Hispanic White undercount remained constant, and the differentials were cut sharply. 
This improvement in the estimated allocation of population among demographic groups reinforces the 
apparent reduction in gross error just discussed. 

In designing the survey and estimation procedure for Census 2000, the Bureau defined post-strata not 
only by race and Hispanic origin, but also by tenure, metropolitan status, region (for White owners) 
and the mail return rate. Only the first three of these factors had a consistent effect on the estimated 
net undercount (Table 3). 

Looking first at 16 groups of non-Hispanic White owners defined by geographic location, the rates 
cluster around zero. Six of the estimates are overcounts, seven of them are between 0 and 0.99 per
cent, and the remaining three are between 1.00 and 1.99 percent. Rates of undercount are slightly 
higher in non-metropolitan areas than elsewhere. 

Rates of undercount are somewhat higher for White non-owners than owners, but the differences are 
not large. We also observe this pattern for other racial groups. For Hispanics, the undercounts were 
higher in smaller and non-metropolitan areas, while the opposite was true for the non-Hispanic 
Blacks. Indeed, the rates of net undercount for non-Hispanic Blacks and Whites living in smaller and 

14 The "imperfections" of the Bureau's method are likely to mean that remaining errors, after adjustment, exist at the block level. These 
block level errors largely cancel out within census tracts and legislative districts. The remaining errors for larger areas would be smaller 
on a percentage basis than they are for blocks. 

1s U. S. Census Bureau press release, "Statement by William G. Barron, Jr. on the Current Status of Results of Census 2000 Accuracy and 
Coverage Evaluation Survey," dated July 13, 2001. 

16 The associations between the variables used to define the post-strata and the pattern of net undercount appear to be weak in 2000, sug
gesting that the factor of 2.3 might be too low, and the estimate of 12.1 million therefore biased downward. 
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non-metropolitan areas were similar to each other. Finally, for non-Hispanic Asians, Pacific Islanders, 
and American Indians the rates of undercount were generally higher than average but substantially 
below their comparable estimates for 1990. 

In general, the rates of undercount among different post-strata within the same racial category are not 
greatly different from each other, the one exception being owners versus non-owners. As different 
states typically have similar percentages of owner-occupied housing units, we would not expect to see 
large variations in undercount rates, once race has been taken into account. For smaller areas such as 
counties and places, concentrations of owner or renter occupied housing may have a more substantial 
impact. 

Rates of Net Undercount for States 

Relying on data provided by the Census Bureau, I have replicated their estimates of net undercount by 
state (Table 4 ). I have also calculated "synthetic" estimates of undercount, or estimates of undercount 
that you would get if you assumed that the national rates of undercount applied to each state. For 
example, if a state's population included 20 percent Hispanics, 30 percent non-Hispanic Blacks, and 
50 percent non-Hispanic Whites, its synthetic estimate would be 

.20 * 2.85 + .3 * 2.17 + .5 * 0.67 = 1.56 percent. 

Comparing the actual and synthetic estimates in Table 4, we see that they are quite similar. The esti
mates differ by more than a percentage point in only one state, Alaska. They differ by more than one
half of one percentage point in only eight states. 

The synthetic and A.C.E. estimates for states are close because states are large and diverse areas 
including rich and poor, city, suburban and rural, and owner and non-owner areas. Moreover, the 
A.C.E. estimates themselves do not vary greatly, as the range extends only from 0.29 percent 
(Minnesota) to 2.67 percent (Alaska). 

Variability on tenure and other indicators is greater for local areas within states. The Census Bureau 
defined minority post-strata by putting large and medium metro areas into one group, and smaller and 
non-metro areas into another group. This makes it possible to compare, within states, the minority
White differentials in more and less metropolitan districts. For example, in Georgia, is the Black
White differential in cities like Atlanta similar to the Black-White differential in more rural areas? In 
Tables 5 and 6, I present comparisons of undercount differentials, first for non-Hispanic Blacks and 
Whites and second for Hispanics and non-Hispanic Whites within more and less metropolitan areas 
in the same state. 

To illustrate the method, we see in Alabama, that the Black- White differential for large and medium 
metro areas was (2.50 - 0.66 =) 1.84 percent. The corresponding differential for smaller and non
metro areas was (0.94- 1.09 =) -0.15 percent, indicating a greater racial disparity in urban areas like 
Birmingham and Mobile than elsewhere. 

Looking at the Black-White differentials in different states, they are consistently between 1.5 and 3 per
cent in the large/medium category. In these more metropolitan areas, the racial differential is consis
tently in the direction that we would expect from past censuses - the Black undercount is higher than 
the White. The story changes in the small/non-metro category, where there is no consistent difference 
in Black and White undercount rates, and they are usually close together. Indeed, the Black rate is lower 
than the White rate, though not by very much, in the rural and small city areas of 14 of the 34 states. 
This result has important implications for the South, as 85 percent of the non-Hispanic Black popula-
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tion living in smaller and non-metropolitan areas is located there. There appears to have been no racial
ly differential undercount in the less metropolitan South. While the Census Bureau has not offered any 
explanation for this result, my hypothesis would focus on the relative difficulties of building complete 
address lists, without duplications, in minority compared to White areas. I suspect that good address 
lists are most difficult to build in minority areas of large cities. 

The pattern differs for the Hispanic - White comparison. As we would expect from past censuses, 
Hispanic undercounts are consistently higher, by a few percentage points, than non-Hispanic White 
undercounts. Both groups have higher undercounts in smaller and non-metropolitan areas, and the 
differential between Hispanics and Whites is somewhat larger there as well. As a result, in many areas 
of the West and Southwest the non-metropolitan rates of undercount are higher than those of large 
cities. 

Undercount Rates for Counties 

The preceding discussion suggests that the variation in undercount rates among counties may not be 
substantial. The racial differentials that we have just observed are typically less than three percentage 
points and are sometimes much less than this amount. To study this question, I calculated undercount 
rate estimates for approximately 1,500 counties located in 23 states. The states were selected by one 
or both of two criteria: (a) at least 25 percent of the population was something other than non-Hispanic 
White, or (b) it had a substantial share of its population located in large metropolitan areas as defined 
by the Census 2000 post-stratification plan. States with large minority, or "big city" populations are 
more likely to have variable rates of undercount among counties than the remaining less metropolitan 
states with smaller minority populations. 

To calculate the undercount estimates, I first divided the non-group quarters populations of each coun
ty into eight categories - owners and non-owners among Hispanics, non-Hispanic Blacks, non
Hispanic Whites, and non-Hispanic others. I then obtained the ratios of adjusted to official popula
tions for each state as provided by the Census Bureau. I display the individual county estimates in 
Appendix A and summarize the results in Table 7. 

The variation in county rates of undercount is not substantial. A full 87 percent of all counties stud
ied have rates of undercount between 0.00 and 1.99 percent. There are only four counties, all with 
small populations, that have rates of undercount above three percent. Six percent of counties, gener
ally located in the Midwest, have overcounts but none of these is greater than one percentage point. 
As a general pattern, county rates of undercount are higher in the West and lower in the Midwest. The 
lack of a Black- White differential in less metropolitan areas had a substantial role in minimizing the 
variation among counties located in Southern states. 

Effects of the Reduction in the Rate of Net Undercount 

The ability of the Census Bureau to reduce both the national net and the racially differential under
counts is a major success story. Having counted a greater share of the minority population in Census 
2000, we would expect to see the greatest improvement in areas with large minority populations. This 
could make it difficult, though, to know how much of the measured 1990 - 2000 population growth 
was real and how much was due to a reduced undercount. 

I conducted a study of those counties located in large metropolitan areas, as defined by the A.C.E. post
stratification scheme. I selected these counties, whose collective Census 2000 official count is 86 mil
lion, because I believed these counties to be the ones where census-taking problems were most serious 
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in 1990. I sorted them into four groups defined by the percentage minority, as (a) 50 percent or more, 
(b) 25 to 49.9 percent, (c) 10 to 24.9 percent, and (d) less than 10 percent minority. 17 

I then obtained 1998 and 1999 population estimates from the Census Bureau website. 18 Because these 
estimates did not incorporate an adjustment for the undercount of the 1990 Census, they provided a 
good benchmark to evaluate Census 2000. In other words, the 1999 estimate added the 1990 - 99 
growth to the unadjusted 1990 count. I calculated a "2000 Census Projection" by adding the 1998-
99 change to the 1999 estimate. For example, if the 1998 estimate was 180,000 and the 1999 estimate 
was 185,000, I calculated the 2000 projection to be 190,000. This projection estimates what the 
Census 2000 count would have been had the level of undercount been the same. It is subject to the 
errors generally associated with population estimates, but there is no reason to expect these errors to 
be consistently positive or consistently negative. 

I compared the projection to the official 2000 count. If the count was 200,000, and the projection 
190,000, then the projection was short by 10,000 or 5 percentage points. I summed the relevant pop
ulation counts and projections by category, and calculated the overall shortfalls by county group 
(Table 8). 

Together, the counties with the largest minority populations had the largest shortfall. They were pro
jected to grow by 5.24 percent, but actually "grew" by 9.25 percent. The shortfall of the population 
projection was 3.67 percentage points, and this shortfall may well reflect the effects of improved 
counting. It is larger than the shortfalls of 1.34, 1.1 0, and -0.55 percent found for the other three 
groups of counties. In other words, those counties with higher minority shares had larger shortfalls 
than did counties with lower shares. 

New York City is an especially good example, as its projected growth rate was 1.73 percent compared 
to actual growth of9.36 percent. Washington DC, Philadelphia, and Hudson County, New Jersey had 
similarly high and unexpected amounts of growth. The shortfall was positive in 15 of the 16 "high 
minority" counties. It was three percentage points or more in 10 of the 16 counties. While there is 
variation, we see consistently high and unexpected growth in urban areas with large minority popula
tions. Some of this growth is undoubtedly due to improved counting. 

It is tempting to believe that this improvement is due to the use of the Local Update of Census 
Addresses (LUCA) program. In this program, local governments were allowed to submit lists of 
addresses that they believed might not have been included in the master address file of the census. In 
all, the Bureau added just over 4 million addresses through LUCA. 19 One ofthe largest files of added 
addresses came from New York City, where the Census Bureau accepted over 280,000 added address
es. These comprised 8.88 percent of the eventual city total of3.2 million housing units. LUCA's con
tribution compares to the 6.98 percent "shortfall" in New York City, suggesting that LUCA played no 
small part in creating a large amount of measured growth. 

There is, however, no consistent pattern in other cities, some of whom such as Washington DC and 
Suffolk County, Massachusetts had large unexpected growth and a small LUCA contribution. Other 
counties had the opposite experience, i.e., they made a big LUCA contribution but did not observe 
unexpected growth. The overall correlation between the ratios ofLUCA adds to all housing units and 
the shortfall of the population projection, measured among counties, is -.014. 

17 Minority is here defined as persons who did not self-identify as only one race, non-Hispanic White. 
" See U. S. Bureau of the Census website, July 30, 200 I 
19 Data file received July 13,2001 by the Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members, from U.S. Bureau of the Census, entitled 

"LUCA submissions and 'adds' by local government jurisdiction." 
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The Nature of Census Error 

My emphasis on the improvement in Census 2000 in terms of the national net and differential under
counts is not intended to minimize the importance of remaining error, both for political representation 
and fund allocation. The Census Bureau decided not to adjust the results of Census 2000 on its 
Redistricting file, but continues to consider whether or not it should adjust these results for use in fund 
allocation and other purposes. In this section, I discuss some of the issues associated with that decision. 

Perhaps the major reason for the Bureau's decision was the inconsistency between national population 
totals calculated by the A.C.E. survey and demographic analysis. As the Bureau put it in the March 
1 ESCAP report, 

"Initial D[emographic] A[nalysis] results, however, presented a major inconsistency with the 
A.C.E. results- instead of confirming a net undercount, DA estimates that Census 2000 over
counted the national population by 1.8 million individuals .... substantially below the net 
undercount of 3.3 million shown by the A.C.E. (page 3)." 

The most likely culprit, from the perspective of the A.C.E., is the underestimation of erroneous enu
merations. In other words, the official count includes more duplications, fabrications, and persons 
counted in the wrong place than the A.C.E. indicated. Increasing the estimated number of erroneous 
enumerations would reduce the net undercount, but also increase the gross error and indicate that the 
quality of Census 2000 data was not as good as we originally thought. 

There are good logical reasons to believe that the Census Bureau did underestimate erroneous enu
merations. There were 16 million counted people excluded from the A.C.E., 8 million who lived in 
group quarters, 5.7 million who were whole person imputations in households, and 2.3 million "late 
adds" who were cases originally thought to be duplicates but who were added back into the count at 
the end ofthe census counting period.20 

The group quarters population could include overcounts, for example, among people included in out
dated lists of residents at places such as hospitals, dormitories, and prisons. The number of "whole per
son" imputations, 5.7 million, may be too large, and to my knowledge the Bureau has never studied the 
question of whether its computers created on average the correct number of records for addresses where 
whole person imputation occurred. Finally, we already have reason to suspect that many of the 2.3 mil
lion "late census adds" were duplicated cases. The Bureau may be studying these possibilities, along 
with their announced studies of subjects such as balancing error. We await its conclusions. 

In general, problems of census taking arise due to the circumstances in which people live. There are 
neighborhoods where poverty is high, education is low, use of foreign languages may be common, 
housing is crowded or irregular, and crime rates high where it is especially difficult to count. Even 
where some but not all of these conditions exist in extreme forms, census taking may still be difficult. 
These difficulties lead not only to higher rates of omission, but also to higher rates of erroneous enu
meration, whole person imputation, and records with incomplete and incorrect recording of charac
teristics such as race and Hispanic origin. 

The focus on the racially differential undercount sometimes leads to a misplaced emphasis on racial 
identity itself, rather than the conditions in which many minority group members live, as an explana
tion for why the undercount exists. Just as we would expect counting for non-Hispanic Whites to be 
difficult when their living circumstances are difficult, we would expect the counting for Hispanics and 
non-Hispanic Blacks to be easier when their conditions were better. 

zo John H. Thompson, "Census 2000 - Decision on Release of Statistically Corrected Redistricting Data," August 8, 200 I at the Joint 
Statistical Meetings of the American Statistical Association, Atlanta, Georgia. 
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As part of its planning for Census 2000, the Bureau created a census tract planning file including 
information on the demographic and economic circumstances of local populations and tract level 
estimates of the undercount.21 This file afforded me the opportunity to study the effects of poverty, as 
it combines with race, on the undercount. Because the poverty information is based on long-form 
data, it was not available for use in calculating actual adjustments to either of the 1990 or 2000 
Censuses. 

Working with the 1990 census tract data, I created five categories defined by race. One included those 
areas with Native American majorities. The second included that majority of tracts where the per
centages non-Hispanic Black and Hispanic were each below 10 percent. I then identified tracts (a) 
where each percentage was between 10 and 29.9, (b) where one or both were between 30 and 49.9 but 
neither was as high as 50, and (c) where there was either a Black or Hispanic majority. I then subdi
vided the tracts a second way, depending on the poverty rate. My cross-classification made it possi
ble to compare high and low poverty tracts where the racial composition was similar, as well as tracts 
of different racial composition where the poverty level was similar. 

Table 9 shows that higher rates of poverty are associated with higher rates of undercount. Areas where 
the poverty rate is low and the population predominantly non-Hispanic White, have very low rates of 
undercount, 0.4 percent. Increases in this rate are associated both with increased percentages of 
poverty and racial minorities. It should be noted that the rate of undercount for predominantly White 
areas with a poverty rate over 50 percent is 3.6 percent, higher than the corresponding rate, 2.9 per
cent, for areas with concentrated minority populations but a low poverty rate. Many of the variables 
actually used to define post-strata, such as tenure and the mail return rate, are attempts to create prox
ies for the difficult counting conditions created in part by poverty. It is important, though, not to con
sider these proxies to be the same as the conceptual variables that best explain the variation in rates 
of undercount, but for which no data are available. 

In the next step of my analysis, I attempted, for Census 2000, to demonstrate the manner in which the 
various forms of census error congregate in similar locations. I compared rates of omission, erro
neous enumeration, and imputation for groups of post-strata (see Table 10) defined by the key proxy 
predictors - race, Hispanic origin, tenure, and metropolitan status. 

There we see that those post-strata with higher rates of net undercount, generally those with minority 
non-owner populations, also have higher rates of non-matching/2 erroneous enumeration, and impu
tation. Indeed the correlations between the net undercount and these three variables are, respectively, 
.88, .51, and .67. The correlation between non-match and erroneous enumeration rates is .80. In 
sum, conditions of poverty create difficult counting of all types. It is theoretically possible to imag
ine that the Bureau might solve the problem of differential undercount by increasing rates of erroneous 
enumeration and imputation in poor neighborhoods. This would offset the higher rates of omission 
and reduce the differential undercount. It would not mean, however, that a greater proportion of peo
ple were counted directly and correctly. 

21 This file is called the Planning Database "CD-DSSD-comm-7 1990 data for Census 2000"and was delivered to the Census Monitoring 
Board on November 14, 2000. 

22 The Census Bureau uses the term "non-match" to refer to persons in the P-sample whose record could not be found in the census. 
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The Limits of Improved Counting 

The budget for Census 2000 is $6.55 billion, a large increase over the $2.6 billion budget for the 1990 
Census even after inflation is taken into account.23 Using constant fiscal year 2000 dollars, the "per 
household" cost rose from $36 in 1990 to $62 in 2000. There is little doubt that the added spending 
improved census data quality. At the same time, there are important types of census error that are 
impervious to budget size. 

Better address lists are expensive to create, but they improve the count. While I was unable to demon
strate a direct link between LUCA investment and the improvement of the count in specific areas, it 
is intuitively logical that it should exist. This is especially true in a place like New York City with a 
concentration of older housing subdivided into apartments after originally being built for one family. 
Moreover, among the counties I studied, areas with a larger minority share were more likely to par
ticipate in LUCA, increasing the chance of reducing the differential undercount. 

Paying enumerators more money also seems like a good return on investment, because enumerator 
mistakes are a major source both of omission and erroneous enumeration. Indeed, this investment 
may even lead to savings since the count may be completed more quickly. Similarly, money spent on 
advance publicity increases the mail return rate, and reduces the time and error of subsequent data col
lection. Finally, by investing in better and more extensive computer equipment, the Bureau can 
improve its ability to manage the entire data collection and estimation process. 

An increased Census Bureau budget is not likely, though, to reduce very much the frequency of errors 
made by individuals filling out their census forms. The errors of people who enumerate themselves 
at two locations, add inappropriate people to their census forms, and/or mistakenly leave others off are 
usually honest mistakes. They occur frequently among people filling out and mailing back the forms. 
Once such errors have been made, there is no feature of the census process that can correct them. 
Within-household errors are probably the major component of omissions, and they are an important 
component of erroneous enumerations.24 

Problems of obtaining correct enumerations within households lead me to believe that census error is 
inevitable, and is unresponsive to budget increases and design improvements. People will always be 
left off census questionnaires. This sort of omission is so prevalent, and impervious to census method, 
that we should always expect it to occur in the millions. The only way that the net undercount could 
ever be zero, or close to it, is to have the numbers of omissions and erroneous enumerations offset 
each other. The problem would then be that the geographic distributions of omissions and erroneous 
enumerations would differ, and the differences cause distortions to the census results. This is why 
some statistical adjustment is essential to correct the inevitable errors of the initial count. And, 
throughout the 1990s until this year, the Census Bureau agreed. 

23 U. S. General Accounting Office, "2000 Census: Review of Partnership Program Highlights Best Practices for Future Operations," 
August 2001. In fiscal year 2000 dollars, the cost of the 1990 Census was $3.275 billion. Based on fiscal year 2000 dollars, the per 
officially counted person costs of the 1990 and 2000 Censuses were, respectively, $13.17 and $23.29. These calculations for 1990 are 
based on data given in "Bureau of the Census Federal Funds," Appendices to the Budgets of the United States Governments, submitted 
by the President of the United States, 1986- 1996. 

24 Howard Hogan, 'The 1990 Post-Enumeration Survey: Operations and Results," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 
September 1993, p.l056. See also Elizabeth Martin, "Who Knows Who Lives Here?" Public Opinion Quarterly, Summer 1999, pp. 
220-36 and Eugene Ericksen, Leo Estrada, John Tukey and Kirk Wolter, "Report on the 1990 Decennial Census and Post-Enumeration 
Survey," submitted to the U. S. Secretary of Commerce, June 21, 1991, Appendix A, Table 6. 
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Imputing and Deleting Records 

Statistical estimation to adjust the census has been a controversial issue, especially when it appeared 
that the Bureau planned to adjust the results of Census 2000. Due in part to the political opposition 
to adjustment, the Bureau received a substantial budget increase, for a stated goal of "counting," as 
opposed to "creating people by computer." The Bureau did not adjust Census 2000, and it did reduce 
both the national net and the differential undercount. Yet it did not do these things simply by "count
ing more people." Moreover, if it had adjusted, it could have "eliminated" or corrected the remaining 
undercount. 

Had an adjustment taken place, about 4.3 million records would have been added to the count and 1.0 
million deleted. These changes are what the political opposition to adjustment prevented. Yet, a com
puter imputed 5.7 million persons. This imputation makes use of information about people who live 
in houses like those where the information was needed, but it is not based on direct observation. 
Critics of adjustment point out that people living in places like Midland, Texas may be used to change 
the populations of people living in New Haven, Connecticut_25 Yet they are silent about the fact that 
donors and intended recipients of imputation are often very different. For example, it is very likely 
that information about a White male age 35 could be used for a Black female age 57. Imputation, like 
adjustment, improves the statistical estimate on average. For both methods, there are individual exam
ples that appear to be incongruous. 

The Bureau did not limit its use of the computer to imputation. Late in the census process, the Bureau 
used a complex computer program to identify about 6 million duplications in their data file. As the 
Bureau put it, 

"[A]nalyses of the April 2000 and June 2000 MAF extracts still indicated that there was an 
overcoverage problem. These concerns led the Census Bureau to identify and remove hous
ing units (MAFIDs) from Census 2000. Housing units were identified as being included in 
error with a relatively high likelihood based on a set of person and address matching rules."26 

It eliminated 3.64 million person records,Z7 i.e., it took records of"real people" out of the census The 
Bureau returned the other 2.37 million people to the count, and they are referred to as "late census 
adds." Because the deletion and reinstatement operations took place late in the census process, the 
Bureau was not able to include the late census adds in the A.C.E. 

A review ofthese materials makes it clear that the Bureau monitored the level of the count through
out the census data collection period, and took the appropriate action that it deemed necessary. When 
the count appeared to be too large, and therefore the rate of erroneous enumeration too high, the 
Bureau eliminated 6 million person records. Most of the information on these records was received 
from persons actually living in the affected households. Later, when it appeared that they might have 
reduced the count by too great an amount, they put about 2.4 million of the records back in. The net 
effect of these operations is that the eventual net undercount of 1.18 percent is substantially an arti
fact of the Bureau's decisions about the apparently duplicated housing. 

2s U. S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional members, "A Guide to Statistical Adjustment: How it Really Works," June 7, 2001. 
26 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Memorandum from Howard Hogan to Susan Miskura, dated November 7, 2000, "Specification for 

Reinstating Addresses Flagged as Deletes on the Hundred percent Census Unedited File (HCUF)." 
27 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Memorandum from Susan Miskura to Preston J. Waite, dated November 21,2000, "Results of 

Reinstatement Rules for the Housing Unit Duplication Operations." 
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Left unasked is the question of how these 6 million (now 3.64 million) duplications occurred in the 
first place. Their inclusion in the census would have doubled the rate of erroneous enumeration by 
the Bureau's definition.28 

Review of the Census Bureau procedure for removing duplicates reveals a complex method rely
ing on the assumption that the census forms in question were filled out correctly. If a family 
filled out two forms, but did so inconsistently, the Bureau may not have recognized it as a dupli
cation. Like adjustment, "duplication removal by computer" will improve census distributions on 
average, but make many individual mistakes. Duplication removal procedures are statistical in 
that they rely on prespecified rules applied consistently to actual census data. A rational census 
policy would apply the same criteria to duplication removal that they apply to statistical adjust
ment. The current policy, which depicts adjustment as a statistical procedure not to be used, but 
duplication removal as a permissible procedure, makes a very fine distinction. I am not certain 
that it is meaningful. 

Conclusion 

In this report, I have attempted to summarize, discuss and analyze the issues of Census 2000 that 
I considered to be most pertinent, with one exception. I have left the discussion of the possible 
fit between the demographic estimate and the census count to my colleague, Dr. Jeffrey Passel. 

As I have said repeatedly, the Bureau improved Census 2000 substantially over its 1990 counter
part, helped no doubt by a doubling of the "per person" census budget. We must understand the 
limits to our ability to improve things by "better counting." The Bureau, even though it did not 
statistically adjust the census through the A.C.E. survey, did conduct an adjustment of sorts when 
it deleted 3.64 million apparent duplicates from the count. I believe that we need to broaden the 
discussion of census error and its possible remedies to include operations such as imputation and 
the deletion of possibly duplicate records. 

While we note the improvement of Census 2000 over its predecessors, we must keep in mind that 
the differential undercount, especially in large cities, persists. 

zs For the Bureau, the increase is from 3.1 to 6.74 million, and if we add persons counted at the wrong location to the count of erroneous 
enumerations the increase is from 6.3 to 9.94 million. 
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Table 1 : Comparison of Direct and Synthetic Dual Systems Estimates for 1990 
in Manhattan and Ulster County, New York 

Manhattan 

Subtractions Additions 
Direct Synthetic Direct Synthetic Direct Synthetic 

Block 1 -24.20% -4.93% 11.69 2.82 

Block 2 -17.11% -4.59% 15.05 4.52 

Block 3 -9.68% -5.56% 14.92 8.9 

Block 4 -6.89% 0.95% 7.09 1.05 

Block 5 -5.10% 3.32% 1.99 1.41 

Block 6 -4.14% -4.75% 4.77 5.44 

Block 7 1.34% -0.71% 0.58 1.11 

Block 8 3.39% 7.62% 2.74 6.43 

Block 9 15.43% 4.21% 39.04 9.4 

Block 10 18.68% 3.36% 8.73 1.32 

Block 11 21.49% 7.74% 20.8 6.38 

Standard 13.88% 4.81% Sum 55.51 22.26 72.42 25.99 
Deviation 

Ulster 

Subtractions Additions 
Direct Synthetic Direct Synthetic Direct Synthetic 

Block 1 -13.94% 2.15% 9.42 1.69 

Block 2 -11.17% 0.10% 12.06 0.12 

Block 3 -3.84% -0.99% 1.96 0.52 

Block 4 -0.83% -0.45% 0.48 0.26 

Block 5 0.00% -0.27% 0.1 0 

Block 6 0.35% -1.90% 0.69 0.13 

Block 7 1.11% 1.90% 0.73 1.26 

Block 8 3.99% -0.13% 0.11 3.49 

Standard 5.89% 1.28% Sum 23.92 1.68 4.35 3.07 
Deviation 

Source: File of 5180 blocks from 1990 Census www.cmbc.gov/p/user/share/Census 2000/ 
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Table 2: Comparisons of Undercount Rates and Differences, 1990 and 2000 Census 

Racial Group 1990 2000 Change 

Hispanics ( A ) 4.99% 2.85% -2.14% 

Non-Hispanic Blacks (B) 4.57% 2.17% -2.40% 

Non-Hispanic Whites (C) 0.68% 0.67% -0.01% 

Hispanic- White Difference (A - C) 4.31% 2.18% -2.13% 

Black- White Difference ( B- C) 3.89% 1.50% -2.39% 

Source: Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy, March I, 200 I, pages 3 and 4. 
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Table 3: Net Undercount Rates for Post-strata Groups1 

GROUP 

NH White Owners 
Northeast 
Northeast 
Northeast 
Northeast 
Midwest 
Midwest 
Midwest 
Midwest 
South 
South 
South 
South 
West 
West 
West 
West 

NH White Renters 
Total US 
Total US 
Total US 
Total US 

NH Blacks 
Owners 
Owners 
Non-Owners 
Non-Owners 

Hispanics 
Owners 
Owners 
Non-Owners 
Non-Owners 

NHAsians 
Total US 
Total US 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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AREA RATE 

Large -0.09% 
Medium -0.04% 
Small 0.06% 
Non-metro 1.52% 
Large -0.23% 
Medium -0.14% 
Small 0.33% 
Non-metro -0.98% 
Large 0.78% 
Medium 0.51% 
Small 0.95% 
Non-metro 0.51% 
Large -0.18% 
Medium 0.18% 
Small 1.02% 
Non-metro 1.26% 

Large 1.58% 
Medium 1.09% 
Small 2.67% 
Non-metro 2.46% 

Large/Medium 0.91% 
Small/Non-metro 0.17% 
Large/Medium 3.96% 
Small/Non-metro 2.32% 

Large/Medium 1.17% 
Small/Non-metro 1.45% 
Large/Medium 3.90% 
Small/Non-metro 6.17% 

Owners 0.55% 
Non-Owners 1.58% 
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Table 3: Net Undercount Rates for Post-strata Groups1 (continued) 

GROUP 

Pacific Islanders 
Total US 
Total US 

AI on Reservations 
Total US 
Total US 

AI off Reservations 
Total US 
Total US 

Total US 

AREA 

Owners 
Non-Owners 

Owners 
Non-Owners 

Owners 
Non-Owners 

Overall 

RATE 

2.71% 
6.58% 

5.04% 
4.10% 

1.60% 
5.57% 

1.18% 

1High and low return rates have been combined for the post-strata groups. 
Poststrata are defined by the Census 2000 A.C.E. Methodology, vol. 3, tab 9, pg. 4. 

Source: Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 
C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables p/user/share/Census2000/FINAL REPORT/Tables/Net Undercount Rates for Post-strata 
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Table 4: Comparisons of A.C.E. Undercount Rates with Synthetic Estimates 

State A.C.E. Undercount 
Alaska 

Vermont 

Idaho 

Wyoming 

Maine 

Montana 

West Virginia 

Washington 

Delaware 

Kentucky 

New Hampshire 

Nevada 

Utah 

Dist of Columbia 

Oregon 

Hawaii 

Arkansas 

Georgia 

Tennessee 

Virginia 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Maryland 

Texas 

Colorado 

Louisiana 

Alabama 

South Carolina 

Mississippi 

New Mexico 

Arizona 

California 

Florida 

Connecticut 
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2.67% 

1.51% 

1.64% 

1.56% 

1.33% 

1.57% 

1.19% 

1.41% 

1.50% 

1.23% 

1.13% 

1.68% 

1.35% 

2.15% 

1.27% 

2.16% 

1.28% 

1.48% 

1.23% 

1.33% 

1.36% 

1.40% 

1.40% 

1.76% 

1.26% 

1.34% 

1.19% 

1.20% 

1.24% 

1.94% 

1.43% 

1.52% 

1.24% 

0.97% 

Synthetic Undercount Difference 
1.15% 1.53% 

0.71% 0.80% 

0.90% 0.74% 

0.91% 0.66% 

0.72% 0.61% 

0.96% 0.61% 

0.74% 0.45% 

0.98% 0.44% 

1.08% 0.42% 

0.82% 0.41% 

0.73% 0.40% 

1.28% 0.39% 

0.96% 0.39% 

1.78% 0.36% 

0.93% 0.34% 

1.88% 0.28% 

1.00% 0.28% 

1.23% 0.25% 

0.98% 0.25% 

1.09% 0.24% 

1.14% 0.22% 

1.19% 0.21% 

1.21% 0.19% 

1.57% 0.19% 

1.14% 0.12% 

1.23% 0.11% 

1.11% 0.07% 

1.18% 0.02% 

1.26% -0.02% 

1.96% -0.02% 

1.46% -0.03% 

1.55% -0.04% 

1.28% -0.04% 

1.03% -0.06% 
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Table 4: Comparisons of A.C.E. Undercount Rates with Synthetic Estimates (continued) 

State A.C.E. Undercount Synthetic Undercount Difference 
Pennsylvania 0.82% 0.90% -0.08% 

Rhode Island 0.85% 0.95% -0.10% 

Indiana 0.77% 0.89% -0.12% 

Massachusetts 0.76% 0.92% -0.16% 

Wisconsin 0.70% 0.87% -0.17% 

New York 1.09% 1.26% -0.18% 

Michigan 0.71% 0.98% -0.27% 

Kansas 0.66% 0.95% -0.29% 

Iowa 0.48% 0.78% -0.30% 

Nebraska 0.56% 0.89% -0.32% 

Ohio 0.57% 0.90% -0.33% 

North Dakota 0.47% 0.89% -0.42% 

Missouri 0.46% 0.91% -0.44% 

South Dakota 0.56% 1.02% -0.46% 

Minnesota 0.29% 0.84% -0.55% 

New Jersey 1.15% 1.96% -0.81% 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File I 00 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to Census Monitoring 
Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Table 5: State Undercount Rates 

Large/ Medium' 

State Undercount 

Alabama NH- Black 

NH- White 

Arizona NH- Black 

NH- White 

Arkansas NH- Black 

NH- White 

California NH- Black 

NH- White 

Colorado NH- Black 

NH- White 

Connecticut NH- Black 

NH- White 

Delaware NH- Black 

NH- White 

Florida NH- Black 

NH- White 

Georgia NH- Black 

NH- White 

Illinois NH- Black 

NH- White 

Indiana NH- Black 

NH- White 

Kansas NH- Black 

NH- White 

Kentucky NH- Black 

NH- White 

Louisiana NH- Black 

NH- White 

Maryland NH- Black 

NH- White 

Massachusetts NH- Black 

NH- White 

Michigan NH- Black 

NH- White 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 34 of 174 

2.50% 

0.66% 

2.84% 

0.41% 

2.82% 

0.64% 

2.96% 

0.43% 

2.99% 

0.36% 

2.57% 

0.39% 

2.58% 

1.10% 

2.38% 

0.58% 

2.96% 

0.71% 

2.29% 

0.04% 

2.74% 

0.13% 

2.76% 

0.14% 

2.80% 

0.65% 

2.48% 

0.78% 

2.44% 

0.82% 

2.56% 

0.38% 

2.70% 

0.21% 

Small/ Non Metro2 

Difference Undercount Difference 

NH- Black 0.94% 
1.84% 

NH- White 1.09% 
-0.16% 

NH- Black 1.26% 
2.43% 

NH- White 1.35% 
-0.09% 

NH- Black 1.21% 
2.18% 

NH- White 1.12% 
0.09% 

NH- Black 1.57% 
2.53% 

NH- White 1.48% 
0.10% 

NH- Black 1.40% 
2.62% 

NH- White 1.64% 
-0.23% 

NH- Black 1.74% 
2.18% 

NH- White 1.15% 
0.58% 

NH- Black 1.20% 
1.49% 

NH- White 1.44% 
-0.25% 

NH- Black 0.97% 
1.80% 

NH- White 1.01% 
-0.04% 

NH- Black 1.18% 
2.25% 

NH- White 1.19% 
0.00% 

NH- Black 1.32% 
2.25% 

NH- White 0.51% 
0.82% 

NH- Black 1.53% 
2.61% 

NH- White 0.76% 
0.77% 

NH- Black 1.57% 
2.62% 

NH- White 0.35% 
1.22% 

NH- Black 1.39% 
2.14% 

NH- White 1.24% 
0.15% 

NH- Black 1.09% 
1.70% 

NH- White 1.25% -0.16% 

NH- Black 1.04% 
1.62% 

NH- White 1.26% -0.22% 

NH- Black 1.52% 
2.18% 

NH- White 0.89% 
0.63% 

NH- Black 1.27% 
2.49% 

NH- White 0.35% 
0.92% 
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Table 5: State Undercount Rates (continued) 

Large/ Medium' Small/ Non Metro2 

State Undercount Difference Undercount Difference 

Minnesota NH- Black 3.25% NH- Black 2.38% 

NH- White 0.06% 
3.19% 

NH- White -0.07% 
2.45% 

Mississippi NH- Black 2.46% NH- Black 1.12% 

NH- White 0.76% 
1.71% 

NH- White 1.24% 
-0.13% 

Missouri NH- Black 2.48% NH- Black 1.77% 

NH- White 0.07% 
2.41% 

NH- White 0.14% 
1.63% 

Nevada NH- Black 2.73% NH- Black 1.41% 

NH- White 0.78% 
1.96% 

NH- White 1.52% 
-0.11% 

New Jersey NH- Black 2.27% NH- Black 0.52% 

NH- White 0.55% 
1.72% 

NH- White 1.77% 
-1.25% 

New York NH- Black 2.17% NH- Black 1.56% 

NH- White -0.09% 
2.26% 

NH- White 1.44% 
0.12% 

North Carolina NH- Black 2.86% NH- Black 0.97% 

NH- White 0.73% 
2.12% 

NH- White 1.13% 
-0.16% 

Ohio NH- Black 2.66% NH- Black 1.41% 

NH- White 0.12% 
2.54% 

NH- White 0.42% 
0.98% 

Oklahoma NH- Black 3.17% NH- Black 1.29% 

NH- White 0.74% 
2.43% 

NH- White 1.05% 
0.24% 

Pennsylvania NH- Black 1.99% NH- Black 1.42% 

NH- White 0.22% 
1.77% 

NH- White 1.06% 
0.36% 

South Carolina NH- Black 2.52% NH- Black 0.79% 

NH- White 0.76% 
1.76% 

NH- White 1.10% 
-0.32% 

Tennessee NH- Black 2.40% NH- Black 1.05% 

NH- White 0.74% 
1.66% 

NH- White 1.13% 
-0.08% 

Texas NH- Black 2.67% NH- Black 1.14% 

NH- White 1.10% 
1.57% 

NH- White 1.13% 
0.02% 

Virginia NH- Black 2.91% NH- Black 0.82% 

NH- White 0.80% 
2.11% 

NH- White 1.17% 
-0.35% 

Washington NH- Black 3.20% NH- Black 1.83% 

NH- White 0.75% 
2.46% 

NH- White 1.68% 
0.15% 

Wisconsin NH- Black 2.93% NH- Black 2.30% 

NH- White 0.09% 
2.84% 

NH- White 0.56% 
1.74% 

1 Large/ Medium MSA's as defined by Census poststrata found in the Census 2000 ACE methodology vol. 3 tab 9 pg. 4 

2 Small/ Non Metro MSA's and all other TEA's as defined by the Census poststrata found in the Census 2000 ACE methodology vol. 3 tab 9 pg. 4 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File I 00 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to 
Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/0l/neraphl/user/share/C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 
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Table 6: State Undercount Rates 

Large/ Medium' Small/ Non Metro2 

State Undercount Difference Undercount Difference 

Arizona Hispanic 2.54% Hispanic 3.12% 

NH- White 0.41% 
2.14% 

NH- White 1.35% 
1.77% 

California Hispanic 2.57% Hispanic 3.60% 

NH- White 0.43% 
2.14% 

NH- White 1.48% 
2.13% 

Colorado Hispanic 2.59% Hispanic 2.92% 

NH- White 0.36% 
2.23% 

NH- White 1.64% 
1.28% 

Connecticut Hispanic 3.08% Hispanic 3.84% 

NH- White 0.39% 
2.69% 

NH- White 1.15% 
2.69% 

Florida Hispanic 2.18% Hispanic 4.25% 

NH- White 0.58% 
1.61% 

NH- White 1.01% 
3.23% 

Georgia Hispanic 3.82% Hispanic 5.05% 

NH- White 0.71% 
3.11% 

NH- White 1.19% 
3.86% 

Illinois Hispanic 2.63% Hispanic 3.67% 

NH- White 0.04% 
2.59% 

NH- White 0.51% 
3.16% 

Indiana Hispanic 2.66% Hispanic 4.33% 

NH- White 0.13% 
2.54% 

NH- White 0.76% 
3.56% 

Kansas Hispanic 2.76% Hispanic 3.85% 

NH- White 0.14% 
2.62% 

NH- White 0.35% 
3.51% 

Louisiana Hispanic 2.51% Hispanic 3.41% 

NH- White 0.78% 
1.73% 

NH- White 1.25% 
2.16% 

Maryland Hispanic 2.79% Hispanic 3.83% 

NH- White 0.82% 
1.97% 

NH- White 1.26% 
2.57% 

Massachusetts Hispanic 3.11% Hispanic 3.37% 

NH- White 0.38% 
2.73% 

NH- White 0.89% 
2.48% 

Michigan Hispanic 2.57% Hispanic 3.06% 

NH- White 0.21% 
2.36% 

NH- White 0.35% 
2.71% 

Minnesota Hispanic 3.15% Hispanic 3.45% 

NH- White 0.06% 
3.09% 

NH- White -0.07% 
3.52% 

Missouri Hispanic 2.56% Hispanic 3.84% 

NH- White 0.07% 
2.49% 

NH- White 0.14% 
3.70% 

Nevada Hispanic 2.90% Hispanic 3.75% 

NH- White 0.78% 
2.13% 

NH- White 1.52% 
2.22% 

New Jersey Hispanic 2.86% Hispanic 2.84% 

NH- White 0.55% 
2.31% 

NH- White 1.77% 
1.07% 

New Mexico Hispanic 1.98% Hispanic 2.41% 

NH- White 0.26% 
1.72% 

NH- White 1.56% 
0.85% 
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Table 6: State Undercount Rates (continued) 

Large/ Medium' Small/ Non Metro2 

State Undercount Difference Undercount Difference 

New York Hispanic 3.09% Hispanic 3.62% 

NH- White -0.09% 
3.18% 

NH- White 1.44% 
2.18% 

North Carolina Hispanic 4.19% Hispanic 5.34% 

NH- White 0.73% 
3.46% 

NH- White 1.13% 
4.21% 

Ohio Hispanic 2.63% Hispanic 2.88% 

NH- White 0.12% 
2.51% 

NH- White 0.42% 
2.45% 

Oklahoma Hispanic 2.99% Hispanic 3.45% 

NH- White 0.74% 
2.25% 

NH- White 1.05% 
2.40% 

Oregon Hispanic 3.23% Hispanic 3.90% 

NH- White 0.38% 
2.85% 

NH- White 1.67% 
2.24% 

Pennsylvania Hispanic 2.39% Hispanic 4.49% 

NH- White 0.22% 
2.17% 

NH- White 1.06% 
3.43% 

Tennessee Hispanic 4.02% Hispanic 4.57% 

NH- White 0.74% 
3.28% 

NH- White 1.13% 
3.45% 

Texas Hispanic 2.60% Hispanic 2.85% 

NH- White 1.10% 
1.50% 

NH- White 1.13% 
1.73% 

Utah Hispanic 2.61% Hispanic 3.77% 

NH- White 0.65% 
1.96% 

NH- White 1.67% 
2.10% 

Virginia Hispanic 2.85% Hispanic 4.31% 

NH- White 0.80% 
2.06% 

NH- White 1.17% 
3.15% 

Washington Hispanic 2.96% Hispanic 4.35% 

NH- White 0.75% 
2.21% 

NH- White 1.68% 
2.66% 

Wisconsin Hispanic 2.99% Hispanic 4.14% 

NH- White 0.09% 
2.90% 

NH- White 0.56% 
3.58% 

Large/ Medium MSA's as defined by Census poststrata found in the Census 2000 ACE methodology vol. 3 tab 9 pg. 4 

Small/ Non Metro MSA's and all other TEA's as defined by the Census poststrata found in the Census 2000 ACE methodology vol. 3 tab 9 pg. 4 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File I 00 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to 
Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/0l/neraphl/user/share/C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 
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Table 7: Undercount Numbers and Rates by Region 

Region Less than 
and State 

Northeast 

Connecticut 

Massachusetts 

New Jersey 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Subtotal 

Shares 

Midwest 

Illinois 

Michigan 

Subtotal 

Shares 

South 

Alabama 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Louisiana 

Maryland 

Mississippi 

North Carolina 

South Carolina 

Texas 

Virginia 

Subtotal 

Shares 

West 

Arizona 

California 

Hawaii 
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0.00% 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

3 

1.7% 

49 

38 

87 

47.0% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 to 
0.99% 

5 

11 

11 

20 

33 

80 

46.5% 

43 

41 

84 

45.4% 

40 

0 

35 

59 

23 

5 

40 

33 

23 

26 

31 

315 

31.5% 

1 

5 

0 

1.00 to 2.00 to 3.00% or Total 
1.99% 2.99% Higher 

0 

3 0 0 8 

3 0 0 14 

9 1 0 21 

38 1 0 62 

34 0 0 67 

87 2 0 172 

50.6% 1.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

10 0 0 102 

4 0 0 83 

14 0 0 185 

7.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

27 0 0 67 

3 0 0 3 

30 2 0 67 

93 7 0 159 

40 1 0 64 

18 1 0 24 

42 0 0 82 

67 0 0 100 

23 0 0 46 

186 41 1 254 

99 5 0 135 

628 57 1 1,001 

62.7% 5.7% 0.1% 100.0% 

6 7 1 15 

41 12 0 58 

0 4 1 5 
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Table 7: Undercount Numbers and Rates by Region (continued) 

Region Less than 0.00 to 1.00 to 2.00 to 3.00% or Total 
and State 0.00% 0.99% 1.99% 2.99% Higher 

Nevada 0 1 16 0 0 17 

New Mexico 0 0 10 22 1 33 

Subtotal 0 7 73 45 3 128 

Shares 0.0% 5.5% 57.0% 35.2% 2.3% 100.0% 

All States 90 486 802 104 4 1,486 

Shares 6.1% 32.7% 54.0% 7.0% 0.3% 100.0% 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File I 00 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to 
Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/0l/neraphl/user/share/C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 
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Table 8: Projected and Actual Growth in Large Metropolitan Counties, 1999-2000 

Percent Official 1990 Projected 2000 Official 2000 
Minority Population Population Population 

50 or more 36,095,387 37,986,821 39,435,665 

25 to 49 22,725,781 25,224,826 25,568,405 

10 to 24.9 15,620,043 17,510,324 17,704,654 

0 to 9.9 2,807,202 3,242,678 3,225,047 

Total 77,248,473 83,964,649 85,933,771 

1 Defined as I minus the projected 2000 population over the official 2000 population. 
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1990-2000 Percentage of Growth 

Projected Official ShortfalF 

5.24% 9.25% 3.67% 

11.00% 12.51% 1.34% 

12.10% 13.35% 1.10% 

15.51% 14.88% -0.55% 

8.69% 11.24% 2.29% 
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Table 9: Percent of Population Living in Poverty in 1990 

Racial Composition1 

Percentages Non
Hispanic Black 
and Hispanic each 
below 10 

Percentages Non
Hispanic Black and 
Hispanic each between 
10 and 29.9 

One or both of the 
percentages Non
Hispanic Black and 
Hispanic between 30 
and 49.9 

One or both of the 
percentages Non
Hispanic Black and 
Hispanic above 50 

Native American 
Majority 

Total 

Size of population 
(millions) 

Percent of Population Living in Poverty 

30 50 
0 to 9.9 10 to 29.9 to 49.9 or more 

0.4% 1.1% 2.2% 3.6% 

1.8% 2.2% 2.7% 3.9% 

2.3% 3.0% 3.3% 3.7% 

2.9% 3.8% 4.3% 4.7% 

0.0% 3.7% 9.1% 11.5% 

0.8% 2.0% 3.8% 4.9% 

127.0 96.9 18.7 3.9 

1 Except where specified, census tracts with Native American majorities are excluded from the calculations. 

An additional 2.2 million people live in census tracts with no poverty rate available. 

Total 

0.7% 

2.1% 

2.9% 

4.0% 

8.9% 

1.6% 

246.5 

Source: Census Bureau planning database issued September 20, 2000, CD-DSS D-COMM 7 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 41 of 174 

Size of 
Population2 

(millions) 

146.6 

49.3 

18.4 

31.7 

0.5 

246.5 
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Table 1 0: Undercount Ran kings 

Net Erroneous 
Race 1 Location Tenure Undercount Nonmatch Enumeration2 Imputations3 

Pacific Is. All Areas Non-owner 6.58% 17.62% 7.67% 4.70% 

Hispanic Small MSA/ Non-owner 6.17% 18.22% 7.74% 5.59% 
Non-metro 

American Indian Off Reservation Non-owner 5.57% 15.21% 6.84% 4.12% 

American Indian On Reservation Owner 5.04% 14.57% 4.35% 6.00% 

American Indian On Reservation Non-owner 4.10% 12.92% 3.85% 5.59% 

NH Black Lg/MedMSA Non-owner 3.96% 17.05% 9.04% 5.07% 

Hispanic Lg/MedMSA Non-owner 3.90% 14.91% 7.09% 4.81% 

Pacific Is. All Areas Owner 2.71% 12.17% 6.21% 4.49% 

NHWhite Small MSA Non-owner 2.67% 11.01% 6.09% 2.73% 

NHWhite Non-metro Non-owner 2.46% 13.38% 6.73% 4.99% 

NH Black Small MSA/ Non-owner 2.32% 14.04% 8.21% 4.26% 
Non-metro 

American Indian Off Reservation Owner 1.60% 10.33% 5.45% 3.51% 

NHAsian All Areas Non-owner 1.58% 12.67% 7.55% 4.10% 

NHWhite Large Non-owner 1.58% 11.77% 6.92% 3.76% 

Hispanic Small/ Owner 1.45% 10.19% 3.88% 5.34% 
Non-metro 

Hispanic Lg/MedMSA Owner 1.17% 8.88% 3.71% 4.34% 

NHWhite MediumMSA Non-owner 1.09% 11.08% 7.32% 3.04% 

NH Black Lg/MedMSA Owner 0.91% 9.89% 5.68% 3.72% 

NHWhite Small MSA Owner 0.63% 5.10% 3.16% 1.38% 

NHAsian All Areas Owner 0.55% 7.66% 4.16% 3.13% 

NHWhite Non-metro Owner 0.42% 7.44% 3.85% 3.32% 

NHWhite MediumMSA Owner 0.17% 4.49% 3.01% 1.41% 

NH Black Small/ Owner 0.17% 9.82% 5.90% 3.99% 
Non-metro 

NHWhite Large MSA Owner 0.03% 4.99% 3.30% 1.73% 

Total 1.18% 8.42% 4.72% 2.93% 

I Whites and Blacks are non-Hispanic. 
Erroneous enumerations include people who are counted in the wrong area or people who are counted multiple times. 

3 Housing units that assumed to be occupied that the Census Bureau imputes. 

Source: Fina!DSEUS.dat Census files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ C200 Census 2000/Final 
Report/tables p/user/share/Census2000/FINAL REPORT/Tables/Net Undercount Rates for Post-strata. 
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APPENDIX A 

Extimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons 
Missed by County 

Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Alabama 

County 
Name 

Barbour 

Blount 

Chilton 

Clarke 

Coosa 

Crenshaw 

Escambia 

Houston 
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Official 
Count 

26,320 

50,414 

39,242 

27,480 

11,810 

13,505 

35,435 

87,639 

Adjusted 
Count 

26,628 

50,871 

39,586 

27,677 

11,892 

13,623 

35,751 

88,836 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.16% 

0.90% 

0.87% 

0.71% 

0.69% 

0.86% 

0.88% 

1.35% 

Persons 
Missed 

308 

457 

344 

197 

82 

118 

316 

1,197 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Arizona 

County 
Name 

Apache 

Coconino 

LaPaz 

Mohave 

Pima 

Yuma 

Total 

Official 
Count 

68,150 

113,230 

19,435 

153,801 

821,712 

154,163 

5,020,782 

Adjusted 
Count 

70,350 

116,076 

19,829 

155,076 

831,642 

157,716 

5,093,601 

Undercount 
Rate 

3.13% 

2.45% 

1.99% 

0.82% 

1.19% 

2.25% 

1.43% 

Persons 
Missed 

2,200 

2,846 

394 

1,275 

9,930 

3,553 

72,819 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files delivered to 
Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- California 

Alameda 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.43% 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- California (continued) 

County 
Name 

Tuolumne 

Yolo 

Total 

Official 
Count 

49,665 

161,145 

33,051,894 

Adjusted 
Count 

50,468 

163,018 

33,560,906 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.59% 

1.15% 

1.52% 

Persons 
Missed 

803 

1,873 

509,012 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files delivered 
to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Connecticut 

County 
Name 

New Haven 

Tolland 

Total 

Official 
Count 

796,334 

125,311 

3,297,626 

Adjusted 
Count 

805,399 

125,669 

3,329,944 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.13% 

0.29Dio 

0.97% 

Persons 
Missed 

9,065 

358 

32,318 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/0 1/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Delaware 

County 
Name 

Sussex 

Total 

Official 
Count 

153,199 

759,017 

Adjusted 
Count 

155,019 

770,604 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.17% 

1.50% 

Persons 
Missed 

1,820 

11,587 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat 
Census files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 

02/16/0 1/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Florida 

County 
Name 

Alachua 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Florida (continued) 

Pasco 

County 
Name 

Santa Rosa 

Seminole 

Wakulla 

Washington 

Total 

Official 
Count 

339,393 

115,191 

361,590 

21,719 

19,524 

15,593,433 

Adjusted 
Count 

341,589 

116,352 

364,983 

21,887 

19,696 

15,789,117 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.64% 

1.00% 

0.93% 

0.77% 

0.87% 

1.24% 

Persons 
Missed 

2,196 

1,161 

3,393 

168 

172 

195,684 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census 
files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Georgia 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Georgia (continued) 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.57% 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Georgia (continued) 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.61% 

Persons 
Missed 

323 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Georgia (continued) 

County 
Name 

Wilkes 

Worth 

Total 

Official 
Count 

10,552 

21,759 

7,952,631 

Adjusted 
Count 

10,683 

21,974 

8,072,483 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.23% 

0.98% 

1.48% 

Persons 
Missed 

131 

215 

119,852 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census 
files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 55 of 174 

02/16/0 1/neraphl/user/share/ 
C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Hawaii 

County 
Name 

Kalawao 

Maui 

Total 

Official 
Count 

147 

126,693 

1,175,755 

Adjusted 
Count 

153 

129,967 

1,201,729 

Undercount 
Rate 

4.13% 

2.52% 

2.16% 

Persons 
Missed 

6 

3,274 

25,974 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Illinois 

County 
Name 

Adams 

Bond 

Jo Daviess 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official Adjusted 
Count Count 

Undercount Persons 

Rate1 Missed1 

-15 

-21 

0.13% 

0.88% 

-0.42% -59 

0.07% 36 

0.88% 197 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Illinois (continued) 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Illinois (continued) 

White 14,944 14,894 -0.34% -50 

Will 492,605 493,886 0.26% 1,281 

Winnebago 273,344 276,341 1.08% 2,997 

Total 12,097,512 12,202,511 0.86% 104,999 

Negative undercount rates indicate over counts. 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files delivered to 
Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by Parish-- Louisiana 

Parish 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by Parish-- Louisiana (continued) 

Total 

Parish 
Name 

Official 
Count 

4,333,011 

Adjusted 
Count 

4,392,074 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.34% 

Persons 
Missed 

59,063 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census 
files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 
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02/16/0 1/neraphl/user/share/ 
C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Maryland 

County 
Name 

Calvert 

Frederick 

Total 

Official 
Count 

73,982 

190,622 

5,162,430 

Adjusted 
Count 

74,861 

192,457 

5,235,806 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.17% 

0.95% 

1.40% 

Persons 
Missed 

879 

1,835 

73,376 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census 
files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Massachusetts 

County 
Name 

Bristol 

Norfolk 

Total 

Official 
Count 

521,004 

632,876 

6,127,881 

Adjusted 
Count 

523,639 

635,792 

6,174,884 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.500/o 

0.46% 

0.76% 

Persons 
Missed 

2,635 

2,916 

47,003 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 63 of 174 

OAGI0001265 00068 



Final Report to Congress 

Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Michigan 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 

Rate1 

Persons 

Missed1 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Michigan (continued) 

County 
Name 

Mason 

Montcalm 

Osceola 

Washtenaw 

Wexford 

Total 

Official 
Count 

27,739 

58,549 

22,837 

301,593 

30,113 

9,688,555 

Adjusted 
Count 

27,964 

58,689 

22,745 

304,482 

30,344 

9,757,591 

Negative undecount rates indicates over counts. 

Undercount 

Rate1 

0.80% 

0.24% 

-0.41% 

0.95% 

0.76% 

0.71% 

Persons 

Missed1 

225 

140 

-92 

2,889 

231 

69,036 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files delivered 
to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 65 of 174 

OAGI0001265 00070 



Final Report to Congress 

Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Mississippi 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Mississippi (continued) 

County 
Name 

Marshall 

Oktibbeha 

Prentiss 

Rankin 

Sunflower 

Warren 

Yalobusha 

Total 

Official 
Count 

33,294 

38,522 

24,703 

110,458 

29,029 

49,043 

12,952 

2,749,244 

Adjusted 
Count 

33,580 

39,156 

24,944 

112,080 

29,450 

49,608 

13,071 

2,783,770 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.85% 

1.62% 

0.96% 

1.45% 

1.43% 

1.14% 

0.91% 

1.24% 

Persons 
Missed 

286 

634 

241 

1,622 

421 

565 

119 

34,157 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Nevada 

County 
Name 

Elko 

White Pine 

Total 

Official 
Count 

44,497 

7,940 

1,964,582 

Adjusted 
Count 

45,318 

8,068 

1,998,067 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.81% 

1.59% 

1.68% 

Persons 
Missed 

821 

128 

33,485 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat 
Census files delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 

02/16/0 1/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- New Jersey 

County 
Name 

Atlantic 

Essex 

Ocean 

Warren 

Total 

Official 
Count 

246,058 

770,844 

503,025 

100,971 

8,219,529 

Adjusted 
Count 

248,854 

785,159 

506,212 

101,640 

8,315,510 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.12% 

1.82% 

0.63% 

0.66% 

1.15% 

Persons 
Missed 

2,797 

14,319 

3,190 

670 

96,026 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- New Mexico 

County 
Name 

Bernalillo 

DeBaca 

Lincoln 

Socorro 

Valencia 

Total 

Official 
Count 

546,051 

2,169 

19,192 

17,504 

64,781 

1,782,739 

Adjusted 
Count 

553,613 

2,215 

19,584 

17,942 

65,886 

1,818,015 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.37% 

2.08% 

2.000/o 

2.44% 

1.68% 

1.94% 

Persons 
Missed 

7,562 

46 

392 

438 

1,105 

35,276 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- New York 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 

Rate1 

Persons 

Missed1 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- New York (continued) 

County 
Name 

Sullivan 

Total 

Official 
Count 

69,141 

18,395,996 

Adjusted 
Count 

70,464 

18,598,045 

1 Negative undercount rates indicate over counts. 

Undercount 

Rate1 

1.88% 

1.09% 

Persons 

Missed1 

1,323 

202,049 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 

C200 Census 2000/Final Report/tables 

Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- North Carolina 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Pennsylvania 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 74 of 174 

Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Missed 
Persons 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Pennsylvania (continued) 

County 
Name 

Montour 

York 

Total 

Official 
Count 

17,233 

373,749 

11,847,753 

Adjusted 
Count 

17,528 

377,473 

11,940,753 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.72% 

1.03% 

0.82% 

Missed 
Persons 

302 

3,881 

97,954 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- South Carolina 

County 
Name 

Allendale 

Calhoun 

Chesterfield 

Colleton 

Edgefield 

Florence 

Lancaster 

Lee 

Marlboro 

Oconee 

Saluda 

Williamsburg 

Total 

Official 
Count 

10,033 

15,024 

42,109 

37,931 

22,002 

121,895 

59,367 

18,433 

27,183 

65,575 

18,919 

36,882 

3,876,975 

Adjusted 
Count 

10,123 

15,125 

42,517 

38,240 

22,271 

123,249 

59,954 

18,576 

27,441 

66,507 

19,156 

37,136 

3,923,934 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.89% 

0.67% 

0.96% 

0.81% 

1.21% 

l.IO% 

0.98% 

0.77% 

0.94% 

1.40% 

1.24% 

0.69% 

1.20% 

Persons 
Missed 

90 

101 

408 

309 

269 

1,354 

587 

143 

258 

932 

237 

254 

46,959 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02116/0l/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 77 of 174 

Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.24% 

2.19% 

1.35% 

1.32% 

1.17% 

Persons 
Missed 

468 

10 

475 

395 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas (continued) 

County 
Name 

Fort Bend 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 78 of 174 

Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.01% 

1.48% 

2.00% 

1.95% 

2.39% 

Persons 
Missed 

151 

28 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas (continued) 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas (continued) 

County 
Name 

Midland 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 80 of 174 

Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.91% 

1.00% 

2.01% 

1.26% 

1.73% 

1.71% 

1.42% 

Persons 
Missed 

140 

56 

771 

266 

43 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas (continued) 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

Persons 
Missed 
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Estimated Rates of Undercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County- Texas (continued) 

County Official Adjusted Undercount Persons 
Name Count Count Rate Missed 

Wichita 120,544 122,753 1.80% 2,209 

Willacy 19,010 19,458 2.30% 448 

Total 20,290,711 20,654,743 1.76% 364,032 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files 
delivered to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/16/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Virigina 

County 
Name 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
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Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.22% 

Missed 
Persons 

461 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers ofPersons Missed by County-- Virginia (continued) 

County 
Name 

Prince Edward 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 84 of 174 

Official 
Count 

Adjusted 
Count 

Undercount 
Rate 

0.96% 

1.08% 

1.37% 

l.l6% 

1.08% 

1.20% 

l.l4% 

l.l9% 

1.04% 

0.84% 

l.l4% 

l.l4% 

l.l7% 

1.02% 

1.28% 

1.21% 

1.23% 

0.96% 

Missed 
Persons 

174 

82 

801 

386 

58 

572 

572 

74 

161 
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Estimated Rates ofUndercount and Numbers of Persons Missed by County-- Virigina 

County 
Name 

Winchester city 

Total 

Official 
Count 

22,800 

6,847,117 

Adjusted 
Count 

23,251 

6,938,813 

Undercount 
Rate 

1.95% 

1.33% 

454 

92,582 

Source: Census 2000 Sununary File 100 Percent Data/CurrentStateSum.dat and FinalDSEUS.dat Census files delivered 
to Census Monitoring Board by Census Bureau 02/26/01 and 02/16/01/neraphl/user/share/ 
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Note: Calculations apply to the non-group quarters population only. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS: AN EVALUATION 
Jeffrey S. Passel, Ph.d. 
Urban lnstitute1 

The Census Bureau used three methods to determine the nation's population in 2000: the traditional 
headcount, the post-enumeration survey (Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation or A.C.E.), and 
Demographic Analysis (DA). The three estimates produced significantly different and confounding 
results. The divergence among the three- especially, the discrepancy between DA and the A.C.E. -
is considered the primary reason the Census Bureau recommended against adjusting the 2000 Census. 

What is Demographic Analysis? 

DA is one of the two techniques used by the Census Bureau to measure coverage of 
Census 2000. DA involves first constructing an estimate of the population using demographic tech
niques applied to data from sources essentially independent of Census 2000. As described by the 
Census Bureau, the 2000 DA estimate is computed as: 

or, 

P 2000 = P 1990 + B - D + I - E 

Estimated population at the Census 2000 date (P2000) equals 

Population at the 1990 Census date (P 1990) plus 

Births during the interval (B) minus 

Deaths during the interval (D) plus 

Immigrants during the interval (I) minus 

Emigrants during the interval (E). 

For the 2000 adjustment decision, the Census Bureau constructed DA estimates for the Black and the 
non-Black populations by sex for four age groups. Then, the estimated net undercount (or overcount) 
from DA for a group is the difference between the DA estimate and the census count: 

where, 

ui =Pi, 2ooo - ci, 2ooo 

Undercount for group i (Ui) equals 

Estimated population in group i at the Census 2000 (Pi, 2000) minus 

Census 2000 count for group i (Ci, 2000). 

1 The views and opinions expressed are the authors' and do not necessarily represent nor should they be attributed to the Urban Institute, its 
staff, officers or trustees, or any organizations providing financial support. 
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Unlike survey-based measures of census coverage, DA does not measure components of census 
undercount, such as gross omissions and erroneous enumerations, but only the net undercount. In 
addition, when comparisons are made for subgroups ofthe population, the DA measure includes not 
only coverage errors, but also reporting and classification errors. Thus, the reported DA undercounts 
for race groups include, as part of the census "error," differences in race reporting between 
Census 2000 and the historical data used to construct the DA estimate. Similarly, for age groups, the 
reported DA undercounts include age misreporting as part of the error. 

DA Estimation Methods for 2000. TheDA estimates for 2000 consist of two main "pieces"
the population under age 65 and the population aged 65 and over. The estimates for the older group 
were constructed with data on the population enrolled in Medicare with a correction for underen
rollment. For the population under age 65, the DA estimates begin with the DA estimates for the 
population under age 55 in 1990 and update the estimates with the following demographic compo
nents of population change between April 1, 1990 and April 1, 2000: 

Births, adjusted for underregistration ( + ); 

Deaths(-); 

Legal immigration, except refugees ( + ); 

Refugee arrivals ( + ); 

Emigration of legal foreign-born residents (-); 

Emigration ofU.S. natives(-); 

Puerto Rican migration ( + ); 

Net change in temporary residents, i.e. nonimmigrants (+); 

Net undocumented immigration(+); 

Net civilian citizen migration, mainly government(+); 

Net change in Armed Forces overseas (-). 

Most of these components employ the same data used for the Census Bureau's on-going national esti
mates program with updates and refinements. (See Robinson 2001 b for a description of the DA 
methods and Robinson 2001 c for estimates of the components.) For the preliminary DA estimates ini
tially supplied by the Census Bureau (Robinson 2001a), the population aged 65 and over was esti
mated with the same component method as the younger group rather than adjusted Medicare data. 

Although this description of methods focuses on the change since 1990, the underlying method is 
actually a good deal more complicated because the 1990 DA estimate is based on a considerable 
amount of historic demographic data. The DA estimate for ages 65 and over in 1990 is based on 
Medicare enrollments corrected for underregistration. For ages under 55 in 1990, the DA estimates 
begin with registered births for 1935-1990 corrected for underregistration using factors derived from 
birth registration tests conducted for 1940, 1950, and 1964-68. The corrected births are carried for
ward to 1990 with estimates of the same demographic components noted above covering the period 
from 1935 through 1990. The intermediate group, ages 55-64 in 1990 begins with corrected births 
from 1925-1935 for whites, the estimated 1960 population aged 25-34 for Blacks, and an interpolat
ed population estimate in 1990 for the other races. Finally, for undocumented immigrants, an estimate 
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of the number of residing in the country in 1990 is added, rather than estimating this component for 
each time interval. (See Robinson et al. 1993.) 

Historical Development of DA. Demographic estimates of net census undercount were first devel
oped by the Census Bureau following the 1970 Census, for both the 1960 and 1970 Censuses (Siegel 
1974). The methods paralleled those described above: (1) births corrected for underregistration from 
1935 to 1970, carried forward with demographic components of change; (2) Medicare enrollments 
corrected for underregistration in 1970 for ages 65 and over, with "backward survival" to 1960 for 
ages 55 and over; and (3) estimates ofthe intermediate group aged 35-64 in 1970 using specialized 
demographic techniques. 

Whereas the results from the birth registration tests of 1940 and 1950 had been used to evaluate cen
sus coverage for infants, there had not been a full demographic evaluation of census coverage prior to 
the 1970 Census. Several important developments aided Siegel's pioneering effort. First, the imple
mentation of the Medicare program in the mid-1960s provided a means for measuring coverage of the 
population aged 65 and over without relying on historical demographic data from the 19th century and 
early 20th century, periods when the official U.S. data were incomplete in terms of both geographic 
and population coverage. Second, newly developed techniques of mathematical population modeling 
had been applied to historical data for whites (Coale and Zelnik 1963) and for Blacks (Coale and 
Rives 1973) to provide estimates of population and undercount through 1960 for persons born 
between 1905 and 1935 (ages 35-64 in 1970). Third, a new birth registration test (U.S. Bureau of the 
Census 1973) provided evidence to complete the series ofbirths through 1970. 

Several gaps remained in the demographic series, but these were deemed to be sufficiently small as to 
not affect the overall results. Specifically, there were no available measures of undocumented immi
gration nor were there reliable measures of emigration since the 1950s. However, both of these com
ponents were thought to be small and, further, were thought to approximately offset one another. 
Subsequent research proved those assumptions to be essentially correct. 

Following the 1970 Census, Census Bureau demographers worked within the framework of the esti
mates developed by Siegel and introduced a number of improvements and refinements. In develop
ing the estimates for the 1980 Census, Passel and Robinson were able to "backwards survive" the DA 
estimates to 1950 and 1940 (Fay et al. 1988). This work provided a consistent, integrated set of demo
graphic population and undercount estimates for every census since 1940. With the complete series 
of estimates, Passel (1991) and Robinson et al. (1990) introduced some further corrections to esti
mates for Blacks born between 1935 and 1945. 

In comparison with the estimates for the intermediate cohorts (i.e., born before 1935), the 
Medicare-based estimates for the elderly and the birth-based estimates for the younger age groups 
(born since 1935) are thought to be more reliable because they draw on more recent data and fewer 
mathematical models. The simple passage of time has lessened the importance of these middle age 
groups, limiting them to ages 45-64 in 1980, ages 55-64 in 1990, and eliminating the need for them 
entirely in 2000. In addition, further research and comparisons with the Medicare-based estimates 
permitted the substitution of estimates based on births for whites between 1925 and 1935 (Whelpton 
1950) into the estimates for 1990. 

The emergence of large-scale undocumented immigration in the 1970s greatly complicated DA 
because the assumption of offsetting emigration and undocumented immigration was no longer satis
factory. This component remains the most elusive and, with emigration, is at the heart of much of the 
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uncertainty surrounding DA estimates of coverage for recent censuses. The initial DA estimates 
undercount for 1980 showed no "measured" undercount in large part because DA assumed that there 
were no undocumented immigrants in the country or in the 1980 Census (Fay et al. 1988). Subsequent 
work by Warren and Passel (1987) showed that about 2 million undocumented immigrants were 
included in the 1980 Census. Ultimately, the DA estimates for 1980 included about 3 million undoc
umented immigrants (Fay et al. 1988). As will be discussed below, the uncertainty in the estimate of 
this population for 1990 at 3.3 million (Robinson et al. 1993) and for 2000 remain the major issue in 
resolving the discrepancy between the DA and A.C.E. estimates for Census 2000. 

Demographic Analysis Results 

Historical Results for 1940-1990. Table 1 displays the DA estimates of census coverage for 1940 
through 1990. TheDA estimates show a steady pattern of improvement in census coverage from 1940 
(5.4 percent net undercount) through 1980 (1.2 percent) but a worsening of coverage in 1990 (1.8 per
cent). The same pattern of change is apparent for both the minority Black population and the balance 
of the U.S. population (largely the majority white population). However, the difference in undercov
erage between the Black and non-Black population shows no such trend; in fact, the 4.4 percentage 
point difference in coverage in the 1990 Census is the highest shown. 

The series of undercount estimates from DA show other strong and persistent patterns over the series 
of six censuses. Undercount rates for males have been generally higher than for females. For Blacks, 
the male-female difference has been in the range of 4-6 percentage points; for non-Blacks, the differ
ence was less than 1 percentage point through 1960 and has gradually widened to about 1.4 percent
age points (Robinson et al. 1993: Table 2). For both groups, the principal source ofthe sex differen
tials is significantly higher undercount rates for adult males (roughly ages 25-64). Undercount rates 
for the youngest children (under age 5) tend to be high and did not experience any reduction from 
1970 through 1990. For older children, each successive age group through 15-19 years has a lower 
undercount rate than the next younger one. 

Preliminary Results for 2000. The initial DA estimate for 2000 showed a total population for the 
United States of 279.6 million. This figure was about 1.8 million lower than the census count of 
281.4 million, implying an overcount of 0.65 percent. In other words, according to the DA estimate, 
Census 2000 counted more people than there were in the country. This result was inconsistent with 
the A.C.E. results which showed a total population of 284.7 million or an undercount of 3.3 million 
or 1.13 percent (Table 2). Both the A.C.E. and preliminary DA suggested a reduction in the under
count rate for the Black population. Further, according to both measures the difference in undercount 
rate between the Black and the non-Black populations was in the 1-2 percentage point range, a dif
ference considerably smaller than in previous censuses. 

The nature of the inconsistency between the A.C.E. and DA differs considerably from previous cen
suses. The Census Bureau has conducted coverage measurement surveys in conjunction with the cen
suses of 1950 through 1990 although none was as extensive as the A.C.E. Historically, the difference 
in measured undercount between DA and the coverage measurement surveys was not nearly as large 
as the difference between the preliminary DA results and A.C.E., generally only a few tenths of a per
centage point, not almost 2 percentage points, and never approaching 5 million people. Further, the 
coverage measurement surveys tended to produce lower undercount estimates than DA, a pattern usu
ally attributed to correlation bias in the surveys and/or their inability to reach all segments of the pop
ulation. One pattern from previous studies did occur in 2000. The coverage measurement surveys in 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 89 of 174 

OAGI0001265 00094 



Final Report to Congress 

the past have not found a significantly higher undercount rate for adult males than adult females, espe
cially among the Black population - a persistent pattern in the DA estimates that is strongly sup
ported by sex ratio analyses (Robinson et al. 1993). In the preliminary DA estimates for 2000, Black 
males aged 18-49 had an undercount rate almost 8 percentage points higher than Black females. In 
the A.C.E., the difference was only about 1 percentage point. 

The Census Bureau's investigation of the A.C.E.-DA discrepancy has included studies of both DA 
and A.C.E.. Several indications in analysis of the DA results pointed toward problems in measur
ing some components of immigration, particularly undocumented immigration (Robinson 2001 b). 
In addition, a smaller share of the difference may also be related to the adjustments for undercov
erage in the Medicare data. Ultimately, the Census Bureau was unable to reconcile the difference 
of 5.1 million between the two estimates to its satisfaction. The low DA estimate proved to be a 
significant factor, perhaps the most significant factor, in the recommendation not to employ an 
adjustment based on the A.C.E.. Below are possible modifications to the DA estimates based on 
current research on measuring immigration. The results suggest that DA and A.C.E. are consider
ably more consistent with one another than the initial analyses suggest. Finally, some recommen
dations for future work at the Census Bureau are presented. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of Demographic Analysis 

Demographic Analysis does not merely measure census coverage. Rather, it provides a structured esti
mate of the U.S. population classified by age, sex, and race. Further, it provides this information at 
different points in time, not just the census date. Thus, if a discrepancy arises between the DA esti
mate and other measures or between DA and expected patterns, the inherent demographic structure 
both across time and across the population provides a means for assessing the source of the anomaly 
and either explaining or resolving it. 

In contrast, coverage measurement surveys provide considerably more detail about census coverage, 
especially in terms of geographic variation, components of under- and overcounts, and for groups 
defined by social or economic rather than basic demographic characteristics. However, each cover
age measurement survey is an entity unto itself. There is no necessity that results are consistent across 
space and time. (In fact, they tend not to be because of variations in survey operations and improve
ments in survey and matching methods.) 

The demographic structure inherent in DA also means that some measures from DA are considerably 
more robust than equivalent measures from the census or A.C.E .. For example, the sex ratio in an age 
group (i.e., the ratio of males to females or males per 100 females), is a function of the sex ratio of 
the group at birth, changes since birth attributable to sex differences in mortality, and changes driven 
by migration. The sex ratio at birth varies little over time (and somewhat more across race groups). 
For young cohorts especially, mortality-induced changes in sex composition tend to be small and pre
dictable in size and direction; the latter is true in general for all cohorts. Similarly, migration changes 
are limited by the magnitude and sex balance of migration. Thus, sex ratios from DA are relatively 
robust with respect to estimation problems. Further, differences between adjacent age groups are con
strained to be small by the continuous nature of demographic change. These structural limitations 
make sex ratio analyses extremely useful in identifying both coverage differences in the census and 
potential measurement problems in the A.C.E. (See Passel 1993 for further discussion of these 
issues.) 
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The limitations of DA generally have to do with the ability to produce precise estimates, that is esti
mates with relatively small bands of error, rather than the ability to produce accurate or unbiased esti
mates. Because the ultimate purpose of DA is the assessment of census coverage, the DA estimates 
must conform to categories available in the census. Further, because it is the difference between the 
DA estimate and the census that is important, the potential error in the DA estimate must be smaller 
than this difference. 

Demographers are generally able to produce estimates for any demographic group or any level of 
geography. For example, the Census Bureau produces monthly estimates of the U.S. population by 
age and sex for four major race groups (white, Black, American Indian and Alaska Native, and Asian 
or Pacific Islander) and for the Hispanic and non-Hispanic population. In addition, it produces annu
al estimates for states with the same demographic detail as well as annual population estimates for 
every county and almost all places in the country. Nonetheless, in producing estimates of census cov
erage with demographic techniques, the Census Bureau uses only two race groups - Black and 
non-Black- and produces only national estimates. This limitation is related to the ultimate purpose 
ofthe measurement, comparison with the census. The Census Bureau, thus, recognizes that estimat
ing population for subnationallevels of geography requires measuring internal migration and locat
ing the destinations of immigrants, factors that generally have larger ranges of variation (and larger 
errors) than the potential undercounts. For alternative race groupings (beyond Black and non-Black), 
the estimates suffer from other measurement limitations (discussed below). 

The Census Bureau has attempted to assess the degree of potential error in the DA estimates and to 
provide measures somewhat analogous to statistical confidence intervals. (See Robinson et al. 1993.) 
These measures have focused on the problems in measuring each of the various components of pop
ulation change and the ability to reduce errors in measurement. As such, they have produced some 
useful results. However, the measures are limited. The lack of fully appropriate models of estimation 
error tends to produce intervals that are too narrow, thus, implying more precision in the DA estimates 
than may actually exist. On the other hand, none of the current models fully incorporate the robust
ness implied by demographic structures relating to age and sex composition. This factor works in the 
opposite direction and leads to intervals that are too wide, thus understating the precision in the demo
graphic estimates. 

Current and Future Limitations. Changes in the demographic composition of the U.S. population over 
the last generation have made the development ofDA estimates of census coverage more difficult and 
introduced new limitations. Since the 1950s, the racial/ethnic composition of the country's popula
tion has changed considerably. In 1950, the United States was basically a "Black and white" country 
with the "majority" population (i.e. white non-Hispanic population) representing just under 90 per
cent ofthe population. Blacks were about 10 percent of the population and represented almost 90 per
cent of the racial/ethnic "minority" population (Passel and Edmonston 1994). By 2000, the white 
non-Hispanic population accounted for less than 70 percent of the population and Blacks represented 
only about 40 percent of the minority population. Aside from the measurement difficulties induced 
by these changes (discussed below), the compositional factors mean that the difference between Black 
and non-Black undercount rates, the central comparison available from DA, is no longer a compari
son of the undercount of virtually all of the racial/ethnic minority population with the undercount of 
the majority population. In fact, according to the results from Census 2000, between 20 and 25 per
cent of the DA non-Black population consists of racial/ethnic minorities. 
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Changing definitions and conceptions of race and ethnicity together with increasing prevalence of 
marriage and childbearing across racial/ethnic lines has further complicated the construction and 
interpretation of DA estimates. Because DA uses historical data on births, deaths, and immigration, 
the categories of the estimates are limited by the available data. Further, comparisons with census fig
ures must be for groupings that are the same or nearly the same; if the comparison groups are defined 
differently, then one component of the difference, and possibly a major component, is definitional 
change. Complicating such comparisons even more is the new method of collecting race data in 
Census 2000 which allows respondents to select more than one race, an option that was not available 
when the historical series of birth and death data were collected. 

Intermarriage rates are particularly high for the Hispanic and American Indian populations with mod
erate levels in the Asian population (Edmonston et al. 2000). Further, intermarriage rates and mul
tiracial childbearing for Blacks have increased considerably in the last 30 years. As recently as 1970, 
only about 1-2 percent of births with one Black parent had a non-Black parent; during the 1990s, this 
figure was in the 10-15 percent range. In Census 2000, almost 5 percent of respondents identifying 
as Black also gave another racial response. For DA, these patterns introduce a considerable amount 
of uncertainty as to whether individuals classified as Black in the historical statistics on births are 
identifying themselves as Black in Census 2000 and, conversely, whether the Black population as 
measured by Census 2000 is accurately represented by the historical time series. As difficult as these 
issues are for the Black population, they loom considerably larger in trying to measure census cover
age of the American Indian and Asian populations with demographic techniques. In fact, application 
of DA to the American Indian population shows that most of the increase in the American Indian pop
ulation between 1960 and 1990 was attributable to "non-demographic" factors such as individual 
changes in racial identity and classification (Passel 1996). In response to measurement problems such 
as these, the Census Bureau groups the American Indian and Asian populations together with whites 
in the DA estimates even though all of the requisite data on demographic components are produced 
for all of the race groups. 

Measurement of the Hispanic population encounters similar difficulties but is further complicated by 
the fact that the definition of this group is separate from racial classifications. National data on the 
components of population change for Hispanics (e.g., births and deaths) are not complete until the 
1980s. Consequently, a full demographic estimate is not possible for this group using the same meth
ods as for race groups. An additional complication for DA is introduced by the response patterns of 
Hispanics to the race item in Census 2000. Almost 15 million Hispanics or more than 40 percent of 
the Hispanic population did not select one of the specific races listed but chose the "other" category. 
In historical vital statistics data, there is no such category. Thus, to make the census data consistent 
with the DA categories, it is necessary to "re-cast" or reclassify the census data. This reclassification 
involves not only choosing how to assign persons who gave more than one race response, but also how 
to assign specific races to the persons choosing "other" race. The choice of reclassification method 
can obviously have an impact on the measured undercount. For the DA comparison, the Census 2000 
Black population is 37.1 million or about 700,000 persons more than the figure used for the A.C.E. 
comparison (Table 2). From a measurement perspective, none of the race classification issues is fatal. 
In particular, they have no impact on the measured population total (or the age-sex totals). They do, 
however, affect the race group comparisons by introducing more imprecision into the population esti
mates, the modified census totals, and the undercount measures. Further, by using reclassified cen
sus populations for DA, the undercount estimates from DA do not relate to any of the populations 
appearing in standard tabulations or publications. 
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Immigration in Demographic Analysis. The generational changes in the U.S. population noted 
above are related to substantial increases in the level of international migration and the origins of the 
migrants over the last three decades. Measuring immigration flows accurately and completely has 
become a critical factor in demographic analysis where it was not in 1970. According to the 
1970 Census, there were fewer than 10 million immigrants living in the country, accounting for less 
than 5 percent of the U.S. population (Passel and Fix 2001); further, the foreign-born population had 
changed little since 1940, decreasing slightly. By 2000, the immigrant population had reached 30 mil
lion and represented about 11 percent of the population. Even more important for DA, the role of 
immigration in population change had grown substantially. The total number of births during the 
1960s and the 1990s was about the same -just under 39 million registered in the 1960s versus a lit
tle over 40 million in the 1990s. However, the magnitude of immigration flows differed considerably. 
The 1970 Census included about 3 million immigrants who had arrived in the 1960s. In contrast, the 
Census 2000 Supplementary Sample (C2SS) has more than 13 million immigrants who arrived in the 
previous 10 years. Obviously, accurate measurement of immigration flows is much more critical to 
assessing the size (and composition) of the U.S. population in 2000 than it was when DA was first 
developed. 

Further complications are introduced into DA by the nature of the immigration flows and the data 
available. By the 1990s, a significant portion of immigration was occurring outside of the normal 
process of admitting legal immigrants and refugees for permanent residence in the United States. The 
best known and most important aspect of this problem is undocumented immigration. According to 
the Census Bureau's estimates used in the preliminary DA, more than 25 percent of immigrants arriv
ing during the 1990s were undocumented. This figure is clearly too low; from the data presented 
below, a better estimate would be 40 percent. Regardless of the exact figure, it is clear that this one 
component introduces a considerable amount of uncertainty and imprecision into the DA estimate. In 
contrast, the best available evidence suggests that virtually none of the immigrants enumerated in the 
1970 Census were undocumented (Passel 1999). 

Another less well-known measurement problem concerning immigration surrounds aliens admitted on 
a temporary basis for residence in the United States, known as "nonimmigrants" in the terminology 
of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). The nonimmigrant population includes foreign 
students and various kinds of "guest workers" such as specialized technical workers (H-1B visas), 
intracompany transfers (L-1), and agricultural workers (H-2A). The number of nonimmigrant admis
sions and the resident nonimmigrant population have grown considerably during the last decade. 
Unfortunately, there is only a small amount of data on these groups and there are no "official" esti
mates of the number of residents made by any agency (Passel 1997). In the preliminary DA estimates, 
the Census Bureau allows for increases during the 1990s in the number ofH-1B workers and the num
ber of foreign students (F-1 visas), but omits a considerable number of legal temporary aliens, at least 
hundreds of thousands and possibly more. 

Yet another complication relates to the assignment of immigrants to race groups. Most of the data on 
immigration comes from INS information on the number of legal immigrants admitted. These data 
are classified by country of birth, but not by race. The Census Bureau assigns the legal immigrants 
to race groups based on responses from the previous census or more recent data, if available. For other 
immigrant groups, similar procedures are used. Thus, not only are some of the immigration statistics 
quite old, they all suffer because the race classification is not based on responses from the immigrants 
themselves. 
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The difficulties surrounding measurement of immigration obviously have seriously affected the qual
ity of the DA estimates. All of these issues affect the precision of the DA estimates because they intro
duce potential sources of error in classification. In addition, unlike many of the limitations noted 
above, problems related to measuring immigration can bias the DA estimates. In the case of the pre
liminary estimates, underestimation of immigration has led to underestimating the overall level of the 
undercount. Below, we assess the potential impact of this understatement. 

Alternative Measures and Impact on Demographic Analysis 

In its "Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy 
(ESCAP)" and the supporting Memorandum B-4 on "Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation: 
Demographic Analysis Results" (Robinson 2001b), the Census Bureau focused its primary attention 
on the measure of undocumented immigration during the 1990s. Comparison ofthe DA components 
with research results on immigration flows strongly supports the view that the Census Bureau under
estimated undocumented immigration during the decade, possibly by a substantial amount. In addi
tion, there is direct as well as indirect evidence that the DA assumptions understated other immigra
tion components, but to a lesser degree than undocumented immigration. 

This section includes a discussion of the various immigration components and suggests corrections 
based on available research. In addition, some estimation issues on other components are presented. 
Correcting the estimate of net undocumented immigration during the 1990s increases the DA estimate 
by 2.6 million. Two other changes to the immigration components add another 750,000 to the DA 
estimate from the legal nonimmigrant or temporary immigration flow (500,000) and the entry of 
legalized farmworkers (250,000). In addition, there are indications that the estimate for the elderly 
population based on Medicare data adjusted for underregistration could be too low by 500,000. Taken 
together, these corrections add 3.9 million or possibly more to the DA estimate of the total population, 
bringing it to 283.5 million (Table 5). With these assumptions, DA shows an undercount of 2.1 mil
lion or 0.7 percent (Table 6). This estimate differs by about 1.2 million or only 0.4 percent from the 
A.C.E. estimate, a figure only slightly greater than the DA-PES difference in 1990. 

Undocumented Immigration. The base DA estimate implicitly assumes that there are 6.1 million 
undocumented immigrants living in the United States as of April 1, 2000- 3.3 million from the 
1990 DA estimate plus a net increase during the 1990s of 2.8 million. The net increase, based on the 
work ofWarren (1997), is extrapolated from trends for 1992-1996 and assumes an annual net increase 
of281,000 for 1990-1992 and 275,000 for the rest ofthe decade (Robinson 2001b). In its report on 
DA, the Census Bureau produced an "alternative" DA estimate that arbitrarily doubled the increase in 
undocumented immigration during the 1990s (Robinson 2001 b). This alternative figure produced 
population estimates that were more consistent with the A.C.E. results, but the Census Bureau did not 
adopt the alternative because it had not developed empirical evidence to support the higher figure. 
Although the Bureau's lower estimate of undocumented migration comported well with what had been 
a widely-accepted consensus on the "conventional wisdom" regarding the numbers of undocumented 
immigrants, at least through September or October 2000, data available from several sources since 
then supports a significantly higher estimate. 

Residual Estimates of the Undocumented Population. Virtually all of the estimates of the size of the 
undocumented immigrant population currently available use some form of residual estimation. (See 
Passel1999 for a discussion ofthe method and some examples. See also Bean et al. 2001 and Warren 
2000 for variants.) This method basically involves making an estimate of legal foreign-born residents 
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and subtracting it from a measure of the total foreign-born population, usually measured with a survey 
or census. The difference (or residual) is treated as an estimate of the undocumented population. 
Variations on the method involve different definitions and computations for the legal population and 
assumptions regarding the coverage of the legal and undocumented populations in the census or survey. 

The residual method employs data on the foreign-born population classified by country of birth and 
period of entry, and ideally by age and sex. Generally, the most detailed and best data for such esti
mates come from the decennial census itself. Since the sample data from Census 2000 will not be 
available until 2002, alternative data sources are necessary. The principal data now available for meas
uring undocumented migration come from the March Supplements to the Current Population Survey 
(CPS). For evaluating Census 2000, the March 2000 CPS Supplement has been available since 
October 2000. However, the March 2000 CPS is weighted to population estimates very similar to the 
preliminary DA estimates. As such, the survey does not adequately represent the population enumer
ated in Census 2000, particularly for the Hispanic and Asian populations that are immigrant-domi
nated. For purposes of measuring undocumented immigration, the population weights for the 
March 2000 CPS have been adjusted to agree with the appropriate population figures from 
Census 2000. 2 

Another useful data source is the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (C2SS). C2SS is a 
700,000 household survey that was conducted during 2000 using essentially the same questionnaire 
as Census 2000. This survey is weighted to agree with the household population from Census 2000 
on a state-by-state basis. Because the C2SS sample is almost 15 times the size of the CPS, the 
age-sex-country detail from this survey is potentially a much better representation of the population 
than the CPS. Unfortunately, the C2SS data currently available outside the Census Bureau are quite 
limited- the foreign-born population by citizenship for states is cross-classified separately by peri
od of entry and by region of birth, but not by both and not by country of birth. For the analysis pre
sented here, the publicly-available data from C2SS are combined with tabulations from there-weight
ed March 2000 CPS to provide more detailed data. 

Estimates of Legal Residents. The legally-resident immigrant population for April 2000 is estimat
ed by carrying forward the legally-resident population of March 1995 with demographic components 
of change.3 This initial population is subdivided by 35 countries and regions of birth, six periods of 
entry (1990-1995, 1985-1989, 1980-1984, 1975-1979, 1970-1974, pre-1970), five-year age groups, 
and sex for the six largest immigrant states (California, New York, Texas, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, 
and the balance of the country). New immigrants are added each year; the total is the number of 
refugee and parolee arrivals derived from Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) data plus the num
ber of INS admissions of legal permanent residents, excluding those who have already been counted 
as refugees or parolees. INS data on date of arrival, state of intended residence, age, and sex by coun-

The Census Bureau reweighted the March 2000 CPS using Census 2000 data for its ESCAP evaluation (Robinson 200la), but did not use 
it in re-estimating undocumented immigration flows. The Bureau did not release either the weights or the necessary tabulations until 
August 20, 2001 -too late to be used for this report. The analysis in this report is based on reweighting done according to Census 
Bureau specifications using approximations to the required population totals based on available data from Census 2000 and other Census 
Bureau estimates (Passel200la). Comparison of the approximation to the Census Bureau's weights shows that the two data sets are 
extremely close. The foreign-born populations differ by only 5,000 persons or about .02 percent%- 30.081 million from the Census 
Bureau versus the approximation of 30.087 million. Differences for specific countries and periods of entry also tend to be small in 

3 See Passel 1999 for a detailed description of the 1995 estimate and data used to develop it. Passel 200 I b contains a more detailed descrip
tion of the estimation techniques and components of change for 1995-2000.magnitude, but percentage differences are larger; none of the 
differences are substantively important for the estimates presented here. 
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try of birth are used to distribute the new arrivals across the demographic-geographic categories. 
Deaths are estimated for each year with race-specific life tables and emigration is estimated by apply
ing a set of age-specific emigration rates derived from the work of Ahmed and Robinson (1994). 
Finally, movement of legal immigrants between states is estimated using in- and out-migration rates 
and the age distribution of interstate migrants derived from annual CPS data (Passel and Zimmermann 
2001 ). The estimated legally-resident immigrant population in April 2000 is about 22 million 
(Table 3, row d).4 

The next step in the estimation procedure is to determine the number of legal foreign-born residents 
who are represented in the surveys (March 2000 CPS, reweighted March 2000 CPS, C2SS). This step 
requires measuring or estimating the coverage oflegal immigrants. Because there are no direct meas
ures of coverage of immigrants, legal or otherwise, it is necessary to introduce some assumptions. The 
basic premise is that recently-arrived legal immigrants are more likely to be missed than the general 
population because oflanguage difficulties, fear or discomfort of governmental contact, and less reg
ular living conditions. (See also Bean et al. 2001) Accordingly, the undercount rates assumed for 
legal immigrants are a multiple of the appropriate age-sex-race specific undercount rates estimated 
from the 2000 A.C.E. for Hispanics, Blacks, whites, and Asian/Pacific Islanders combined.5 

Immigrants arriving in the 1990s are assumed to have undercount rates equal to 1.5 times the A.C.E. 
rates; those arriving in the 1980s are assigned the A.C.E. undercount rates. With these assumptions, 
immigrants arriving after the mid-1970s have an undercount of about 1.5 percent in the data systems 
(Table 3, row e). 

Undocumented Immigrants Enumerated. The foreign-born population in the CPS or census 
includes three different populations: (1) enumerated legal residents, estimated with the methods 
described above; (2) enumerated legal temporary foreign-born residents or legal nonimmigrants; 
and (3) enumerated undocumented immigrants. The number of legal temporary residents enumerat
ed is estimated by matching the characteristics of CPS respondents, such as date of arrival, occupa
tion, and living arrangements with the legal requirements for various nonimmigrant visa categories 
(Passel and Clark 1998). Individuals in the CPS who appear to meet the admission criteria are 
assumed to be legal nonimmigrants. Based on these procedures, the March 2000 CPS is estimated to 
contain about 842,000 legal nonimmigrants and the reweighted March 2000 CPS, about 900,000 
(Table 3, row b). These detailed methods cannot be applied to the C2SS yet, because the requisite 
public-use data on individuals have not been released. For the estimates presented here, the C2SS is 
assumed to contain somewhat more legal nonimmigrants than the CPS because of better outreach and 
housing unit coverage, or just over 1.0 million (Table 3).6 

The number of undocumented immigrants represented in the CPS or C2SS is computed as the 
total foreign-born population from the survey minus the estimate of legal immigrants enumerat
ed minus the estimate of legal temporary residents enumerated. For the March 2000 CPS, the 

' The estimates of legal foreign-born residents in 2000 differ for comparison with each data source. The component estimation procedure 
described in the text is used only for immigrants arriving after the mid-1970s. For earlier arrival cohorts, the number of legal residents in 
2000 is assumed to be equal to the number in the survey. In other words, the procedure assumes that of immigrants who carne to the 
country before the mid-1970s, none remains in an undocumented status in 2000. 

5 Rates for race groups are for non-Hispanics. Each country or region of birth is assigned rates for a race/Hispanic group based on the pre
dominant race/Hispanic group in the CPS data. 

6 The C2SS figures for legal nonimmigrants are assumed to be 20 percent higher than the reweigh ted CPS for those entering from 1995-2000 
and 10 percent higher for those entering before 1995. It is important to stress that these estimates are for legal nonimmigrants represented 
in the survey, not the total number in the country. For DA estimates of census coverage, the latter figures are required, however. 
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method yields an estimate of 5.9 million undocumented immigrants included in the survey. For 
the reweighted CPS, the estimate is considerably larger at 7.3 million. The reweighted estimate 
is 1.4 million larger because the overall foreign-born population is almost 1. 7 million. Finally, the 
still larger foreign-born population in the C2SS yields an even larger estimate of undocumented 
immigrants enumerated in the survey- 7.9 million. In all of the various estimates, more than 
50 percent of the enumerated undocumented immigrants are from Mexico (Table 3). 

Total Undocumented Population and Change Since 1990. The procedures outlined to this point 
yield an estimate of the undocumented population in the CPS or C2SS, but the DA estimates require 
an estimate of the total number of undocumented immigrants in the United States, not just the num
ber in the survey. To arrive at such an estimate, it is necessary to know what proportion of the undoc
umented population appears in the survey. Again, without direct measures of coverage for this group 
it is necessary to use indirect measures or assumptions based on other evidence. Recent studies 
(reported in Bean et al. 2001, Van Hook and Bean 1997) using data from Mexico and other sources, 
suggest that omission rates for undocumented immigrants are approximately three times that of legal 
immigrants. The estimates shown in Table 3 assume that undercount rates for undocumented immi
grants entering in the 1990s are three times the corresponding rates for legal immigrants; for those 
entering in the 1980s, twice the rate of legal immigrants. For the CPS-based estimates, age-sex spe
cific rates are computed with these assumptions; for the C2SS estimates, the period-specific rates 
from the CPS estimates are used because detailed information by age and sex is not available. These 
assumptions imply that 8-12 percent of undocumented immigrants are missed by the CPS and C2SS 
(Table 3, row i). 

From the C2SS, these methods yield an estimate of 8.6 million undocumented immigrants in the 
United States. From the CPS, the estimates are lower - 6.6 million from the March 2000 CPS and 
8.3 million from the reweighted CPS. Both the reweighted CPS and C2SS yield estimates that are 
considerably higher than the estimate implied by DA of 6.1 million. 

The component actually used in the DA estimates is "change in the undocumented population since 
1990," so the estimated undocumented population in 1990 of 3.3 million (Woodrow 1991) must be 
subtracted from the estimates for 2000. For the "base DA" estimates, the Census Bureau incorpo
rated estimated change of just less than 2.8 million people. The C2SS estimates imply almost twice 
as much change in the undocumented population during the decade or 5.3 million and the reweighted 
CPS implies 5.0 million. 

Refinement of the DA estimates for the undocumented immigration component also requires chang
ing the age-sex structure of "net undocumented immigration." The figures used in DA assume that 
the age-sex distribution of undocumented immigrants is the same as "persons who acquired legal sta
tus under the provisions of the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA)" of 1986 (Robinson 
2001 b). While this is a reasonable assumption for the characteristics of undocumented immigrants 
entering the country, it fails to recognize the demographic properties of the actual DA component. 
The DA component should represent change in the undocumented population, not the number of new 
undocumented immigrants. As undocumented immigrants get older, many either leave the United 
States, die, or transition to the legal immigrant population. All of these demographic changes should 
be included in the DA component conceptually, but are omitted from the actual DA component. The 
correct basis for estimating the DA component is to take the difference in the estimates undocument
ed immigrant population at two points in time on an age-by-age basis. Table 4 shows the results of 
such a calculation based on the estimated undocumented immigrant population for 2000. Even if the 
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level of change incorporated in DA were maintained, the appropriate estimation methodology yields 
a substantially larger change for the groups aged 18-29 years in 2000 and much smaller changes for 
ages 30-49 years and 50 years and over; in fact, for the oldest age group, the change in the undocu
mented population should be negative. These changes bring both the DA estimates and the Census 
Bureau's postcensal estimates more in line with the Census 2000 and A.C.E. results by reducing the 
extremely large shortfall in the estimates at young adult ages for Hispanics (Robinson 2001 b). 

While it is likely that a full analysis of the long-form data from Census 2000 will yield better esti
mates of the undocumented population than either the CPS or the C2SS, there is no reason not to 
incorporate these new results into DA since they are based on empirical analysis of data through the 
year 2000 whereas DA assumptions are extrapolations based on data through 1996 only. 
Incorporation of the C2SS-based estimate into DA reduces the discrepancy between DA andA.C.E. 
by about half. 

Temporary Migrants. There is a large, but unknown number of foreign-born persons living in the 
United States legally with temporary visas. According to the residence rules used in the census, many 
of these individuals should be enumerated in the census and, in fact, many are. For DA, it is neces
sary to determine which categories ofnonimmigrants are to be considered U.S. residents and estimate 
the number in the country for each category. The DA estimates for 2000 incorporate 1990-2000 
change for two large groups ofnonimmigrants- foreign students (F-1 visa holders) and the "hi-tech 
guest workers" (or H1-B visa holders). Both groups grew substantially during the 1990s and the DA 
estimates incorporate estimated change of 374,000.7 

While these estimates seem accurate, they omit a number of potentially significant categories. 
The major categories ofnonimmigrants which could possibly account for a significant number of 
U.S. residents include: 

A (foreign diplomatic personnel) 

E (treaty traders & investors) 

G (international organizations or foreign governments) 

H-1A (registered nurses) 

H-2 (temporary workers) 

J -1 (exchange visitors, including) 

Physicians 

Scholars 

Au pairs 

Exchange students 

7 The estimates for foreign students are based on data from the Institute of International Education (2001) and for H-lB visa holders on the 
work of Lowell (2000). 
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L-1 (intracompany transfers) 

N (NATO workers) 

0-1 (workers with extraordinary ability or achievement) 

P-1 (internationally recognized athletes or entertainers) 

Q-1 (cultural exchange) 

R-1 (religious workers) 

T (NAFTA workers) 

Dependents of principals in these and other various visa categories 

Final Report to Congress 

One indicator of growth is the increasing number of admissions of nonimmigrants. Between 1990 and 
1998, annual admissions other than tourists, students, and H-1B's grew by 75 percent from 750,000 
to 1.3 million. A basic problem in estimating the nonimmigrant population is that while INS counts 
admissions by visa category, it does not keep track of departures from the country, transitions to other 
categories, or multiple arrivals of the same individual. 

There are no widely-accepted estimates of nonimmigrants or techniques for developing them. One 
possible approach uses INS information on duration of stay of departing nonimmigrants (INS 1996) 
to translate the arrival data into estimates of the number of nonimmigrants residing in the U.S. long 
enough to be considered U.S. residents for census purposes (generally 6 months or more). Applying 
the proportions of these longer-term stays from the INS study to admissions for 1990 and 1998 and 
then extrapolating to 2000 yields an estimate of approximately 500,000 additional U.S. residents in 
2000 beyond the DA assumptions. More up-to-date and more detailed data might yield different esti
mates, but the base DA assumption of no change in the nonimmigrant population since 1990 other 
than students and H -1 B workers is clearly too low and larger numbers should be incorporated into the 
DA estimate. 

In addition to the proposed revisions for additional change in the nonimmigrant population between 
1990 and 2000, it is possible that the estimate of the resident nonimmigrant population in 1990, the 
base for the 2000 DA estimate, is too low. To derive the total number of nonimmigrants residing in 
the country in 1990, the Bureau apparently used the work of Word (1995) who estimated that the 
1990 Census included approximately 450,000 legal nonimmigrants. As an estimate ofthe total resi
dent nonimmigrant population, this figure could be low by several hundred thousand, because it rep
resents those counted in the census. If this is indeed the source of the DA estimate for 1990, then both 
the 1990 and 2000 DA estimates would need to be increased. The alternative DA estimates present
ed below do not deal with this component because the evidence supporting a revision is not com
pelling enough to warrant an increase in the estimate at this. 

Legal Immigration and Emigration. Every one of the components of immigration poses meas
urement problems for DA, but net undocumented immigration and legal temporary residents appear 
to be the ones with the largest measurement problems during the 1990s. There are two others that bear 
mentioning, however: legal emigration and another that the Census Bureau has not included in its esti
mates at all, movement of persons admitted for residence but not living in the United States. The lat-
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ter is particularly problematic for base DA estimates. Research conducted by Mexican and U.S. 
demographers for the Mexico-United States Binational Migration Study showed that the number of 
Mexicans living in the United States as legal residents increased during the 1990s more than indicat
ed by data on legal admissions. (See Bean et al. 2001.) This increase occurred because many 
Mexicans who were granted the right to become legal U.S. residents as a result of the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986 actually lived in Mexico when they acquired legal U.S. residency. 
This phenomenon was especially prevalent among the special agricultural workers (SAWs) who did 
not have to prove that they had lived in the United States, but merely had to show that they had worked 
in U.S. agriculture for 90 days to acquire temporary legal status. Approximately 900,000 of the 
1.1 million SAWs who eventually acquired legal status were from Mexico. 8 

For the residual estimates, what is required is an estimate of the number of SAWs residing legally in 
the United States at the time of the estimate. Without firm data, many analysts employed a range of 
assumptions for this group and most assumed that a significant fraction of the Mexican SAWs, pos
sibly as many as half of them, did not live in the United States in the late 1980s or early 1990s (e.g., 
Woodrow 1991; Woodrow and Passel 1990; Clark et al. 1994). More recently, studies conducted in 
Mexico have supplied more definitive information on SAWs, specifically the number living in Mexico 
and, by extension, the number living in the United States. Bean et al. (200 1) place the number of 
Mexican SAWs in the U.S. in the mid-1990s at 580,000-690,000. These figures imply larger num
bers than were included in the DA estimates for 1990 (Woodrow 1991). This increase is not account
ed for in any of the other components of DA. Thus, the DA estimates for 2000 are too low by the 
increase in the number of Mexican SAWs residing in the United States since 1990; there should 
include an allowance for this component in DA. The available evidence puts this increase at about 
250,000 for the decade of the 1990s.9 

The DA estimates of legal emigration are computed by multiplying a set of age-specific emigration 
rates times the estimated legal foreign-born population. The emigration rates used are derived from 
the work of Ahmed and Robinson (1994) for the 1980s. This method, then, assumes implicitly that 
the rate of emigration from the U.S. for legal immigrants remained the same during the 1980s and the 
1990s. Evidence to validate this assumption is essentially lacking. However, given the very strong 
U.S. economy of the mid-to-late 1990s and the indications of increased attractiveness of the U.S., as 
evidenced by the greatly increased level of undocumented immigration, it would seem reasonable that 
emigration rates could have decreased during the 1990s. A decrease in the estimate of emigration 
leads to an increase in the DA estimate of the population. If emigration rates during the 1990s were 
only 10 percent less than in the 1980s, then the DA estimate in 2000 would increase by 270,000. 
Because of the more speculative nature of potential changes in the emigration component, they are not 
incorporated in the illustrative revised DA estimates shown below. 

Medicare. The base DA estimate for the population aged 65 and over in 2000 (34.5 million) is almost 
600,000 or 1.7 percent less than the estimate the Census Bureau obtained by carrying forward the 
1990 population aged 55 and over with demographic components of change (Robinson 2001 a, 2001 c). 
This demographic method is used for all groups below age 65 in 2000, but the elderly population is 
estimated for the base DA by adjusting the number of persons enrolled in Medicare for underenroll-

" As an indicator that many SAWs were not U.S. residents when they applied, more than 100,000 of the Mexican SAWs applied for legal 
status at the U.S.-Mexico border after coming from the interior of Mexico. 

' This component was also included in the new residual estimates of undocumented immigrants. If fewer SAWs are assumed to be in the 
United States, then the revised estimates of undocumented immigrants would be larger by roughly the same amount. 
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ment. The available data and information supplied by the Census Bureau do not permit a detailed, 
thorough review of this adjustment. However, part of the underenrollment is the newly-arrived immi
grants who are not eligible for Medicare. It seems very possible that the adjustment for Medicare 
underenrollment could be slightly higher than the Census Bureau employs. This component clearly 
warrants further investigation. In the illustrative estimates shown in the next section, the previous 
Census Bureau estimates based on components (Robinson 2001a) are used, in part, because more 
demographic detail on race and ethnic origin is available for them. 

In terms of size, the most important demographic components of change for the 1990s are births and 
deaths; for the full DA estimates, these same two components prior to 1990 are also the largest. 
Rather small percentage revisions in these components could thus translate into larger changes than 
those discussed above. However, the historical data on births and deaths have been analyzed in detail 
several times and are less problematic. Accordingly, no changes to these components are incorporat
ed into our illustrative estimates, but continuing attention to them is clearly warranted. 

Comparison with A.C.E. Results. It is very difficult to compare DA with the A.C.E. results under 
the best of circumstances. The two sets of data use different definitions of race groups and refer to 
different populations - A.C.E. to the household population and DA to the total population. Further, 
some of the data needed to try to align the two datasets have not been released by the Census Bureau. 10 

Nonetheless, it is possible to piece together some comparisons from the available data. DA estimates 
for the Hispanic population and the non-Hispanic Black population were computed by updating the 
1990 DA population to 2000 using the base DA components supplied by the Census Bureau in 
detailed age, sex, detailed race, and Hispanic categories (Robinson 2001 c ). 11 The A. C. E. estimates of 
both the adjusted and unadjusted household population were added to figures from Census 2000 for 
the group quarters population12 to develop population and undercount figures by age, sex, and 
race/ethnic group using the A.C.E. definitions. For these versions of DA, A.C.E., and Census 2000, 
the definitions of the Hispanic population, the non-Hispanic Black population, and the balance of the 
population are sufficiently close that the results can be readily compared. 

From the base DA population (incorporating the component estimate for ages 65 and over), a "revised 
DA" figure was developed by adding the additional undocumented immigration estimated using the 
C2SS data, the additional change in legal nonimmigrants, and the extra population from migration of 
SAWs into the United States. With the revisions, the new DA estimate for the total population in 2000 
is 283.5 million, implying an undercount of 2.1 million (Tables 5 and 6). The new DA population is 
substantially closer to the A.C.E. population of 284.6 million than the Base DA population - only 
1.2 million less rather than 4.5 million less. 13 The revised DA undercount rate of 0. 7 percent is only 
0.4 percentage points less than the A.C.E. rate of 1.1 percent. 

As can be seen in the table below and in Table 6, the revised DA estimates agree fairly closely with 
the level and pattern of the A.C.E. estimates. The highest undercount rates in both are for the Hispanic 
population with non-Hispanic Blacks significantly higher than the balance of the population but lower 

10 Examples include the group quarters population classified according to the A.C.E. race/ethnic groups and fully detailed demographic esti
mates of the Hispanic population consistent with the DA estimates 

11 The 1990 population carried forward to 2000 for these modified DA estimates incorporates the results for race/Hispanic groups from the 
1990 PES while retaining the population totals from the basic 1990 DA estimates for Blacks and non-Blacks by age and sex. 

12 Some approximations were required to convert the race and Hispanic groups as tabulated into the groups used in A.C.E., but these were small. 
13 The true "base DA" from Robinson (200lb) is 5 million less than the A.C.E. because it uses the adjusted Medicare estimates for the elderly. 
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than the Hispanic population. The differences across groups are larger in the revised DA, with the DA 
undercount rate (and population estimate) for Hispanics exceeding the A.C.E. estimate. 

Percent Undercount 

Base Revised Revised 

Group DA DA A.C.E. Diff. 

Total -0.4 0.7 1.1 0.4 

Black, not Hispanic 1.9 1.9 2.1 0.1 

Hispanic -3.8 3.6 2.8 -0.8 

Balance of population -0.3 0.0 0.7 0.7 

Source: Table 6 

The major effect of the suggested revisions to DA is a substantial increase in the estimated Hispanic 
population. The addition of 2.6 million Hispanics to the DA estimate converts the base DA estimated 
overcount of 3.8 percent into an estimated undercount of 3.6 percent. In addition, the Base DA versus 
A.C.E. difference for Hispanic males is reduced from 9.3 percentage points to 0.2 percentage points. 

While the revised DA estimates are much closer to the A.C.E. than were the original DA estimates for 
the total population and for race/ethnic totals, the two sets of estimates still do not give the same pic
ture of sex differences in coverage. The DA estimates tend to show much greater percentage point 
differences in male and female coverage rates within each race/ethnic group than do the A.C.E. esti
mates. For non-Hispanic Blacks, the revised DA estimates show a 4.9 percentage point difference in 
coverage for the sexes (4.5 percent undercount for males versus 0.4 percent overcount for females), 
whereas the A.C.E. estimates show only a 0.6 percentage point difference. For the non-Black 
non-Hispanic population, the revised DA shows a sex differential of 1.9 percentage points and the 
A.C.E., a 0.6 percentage point difference. For Hispanics, the direction is reversed with DA showing 
a 0.5 percentage point difference and the A.C.E., 1.7 percentage points. 

The revised DA estimates bring the A.C.E. and DA figures into approximate agreement as to the 
amount ofundercount and the race/ethnic differences. The two systems should not be expected to give 
exactly the same estimates of coverage and, indeed, demographic analysis and survey estimates of cov
erage have always shown some difference in the United States. The principal area of disagreement 
remaining between the two estimates is the sex difference in undercount. This pattern is quite similar 
to the results for 1990 comparisons ofDA with the 1990 post-enumeration survey (PES) and for 1980 
comparisons. A more detailed assessment of the DA components, including more refined estimates 
of undocumented immigration, a fuller assessment of the nonimmigrant population, and further study 
of foreign-born emigration would probably bring the two sets of estimates into even closer alignment 
for 2000, but such work is beyond the scope ofthis study. 

Conclusion and Recommendations for the Future of Demographic Analysis 

Two broad, related trends in American society over the past generation or so have made the applica
tion of demographic analysis to measuring census coverage considerably more difficult and severely 
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limited its utility. The rise oflarge-scale immigration and the emergence of undocumented immigra
tion as a significant factor in population change have greatly increased the problems in accurately 
measuring the size of the U.S. population. Related to the first trend is the substantial increase in the 
size of the racial/ethnic minority population, particularly the portion that is not Black. With the cur
rent DA methods limited to producing estimates of coverage for the Black and non-Black populations, 
the utility of DA is severely circumscribed. 

Individual identification with a single race/ethnic group in the United States has lessened due to 
increasing rates of intermarriage. The racial/ethnic changes brought about by immigration and inter
marriage have blurred the linkage of historical data (from both census and non-census sources) with 
contemporary census race/ethnic categories. This blurring is further exacerbated by changes in col
lection methods permitting multiple responses to the census race question. Accordingly, the interpre
tation of even the existing DA estimates has become more problematic as the reference population 
requires the construction of race categories increasingly more removed from the collection and tabu
lation categories used in census data. 

As a consequence of these trends, even improved DA estimates (along the lines recommended below) 
will suffer from serious limitations. Nonetheless, DA should remain an essential part of any census 
evaluation program. The age and sex structure of the population can be specified with high precision 
using DA. Thus, DA can be used to judge the quality of both the census data and results from cover
age measurement studies, such as A.C.E. However, race estimates from DA are likely to become even 
more imprecise in the future as immigration, intermarriage, and changing individual identification 
continue. But, DA estimates can be used as guides to the changes that are occurring and to the qual
ity of census and survey data. 

Expansion of DA to groups other than Blacks would enhance the utility of the data. However, given 
the increased imprecision in measuring race and ethnicity caused by the changing nature of American 
society, the race/ethnic-specific estimates from DA for future censuses should probably not be held to 
the same standards as coverage measurement surveys. Disagreements between DA and the surveys in 
terms of relative coverage of race/ethnic groups would need to be "explained" in demographic or soci
ological terms, but failure to agree should not be treated as prima facie evidence that coverage has not 
been adequately measured or that adjustment is not warranted. 

Measurement of Immigration. The failure of DA to incorporate estimates of immigration based 
on the best available information - estimates of undocumented immigration consistent with meas
ures from the reweighted CPS, nonimmigrants from all categories based on INS data, and increased 
SAW populations- changed the nature of the ESCAP decision on adjustment. Had the "base DA" 
estimate been 2.1 million greater than the census rather than 1.8 million less and had it been only 1.2 
million below the A.C.E. rather than 5 million, there would have been more attention to the A.C.E, 
more attention to the areas of agreement rather than disagreement between the two measures, and 
more attention to the potential deficiencies in Census 2000 itself. 

The problems with measuring immigration in DA relate directly to the Census Bureau's national pop
ulation estimates. The Census Bureau's measures of undocumented immigration and nonimmigrants 
during the 1990s were drawn entirely from outside the agency. It is essential that the Census Bureau 
develop greater capacity to measure immigration. More attention needs to be paid to developing cur
rent estimates of undocumented immigration and to measuring changes in the flow. Although data 
and methods have improved recently, the available methods remain somewhat limited, but promising 
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approaches are under investigation. However, virtually none of the current research is being done at 
the Census Bureau. Greater focus on this topic from the Census Bureau with its own staff and in coop
erative efforts with outside researchers could greatly improve the Bureau's ability to measure undoc
umented immigration and various other components of immigration. 

The nonimmigrant population has also increased in numerical importance. It has proved difficult to 
measure, but the Census Bureau has devoted almost no attention to this component. Here again, more 
research is required. Increasingly, changes in immigration laws and regulations have affected the 
flows of people into the country and changed the size and composition of the U.S. resident popula
tion. During the 1990s, modifications to the Census Bureau's estimates resulting from such changes 
were serendipitous rather than the result of careful planning and investigation of data and methods. It 
is essential that the Census Bureau develop the capacity to monitor changes in immigration laws and 
regulations for their potential effect on the U.S. population. Attention to all aspects of immigration 
should become a regular part of the estimates program together with an on-going research program to 
incorporate regulatory and legislative changes national and subnational population estimates. 

Race and Hispanic Origin. The measurement of race in Census 2000 and other data systems, as 
directed by the Office of Management and Budget, represents a historic disjuncture for the country. 
The explicit recognition of persons identifying with more than one race group is a reflection of the 
current demographic reality in the United States and permits the census to better capture the charac
teristics of the population. However, the new categories and data do not fit neatly into the categories 
used in historical data, both from previous censuses and non-census sources. As a consequence, the 
DA estimates for race/ethnic groups should be considered only as approximations to the contempo
rary census data, at best. The current approach of DA has been to re-cast the census data into histor
ical categories. This approach is certainly reasonable and is probably the simplest to implement. 
However, it limits the interpretation of DA results because they do not relate clearly to categories of 
data as collected and published. 

The Census Bureau needs to devote more research to developing methods to "map" historical data for 
race/ethnic categories into the current ones. This approach will require developing more historical 
data on intermarriage patterns than currently exists. Further, it also requires study of response pat
terns to the race and Hispanic origin items on the part of persons with multiple backgrounds. The 
Bureau is currently pursuing such research, but it must be integrated into the population estimates and 
DA programs. 

The Census Bureau should also devote more attention to developing DA estimates for more detailed 
race/ethnic categories (i.e., other than Black). Such estimates are likely to be considerably less pre
cise than the estimates for Blacks, probably too imprecise to be used for census adjustment. 
Nonetheless, such estimates should be an integral part of the demographic assessment of every cen
sus and should enter adjustment decisions in at least an advisory role. 
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Table 1. Demographic Analysis Estimates of Percent Net Census 
Undercount, by Race, for the United States: 1940-1990 

Race 

Total 

Black 

Not Black 

Black-Not Black 

Difference 
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1990 1980 1970 1960 1950 1940 

1.8 1.2 2.7 3.1 4.1 5.4 

5.7 4.5 6.5 6.6 7.5 8.4 

1.3 0.8 2.2 2.7 3.8 5.0 

4.4 3.7 4.3 3.9 3.6 3.4 

Source: Table 2, Robinson et al.l993. 
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Table 2. Population and Percent Net Census Undercount, by Race According to 
Alternative Measures, for the United States: 2000 

Race and 
Measure 

Total population** 

Undercount 

Pet. Undercount 

Black (tabulated) 

Black (modified) 

Undercount 

Pet. Undercount 

Not Black (tabulated) 

Not Black (modified) 

Undercount 

Pet. Undercount 

Black-Not Black 

Difference 

Notes: 
**All populations in millions. 

Census 
2000 

281.4 

36.4 

37.1 

245.0 

244.3 

Preliminary 
DA (Base) 

279.6 

-1.8 

-0.65% 

37.5 

0.3 

0.93% 

242.1 

-2.2 

-0.90% 

1.83% 

Source: Appendix Table 2, Robinson 200lb. 

A.C.E.* 

284.7 

3.3 

1.15% 

37.2 

0.8 

2.08% 

247.5 

2.5 

1.01% 

1.07% 

* Figures for A.C.E. include groups quarters population from Census 2000 and assume, in effect, that the group quarters population was enu
merated without error. Census populations by race differ because of the treatment of persons who marked the "other race" category. For the 
DA comparison, these persons are reassigned to a specific race category (including Black) for consistency with the historical demographic 
data used to construct the DA estimates. For the A.C.E. comparison, these persons are grouped with the non-Hispanic white category, part of 
the "Not Black" category in the table.Table 3. Components of estimates of undocumented immigrant population based on different data 
sources, for the all undocumented immigrants and those born in Mexico: 2000 
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Table 3. Components of Estimates of Undocumented Immigrant Population Based 
on Different Data Sources, For All Undocumented Immigrants and Those Born in 

Mexico: 2000 

All countries of birth Born in Mexico 
Population March Rewgtd. March Rewgtd. 

(in thousands) CPS CPS C2SS CPS CPS C2SS 

Total Foreign-born 
in census/survey 28,381 30,088 30,523 7,841 8,388 8,774 a 

Legal N onimmigrants 
in census/survey 842 898 1,026 23 27 32 b 

Total Immigrants 
in census/survey 27,539 29,191 29,497 7,818 8,361 8,743 c=a-b 

Estimated Total 
Legal Immigrants 21,878 22,081 21,791 4,642 4,648 4,511 d 

Undercount for Post-1970s 
Percent 1.5% 1.5% 1.4% 2.1% 2.1% 1.9% e 
Amount 229 229 214 68 68 61 f=e*d 

Estimated Legal Immigrants 
in census/survey 21,649 21,852 21,577 4,574 4,581 4,451 g=d-f 

Enumerated Undocumented 
in census/survey 5,890 7,339 7,920 3,244 3,780 4,292 h=c-g 

Percent Undercount for 
Undocumented 10.5% 11.8% 8.4% 10.1% 15.3% 10.4% 

Total Undocumented 
Immigrants 6,581 8,323 8,650 3,608 4,462 4,789 j=h/(1-i) 

Notes: 
See text and Passel 2001 b for methods. All computations carried out for detailed groups- 35 countries and regions by age, sex, and period 

for legal immigrants and CPS data; 8 regions and Mexico by period for C2SS. 
b. Based on methods from Passel and Clark (1998). C2SS assumed to have 20% better coverage for 1995-2000 entrants and 10% for 

1990-1995 entrants. 
d. Estimates of immigrants entering before the mid-1970s come from census or survey. 
e. Assumed undercount rates: 150% of A.C.E. rates for 1990s entrants; I 00% for 1980s entrants; 50% for late 1970s; none for earlier. 

Rates from reweigh ted CPS applied to C2SS. 
i. Assumed undercount rates: 1990s entrants - 3 times rates for corresponding legals; 1980s entrants - 2 times; 1970s entrants - I 

times. Rates from reweighted CPS applied to C2SS. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 107 of 174 

Source: Passel 200 I b. 

OAGI0001265 00112 



Final Report to Congress 

Table 4. Alternative Estimates of Change in the Undocumented Population, for the 
United States: 1990 to 2000 (in thousands) 

Sex and Change DA Total 
Age in Based on Preliminary with C2SS 
2000 C2SS DA (Base) Distribution 

Both sexes, total 5,317 2,765 2,765 
Under 18 years 1,231 576 640 
18-29 years 3,318 1,207 1,726 
30-49 years 1,065 844 554 
50 years and over -297 139 -154 

Males, total 3,171 1,453 1,649 
Under 18 years 707 287 368 
18-29 years 2,062 675 1,072 
30-49 years 479 434 249 
50 years and over -77 56 -40 

Females, total 2,147 1,312 1,116 
Under 18 years 524 289 272 
18-29 years 1,256 531 653 
30-49 years 586 410 305 
50 years and over -219 83 -114 

Source: Demographic estimates- data supplied by Census Bureau (Robinson 200lc); 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 108 of 174 

C2SS estimates- derived from Passel 200lb. 

Difference: 
Adjusted DA 

minus Base 

0 
64 

519 
-290 
-293 

196 
80 

397 
-185 

-96 

-196 
-16 
122 

-105 
-197 
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Table 5. Suggested Modifications to "Base" Demographic Analysis Estimate, 
A.C.E., and Census 2000, by Sex and Race/Ethnicity (in millions) 

Sex and Base Revised Revised 
Race/ DA Undoc. Nonimm. Revised Census 
Hispanic (Mod.) Change &SAWs DA A.C.E. (unadj.) 

Total 280.2 2.6 0.7 283.5 284.6 281.4 
Male 138.2 1.7 0.5 140.5 140.1 138.0 
Female 141.9 0.8 0.2 143.0 144.5 143.4 

Black* 35.8 0.0 0.0 35.8 35.9 35.1 
Male 17.4 0.0 0.0 17.4 17.1 16.7 
Female 18.4 0.0 0.0 18.4 18.8 18.5 

Hispanic 34.0 2.3 0.3 36.6 36.3 35.3 
Male 17.2 1.4 0.3 18.9 18.8 18.2 
Female 16.8 0.8 0.1 17.7 17.4 17.1 

Balance** 210.4 0.3 0.4 211.1 212.5 211.0 
Male 103.6 0.3 0.3 104.2 104.2 103.2 
Female 106.8 0.0 0.1 106.9 108.3 107.8 

Notes and sources: 
* Not Hispanic. 
* Non-Hispanic, non-Black population. 

"Base DA" population uses component estimates for all ages. Under 65 is identical to "Base DA" from ESCAP supporting report (Robinson 
200 I b); 65 and over uses preliminary components from Robinson 200 I a. 

"Revised Undocumented Change" is the difference between the estimates of change in the undocumented population from 1990 to 2000 
based on the C2SS analysis and the "Base DA" estimate of change. See Table 4 and text. 

"Revised Nonimmigrants and SAWs" includes the additional491,000 estimates change in legal temporary residents other than students and 
H-IB's plus the additional 250,000 movement of SAWs into the country. See text for explanation. 

"Revised DA" equals the Base DA plus the two revised components. The Hispanic estimate from DA uses the adjusted 1990 population plus 
components of change from Robinson (200lc). 

"A.C.E." is the estimated (adjusted) household population from A. C. E. plus the unadjusted group quarters population. The Black, not 
Hispanic population includes persons responding to the race question as Black either alone or in combination with other race groups. 
The Hispanic population excludes American Indians, as defined by A. C. E. 

"Census 2000 (unadjusted)" is the unadjusted A.C.E. household population plus the unadjusted group quarters population. 
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Table 6. Amount and Percent Net Census Undercount based on "Base" 
Demographic Analysis, A.C.E., and Modified Demographic Analysis, 

by Sex and Race/Ethnicity: Census 2000 

Amount of Net Undercount (millions) Percent Net Undercount 
Sex and 
Race/ Base Rev. A.C.E minus DA Base Rev. A.C.E minus DA 
Hispanic DA A.C.E DA Base Rev. DA A.C.E DA Base Rev. 
Total -1.2 3.3 2.1 4.5 1.2 -0.4% 1.1% 0.7% 1.6% 0.4% 

Male 0.3 2.1 2.5 1.9 -0.4 0.2% 1.5% 1.8% 1.3% -0.3% 
Female -1.5 1.1 -0.4 2.6 1.6 -1.0% 0.8% -0.3% 1.8% 1.1% 

Black* 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.9% 2.1% 1.9% 0.2% 0.1% 
Male 0.8 0.4 0.8 -0.4 -0.4 4.4% 2.4% 4.5% -2.0% -2.1% 
Female -0.1 0.3 -0.1 0.4 0.4 -0.5% 1.8% -0.4% 2.3% 2.2% 

Hispanic -1.3 1.0 1.3 2.3 -0.3 -3.8% 2.8% 3.6% 6.6% -0.8% 
Male -1.0 0.7 0.7 1.7 0.0 -5.7% 3.6% 3.8% 9.3% -0.2% 
Female -0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 -0.2 -1.9% 1.9% 3.3% 3.8% -1.4% 

Balance** -0.6 1.5 0.1 2.1 1.4 -0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 
Male 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.0 0.5% 1.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 
Female -1.1 0.5 -0.9 1.5 1.4 -1.0% 0.4% -0.9% 1.4% 1.3% 

Notes and sources: 
* Not Hispanic. 
* Non-Hispanic, non-Black population. 

Computed from populations in Table 5. Net undercount is estimate minus census; negative sign indicates estimated net overcount. Base of percent is estimat-

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page 110 of 174 

ed population. See Table 5 and text for definitions and sources. 

OAGI0001265 00115 



Final Report to Congress 

References 

Ahmed, Bashir and J.G. Robinson. 1994. "Estimates of Emigration ofthe Foreign-Born Population: 
1980-1990." Technical Working Paper 9, Population Division. Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of 
the Census. December. 

Bean, Frank D. Rodolfo Corona, Rodolfo Tuiran, Karen A. Woodrow-Lafield, and Jennifer Van Hook. 
"Circular, Invisible, and Ambiguous Migrants: Components of Difference in Estimates of the 
Number of Unauthorized Mexicans in the United States." Demography 38 (3, August): 411-422. 

Clark, Rebecca L., Jeffrey S. Passel, Wendy N. Zimmermann, and Michael E. Fix. 1994. Fiscal 
Impacts of Undocumented Aliens: Selected Estimates for Seven States. Washington, DC: Urban 
Institute. September. 

Coale, Ansley J. and Melvin Zelnik. 1963. New Estimates of Fertility and Population in the United 
States. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Coale, Ansley J. and Norfleet W Rives, Jr. 1973. "A Statistical Reconstruction of the Black 
Population ofthe United States, 1880-1970: Estimates ofTrue Numbers by Age and Sex, Birth 
Rates, and Total Fertility." Population Index (January). 

Edmonston, Barry, Sharon M. Lee, and Jeffrey S. Passel. 2000. "Recent Trends in Intermarriage and 
Immigration and Their Effects on the Future Racial Composition of the U.S. Population." Paper 
presented at conference on "Multiraciality: How Will the New Census Data Be Used?" at the 
Jerome Levy Economics Institute at Bard College, New York, September 22-23. Forthcoming in 
a volume edited by Perlmann and Waters for Russell Sage. 

Fay, Robert E., JeffreyS. Passel, J. Gregory Robinson. 1988. The Coverage of Population in the 1980 
Census. Evaluation and Research Reports, Series PHC80-E4. Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of 
the Census. February. 

Institute oflnternational Education. 2001. Open Doors 2000. Washington, DC. 

Lowell, B. Lindsay. 2000. "The Temporary Specialty H-1 Visa: Legislative History and 
Demographic Features." Institute for the Study of International Migration, Georgetown 
University, Washington, DC. 

Passel, JeffreyS. 2001a. "Methods Used to Reweight the March 2000 CPS to Census 2000 Marginal 
Totals." Unpublished Memorandum for the Record. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 
August. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. 2001b. "Estimates of Undocumented Immigrants Living in the United States: 
2000." Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. August. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. 1999. "Undocumented Immigration to the United States: Numbers, Trends, and 
Consequences." In Haines, David W. and Karen E. Rosenblum (eds.), Illegal Immigration in 
America: A Re.forence Handbook. Westwood, CT: Greenwood Press. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. 1997. "Immigration Statistics: No Longer Neglected, But Still Inadequate." 
Working Paper Series of the Council of Professional Associations on Federal Statistics. 
Alexandria, VA. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Page Ill of 174 

OAGI0001265 00116 



Final Report to Congress 

Passel, Jeffrey S. 1996. "The Growing American Indian Population, 1960-1990: Beyond 
Demography." In Sandefur and Cohen (eds.), Changing Numbers, Changing Needs: American 
Indian Demography and Public Health. Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 

Passel, JeffreyS. 1993. "Comment on 'Estimation of Population Coverage in the 1990 United States 
Census Based on Demographic Analysis."' Journal of the American Statistical Association 88 
(423, September): 1074-1077. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. 1991. "Age-Period-Cohort Analysis of Census Undercount Rates for Race-Sex 
Groups, 1940-1980: Implications for the Method of Demographic Analysis." Proceedings of the 
Social Statistics Section of the American Statistical Association, 1991: 326-331. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. and Rebecca L. Clark. 1998. Immigrants in New York: Their Legal Status, Incomes 
and Tax Payments. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. April. 

Passel, Jeffrey S. and Barry Edmonston. 1994. "Immigration and Race: Recent Trends in 
Immigration to the United States." In Edmonston and Passel (eds.), Immigration and Ethnicity: 
The Integration of America's Newest Arrivals. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute Press. 

Passel, JeffreyS. and Michael Fix. 2001. "U.S. Immigration at the Beginning of the 21st Century." 
Testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee 
on Immigration and Claims Hearing on "The U.S. Population and Immigration." Washington, 
DC. August 2. 

Passel, JeffreyS. and Wendy Zimmermann. 2001. "Are Immigrants Leaving California? Settlement 
Patterns oflmmigrants in the Late 1990s" Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. April. 

Robinson, J. Gregory. 2001a. "Components Used to Develop Preliminary Demographic Analysis 
Estimates of the U.S. Resident Population for April1, 2000." Unpublished handout. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Census Bureau. January 30. 

Robinson, J. Gregory. 2001 b. "Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation: Demographic Analysis Results." 
DSSD Census Procedures and Operations Memorandum Series B-4. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Census Bureau. March 2. 

Robinson, J. Gregory. 2001c. "Description of the Components of Change (1990 to 2000) Used to 
Produce the National Postcensal Population Estimates during the 1990's." Unpublished handout. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau. March 19. 

Robinson, J. Gregory, Bashir Ahmed, Prithwis Das Gupta, and Karen A. Woodrow. 1993. "Estimating 
Coverage in the 1990 United States Census Based on Demographic Analysis." Journal of the 
American Statistical Association 88 (423, September): 1061-1071. 

Robinson, J. Gregory, Prithwis Das Gupta, and Bashir Ahmed. 1990. "A Case Study in the 
Investigation of Errors in Estimates of Coverage Based on Demographic Analysis: Black Adults 
Aged 35 to 54 in 1980." Proceedings of the Social Statistics Section of the American Statistical 
Association, 1990: 187-192. 

Siegel, Jacob S. 1974. Estimates of Coverage of Population by Sex, Race, and Age: Demographic 
Analysis. Evaluation and Research Program, 1970 Census of Population and Housing, Report 
PHE(E)-4. Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau ofthe Census. February. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Pagell2ofl74 

OAGI0001265 00117 



Final Report to Congress 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1973. Test of Birth Registration Completeness, 1964 to 1968. Evaluation 
and Research Program, 1970 Census ofPopulation and Housing, Report PHE(E)-2. Washington, 
DC. 

U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. 1996. Duration of Stay of Nonimmigrants Departing 
the United States. Office of Policy and Planning, Statistics Branch. Washington, DC. 

Van Hook, Jennifer and Frank D. Bean. 1997. "Estimating Underenumeration among Unauthorized 
Mexican Migrants to the United States: Applications of Mortality Analyses." Technical Appendix 
in Binational Study of Migration between Mexico and the United States. Washington, DC: 
Commission on Immigration Reform. July. 

Warren, Robert E. 1997. Estimates of the Undocumented Immigrant Population Residing in the 
United States: October 1996. Washington, DC: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
August. 

Warren, Robert E. 2000. Annual Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in 
the United States and Components of Change: 1987 to 1997. Unpublished document released by 
Hon. Lamar Smith (D-TX). Washington, DC: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. 

Warren, Robert E. and Jeffrey S. Passel. 1987. "A Count of the Uncountable: Estimates of 
Undocumented Aliens Counted in the 1980 United States Census." Demography 24 (3, August 
1987): 375-393. 

Woodrow, Karen A. 1991. "Preliminary Estimates of Undocumented Residents in 1990." 
Demographic Analysis Evaluation Project D2, Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census 

Woodrow and Passel. 1990. "Post-IRCA Undocumented Immigration to the United States: An 
Assessment Based on the June 1988 CPS." In Bean, Edmonston, and Passel (eds.), 
Undocumented Migration to the United States: !RCA and the Experience of the 1980s. 
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute Press. 

Word, David L. 1995. Estimates of nonimmigrants in the United States in the 1990 Census. 
Unpublished, personal communication. Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau ofthe Census. 

Whelpton, Pascal K. 1950. "Births and Birth Rates in the Entire United States, 1909 to 1948." Vital 
Statistics, Special Reports 33: 137-162. 

U.S. Census Monitoring Board 
Pagell3ofl74 

OAGI0001265 00118 



~, ___ S __ E_C_T __ I_O_N ___ s ____ ~r------------------------F'_·na_IR~ep_ort_to_c~ong~re_ss 

EFFECT OF CENSUS 2000 UNDERCOUNT 
ON FEDERAL FUNDING TO STATES AND 
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ABSTRACT 

Congress relies on the census for purposes of allocating funds under various federal grant programs 
to state governments. Inaccuracies in the census count can cause federal funds to be distributed in a 
way that is not fully consistent with congressional intent. Many state-funded grant programs to local
ities also rely on census counts, compounding the misallocation of grant money. For those jurisdic
tions that are counted relatively poorly by the census, this translates into fewer services for families 
with the greatest needs. Analysis by the Census Bureau estimates that Census 2000 undercounted the 
actual U.S. population by a net of over three million individuals, representing an undercount rate of 
1.18 percent. 

This study focuses on eight programs with a combined total of $145 billion in federal spending in FY 
2001 that would be most affected by the undercount. Because this study does not consider all pro
grams affected by census population figures, the total effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the 
allocation of federal funds is likely to exceed the estimates in this report. 

For the eight federal grant programs included in this study, the Census 2000 undercount is estimated 
to cause the District of Columbia and the 31 states adversely affected by the undercount to lose $4.1 
billion in federal funding over the 2002-2012 fiscal year period. The shift in federal funds due to the 
undercount is most pronounced in metropolitan counties. These areas not only share in state losses 
from the undercount but also lose funds to other localities within the state because of the relatively 
high undercounts of urban areas. 

The federal funding loss to the 58 largest counties adversely affected by the undercount is estimated 
to reach $3.6 billion over the ten year period, or $2,913 per uncounted person in these jurisdictions. 
The census undercount not only redistributes funds among jurisdictions, it also causes a net loss to the 
states of funds from federal entitlement programs, such as Medicaid and Foster Care. For the programs 
included in this study, the Census 2000 undercount is estimated to reduce net federal funds to the 
states by $478 million over the 2002-2012 period. 

Previous Research 

In March 2000, PricewaterhouseCoopers prepared a study 4 for the Presidential Members of the U.S. 
Census Monitoring Board that estimated the impact ofthe projected Census 2000 undercount on the 
allocation of federal funds. This March 2000 report assumed similar undercount rates by demograph-
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ic group as were estimated following the 1990 census and used Census population projections for 
2000. The study projected that the 2000 census undercount rate would be 1.75 percent. This was con
sidered a conservative estimate since the Census Bureau predicted an undercount rate of 1.9 percent. 

Now that Census 2000 is complete, the data indicate that the Census Bureau counted a higher per
centage of the population in 2000 than in 1990. The Census Bureau estimates that the Census 2000 
net undercount rate was 1.18 percent. This report updates PricewaterhouseCooper's previous study by 
using Dr. Ericksen's analysis and extension of the information the Census Bureau has made public 
about the Census 2000 undercount rate rather than projections based on the 1990 Census experience. 

Methodology 

This study generally follows the same methodology for estimating funding effects as the March 
2000 PricewaterhouseCoopers report. 

The eight programs studied accounted for $145 billion in federal grant spending in fiscal ear 2001 
(see Table A). These programs represent 87 percent of the funding of major rograms identified by 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) as being affected by the undercount. 1 The effect of the under
count on smaller federal programs has been excluded. State programs that rely on census data to 
distribute funds to localities also have been excluded. Because all federal and state grant programs 
affected by the undercount were not analyzed in this study, the shift in funds due to the Census 2000 
undercount is likely to be larger than is estimated in this report. 

The methodology used in this report can be summarized as follows: 

1. Based on the Census Bureau's and Dr. Ericksen's estimates of the Census 2000 undercount rate 
by state and selected county, derive adjusted state and county population levels for comparison 
with Census 2000 population counts. 

2. Determine the formulae for allocating the eight federal grant programs included in this study. 

3. Project national funding levels for these federal programs through 2012. 

4. Project the effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the allocation of federal funds to states and 
selected counties over the period affected by Census 2000 (generally, fiscal years 2002-2012). 

1 General Accounting Office, Formula Grants: Effects of Adjusted Population Counts on Federal Funding to States, GAO/HEHS-99-69, 
February 1999. 
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Several key assumptions underlie the results in this report. First, Dr. Ericksen's extension of the 
Census Bureau's methods is assumed to be accurate. Second, the undercount rate is assumed to not 
vary substantially between group-quarters and non-group-quarters persons. 2 Third, current formulae 
for allocating federal grant programs are assumed to remain unchanged over the 2002-12 period. 
Fourth, the national funding level for these programs over the FY 2002-2012 period is based on the 
Administration's fiscal year 2001 Current Services Budget. Last, states are assumed to allocate fed
eral funding among local governments in proportion to their respective populations, as enumerated in 
the decennial census. To the extent possible, the results in this study are based on federal data, esti
mates, and methodology. 

Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Federal Funding to States 

The Census Bureau has estimated a national net undercount rate for the non-group-quarters popula
tion in Census 2000 of 1.18 percent, totaling nearly 3.3 million persons missed. Assuming the same 
undercount rate for the group-quarters population, Dr. Ericksen estimates a total net undercount of 3.4 
million. 3 Over the 2002-2012 fiscal year period, for the eight programs analyzed, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers estimates that this Census 2000 undercount will result in a loss of $4.1 bil
lion in federal funding among the 31 states adversely affected by the undercount and the District of 
Columbia. Medicaid accounts for the largest shift in federal funds, representing 92 percent of all real
located funds (see Figure A).4 

The estimated 2000 undercount is expected to cause the biggest dollar losses in California, Texas and 
Georgia (see Figure B). These are large states that have relatively large undercount rates. 

Even in states that are relatively well counted by the census, certain portions of the state may have 
high undercount rates. For example, while Massachusetts is counted relatively well, Suffolk County 
(containing Boston, MA) is estimated to lose $58 million in federal funds over the 2002-2012 period 
as a result of its high undercount. Similarly, while Illinois is counted relatively well, Cook County 
(containing part of Chicago, IL) is estimated to lose $193 million in federal funds over the 2002-2012 
period. 

Note that the funding effects of the Census 2000 undercount are not a "zero-sum game." The shift in 
federal funds away from states that are counted relatively poorly is greater than the shift in funds to 
states that are counted relatively well. The Census 2000 undercount is expected to result in a net loss 
of $4 78 million in federal funds to the states as a whole. This overall loss in federal funding is due to 
federal entitlement programs such as Medicaid, under which the national level of funding depends on 
population measures and is not a fixed sum. 

The Census Bureau only provided undercount rates for the non-group-quarters population. In order to evaluate the funding effects, we require an 
undercount estimate for the entire population. We assumed that the undercount rate for the group-quarters population equals the undercount rate 
for the non-group-quarters population. The alternative assumption of a perfect count of the group-quarters population would not materially affect 
our results. 

3 The Census Bureau excluded the group-quarters population (7.8 million persons) from its undercount estimates. Assuming that the group-quarters 
population is undercounted at the same rate as the non-group-quarters population implies a national undercount of 3.4 million persons and an over
all national undercount rate of 1.18 percent. Source: Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy, 
March I, 2001 and Dr. Eugene Ericksen, Estimates of State and County Undercount Rates, May I, 2001. 

' Because of statutory provisions that guarantee minimum reimbursement rates, Medicaid funding for certain states would remain the same using 
either adjusted or unadjusted population counts. Some states, like New York, receive the minimum reimbursement of 50 percent of state expendi
tures under adjusted or unadjusted figures. The District of Columbia has a reimbursement rate set by statute at 70 percent. These areas experience 
significant undercounts, but the Medicaid minimum reimbursement provisions limit the federal funding losses from the undercount. 
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Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Federal Funding to Selected Counties 

The Census 2000 undercount also will affect counties receiving a portion of federal grants allotted to 
states. The net impact on county funding depends on the effect of the undercount on both the alloca
tion of federal funds between states (the "between-state" effect) and the allocation of funds among 
jurisdictions within a state (the "within-state" effect). The net impact ofthe Census 2000 undercount 
on the allocation of federal funds to counties is the sum of the between-state and within-state effects. 

Over the 2002-2012 period, the federal funding loss to the 58 largest counties adversely affected by 
the undercount is estimated to reach $3.6 billion, or $2,913 per uncounted person in these jurisdic
tions. Because counties with large populations generally experience undercount rates that are higher 
than the state average, we assume that they will fail to receive their proportionate share of any funds 
distributed by the state based on unadjusted population counts. These "within-state" effects cause the 
funding losses of metropolitan areas to exceed the funding losses at the state level. 

Eight counties are estimated to lose over $100 million each in federal funds: Los Angeles County, CA; 
Bronx County, NY; Kings County, NY (which comprises the borough of Brooklyn, NY); Harris 
County, TX (which contains the city of Houston, TX); New York County, NY (which comprises the 
borough of Manhattan, NY); Cook County, IL (Chicago), Dallas County, TX, and Miami-Dade 
County, FL (see Figure C). In New York City, the funding loss across the five boroughs is estimated 
to reach $847 million. Because some state-funded grant programs also rely on the decennial census 
for purposes of allocating funds among localities, the impact of the Census 2000 undercount on met
ropolitan areas will be larger than the federal funding effect. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Presidential Members of the United States Census Monitoring Board retained 
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (PwC) to conduct an independent estimate of the funding effects of the 
Census 2000 undercount, based on undercount rate estimated by decennial census expert and Temple 
University statistics professor Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen. PwC was asked to project the undercount's 
effects on the allocation of federal funds among states and selected counties over the next decade. 

This report updates the results of the March 2000 PwC report1 which was based on projections of the 
Census 2000 undercount rate made before Census 2000 was completed. 

Estimates of the Census 2000 undercount at the state and selected county levels are presented in this 
report. These undercounts are derived from undercount rates estimated by the Census Bureau and 
extended by Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen ofTemple University. Using these undercount estimates, we cal
culate adjusted population counts for the states and selected counties for comparison with the Census 
2000 counts. 

Additionally, the impact of the Census 2000 undercount on the allocation of federal funds to states 
and selected counties is estimated in this report. Formula allocations under federal grant programs that 
depend on population counts were calculated with unadjusted and then adjusted population figures to 
estimate the change in federal funds flowing to each state. Changes in funding levels at the state level 
were then translated into changes at the county level. 

The main findings of the report are summarized in the final section. 

Six appendices accompany this report: 

1. Appendix A reports Census 2000 state population totals (adjusted and unadjusted) along with 
estimated undercounts and undercount rates of persons over and under 18 years of age. 

2. Appendix B shows 2000 population totals by selected county with and without adjustments for 
the estimated undercount along with number of persons missed and the undercount rate. 

3. Appendix C describes the federal programs analyzed in this report. 

4. Appendix D provides detailed information on the estimated funding effects of the Census 2000 
undercount by state by program. 

5. Appendix E provides details on the funding effects for selected counties. 

1 "Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Federal Funding to States and Local Areas," 2002-2012 (March 2000). 
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II. ESTIMATE OF CENSUS 2000 UNDERCOUNT 

A. Methodology Used by the Census Bureau and Dr. Ericksen 

For the 2000 Census, the Census Bureau conducted the Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation (A.C.E.) 
survey, the successor to the Census 1990 Post-Enumeration Survey (PES), to determine the accuracy 
of the census count. Historically the census has not achieved an exact count of the population because 
it has missed certain individuals and incorrectly enumerated others.2 For the A.C.E. survey, the Bureau 
conducted detailed interviews with a sample of households. The results of this intensive interview 
process can be compared to the official 2000 census enumeration to assess the accuracy of the cen
sus. This information can be used to estimate the net undercount (persons missed less persons incor
rectly enumerated) by geographic region or demographic group, and to prepare an adjusted 2000 pop
ulation count (i.e., the official count plus an estimate of net uncounted persons). 

The A.C.E. survey established undercount adjustment factors for 448 post-strata (e.g., Black renters 
in small Metropolitan Statistical Areas or White owners in large Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the 
North). From the results of the A.C.E. survey, the Census Bureau developed undercount rates for the 
50 states, and the District of Columbia. Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen, a census expert and professor of sta
tistics at Temple University, working on behalf of the Presidential Members of the U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, has reviewed the estimates of the state undercount rates and extended the analysis 
for counties with population in excess of 500,000 plus Richmond County (Staten Island), NY.3 

For the states and the District of Columbia, Dr. Ericksen obtained the undercount adjustment factors 
from a file that the Bureau provided. The file contains adjustment factors for 448 post-strata for each 
of the 50 states plus the District of Columbia.4 For each state-level post-stratum, Dr. Ericksen divided 
the dual system undercount estimate by the census count to calculate the adjustment factor, or ratio. Dr. 
Ericksen then created a weighted average of the adjustment factors, where the population shares in the 
post-strata were the weights. For the large county undercount rate estimates, Dr. Ericksen did not have 
the exact distributions of post-strata populations by county, but he approximated them with 2000 
Census state totals by racial group and 1990 census data sorted by racial group and housing tenure. 

Incorrect enumerations would arise from the inclusion of a child born after April I, a person who died before April I, or a college student 
living away from home but counted in the parents' house instead of his or her usual place of residence. 

3 Dr. Ericksen's estimates, like the Census Bureau rate upon which they are based, are for non-group-quarters residents. For this study we 
will be assuming that the undercount rate for group-quarters residents is comparable by state and post-strata. 

' Access to this file was given to the Census Subcommittee, the National Academy of Sciences, and the Census Monitoring Board in 
February 200 I. 
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B. Estimated 2000 Undercount by State 

Based on the Census Bureau's methodology, the undercount rate for the non-group-quarters popula
tion in Census 2000 is estimated to be 1.18 percent or nearly 3.3 million persons. Assuming the same 
undercount rate for the group-quarters population, Dr. Ericksen estimates a total national undercount 
of 3.4 million (see Table 1 ).5 Table A-2 in Appendix A shows net undercount rates by state for popu
lations over and under 18 years of age. Children have undercount rates that exceed the national aver
age. Nationally, persons under the age of 18 are estimated by Dr. Ericksen to have an undercount rate 
of 1.56 percent6 of the actual population, resulting in over 1.1 million uncounted children. 
Consequently, funding programs targeting children, such as the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant, are especially vulnerable to the undercounC 

Four states account for nearly 40 percent of the estimated Census 2000 undercount: California 
(522,796), Texas (373,567), New York (209,123), and Florida (200,670). States (plus the District of 
Columbia) with the highest percentage undercounts are Alaska (2.67 percent), Hawaii (2.16 percent), 
the District of Columbia (2.15 percent), New Mexico (1.94 percent), and Texas (1.76 percent). States 
with the lowest undercount rates are Minnesota (0.29 percent), Missouri (0.46 percent), North Dakota 
(0.47 percent), Iowa (0.48 percent), Nebraska (0.56 percent), and South Dakota (0.56 percent). 

5 The Census Bureau excluded the group-quarters population (7 .8 million persons) from its undercount estimates. In order to evaluate the 
funding effects, we require an undercount estimate for the entire population. We assumed that the undercount rate for the group-quarters 
population equals the undercount rate for the non-group-quarters population. Assuming that the group-quarters population is undercounted 
at the same rate as the non-group-quarters population implies a national undercount of 3.4 million persons and an overall national under
count rate of 1.18 percent. The alternative assumption of a perfect count of the group-quarters population would not materially affect our 
results. Source: Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy, March I, 2001 and Dr. Eugene 
Ericksen, Estimates of State and County Undercount Rates, May I, 200 I. 

6 In the Report of the Executive Steering Committee for Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation Policy, March I, 2001, the Census Bureau 
reports a national undercount for the under 18 population of 1.54 percent. 

7 See the GAO report for a detailed description of the funding formulas. General Accounting Office, Formula Grants: Effects of Adjusted 
Population Counts on Federal Funding to States, GAO/HEHS-99-69, February 1999. 
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II. FUNDING EFFECT OF CENSUS 2000 UNDERCOUNT 

A. Federal Programs Analyzed 

This study examines the effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the allocation of funds under eight 
federal grant programs: (1) Medicaid; (2) Foster Care; (3) Rehabilitation Services Basic Support; (4) 
Social Services Block Grant; (5) Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant; (6) 
Adoption Assistance; (7) ChildCare and Development Block Grant; and (8) Vocational Education 
Basic Grants. These eight programs account for all of the funding shifts identified in the 
GeneralAccounting Office (GAO) study ofthe effects ofthe 1990 census undercount onfederal fund
ing to states in fiscal year 1998. 8 

The GAO study focused on 25 large formula grant programs, whose funding represented 90 percent 
of the total federal grants affected by the census undercount. Of the 25 programs analyzed in the GAO 
study, ten programs (amounting to $21 billion in 2001) were excluded because their funding formu
lae depended on population variables for which undercount rates are not available (e.g., the popula
tion below the poverty line). Of the remaining 15 programs, five of the programs (amounting to $43 
billion) were not affected by the undercount because the formulae had components which made the 
undercount immaterial. Two programs (amounting to $2 million) used population figures adjusted for 
the undercount.9 

The remaining eight programs (listed in Table 4) were affected by the undercount. These programs 
represent over 87 percent of the funding under major programs that depend on unadjusted census 
counts. 

Table 4: Federal Grant Programs and FY 2001 Obligations 
[Obligations in billions of dollars; Major programs affected by census undercount] 

Program Obligations 
Medicaid 
Foster Care 
Rehabilitation Services Basic Support 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Social Services Block Grant 
Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant 
Adoption Assistance 
Vocational Education Basic Grants 
Subtotal, eight programs included in study 
Total for major grant programs affected by undercount 

Source: Budget of the United States, FY 2002, GAO, and PricewaterhouseCoopers calculations. 

$130.0 
5.1 
2.4 
2.0 
1.7 
1.7 
1.2 
1.1 

145.1 
$166.6 

" General Accounting Office, Formula Grants: Effects of Adjusted Population Counts on Federal Funding to States, GAO/HEHS-99-69, 
February 1999. 

' These two programs, administered by the Department of Labor, rely on estimates of the civilian labor force. If the Department of Labor 
does not adjust its estimates of the labor force, these programs would also be affected by the undercount. 
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B. Current Services Funding Levels over FY 2002-2012 Period 

Depending on the first year of impact, Census 2000 will affect federal grant allocations over the 2002-
2011 or the 2003-2012 period. 10 

For each of the eight federal grant programs analyzed in this report, the Administration's FY 2002 
budget projects Current Services funding levels through 2011. The Current Services Budget estimates 
funding levels necessary to continue programs at a level equal to the most recently funded year (i.e., 
2001 for the 2002 budget). In essence, it is a prediction of the funding necessary to support current 
law expenditures over the budget period. 

The Current Services Budget projects that funding of discretionary programs will grow with inflation. 
Unlike entitlement programs, the funding of discretionary programs is dependent on the annual 
Congressional appropriations process. Three of the eight federal grant programs included in this study 
are classified as discretionary: (1) Substance Abuse Block Grant, (2) Vocational Education, and (3) 
Child Care and Development Block Grant. 

The Current Services Budget projects that funding for entitlement programs will grow with the under
lying eligible population and inflation. Three of the federal programs included in this study are clas
sified as entitlement programs: (1) Medicaid, (2) Foster Care, and (3) Adoption Assistance. 

The remaining two programs included in this study, Social Services Block Grant and Rehabilitation 
Services, are mandatory programs that are projected to grow at rates consistent with their enacting 
legislation. 

The fiscal year 2002 budget includes Current Services funding levels through 2011. Funding levels 
for four programs included in this study were extrapolated through 2012 based on the growth rates 
projected by the Office of Management and Budget over the FY 2002-2011 budget period (see Table 
5). 

Current Services funding levels for the Substance Abuse Block Grant are extrapolated through 2012 
using the annual Office of Management and Budget general budget inflator for the 2003-2011 period 
of 2.2 percent. The Current Services Budget projects slowing growth for the entitlement programs, 
and this trend is assumed to continue through 2012. No extrapolations were necessary for the manda
tory programs because the 2000 Census will affect their funding allocations over 2002-2011, the cur
rent budget period. 

Assuming the Current Services spending levels, census population counts from Census 2000 ulti
mately will be used to distribute $2.5 trillion over the 2002-2012 fiscal year period. 

10 This report assumes that the effects of Census 2000 are not incorporated until 2000 population figures are used in allocation formulas. If 
population estimates from earlier years, such as 1999, are adjusted consistent with Census 2000, allocations could be affected before 2002. 
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C. Funding Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on States 

State allocation shares under federal grant programs are determined before the onset of the funding 
year; thus, state allocations for the current year are based on population estimates from several years 
earlier. The Census Bureau publishes population estimates for the years between decennial censuses. 
These estimates are based on the decennial population enumeration and are updated using adminis
trative records (e.g., birth and death certificates). Consequently, errors in the decennial population 
count persist for ten years, until the next census enumeration. Consequently, the Census 2000 under
count will affect federal grant allocations over a ten-year period. 

For example, the funding formula for the Social Services Block Grant program depends on popula
tion estimates from the second prior year. Thus, Census 2000 will affect Social Services Block Grant 
allocations over the 2002-2011 period. For the eight programs included in this report, Census 2000 
will first affect grant allocations in either 2002 or 2003, and the effect will persist over the 2002-2011 
or 2003-2012 period, depending on the program. 

The effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the allocation of federal funds to states initially was cal
culated for a base year and then extrapolated over the 2002-2012 period. The base year for each grant 
program was determined as: the first year affected by the 2000 census figures or the most recent year 
for which data were available for all of the variables (other than population) in the funding formula. 
For most programs, 2002 was the base year used in the calculations. Because data for some of the for
mulae were not available to calculate the 2002 allocation, the base year for the corresponding pro
grams is 2001. For example, the formula for Vocational Education depends on per capita personal 
income by state as released by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) for the second preceding year. 
Final per capita personal income figures are available for 1999; consequently, the base year for the 
Vocational Education program is 2001. 

Once a base year was established for each program, we calculated state funding allocations using both 
official and adjusted 2000 state population projections. These calculations take into account all ele
ments of the current funding formulae, including hold harmless and minimum share provisions. Each 
state's share of national program funding in the base year was then determined under both the official 
and adjusted 2000 population projections. The difference between these two shares of national pro
gram funding is an estimate of the impact of the Census 2000 undercount on the state's allocation of 
federal funds. For example, suppose that a state's share of federal program funds increases from 3.0 
percent to 3.1 percent, in the base year, as a result of using adjusted versus official 2000 population 
projections. For this state, the effect of the Census 2000 undercount is estimated to be a loss of 0.1 
percentage points (3.1 percent minus 3.0 percent) of national program funding. 

For the eight federal grant programs analyzed in this study, the Census 2000 undercount is estimated 
to reduce federal funding in 31 states and the District of Columbia by $4.1 billion over the 2002-2012 
period (see Table 6). In 2003 alone, the undercount is estimated to reduce federal funds allocated to 
these states by $277 million. By comparison, the General Accounting Office estimated that the effect 
of the 1990 census undercount on these federal programs was to shift $449 million among states in 
1998. Because the estimated 2000 undercount is both smaller and more uniform across jurisdictions 
than the estimated 1990 undercount, the total amount of federal funds reallocated is smaller. 

States that are counted relatively well in the census are estimated to receive higher levels of federal 
funding as a result of the undercount; however, the additional federal funds received by these states 
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are less than the loss of federal funds in the other states. The effect of census undercounts on the fed
eral funding of entitlement programs is not a "zero-sum game" among the states because an increase 
in funding to one state does not require a reduction in funding to other states. For the federal programs 
analyzed in this study, federal funds allocated to all 50 states and the District of Columbia are esti
mated to be $478 million less over the 2002-2012 fiscal year period as a result of the Census 2000 
undercount. 

The loss of funds over the 2002-2012 period for the eight analyzed programs ranges from $26 per 
undercounted person in Colorado to over $6,300 per person missed by the census in Alaska (see Table 
7}11 In 2003, the first year fully impacted by the undercount, the funding loss in 31 undercounted 
states and the District of Columbia averages $114 per uncounted individual. This figure is less than 
GAO's 1998 estimate of $145 per uncounted individual, which was based on the higher 1990 under
count rate. 

Of the eight federal programs analyzed in this report, Medicaid accounts for 92 percent of the feder
al funds that would be shifted as a result of the Census 2000 undercount. As a percent of total pro
gram funding, the programs most affected by theCensus 2000 undercount are Vocational Education 
(0.28 percent) and Rehabilitation Services (0.27 percent). 12 Table 8 summarizes the impact of the 
Census 2000 undercount by program. 

D. Funding Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Counties 

This section analyzes the effect of the Census 2000 undercount on counties. The county effects are 
estimated under the assumption that states allocate federal funds among county in proportion to their 
official census population counts. 

The Census 2000 undercount can affect federal funding to counties in two ways. First, the undercount 
at the state level affects the allocation of funds among the states, which alters the amount of funds that 
states have available to pass through to local governments (the "between-state" funding effect). For 
example, the Census 2000 undercount is estimated to cause the state of Illinois to receive a larger 
share of the federal funds under the programs analyzed than it would with an accurate census count 
(other states, therefore, receive a smaller share because ofthe undercount). Counties in the state, such 
as Cook County (Chicago), benefit from the fact that the state receives these additional funds. The 
between-state effect measures the effect on metropolitan areas of the funding shifts among the states 
due to the census undercount. 

Second, the undercount at the local level may affect a state's allocation of federal funds among its 
counties (the "within-state" funding effect). Assuming the state allocates funds to local areas within 
the state using population counts, any undercount would distort the flow of funds within the state. 
Because Cook County is estimated to experience a high undercount rate relative to the other areas in 

11 Because of statutory provisions that guarantee minimum reimbursement rates, Medicaid funding for certain states would remain the same 
using either adjusted or unadjusted population counts. Some states, like New York, receive the minimum reimbursement of 50 percent of 
state expenditures under adjusted or unadjusted figures. The District of Columbia has a reimbursement rate set by statute at 70 percent. 
These areas experience significant undercounts, but the Medicaid minimum reimbursement provisions limit the federal funding losses from 
the undercount. Table D-5 in Appendix D lists the effect of the census undercount on state funding levels under the Medicaid program. 

12 These percentages translate into $33 million for Vocational Education and $72 million for Rehabilitation Services. 
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Illinois, it receives a smaller share of the state funds than it would have gotten under an accurate cen
sus count. Therefore, it experiences a negative within-state effect. The within-state effect measures the 
impact of the undercount on funding allocations within states. 

The "net" funding effect of the census undercount on a county is the sum of the between-state and with
in-state funding effects. Because the between-state and within-state effects could have the same or dif
ferent signs, the net effect could be larger or smaller than the between-state or within-state effects alone. 

1. Between-State Funding Effect 

For the counties within each state, the between-state funding effect was estimated in two steps. The 
effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the state's level of federal funding was first calculated for the 
2002-2012 period (see section III.C., above). The funding effect at the state level was then apportioned 
among the counties in proportion to their unadjusted population counts. Thus, counties in states that 
lose federal funding as a result of the Census 2000 undercount are each estimated to share propor
tionately in this funding loss. 

2. Within-State Funding Effect 

For the counties within each state, the within-state funding effect was estimated in four steps. First, 
the state's share of federal funding over the 2002-2012 period was determined based on adjusted 2000 
population counts (as described in section III.C., above). Second, state funding was apportioned 
among the counties in proportion to their estimated 2000 adjusted census counts. Third, state funding 
was apportioned among the counties in proportion to their 2000 official (unadjusted) census counts. 
Finally, the within-state funding effect was estimated by subtracting the county funding levels deter
mined in step two (based on adjusted population counts) from step three (based on official population 
counts). 

Counties with an undercount rate higher than the overall state average have a negative within-state 
funding effect, while relatively well counted areas have a positive within-state funding effect. 

3. Net Funding Effect 

For the counties within each state, the net funding effect of the Census 2000 undercount over the 2002-
2012 period was calculated as the sum of the between-state and within-state funding effects. For any 
county, these two funding effects can work in the same or opposite directions. For example, Cook 
County is estimated to have a positive $9 million between-state funding effect, because the State of 
Illinois is relatively well counted by the census. However, Cook County is estimated to have a nega
tive $202 million within-state funding effect because it is relatively poorly counted by the census com
pared to other jurisdictions within the state. Thus, the netfederal funding effect in Cook County of the 
Census 2000 undercount is negative $193 million ($9 million less $202 million) over the 2002-2012 
period, because the funding loss from the within-state effect is larger than the funding gain from the 
between-state effect. The federal funding loss to the 58 largest counties adversely affected by the 
undercount is estimated to reach $3.6 billion over the period, or an average of $2,913 per uncounted 
person in these jurisdictions. 

Table 9 shows the net funding effect of the Census 2000 undercount on the 25 counties that are esti
mated to experience the largest loss in federal funding over the 2002-2012 period. The five counties 
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expecting the largest funding loss from the Census 2000 undercount are Los Angeles County, CA 
($636 million), Bronx County, NY ($362 million), Kings County, NY ($269 million), Harris County, 
TX ($234 million), and New York County, NY ($212 million). Results for all 112 selected counties 
are shown in Appendix E. 

This analysis only considers the effect of the Census 2000 undercount onfoderal funds allocated to 
local governments. Because a variety of state grant programs are also distributed to local governments 
on the basis of official population counts, the total shift in funds from federal and state grant programs 
will likely be larger than the estimates in this report. 
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APPENDIX A 

2000 Population Counts and Estimated Undercounts of 
Persons Over and Under 18 Years of Age by State 
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APPENDIX B 

2000 Population Undercount by Selected County 
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APPENDIX C 

Federal Program Descriptions 

Federal Program Descriptions 

The federal programs analyzed in the report are summarized below. Additional information, such as 
the formulas used to allocate funds to states, is available from the General Accounting Office report. I 
The total effect on the eight federal programs analyzed appears in Table D-1 in Appendix D. 

1. Adoption Assistance 

The Adoption Assistance program supports the adoption of children with special needs. Specifically, 
the program provides maintenance payments to the families adopting the qualifying children, payments 
to state agencies for the administrative costs involved with placing the children in adoptive homes, and 
payments for training professional staff and parents involved in the adoptions. States determine which 
children qualify for the assistance; in general, children with special circumstances that make their adop
tion less likely, such as a mental or physical handicap, are eligible for the program. 

The federal government provides a specified percentage of the payments made to the qualifying fam
ilies, and states provide the remainder. Administrative and training expenses are matched at the same 
rate in all states (50 percent and 75 percent, respectively). The federal government reimburses main
tenance payments based on a state-specific percentage that depends on each state's per capita income. 
This percentage, the Federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP), ranges from 50 percent to 83 per
cent and also determines reimbursement rates under the Medicaid program. 

To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount on the Adoption Assistance funding received by each 
state, the FMAP for each state was calculated using adjusted and unadjusted per capita income, which 
relied on adjusted and unadjusted population counts. Adjusted and unadjusted funding levels by state 
were produced by calculating the product of the FMAP (adjusted or unadjusted) and the maintenance 
payments.2 Table D-2 in Appendix D summarizes the estimated effect of the Census 2000 undercount 
on this program. 

2. Child Care and Development Fund Discretionary Funds (formerly the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant) 

This program provides funding to assist low-income families with child care and to improve the avail
ability and quality of child care. States establish programs with the funds subject to certain Federal 
restrictions. For instance, to qualify for services under the program, children must be from families 
that earn less than 85 percent of the state median income. 

The program allocates funding amounts to states based on a formula that includes the state population 
under 5 years old, the number of children qualifying for the School Lunch program, and the state per 
capita income. To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount on the funding received by each state, 
adjusted and unadjusted population (under 5 and overall) figures were used in the formula to calcu
late adjusted and unadjusted state shares. Multiplying these shares by the total funding level for the 
program yielded the adjusted and unadjusted state funding levels. Table D-3 in Appendix D summa
rizes the estimated effect ofthe Census 2000 undercount on this program. 
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3. Foster Care 

The Foster Care program supports families and facilities that provide homes to needy foster children. 
The program provides funding for maintenance payments to the homes hosting the children, payments 
to the state agencies for administrative costs, and payments to state and local agencies for training 
expenses. Any foster child that would have qualified for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) program, as in effect in 1995, qualifies for Foster Care payments, which are made to the fos
ter care family home, private child care facility, or public child care institution (with more than 25 
people). The maintenance payments are intended to cover the costs associated with raising a child, 
such as expenses for food, shelter, and supervision. 

Similar to the Adoption Assistance program, administrative and training expenses are matched at the 
same rate in all states (50 percent and 75 percent, respectively). The federal government reimburses 
maintenance payments based on the FMAP. 

To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount on the Foster Care funding received by each state, the 
FMAP for each state was calculated using adjusted and unadjusted per capita income, which relied on 
adjusted and unadjusted population counts. Adjusted and unadjusted funding levels by state were pro
duced by calculating the product of the FMAP (adjusted or unadjusted) and the maintenance pay
ments. Table D-4 in Appendix D summarizes the estimated effect of the Census 2000 undercount on 
this program. 

4. Medicaid 

The Medicaid program provides medical assistance to certain low-income individuals. States design 
and administer their own programs, subject to Federal regulations, and receive reimbursements from 
the Federal government for their expenses. In general, low-income children and pregnant women, 
adults in families with dependent children, low-income persons with disabilities, and low-income eld
erly persons qualify for the program. The program covers expenses for medical assistance such as 
inpatient and outpatient hospital care, laboratory and x-ray services, and physician services. 

Administrative expenses, amounts for family planning, and amounts paid to Indian Health Services 
facilities are matched at the same rate in all states (50 percent, 90 percent, and 75 percent, respec
tively). Medical assistance payments (i.e., payments for care) are matched based on the FMAP. 

To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount on the Foster Care funding received by each state, the 
FMAP for each state was calculated using adjusted and unadjusted per capita income, which relied on 
adjusted and unadjusted population counts. Adjusted and unadjusted funding levels by state were pro
duced by calculating the product of the FMAP (adjusted or unadjusted) and the medical assistance 
payments. Table D-5 in Appendix D summarizes the estimated effect ofthe Census 2000 undercount 
on this program. 

5. Rehabilitation Services, Basic Grants 

This program provides vocational rehabilitation to disabled individuals and their families. 
Specifically, individuals with physical or mental impairments receive services such as reader servic
es for the blind, interpreter services for the deaf, prosthetic devices, job placement, and transportation 
to vocational rehabilitation facilities. States administer independent programs, subject to Federal 
guidelines, and receive grants annually from the Federal government. 
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The program allocates funding to states based on a formula that considers the amount received by the 
state in 1978, state population, and per capita income. To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount, 
state shares were calculated using adjusted and unadjusted state and national population figures. 
Adjusted and unadjusted state funding levels were calculated by multiplying the state shares (adjust
ed and unadjusted) by the total funding for the program. States are guaranteed to receive at least one
third of one percent of the total appropriation; state funding levels (adjusted and unadjusted) were 
adjusted to conform to this restriction. Table D-6 in Appendix D summarizes the estimated effect of 
the Census 2000 undercount on this program. 

6. Social Services Block Grant 

This program provides grants to states for providing social services. States determine the use of the 
funds at their own discretion but must use the funds towards one of five goals: (1) to prevent, reduce, 
or eliminate dependency; (2) to achieve or maintain self-sufficiency; (3) to prevent neglect, abuse, or 
exploitation of children and adults; ( 4) to prevent or reduce inappropriate institutional care; and ( 5) to 
secure admission or referral for institutional care when other forms of care are inappropriate.3 In the 
past, states have used the funds for child day care, protective and emergency services for children and 
adults, adoption, foster care, and counseling. 

States receive allotments under the program based on a formula that relies on the state's share of the 
national population. To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount, state shares were calculated using 
adjusted and unadjusted state and national population figures. Adjusted and unadjusted state funding 
levels were calculated by multiplying the state shares (adjusted and unadjusted) by the total funding 
for the program. Table D-7 in Appendix D summarizes the estimated effect of the Census 2000 under
count on this program. 

7. Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant 

This program provides grants to states for the prevention and treatment of drug and alcohol abuse. 
Subject to certain federal restrictions, states design and implement programs to reduce drug and alco
hol abuse and provide rehabilitation to individuals with drug and alcohol problems. 

States receive allocations under the program based on a formula that depends on the population aged 
18 to 24, population aged 25 to 64, urban population aged 18 to 24, per capita income, and a cost 
index. The cost index, which is recalculated every three years, consists of a wage component and a 
measure of average rental prices for housing. 

To calculate the effect of the 2000 undercount, state shares were calculated using adjusted and unad
justed state and national population figures (the cost index and urban share of population were 
assumed to remain constant). Adjusted and unadjusted state funding levels were calculated by multi
plying the state shares (adjusted and unadjusted) by the total funding for the program. After the cal
culation of these funding levels, additional adjustments were made to guarantee that each state 
received a minimum share of the increase in the national funding level and a minimum share of the 
national funding level, as is standard practice under current law. Table D-8 in Appendix D summarizes 
the estimated effect of the Census 2000 undercount on this program. 
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8. Vocational Education 

This program provides grants to states for vocational education programs for youths and adults. State 
programs offer courses to prepare individuals for employment in occupations not requiring a bac
calaureate or an advanced degree. States use the funds provided by this program for a variety of activ
ities, including purchasing occupationally-relevant equipment and curriculum materials, providing 
career counseling and guidance, hiring staff, and offering remedial classes. 

The formula used to allot the funding amount to states depends on the population aged 15 to 19, pop
ulation aged 20 to 24, population aged 25 to 65, and per capita income. To calculate the effect of the 
2000 undercount, state shares were calculated using adjusted and unadjusted state and national popu
lation figures. Adjusted and unadjusted state funding levels were calculated by multiplying the state 
shares (adjusted and unadjusted) by the total funding for the program. Current law contains a "hold
harmless" provision to guarantee that the amount a state receives in the current year always exceeds 
the amount received in the prior year (assuming the national funding level rises). State funding levels 
were adjusted to ensure that this provision was satisfied. Table D-9 in Appendix D summarizes the 
estimated effect of the Census 2000 undercount on this program. 
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APPENDIX D 

Estimated Funding Effect by State Program 
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CENSUS 2000 PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

Overview 

For the 2000 Census, the U.S. Census Bureau embarked on a comprehensive Partnership program with 
state, local, and tribal governments as well as community-based organizations and the private sector. 
The intended purpose of the program was to improve census response rates. 

The Partnership Program involved as many as 140,000 organizations. The focus was to mobilize grass 
roots efforts to boost participation in the census. Organizations were asked to place the census on their 
meeting agendas and participate in public awareness initiatives. The Program involved promotional 
activities with national/umbrella community, religious and educational organizations; trade associa
tions; labor unions; foundations; and Fortune 500 companies. The 2000 effort also included a Colonias 
Initiative, Rural Initiative, Minority College and University Initiative, Large City and State Initiative, 
Special Language Initiative, Natural Disaster Initiative and the African and Caribbean Immigrants 
Initiative. 1 

Partnership activities were conducted nationwide during every major phase of Census 2000 opera
tions: Master Address File (MAF) Development, Recruitment, Identification of Hard to Enumerate 
Areas, Service Based Enumeration, Multiple Language Mailing, and Non-Response Follow-Up 
(NRFU). More than 600 Partnership specialists were hired in the 2000 Census to coordinate activi
ties between headquarters, regional offices and the local census operations. The Bureau spent $142.9 
million on Partnership activities between October 1997 and September 2000.2 These funds were com
plemented by state and local resources, as well as creative in-kind contributions from Non 
Government Organizations. 

Given the size and scope of the program, this report reviews the program as conducted in two fast
growing and diversely populated states, Georgia and California, and seeks to evaluate its effectiveness. 
The Monitoring Board held field hearings in Atlanta, Los Angeles and San Diego specifically on the 
partnership program; our analysis draws upon testimony presented in those hearings. 

GEORGIA 

Regional/State Profile 

Georgia falls within the Bureau's Atlanta Region, which in addition to Georgia, comprises Florida and 
Alabama, 12,895,935 housing units, 168,751 square miles, 41 congressional districts and 55 local 
census offices. 

The Regional Office identified a common set of challenges including extensive areas ofNon English 
speaking Asian and Hispanic populations, the growing homeless population, residents who live in 
recreational vehicles and move frequently, isolated communities reachable only by boat, multiple fam
ilies living in public housing projects, "snowbirds," people who move south for the winter, and pock
ets of communities with low literacy rates. 

1 Partnership Report, Volume I, U.S. Census Bureau, March 2000. 
'2000 Census: Review of Partnership Program Highlights Best Practices for Future Operations, GAO August 2001. 
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Goals set by the Atlanta Regional Office were uniform for Georgia, Florida and Alabama and were: 
using partners to help set priorities; managing expectations; offering a wide-ranging menu of part
nership opportunities; developing an approach based on the interests, needs and benefits of individu
als and organizations; seeking to help where it was needed the most; and providing assistance to cus
tomers.3 

Regional Office's Partnership Efforts For Georgia 

While the Atlanta Office developed a set of common goals to motivate census participation and devel
oped a regional strategy based on shared enumeration challenges, the office clearly had a tailor-made 
strategy for Georgia. It took into account state demographic trends including an increase of about one 
million residents since 1990 and a rapidly increasing Spanish-speaking population. 

The Regional Office actively sought partnerships with state and local officials as well as numerous 
business representatives and community leaders. The Regional Office offered program ideas, materi
al support and partnership specialists dedicated to community outreach, especially in hard to count 
areas in the metropolitan Atlanta area and throughout the state. The Office provided a structured 
framework in carrying out the partnerships, though a principal objective for the office was to allow 
local groups autonomy in performing their work. 4 

More than 3,000 partnerships were officially recorded statewide; however, census observers in the 
state estimate that the number is a mere fraction of the total number of partnerships that were actual
ly generated. Many of the census partnerships were formed during the 1990 Census and have been 
ongoing; some had roots in other collaborative efforts and re-emerged in Census 2000; and others 
were virtual start-ups that proved highly effective. 

The following are examples of Best Practices involving collaborations at every level and were the 
focus of a Monitoring Board hearing held in Atlanta on September 11, 2000. 

Best Practices in Georgia 

Governor Roy Barnes' Outreach Plan 

In preparing for Census 2000, Georgia Governor Barnes appointed a 40-member Complete Count 
Committee comprised of a broad cross section of business and community leaders. Approximately 
$3.5 million of state funding was used in developing a marketing and media campaign aimed at rais
ing awareness of the census among different population groups. 

The States' outreach efforts proved to be successful, in large part because of a "three tiered" outreach 
strategy involving the State, 16 Regional Development Committees (RDCs) and local community 
groups. The RDCs, especially helpful in the development of address lists and the Local Update of the 
Census Addresses (LUCA) program, played a pivotal role in the Partnership effort from beginning to 
end. Working to enhance public participation in the census, the State sought to build on pre-existing 
relationships with major organizations operating within the State, i.e. the Georgia Homebuilders 
Association and the Poultry Association (both of which have close ties to the Hispanic community in 
Georgia), the Bankers Association and the Public Service Commission. 

3 Partnership Report, Volume I, U.S. Census Bureau, March 2000. 
'Ibid. 
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Local Grant Program 

In recognition that the Bureau would publicly announce the mail back response rates for the state and 
each county in the state, a local grant program was launched that offered a $10,000 grant to the coun
ty in each of the RDC's with the highest percentage increase from 1990. The program was developed 
on the basis that it would enhance community interest in the census and that the grant money would 
ultimately be used for the equipment and recreational facilities benefiting children in the local area. 

Census in the Schools 

Georgia, like other states, deployed a Census in the Schools Initiative developed by the Bureau. As a 
first step in implementing the program in Georgia, a former employee of the State Department of 
Education worked to ensure that the program was able to be formally included in the state's school 
curriculum. Secondly, the generic census information provided by the Census Bureau was modified 
to include information more applicable to Georgians. A leading state official said the 8-page packets 
students were provided in the classroom made their way home at high rates and that the program suc
ceeded like no other program in getting census information to hard to count households. 

Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority 

In October 1998, the Phi Alpha Omega Chapter of the Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority partnered with the 
local census office in Atlanta in "spreading the word about Census 2000." Committing itself to a two
year outreach plan, the sorority worked to enhance African American participation in the census by 
focusing its attention on four areas: the church, schools, the metro Atlanta community and the soror
ity itself. Speaker training offered by the Census Bureau helped in communicating their message. 

The Omega Chapter completed a total of twenty-five projects over a two-year period. Activities 
included sharing census information in local schools, PTA's and churches, hosting information booths 
and distributing fliers and promotional items at a local housing project. In addition, information was 
provided to the homeless community. 

The Census Bureau recognized the chapter as an "extraordinary" partner for its census outreach 
efforts and awarded them two grants which were used to produce and disseminate Census 2000 mem
orabilia such as personalized Phi Alpha Omega cups, T-shirts and mugs. 

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF}, Regional Office 

MALDEF focused its outreach efforts in five population groups identified as hard to enumerate. 
These included apartment dwellers and transients, migrant workers, people who worked at poultry 
plants and factories, the elderly and children. Activities included distributing brochures, posters and 
videos to 12,000 employees in the poultry industry, most of whom were Hispanic. MALDEF worked 
cooperatively with state officials and the Poultry Association to maximize available networks to the 
Spanish-speaking community. 

Georgia Power Company 

The Census Bureau contacted Georgia Power Company in early 1999 to coordinate efforts in educat
ing minority communities of the value in census participation. Georgia Power embraced the proposed 
partnership, and recognizing that outreach efforts in the African American and Hispanic communities 
were relatively well advanced, chose to concentrate its minority outreach to Asian Americans. The 
company's goal was to add value to the census campaign where it could. 
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In concert with the Census Bureau, Georgia Power identified a few key leaders in the Asian American 
community and worked closely with them in organizing an Asian American Census Summit. More 
than 150 leaders participated in the event. The event drew widespread media attention and led to a 
number of local initiatives within the Asian American community. 

Georgia Power also advertised census jobs and the importance of the census in people's everyday lives 
through bill inserts to their customers. This initiative contributed significantly to the state's public 
awareness efforts given the company's large customer base. 

CALIFORNIA 

Regional/State Profile 

The Bureau's Los Angeles Region covers California's 39 southern counties (and Hawaii) and the 
Seattle Region covers California's 39 northern counties (and Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington). 
In this report we limit our examination to Partnership efforts in two of the largest and most diversely 
populated southern counties-Los Angeles County and San Diego County. 

The Regional Office cited numerous challenges in motivating people to participate in the census. They 
included the inflow of immigrants who often fear and mistrust government, communities that are 
either non-English speaking or have low literacy rates, large homeless populations, and multiple fam
ilies living in single-dwelling housing units. 

The over-arching goal set by the Regional Office was to meet these challenges and "acquire an accu
rate count of all residents including previously undercounted population groups-African Americans, 
Asians and Pacific Islanders, Hispanics and American Indians through extensive partnerships.5 

Regional Office Partnership Strategy For Southern California 

The Bureau's Los Angeles Regional Office began reaching out to local jurisdictions in March 1997, 
thus enabling the establishment of strong local Complete Count Committees early in the census 
process. Booklets offering useful recommendations on how the committees could be structured and 
on types of activities that could be undertaken were offered. In addition, with support from local com
munity groups, the Regional Office aggressively advertised local employment opportunities relating 
to the census. In Los Angeles County alone, the applicant pool reached 315,000; more than 63,000 
candidates were appointed. 

According to Regional Director John Reeder, the following three census programs led to the high 
response rates in Los Angeles and San Diego Counties: the first-ever national advertising campaign 
bolstered by complementary advertising efforts carried out at the state and local level; the nationally
run Census in the Schools initiative which was especially welcome in the Los Angeles Unified School 
District; and finally, targeted outreach efforts by the Local Census Offices (The Santa Ana Office in 
particular) including "neighborhood walks" timed with the March 2000 mass mailing of census ques
tionnaires to residents. Reeder acknowledged that community outreach efforts at the local level are 
indispensable in an undertaking as large and personal as the census. 

5 Partnership Report, Volume I, U.S. Census Bureau, March 2000. 
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The following are Best Practices as carried out in California. They were highlighted in Monitoring 
Board hearings held in Los Angeles (June 26, 2000) and in San Diego (June 27, 2000). 

Best Practices in California 

Governor Gray Davis' Outreach Plan 

The State of California spent $24.7 million to increase the Census 2000 response rate among its citi
zens. The funds were distributed to local groups demonstrating an ability to carry out outreach pro
grams in an effective manner. The State's Complete Count Committee, created in the Fall of 1999, met 
regularly to ensure census promotion efforts were being implemented and that funds were allocated 
appropriately. 6 

L.A. County Efforts 

Beginning in 1998, Los Angeles County worked closely with the Census Bureau in updating local 
addresses for Census 2000. In that first year, the County provided 78,000 address updates (more than 
half the addresses were accepted by the Bureau). In 1999, the County provided about 3,000 new rural 
addresses and in 2000, 77,000 new addresses were added to the lists. These technical efforts were 
made possible through partnerships with all 88 cities falling within the County's jurisdiction. 

In addition, L.A. County supported other Bureau address list programs including the Consolidated 
Boundary Initiative designed to ensure that those counted in the census were attributed to the appro
priate city or unincorporated community in the County. More than 2,000 boundary adjustments were 
made in L.A. County because of the program. The County's participation in the Bureau's Special 
Places Survey for the homeless led to the addition of approximately 3,000 address sites as well. These 
efforts are said to have been successful due to the dedication of the County's diverse Complete Count 
Committee, as well as the commitment ofleading county agencies including the Department of Social 
Services. 

In terms of promoting the census, the County trained upwards of 800 employees to become "Census 
Ambassadors." The employees were trained to speak with authority about the census and emphasized 
the confidentiality aspect of the undertaking to allay fears people may have had about personal infor
mation being misused by Government. Moreover, the County set up a web site, listed toll free phone 
numbers so that people could have questions answered, posted links to other census web sites includ
ing the Bureau's, and enlisted "Walking Man," a local organization that distributed census fliers to 
doorsteps. The fliers, printed in English and Spanish, informed residents that enumerators would be 
visiting their homes and that they should be welcomed. 

Los Angeles County received $1.7 5 million from the State of California for outreach. 

Los Angeles City Efforts 

The City of Los Angeles established close ties with a broad network of groups to account for those 
typically missed in the census. Using state and city funds, the L.A. Outreach Project developed care
fully crafted messages concerning the census. The city also prepared an educational video in six dif
ferent languages that saw wide circulation. 

6 CMB-P Board Member, Lt. Governor Cruz M. Bustamante, served on the California Complete Count Committee. 
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The City played a lead role in updating local address lists, and considerable time and effort was spent 
to ensure that the city's homeless encampments were properly identified. The city allocated approxi
mately $330,000 to implement the Bureau's Non-Sheltered Outdoor (TNSOL) program. In doing so 
numerous homeless sites were identified for the Bureau to visit_? In a complementary effort, more than 
300 homeless Outreach Workers were hired, ultimately serving as "cultural agents" who not only 
sought to encourage census participation among the homeless but also accompanied census enumer
ators during NRFU to increase the response rate. City employees themselves were encouraged to work 
part-time as enumerators, as well. 

Long Beach City Efforts 

The City of Long Beach, falling within the Los Angeles County jurisdiction, partnered with a wide 
range of representatives of predominantly minority neighborhoods, community groups and organiza
tions throughout the city in an effort to reduce the undercount rate in the area. As in Los Angeles, city 
agencies and employees were tasked to use their positions in promoting the census. 

Long Beach enhanced momentum for the Bureau's Census in the Schools program and reached out to 
local students in many other ways, as well. For instance, to capture the public's attention, the city 
launched an "It's Cool to be Counted" campaign that involved "Census Guy," who became a recog
nizable icon appearing on census materials distributed throughout the Long Beach area. Moreover, 
special efforts were made to ensure that the Bureau's scholastic materials were distributed to all 
schools in the Long Beach Unified School District rather than merely to schools with 50 percent or 
more of their school children in public-free lunch programs, as the Bureau originally planned. 

Other innovative activities carried out by the city included the development and placement of banners, 
theater slides, and bus advertisements. The local Complete Count Committee paved the way for cen
sus promotion as well, by making $500,000 in grant money available to soccer teams, neighborhood 
associations and churches for the purpose of disseminating educational census materials. 

Preparations for Census 2000 began in 1997 with the city's development of a well-formed work plan. 
A prominent city planner credited the federal, state and local partnership for the high response rate in 
traditionally hard to count communities.8 

County and City of San Diego Efforts 

In Fall 1998, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) formed a Complete Count 
Committee involving elected officials, city and county staff, educators, the media and a host of other 
community leaders. The committee met regularly over a two-year period for the purpose of develop
ing and implementing "creative activities" as a means to achieve the greatest possible mail back 
response rate in the diverse community of about 2.8 million people. 9 

7 Local officials in Los Angeles and the city's homeless advocates regret the Bureau ultimately opted not to post the homeless count at the 
block level. 

" The overall mail response rate for Long Beach was a high 66 percent. 
'The mail response rate reached a robust 71 percent in 2000 as compared to the 1990 response rate of 67 percent. 
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The County received approximately $400,000 in State funding that was distributed to 24 city, county 
and community-based organizations in the area, for the purpose of census education. Local groups 
and agencies dedicated an additional $200,000 for public outreach activities, a majority of which were 
aimed at already identified hard-to enumerate neighborhoods. 

The City of San Diego established an independent Complete Count Committee and made a conscien
tious effort not to duplicate efforts of the Regional Committee. The outreach efforts of the committee 
were geared toward three groups: the general public, city staff and contractors and select, targeted 
populations. City-sponsored activities included the development of a web site, production and distri
bution of bookmarks at city libraries, as well as posting banners at libraries, recreation centers, fire 
stations and many public places. In addition, the city promoted the census by sending out an educa
tional mailing to 11,000 families receiving housing assistance, using its cable-access station for pub
lic service announcements and distributing census wash cloths for the homeless. 10 

Community Efforts in San Diego 

Community efforts to raise awareness and motivate people to participate in the undertaking were 
extensive. 

For example, The Black Health Network organized a number of census activities in recognition of the 
fact that the African American community has historically been undercounted at a disproportionate 
rate compared to non-Hispanic Whites. Such activities included producing and distributing census 
videos to clinics and physicians' offices, collaborations with African American churches, as well as 
distribution of census materials to beauty salons and other places where residents typically gather. 

The Union of Pan Asian Communities (UPAC), which serves Asian Pacific Islanders and new immi
grants and refugees, worked with the National Asian Pacific Legal Center in Washington, D.C. to 
maximize census participation. Through the network, UPAC was instrumental in translating census 
materials into 16 different Asian and Pacific Islander languages. The Lao, Cambodian, Hmong, 
Vietnamese, Samoan and Tongan communities received priority attention based on 1990 results indi
cating a high undercount rate. The California endowment helped finance UPAC's census efforts. 

The San Diego Police Department's Gang Unit worked closely with the Bureau's Local Census Office 
in Chula Vista whose jurisdiction is home to several gangs. The unit provided enumerators with safe
ty tips including advice on appropriate clothing to wear (some gangs claim certain colors) and which 
blocks required back-up support. The Gang Unit supplied enumerators with protective vests to be 
worn in case of shootings. The Unit also offered training on how to diffuse tense situations in the event 
of confrontation. 

Finally, San Diego's neighboring City of Chula Vista worked to promote the census through Census 
2000 Street Theatre, which became a popular local attraction. Using grant money provided by 
SANDAG, the city hired a producer/director who wrote two plays concerning the census, in Spanish 
and English. The five-to-ten minute skits were carried out in parks, restaurants, at the local trolley sta
tion and at other public meeting places. The theatre group made about 70 presentations addressing 
concerns about confidentiality and other issues that sometimes cause people not to participate in the 
census. 

10 LA kept its homeless shelters open an extra month to ensure the homeless the opportunity to be counted on Census Day. 
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Conclusion 

The Census 2000 Partnership programs in Georgia and California serve as good examples of how 
Government and Non-Government organizations can work together for the public good. The programs 
achieved success stressing local operations and grass roots initiatives. However, the Partnership pro
gram was not perfect. 

Concerns aired in Georgia were that the Bureau could have committed more resources to advertising 
buys in non-English media and that there were sometimes problems in filtering materials from Bureau 
headquarters to the Regional Office in a timely manner. In addition, cooperation between the Bureau 
and the U.S. Postal Service would have yielded an even higher response rate in the State; the LUCA 
program (while successful) should have been launched earlier in the process; and the Regional office 
did not always provide local partners the autonomy they needed. 

Concerns aired in California were that more cooperation in translating materials at the national level 
would have been helpful; State funds could have been distributed earlier, and in large, diverse popu
lation areas, the number of partnership specialists should have been allocated accordingly. 

Many of the above issues were raised in interviews held with stakeholders in other parts of the coun
try. While we address some of the principal issues in 2010 Recommendations, ongoing study of the 
2000 Partnership program and its efficacy are needed so as to ensure the program is further enhanced 
ten years forward. 
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CENSUS MONITORING BOARD 
ACTIVITIES BY CATEGORY 

Congress appropriated $4 million to create the U.S. Census Monitoring Board in 1998, and $3.5 mil
lion for every year thereafter, and charged it with the responsibility of monitoring and reporting on 
"all aspects of the 2000 decennial census." The office opened in June 1998 and is scheduled to close, 
as mandated, September 30, 2001. The following represents our efforts to raise public awareness, to 
study, and to report about Census 2000. Further information about each ofthese listings is available 
on our website, www.cmbp.gov. 

HEARINGS 

July 8, 1998- Hearing. Subject: General Status of 2000 Census. Witnesses: James Holmes, Acting 
Director, Census Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

August 5, 1998 - Hearing. Subject: Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal in Columbia, South Carolina. 
Census Bureau Witnesses: James Holmes, Acting Director; Susan Hardy, Regional Director; Diane 
Bennett, Community Partnership Coordinator for the Charlotte Region. State and Local Government 
Witnesses: Richard Semon, Director of Community Development, City of Columbia; Ken Knudsen, 
Land Development Administrator, Richland County; Bobby Bowers, Director, Office ofResearch and 
Statistics, State of South Carolina; Jack Maguire, Geographic Information Specialist, Office of 
Research and Statistics. Community Witnesses: Anita Floyd, Director, Women's Shelter in Columbia; 
Reggie Alexander, Director, Alston Wilkes Society; Karen Rutherford, Complete Count Committee 
Liaison, Benedict College; Virginia Saunders, Management Analyst, Fort Jackson Military Base. 
Location: Strom Thurmond Federal Center, Columbia, South Carolina. 

November 6, 1998- Hearing. Subject: Status of2000 Census. Department of Commerce Witnesses: 
Jonnie Frazier, Acting Inspector General, Department of Commerce; Dr. Kenneth Prewitt, Director, 
Census Bureau; James Holmes, Former Acting Director, Census Bureau; John Thompson, Associate 
Director for the Decennial Census, Census Bureau. County Government Witnesses: Shoreh Elhami, 
GIS Director for Delaware County, Ohio Auditor's Office; Jon Peterson, Auditor, Delaware County, 
Ohio. Location: Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

November 23, 1998 -Hearing. Subject: Administrative Records. Census Bureau Witnesses: Dr. 
Kenneth Prewitt, Director; Cynthia Clark, Associate Director for Standards and Methodology; 
Howard Hogan, Acting Chief of the Decennial Statistical Studies Division; Paula Schneider, Principal 
Associate Director for Programs. Independent Expert Witness: Dr. John Czajka, Mathematica Policy 
Research, Inc. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

December 16, 1998 - Field Hearing. Subject: Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal in Sacramento, 
California. Census Bureau Witnesses: James Holmes, Atlanta Regional Director and Special Advisor 
to the Director; Moises Carrascos, Seattle Regional Director; Ed Salazar, Sacramento Community 
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Partnership Specialist. Local Government Witnesses: Joe Serna Jr., Mayor of Sacramento; Lauren 
Hammond, City Councilperson, City of Sacramento; David Martinez, Deputy City Manager, City of 
Sacramento; Kelly Grieve, Analyst, Sacramento Area Council of Governments. Community 
Witnesses: Israel Valdez, Member, Census 2000 Complete Count Committee; Tom Buruss, Member, 
Census 2000 Complete Count Committee; Steve Ybarra, Member, Census 2000 Complete Count 
Committee. Location: City Hall, Sacramento, California. 

March 8, 1999 - Hearing. Subject: Census 2000 Operations Update. Census Bureau Witnesses: 
Kenneth Prewitt, Director; John Thompson, Associate Director for Decennial Census. Statistician 
Witnesses: Stephen Fienberg, Carnegie Mellon University; Barbara Bailar, National Opinion 
Research Center. Community Witnesses: Wade Henderson, Leadership Conference on Civil Rights; 
Marisa Demeo, Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund. Additional Witness: William 
Hill, Retired Bureau Regional Director. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

August 3, 1999- Hearing. Subject: Young and Rubicam Advertising Campaign. Briefed by: John 
Thompson, Associate Director for the Decennial Census; Terry Dukes, Account Managing Director, 
Young and Rubicam. Location: Government Printing Office Conference Room, Washington, DC. 

November 18, 1999 - Hearing. Subject: Census 2000 field operations update from Regional 
Directors. Participants: All 12 Regional Directors; Dr. Kenneth Prewitt, Director of Bureau of the 
Census. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

June 26, 2000 - Hearing. Subject: Census partnership efforts in Los Angeles. Census Bureau 
Witness: John Reeder, Los Angeles Regional Director. Local Government Witnesses: John 
Humphrey, Census 200 Coordinator, City of Long Beach; Jan Perry, City of Los Angeles Census 2000 
Project; Lari Sheehan, Chair, Los Angeles Complete Count Committee; Jessica Heinz, City Attorney's 
office of Los Angeles; Natalie Profant Komuro, Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority. 
Community Witnesses: Antonia Hernandez, Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund; 
John Mack, Los Angeles Urban League; Bonnie Tang, Equal Access Unit, Asian Pacific American 
Legal Center. Location: University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA. 

June 27, 2000 - Hearing. Subject: Census partnership efforts in San Diego. Local Government 
Witnesses: Jeri Gulbransen, Office ofthe City Manager of Chula Vista; Karen Lamphere, San Diego 
Association of Governments; Joey Perry, City Planning Department of San Diego. Community 
Witnesses: Grover Diemert, Bayside Settlement House; Augie Bereno, Chicano Federation 
Questionnaire Assistance Program; William Rowel, Black Health Network; Tanya Farley, Union of 
Pan Asian Communities; Peter Martinez, Gang Suppression Unit. Location: San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG), San Diego, CA. 

September 11, 2000 - Hearing. Subject: Census partnership efforts in Atlanta area. Local 
Government Witnesses: Roy E. Barnes, Governor of Georgia; Cathy Cox, Georgia Secretary of State; 
Bill Campbell, Mayor of Atlanta; Tracey-Ann Nelson, State of Georgia; Linda Meggers, Georgia 
Legislative Redistricting Services; John Heath, Altanta City Planning Department. Community 
Witnesses: Lani Wong, National Association of Chinese Americans, Stephanie Tan, Georgia Power 
and Light Company; Jacqueline Thomas-Rosier, Mexican-American Legal Defense and Education 
Fund; Gloria Carithers, Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority; Myrna Ballard, Val do sa Chamber of Commerce; 
Phyllis Stephens, Dalton Whitfield Chamber of Commerce; Rafael Sanhueza-Bazaes, Centro Latino, 
Inc.; Luz Rodman, Fulton-Atlanta Community Action Authority; Rev. Timothy McDonald, Concerned 
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Black Clergy. Census Bureau Participant: Jim Holmes, Atlanta Region Director. Location: Georgia 
Capitol Education Center, Atlanta Georgia. 

RESEARCH REPORTS 

December 28, 2000- Findings Issued. Subject: Demographic Analysis Estimate of U.S. Population. 

December 28, 2000 - Findings Issued. Subject: Evaluation of the Census Net and Differential 
Undercounts. Researched and authored by Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen. 

January 18, 2001 - Report. "Implications for Minority Voters in 2001: An Analysis from the 1990 
Census." Researched and authored by Dr. Allan Lichtman. 

January 24, 2001 - Report. ''An Analysis of the 1990 Infant and Children Undercount: Implications 
for Census 2000." Researched and authored by Dr. Beth Osborne Daponte and Amelia Haviland. 

February 1, 2001 - Findings Issued. "Will Poor Children Be Left Behind? Research Showing 
500,000 to 2,000,000 Poor Children Missed in 1990 Census Demonstrates Need for Accurate Data in 
2001." Researched by Drs. Don Hernandez and Nancy Denton. 

February 9, 2001 -Report. "Profiling the Native American Community in Albuquerque: Assessing 
the Impacts of Census Undercounts and Adjustments." Researched and authored by Dr. Theodore 
Jojola. 

February 13, 2001 -Report. "Effects of Census Undercoverage on Analyses of School Enrollments: 
A Case Study of Portland Public Schools." Researched and authored by Dr. Barry Edmonston. 

February 15,2001- Report. "Long Beach: A Case Study of the Effects ofUncorrected vs. Corrected 
Data on Funding and Planning." Researched and authored by Dr. Chris Williamson 

February 20, 2001 - Report. "The Effects of Using Unadjusted Data on Measures of Access to 
Health Care." Researched and authored by Dr. Darrell Gaskin. 

February 20, 2001 - Report. "Undercounting Commuters." Researched and authored by Dr. Paul 
On g. 

February 20, 2001 - Report. "Examining the Effects of Census Adjustments on Estimates of 
Working-Age Uninsured Minorities in the United States." Researched and authored by Dr. Lee 
Cornelius. 

March 6, 2001 -Findings Released. Subject: Demographic Analysis should not be used as a reason 
against adjustment Census 2000. Researched and authored by Dr. JeffreyS. Passel. 

March 9, 2001 -Findings Released. Subject: Errors in Census 2000. Researched and authored by 
Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen. 

March 28, 2001 - Findings Released. Subject: Estimates of State Undercounts in Census 2000. 
Researched by Dr. Eugene P. Ericksen. 

July 2, 2001- Findings Released. Subject: Census 2000 undercount estimates for the nation's largest 
counties. Estimates based on Census Bureau's state level post-strata by analyzed by Dr. Eugene P. 
Ericksen. 
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August 7, 2001- Findings Released. "Effect of Census 2000 Undercount on Federal Funding to States 
and Selected Counties, 2002-2012." Researched and authored by PriceWaterhouseCoopers. 

BRIEFINGS 

July 21, 1998 - Briefing. Subject: Dress Rehearsals. Conducted by: Christopher Mihm, Acting 
Associate Director for Federal Management and Workforce Issues, General Accounting Office. 
Location: General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C. 

October 20, 1998 -Briefing. Subject: Methodology behind the Integrated Coverage Measurement 
(ICM). Conducted by: Howard Hogan, Acting Chief of Decennial Statistical Studies Division, Census 
Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

October 21, 1998- Briefing. Subject: Local Update of Census Addresses (LUCA) andre-engineer
ing of the Master Address File (MAF). Conducted by: Bob Marx, Geography Division Chief, Census 
Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

October 27, 1998 - Briefing. Subject: Budget for the 2000 Decennial Census. Conducted by: 
Preston Jay Waite, Assistant Director for the Decennial Census, Census Bureau; Carol Vanhorn, 
Assistant to the Associate Director for Field Programs, Census Bureau; Mike Perez, Assistant Division 
Chief, Decennial Census Management Division, Census Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Maryland. 

October 28,1998- Briefing. Subject: 2000 Census Advertising. Conducted by: Census Bureau; Ken 
Meyer, Chief of Census 2000 Publicity Office, Census Bureau; Jennifer Marks, Assistant Chief of 
Census 2000 Publicity Office, Census Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

October 28, 1998- Briefing. Subject: Administrative Records, Plans and Research. Conducted by: 
Cynthia Clark, Associate Director for Standards and Methodology, Census Bureau; John Thompson, 
Principal Associate Director for Programs, Census Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Maryland. 

January 20, 1999- Briefing. Subject: Dual Track Preparations. Conducted by: John Thompson, 
Principal Associate Director for Programs, Census Bureau. Location: Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Maryland. 

February 12, 1999- U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Briefing. Subject: Evaluation of January 1999 
Supreme Court decision on Census 2000. Participants: Lorraine A. Green, U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board, Presidential Members; A. Mark Neuman, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional 
Members; Matt Glavin, President of the Southeastern Legal Foundation; Edward Still, Lawyers' 
Committee for Civil Rights Under Law; Wade Henderson, Executive Director, Leadership Conference 
on Civil Rights; Marisa Demeo, Regional Counsel, Mexican American Legal Defense and Education 
Fund; Karen Narasaki, Executive Director, National Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium; 
Charles Schultze, Senior Fellow Emeritus, Brookings Institution; Andrew Pincus, General Counsel 
U.S. Commerce Department; Jack C. Jackson, Jr., Government Affairs Director, National Congress of 
American Indians; and Kenneth Darga, Senior Demographer, State of Michigan. Location: 
Washington, D.C. 

July 8, 1999- Board Briefing. Subject: Young and Rubicam Advertising Campaign. Conducted by: 
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Terry Dukes, EVP, Account Managing Director, Young and Rubicam; vanous subcontractors. 
Location: Young and Rubicam Headquarters, New York City. 

August 5, 1999- Briefing. Subject: Census 2000 in New York City. Conducted by: Sara Vidal, City
wide Census 2000 Coordinator; Dr. Joseph Salvo, New York City Department of Planning; Pat Lally, 
Legislative Representative, Mayor Rudolph Giuliani. Location: Office of the Mayor of New York 
City. 

June 15, 2000- Briefing. Subject: Census 2000 in New York City. Conducted by: Sara Vidal, City
wide Census 2000 Coordinator; Dr. Joseph Salvo, New York City Department of Planning; Pat Lally, 
Legislative Representative, Mayor Rudolph Giuliani. Location: Office of the Mayor of New York 
City. 

June 19, 2000 -Briefing. Subject: Hard To Enumerate Action Plan. Conducted By: Marvin Raines, 
Associate Director for Field Operations, Rick Blitzer, Field Operations; John Gidneck, Field 
Operations. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

February 22-24, 2000 - Regional Census Center Briefing and Two Local Census Office Visits. 
Subject: Status of Operations in the New York Region. Location: New York City. 

February 28-29, 2000 - Regional Census Center Briefing and Two Local Census Office Visits. 
Subject: Status of Operations in the Dallas Region. Locations: Dallas and El Paso, Texas. 

September 14,2000- Staff Briefing. Subject: Count Question Resolution program. Conducted by: 
Susan M. Miskura, Decennial Management Division Chief. Location: Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Maryland. 

December 19, 2000 - Staff Briefing. Subject: Demographic Analysis. Conducted by: John 
Thompson, Associate Director for Decennial Census; J. Gregory Robinson, Population Analysis and 
Evaluation Division. Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

January 9, 2001 - Staff Briefing. Subject: Address duplications in the Master Address File. 
Conducted by: John Thompson, Associate Director for Decennial Census; Howard Hogan, Chief of 
Decennial Statistical Studies Division; Susan Miskura, Chief of Decennial Management Division. 
Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

March 21, 2001 - Briefing. Subject: Executive Steering Committee on Accuracy and Coverage 
Evaluation Policy recommendation not to adjust 2000 Census. Participants: Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, 
U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; J. Kenneth Blackwell, Co-Chair, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; John Thompson, Associate Director for Decennial 
Census, Howard Hogan, Chief, Decennial Statistical Studies Division, U.S. House of Representatives 
Census Subcommitee staff; U.S. Census Monitoring Board staff; National Academy of Sciences staff. 
Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 
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REPORTS TO CONGRESS 

February 1, 1999 - First Report to Congress. 

April1, 1999- Joint Report to Congress. 

June 9, 1999 - Report to Congress. 

October 1, 1999- Joint Report to Congress. 

October 26, 1999- Report to Congress. Researched and authored by Belden, Russenello and Stewart. 

March 9, 2000 - Report to Congress. Researched and authored by PricewaterhouseCoopers .. 

April1, 2000- Joint Report to Congress. 

October 1, 2000- Joint Report to Congress. 

April1, 2001 - Report to Congress. 

September 1, 2001 - Final Report to Congress. 

NEWSLETTERS 

May 17, 2000 -"Countdown" Newsletter. 

December 31, 2000- "Countdown" Newsletter. 

May 31, 2001 -"Countdown" Newsletter. 

OFFICIAL LETTERS 

December 20, 2000 - Letter to President-elect George W Bush regarding media reports that a Bush 
Administration would block release of statistically corrected census results. 

May 31, 2001- Letter to Commerce Secretary Don Evans expressing shock over a proposed 
Memorandum of Understanding that plainly violated the U.S. Census Monitoring Board's enabling 
legislation, threatened the ability to obtain information from the Census Bureau, and severely 
impeded statutory reporting requirements. 

July 2, 2001 - Letter to U.S. Senators Ernest Hollings, Joseph Lieberman, and Richard Durbin alert
ing them that the Bureau's refusal to provide necessary data would limit the scope of a final report to 
Congress. 

FIELD OBSERVATION 

(Listing does not include observations at 50 local census offices as reported in our October 2000 
Report to Congress. Listing also does not include site visits to all 12 Accuracy and Coverage 
Evaluation Regional Offices and field observations made during the Summer and Fall of 2000.) 

October 23, 1998 -Field Observation. Objective: Assess Operations at the Census Bureau's Data 
Capture Center in Jeffersonville, Indiana. Location: Jeffersonville, Indiana. 
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November 4,1998- Field Observation. Objective: Assess Operations at Menominee Dress Rehearsal 
Site. Board Attendence: Lorraine Green. Location: Menominee, Wisconsin. 

COMMUNITY FORUMS 

February 24, 1999 - Community Forum. Subject: Census 2000 Participation Promotion. 
Participants: Tony Coelho, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board; Mario Salas, City Councilman; 
Ray Lopez, President of the Board of Trustees, North Side Independent School District; Ms. Pilar 
Oates, Methodist Healthcare Ministries; Dr. William Vega, Metropolitan Research, University of 
Texas at San Antonio; Aurora Ortega-Geis, Director, San Antonio Partnership Office, Fannie Mae. 
Location: San Antonio, Texas. 

February 25, 1999- Community Forum. Subject: Census 2000 Participation Promotion. Participants: 
Gilbert F. Casellas, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, 
U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Annie Neasman, Executive Administrator for 
the Florida Department of Health, Miami-Dade County, Roger Cuevas, Superintendent, Miami-Dade 
County Public Schools; Sara Herald, Acting District 11 Administrator for the Department of Children 
and Families. Location: Miami-Dade Public Library, Miami, Florida. 

June 14, 1999- Community Forum. Subject: Community Participation in the Census. Participants: 
Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board; Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Thomas Scott, County Commissioner; Jan Platt, County 
Commissioner; Jim Norman, County Commissioner; State Representative Bob Henriquez, Bob 
Buckhorn, City Councilmember; Gwen Miller, City Councilmember; Jim Hosler, Director of 
Research and Economic Development; Carmen Ledo, Supervisor, Hillsborough County Health and 
Social Services Department; Charlie Reese, Chamber of Commerce; Jerry Harvey, African-American 
Liaison to County Administrator. Location: Hillsborough County Commissioner Board Room, 
Tampa, Florida. 

November 10, 1999 - Community Forum. Subject: Census partnership efforts in New York City. 
Board Participants: Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential 
Members; Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Member; Ken 
Blackwell, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members. Census Bureau 
Witness: Tony Farthing, New York Regional Director. Local Government Witnessses: Roberto 
Ramirez, State Assembly of New York; Virginia Fields, Manhattan Borough President; Herbert 
Berman, City Council Member; Helen Marshall, City Council Member. Community Witnesses: 
Margaret Chin, Asian Americans for Equality; Margie McHugh, New York Immigration Coalition; Fr. 
Kevin Sullivan, Catholic Charities; John Flateau, Medgar Evers College of CUNY; Michael 
Amezquita, Northern Manhattan Coalition for Immigrant's Rights. Location: Hispanic Federation, 
New York City. 

April 13, 2000 - Community Forum/Town Hall Meeting. Subject: Census 2000 in Ward 8, 
Washington, D.C. Participants: Lorraine Green, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential 
Members; A. Mark Neuman, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; U.S. House 
Representative Eleanor Holmes Norton; Sandra Allen, Member of City Council; Vincent Gray, 
Covenant House; Reverend Allan Lipscombe, Allen Chapel AME Church; William Lockeridge, 

School Board Member; Winston Robinson, Jr., 7th District Police Commander. Location: Covenant 
House, Washington, D.C. 
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January 28, 2001 - Community Forum. Subject: Effects of census undercounts on children. 
Participants: U.S. House Representative Charles Gonzalez; Margarita Roque, Executive Director of 
the U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Rebecca Maria Barrera, President of the 
National Latino Children's Institute; Felix Sanchez, President and CEO ofTerraCom. Location: San 
Antonio, Texas. 

February 9, 2001 -Community Roundtable. Subject: Effects of Census Undercount on American 
Indians. Participants: Margarita Roque, Executive Director of the U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Presidential Members; Jim Baca, Mayor of the City of Albuquerque; LaDonna Harris, Founder and 
President of Americans for Indian Opportunity; Theodore Jojola, University of New Mexico; Joyce 
Knows His Gun, Morning Star Center; Louis Tutt, Navajo Nation. Location: Albuquerque, New 
Mexico. 

February 20,2001- Research Summit. Subject: Effects of Census Undercount. Participants: Gilbert 
F. Casellas, Presidential Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Dr. Everett 
M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Lorraine A. Green, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Dr. Lee Cornelius, University of Maryland; Dr. Beth 
Osborne Daponte, Carnegie Mellon University; Dr. Darrell Gaskin, Georgetown University Medical 
Center; Dr. Ted Jojola, University ofNew Mexico; Dr. Allan Lichtman, American University; Dr. Paul 
Ong, University of California Los Angeles; Dr. Chris Williamson, University of Southern California. 
Location: National Press Club, Washington, DC. 

February 23, 2001- Community Forum. Subject: Leave No Child Behind: Census Data & Its Impact 
on Children. Participants: Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa County Board Supervisor; U.S. House 
Representative Ed Pastor; Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential 
Members; Carol Kamin, Executive Director, Children's Advocate Alliance; John Lewis, Executive 
Director, Arizona Intertribal Council; Domingo Rodriguez, Vice President for Health and Human 
Services, Chicanos Por La Causa. Location: Maricopa County Board of Supervisors Auditorium, 
Phoenix, Arizona. 

March 2, 2001- Community Forum. Subject: Effects of Census Undercount in Chicago. Participants: 
U.S. House Representative Danny K. Davis; Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board; Al Pritchett, Chair, Cook County Complete Count Committee; Dr. John Lumpkin, Director, 
Illinois Department of Public Health; Dr. Linda Murray, Co-Chief Medical Director of the 
Ambulatory and Community Health Network of Cook County; Javette C. Orgain, M.D., Assistant 
Professor of Clinical Family Medicine, University of Illinois College of Medicine and Past President 
of the National Medical Association; Joanna Su, Executive Director, Asian Health Coalition of 
Illinois; Carmen Valezquez, Executive Director, Alivio Medical Center; Dr. Lee Cornelius, University 
of Maryland. Location: Cook County Board of Supervisors Auditorium, Chicago, Illinois. 

June 21, 2001 - Community Forum. Subject: Latinos & the Census Undercount. Participants: 
Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board; John Gutierrez, Center for Latin 
American, Caribbean, & Latino Studies, City University of New York Graduate Center; Lorraine 
Cortes-Vazquez, President, Hispanic Federation; Fernando Ferrer, Bronx Borough President; Jeffrey 
Passel, Urban Institute; Darrell Gaskin, Institute for Health Care Research and Policy at Georgetown 
University Medical Center; Guillermo Linares, Member of New York City Council; Ken Fisher, 
Member of New York City Council; Rosa Gil, University Dean for Health Sciences, City University 
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ofNew York; Beth Osborne Daponte, Carnegie Mellon University; Nancy Denton, State University of 
New York at Albany; Gladys Padro-Soler, Executive Director, Casita Maria. Location: Martin E. 
Segal Theatre, City University of New York Graduate Center, New York City. 

CONFERENCES/MEETINGS/PANEL DISCUSSIONS 

June 3, 1998 - Organizing Meeting. Subject: Census Monitoring Board rules and procedures. 
Location: Suitland Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland. 

December 3, 1998- Workshop. Subject: National League of Cities on Census 2000. Participants: 
JeffWice, consultant to U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; J. Kenneth Blackwell, 
Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; Mike Morrison, Mayor, Waco, 
Texas. Location: Kansas City, Missouri. 

January 27, 1999 -Presentation at U.S. Conference of Mayors Winter Meeting. Subject: Census 
2000 Preparations. Participants: Gilbert F. Casellas, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential 
Members; J. Kenneth Blackwell, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; 
U.S. Representative Dan Miller, Chairman of Census Subcommittee; U.S. Representative Carolyn 
Maloney, Ranking Member of Census Subcommittee; Robert Shapiro, Undersecretary for Economic 
Affairs, U.S. Department of Commerce. Location: Washington, DC. 

April 9, 1999 - Presentation at National Conference of State Legislatures Task Force Meetings. 
Subject: Census 2000 Preparations. Participants: Tony Coelho, Co-Chair of U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board, Presidential Members; J. Kenneth Blackwell, Co-Chair of U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Congressional Members; State Representative Wes Marsh, Arizona. Location: Jacksonville, Florida. 

April 24, 1999 - Keynote address at American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees 
Conference. Subject: Census 2000 Participation and Promotion. Participants: Tony Coelho, Co-Chair, 
U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members. Location: Las Vegas, Nevada. 

May 8, 1999- Keynote address for National Conference of State Legislatures Assembly on Federal 
Issues. Subject: Census 2000 Preparations. Participants: Tony Coelho, Co-Chair of U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; A. Mark Neuman, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Congressional Members; State Representative Brian Flaherty, Connecticut; State Representative Jim 
Costa, California. Location: Washington, DC. 

May 21, 1999- Keynote address. Subject: Census 2000 Activities Update for Asian Pacific American 
Institute for Congressional Studies. Participants: Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board, Presidential Members. Location: J.W Marriott Hotel, Washington, DC. 

June 18, 1999- Meeting. Subject: Census 2000 and Latinos at National Association of Latino Elected 
and Appointed Officials (NALEO). Participants: Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board; Ray Sanchez, Speaker of the State House, New Mexico; State Representative Rene 
Olivera, Chair of the House Mexican American Legislative Caucus, Texas; State Senator Efrain 
Gonzalez, New York; Councilmember Jenny Oropeza, Long Beach City Council; Larry Gonzalez, 
Director of the NALEO Washinton, DC office. Location: Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
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July 30, 1999 - Workshop at Organization of Chinese Americans Annual Conference. Subject: 
Census 2000 Participation. Participants: Carrie Pugh, U.S. Census Monitoring Board staff. Location: 
Dallas, Texas. 

September 9, 1999 - Meeting. Subject: Update of Census 2000 Activities in Washington, DC. 
Participants: Lorraine A. Green, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Mayor 
Anthony Williams, Mayor of Washington, DC; Wanda Alston, City Census 2000 Coordinator. 
Location: Office of the Mayor, Washington, DC. 

November 9, 1999 - Navajo Nation Meeting. Subject: Encourage Participation in Census 2000. 
Participants: Regena Thomas, consultant to the U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; 
David Murray, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; Dr. Kenneth Prewitt, 
Director, U.S. Census Bureau; Arbin Mitchell, Navajo Nation Local Census Office Manager; Edward 
T. Begay, Speaker, Navajo Nation Council; Larry Rodgers, Administrator, Utah Navajo Trust Fund 
Office; Belva Morrison, Tribal Partnership Team Leader, U.S. Census Bureau, Denver Region; Leila 
Help-Tulley, Tribal Government Partnership Specialist, U.S. Census Bureau, Denver Region. 
Location: Gallup, New Mexico. 

November 15, 1999 - Presentation. Subject: Texas State Mexican American Legislative Caucus 
Census 2000 Update. Participants: Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Presidential Members; Marisela Lopez, Partnership Staff, U.S. Census Bureau Dallas Regional 
Census Office; Steve Murdock, Texas State Data Center; Viviana Lopez-Davis, Mexican American 
Legal Defense and Education Fund; Bill Hobby, former Lt. Governor ofTexas. Location: Texas State 
House, Austin, Texas. 

November 30,1999- Maryland Statewide Latino Census 2000 Summit. Subject: Latinos and Census 
2000 Preparations. Participants: Maryland Lt. Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend; Douglas M. 
Duncan, Montgomery County Executive; Gilbert F. Casellas, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Presidential Members; Gilberta de Jesus, Secretary of Juvenile Justice; Council Member Peter 
Shapiro; U.S. Representative Connie Morella; Fernando Armstrong, U.S. Census Bureau, Philadelphia 
Regional Director. Location: Long Branch Community Center, Silver Spring, MD. 

December 2, 1999 -National Conference of State Legislatures Panel Discussion. Participants: Dr. 
Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; David Murray, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; Rudy Garcia, Florida State House of Representatives 
Location: Hyatt Regency on Capitol Hill, Washington, DC. 

December 3, 1999- Meeting. Subject: Promote Census 2000 Participation at National Black Caucus 
of State Legislators. Participants: Lorraine Green, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential 
Members; Gloria Griffin, Baltimore City's Complete Count Committee Coordinator. Location: 
Baltimore, Maryland. 

February 11, 2000 - Empowerment Summit. Subject: Encourage African-American Census 
Participation in Baltimore, Prince George's County, Maryland and Washington, D.C. Participants: 
Lorraine A. Green, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Earl Shinhoster, co-host, 
NAACP Census 2000 Coordinator; Deputy Mayor ofBaltimore; Wanda Alston, co-host, Washington, 
DC Office of Public Advocate; Dorothy Bailey, Chair, Prince George's County Council; Iris T. Metts, 
Superintendent of Schools for Prince George's County; Jerusa Williams, Baltimore City Complete 
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Count Committee; Kent Amos, Chair of the District of Columbia Complete Count Committee; 
Elizabeth Hewlett, Chair of Prince George's County Complete Count Committee; Mondrea Jacobs, 
Evangelist, Never Say Never Foundation; Robert Hill, Vice Chair of the Census Bureau's Race and 
Ethnic Advisory Committee; John Tschechtelin, President, Baltimore City Community College 
Location: Baltimore City Community College, Baltimore, MD. 

July 18, 2000 - Meeting. Subject: Census 2000 Activities in Chicago, Illinois. Participants: Dr. 
Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; Don Davis, Director of 
Special Projects, Office ofBudget and Management. Location: Office of the Mayor, Chicago, Illinois. 

February 15, 2001- Press Conference. Subject: Release of report on effects of census undercounts 
on city services in Long Beach. Participants: Beverly O'Neill, Mayor of City of Long Beach; Jack 
Humphrey, Advance Planning Officer; Chris Williamson, Research Associate Professor of Geography 
at the University of Southern California. Location: Long Beach, California. 

April18, 2001- Press Briefing. Subject: Census Bureau recommendation not to adjust Census 2000 
count. Participants: Dr. Everett M. Ehrlich, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; 
David Murray, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Congressional Members; Dr. JeffreyS. Passel, Urban 
Institute; Dr. Joseph B. Kadane, Carnegie Mellon University; Dr. Stephen Fienberg, Carnegie Mellon 
University. Location: National Press Club, Washington, D.C. 

June 20, 2001- Meeting. Subject: Proposed Memorandum of Understanding from Census Bureau. 
Participants: Gilbert F. Casellas, Co-Chair, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; 
Stan Brand, Counsel to U.S. Census Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; William G. Barron, 
Acting Director, Census Bureau; John Thompson, Principal Associate Director for Programs; Carol 
Vanhorn, Assistant to the Associate Director for Field Programs. Location: Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Maryland. 

August 8, 2001 - Presentation at Joint Statistical Meetings. Subject: Census 2000-Decision on 
Release of Statistically Corrected Redistricting Data. Participants: Dr. Everett Ehrlich, U.S. Census 
Monitoring Board, Presidential Members; David Murray, U.S. Census Monitoring Board, 
Congressional Members; William Barron, Jr., Acting Director, U.S. Bureau of the Census; John 
Thompson, Principal Associate Director for Programs, U.S. Bureau of the Census; Alan Zaslavsky, 
Harvard University. Location: Atlanta, Georgia. 
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