g_,«”“ "“X UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

W Economics and Statistics Administration
. : U.5. Census Bureau

%ﬂ J"; Washington, DC 20233-0001
s, of

June 25, 2012

2012 AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY RESEARCH AND EVALUATION REPORT MEMORANDUM SERIES
#ACS12-RER-21-R1

DSSD 2012 AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY MEMORANDUM SERIES
#ACS12-MP-03-R1

MEMORANDUM FOR ACS Research and Evaluation Steering Committee

From: Anthony G.Tersine/Signed/
ADC for Decennial Statistical Studies Division

Prepared by: Brenna Matthews
ACS Data Collection Methods Branch
Decennial Statistical Studies Division

Subject: 2011 American Community Survey Internet Tests: Results from Second
Test in November 2011- Revision

Attached is the final American Community Survey Research and Evaluation report “2011 American
Community Survey Internet Tests: Results from Second Test in November 2011.” The Internet tests
focused on evaluating the feasibility of providing an Internet response mode to addresses sampled for
the American Community Survey. The main objective of the tests was to determine the best way to
present the Internet mode in the ACS mailings to maximize self-response. This report summarizes the
results of the second ACS Internet Test conducted in November 2011.

In June 2012, this report was revised to modify the text regarding a comparison to Internet and mail
respondent demographics in the April 2011 Internet Test. This revision was required due to a change in
May 2012 to the April 2011 test report to indicate a significant finding that was mistakenly overlooked in
the previous version. See section 4.4 for the revision.

If you have any questions about this report, please contact Brenna Matthews at 301-763-2621 or
Jennifer Tancreto at 301-763-4250.

Attachment



cc:
ACS Research and Evaluation Team
Debbie Griffin (ACSO)
Todd Hughes

Agnes Kee

Andrew Roberts

Brian Wilson

Arnold Jackson (DIR)
Nancy Bates

Frank Vitrano

Mary Ann Chapin (DMD)
Justin Mclaughlin

Tim Gilbert (DSD)
Tony Tersine (DSSD)
Michael Bentley

Mary Davis

Steven Hefter

Joan Hill

Rachel Horwitz

Brenna Matthews

Michelle Ruiter

Jennifer Tancreto

Mary Frances Zelenak

David Johnson (SEHSD)
Scott Boggess

Bob Kominski

Enrique Lamas (POP)
Colleen Hughes

Anne Ross

Janice Valdisera



American Community Survey Research and Evaluation Program
May 14, 2012
Revised June 25, 2012

2011 American Community
Survey Internet Tests: Results
from Second Test in November

2011

FINAL REPORT

. ™ Brenna Matthews, Mary C. Davis, Jennifer G. Tancreto,

: United States y . ;
Mary Frances Zelenak, Michelle Ruiter
e n s u s Decennial Statistical Studies Division

Bureau




Intentionally Blank



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ccettiieiettee ettt sttt e st e e s st e e e saaae e s ssattaeessnasaeeeesnsseaessnnsaeeessnnseeeesnnnseeens iii
1. BACKGROUND ....cutiiiiitiitte ettt te et te e sttt e sttt e s st e e s saaa e e e ssastaeessaasaeeeesnsbeaessnnsaeeessnseeesensneeens 1
2. METHODOLOGY ...utiiiiiiiiteeiiiiteeeesieee s ssitt e e s s sibeeeessbraeesssaateeeessabaeeeesasaeessasseaeesansseeessssseeessnnsens 1
2.1 EXperimental TreatmeENTs ..o v et st e e e e raee s 2
DA ) 4 - 111 {171 [ TSP 4
2.3 ReSEAICh QUESTIONS ...eeeiiieieiiiie ettt e e st e e e b e e e s abaeeessaraeeeennneeeas 4
P N o 1V T B 1T =4 o D PP PP 5
T I 1 172 1 1 SRR 6
3.1 Comparisons ACross Treatments ..o 6
3.2 Comparison to the April INTerNet TESt......eviiiiiiieeecee e e 7
3.3 Differential UAA Rates between Strategies......ccccvveeeiiiiiiii i 8
3.4 Data Used to Calculate Item NONresponse RAtes......cccceveeeieiccciiiieeee e 8
PR R 01T I L U= (U o o TSR 9
I Y oY ] I 1T PSP 9
4.1 Which notification treatment produces the highest total self-administered response rate
(including mail and Internet) and the highest Internet response rate?.........cccccceeeecvveeeenneee. 11
4.2 Which notification treatment produces the highest Internet usage rates after the first
MONth Of data COlECLIONT ...cciiiiee e e 14
4.3 How do item nonresponse rates differ between Internet and mail responses as well as
NOLITICAtION StratEEIES? coiiiiieee e e e e e s et e e e e e e e e nnneeees 15
4.4 Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail
respondents? Across notification strategies?.......cooccviiiiiei e 20
5. SUIMIMARY ..iiititeittte ettt ste e st e e st e e st e e s at e e e sae e e s teeeasaeeensaeessbaeesabeeessseeensbaeessseesnsseessaeennnes 25
B. INEXT STEPS. ...ttt ettt ettt e e bt e s bt e st e e s bt e e s bt e e sabeeesaseeesabeessnseesneeesanee 25
ACKNOWIBAGEIMENTS.....cciiiiiireeeeee et e e e eee e e e e e e ettt aeeeeeeeesessssrsaeeeeeeeesasanrraseeeeassennnns 26
RETEIEINCES ...ttt et e st e st e e e st t e e s bt e e s bt e e sabeeesabeesbaeesnreas 26

Appendix A: Notification Strategy Mail Materials



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Timing and Content of ACS Internet Test MailingS.......ccccceeeeiiiieeeiiiiee e, 3
Table 2. Sample Sizes (mailable addresses) for the ACS Follow-Up Internet Notification

Y LA T =T OO S PP PP PPP PP PPPPPPPPP 4
Table 3. Comparisons Across Treatments (for each stratum) ........cccecveeeiieiiie e, 5
Table 4. Internet Return Type by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30,
200L) oottt ettt st e et eeen e s et e et et e e st e en st ee et er e e eneeeans 10
Table 5. Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by
Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011) .....cccceeeeieiiieeeeiiieeeeeceee e 11
Table 6. Differences in Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates
(excluding UAAs) by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011) ............. 12
Table 7. Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by
Notification Strategy and Stratum (through December 30, 2011) ....cevveeeiieciiiiiveeeeee e, 13
Table 8. Differences in Self-Administered Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by Notification
Strategy and Stratum (through December 30, 2011) ......c.ceviiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 14
Table 9. Internet Usage Rates by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30,
2000) ettt ettt ettt et et et et ettt e e et et e e e eee et et et e e et et et et et eaeeee et et et et etee et et aeeeeeaeeeeeneanans 15
Table 10. Differences in Internet Usage Rates by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through
oIV Z= g Y o T=T e 1O A0 J B ) SRR 15
Table 11. Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Mode and Stratum (for
Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses) .............. 17
Table 12. Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses) .............. 19

Table 13. Demographic Characteristics for the Respondent (Person 1) for Internet and Mail
Returns (excluding Control) (for Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard

EITOrS IN PAMENTNESES) . ueiii it e e e e e e e tr e e e e ette e e e e e abeeeeeaaseeeeeensaeeeanns 21
Table 14. Demographic Characteristics of Responding Households by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses) .............. 23

Table 15. Demographic Characteristics of Responding Households by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by December 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses)............... 24



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Test Objective

Since its inception, the American Community Survey (ACS) has collected data using three modes:
mailout/mailback of a paper questionnaire, Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview and Computer-
Assisted Personal Interview. In general, sampled addresses receive the mail questionnaire first and are
later eligible to be contacted by Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview and then as part of Computer-
Assisted Personal Interview nonresponse follow-up operations. The U.S. Census Bureau conducted two
ACS Internet tests in 2011—one in April and one in November— to evaluate the feasibility of providing
an Internet mode as fourth response mode to addresses selected for the ACS. The main objective of the
tests was to determine the best way to present the Internet mode in the ACS mailings to maximize self-
administered response. This report focuses on results from the November test.

Methodology

The April Internet Test studied “Choice” and “Push” strategies for notifying sampled addresses about the
Internet mode. The goals of the November Internet Follow-Up Test were to retest the top performing
strategies from the April Test and to explore other variations of these strategies. The first strategy that
was replicated from the April test was the Prominent Choice strategy (called Choice for the November
test); the web option was noticeably advertised in all mailings as an alternative to the paper
guestionnaire. Two additional strategies were created to potentially enhance this April Choice strategy:
Choice with Icons (with computer and pencil icons displayed next to the Internet and paper options,
respectively, on the front of the questionnaire to draw more attention to the choice of modes) and
Choice with Icons on Accelerated Mailing schedule (same as Choice with Icons, but the nonresponse
follow-up mailing for nonrespondents was mailed about two weeks after the initial mailing, instead of
three weeks as in ACS production).

The second strategy from the April test that was replicated was Push Accelerated, which directed
households to use the Internet before later providing the paper questionnaire in a nonresponse follow-
up mailing two weeks after the initial mailing. An additional strategy was based off of this April
strategy—Push Accelerated with New Postcard (same as Push Accelerated but those who received the
nonresponse follow-up mailing also received a new reminder postcard three days later).

The Control group was the November 2011 ACS production sample. These cases only received a paper
guestionnaire and did not have the opportunity to respond online.

We stratified the sample for this test so we could compare the effectiveness of the notification
strategies among households within each of the two strata. As in the April test, we stratified tracts into
two strata—Targeted and Not Targeted. The Targeted group consisted of tracts containing households
that we expected to use the Internet at a higher rate. The remaining tracts were in the Not Targeted

group.



Research Questions and Results

Which notification treatment produces the highest total self-administered response rate (including mail
and Internet) and the highest Internet response rate?

At the end of the first month of data collection (when we normally identify the Computer Assisted
Telephone Interview nonresponse follow-up workload):

e Inthe Targeted stratum, the self-administered response rate for the Push Accelerated with New
Postcard treatment was significantly higher than the rate for the best Choice treatment (Choice with
Icons Accelerated), the Push Accelerated treatment, and the Control.

e Inthe Not Targeted stratum, the self-administered response rate for the Push Accelerated with New
Postcard treatment was significantly higher than the rate for the Push Accelerated treatment, but
was not significantly different from the rates for any other treatments or the Control.

e Internet response rates in the Push treatments were more than double the rates in the Choice
treatments. The percent that responded via Internet was not significantly different across the Push
treatments or across the Choice treatments.

At the end of the second month of data collection:

e The response rates for almost all treatments were not significantly different. The only significant
finding was with the effect of adding the new postcard. The Push Accelerated with New Postcard
treatment had a higher self-administered response rate than the Push Accelerated treatment in
both strata. No comparison was made to the Control group using the second month of data due to
operational differences.

How do item nonresponse rates differ between Internet and mail responses as well as notification
strategies?

At the end of the first month of data collection (when we normally identify the Computer Assisted
Telephone Interview nonresponse follow-up workload):

e Internet break-offs negatively impacted item nonresponse measures for Internet returns,
particularly among the questions in the later part of the survey (the detailed person questions).
However, there was significantly lower item nonresponse for Internet responses for questions early
in the survey when compared to mail responses.

e The Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment had significantly higher item nonresponse for all
detailed person questions tested but lower item nonresponse for most questions early in the survey,
compared to the Control.



Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail respondents? Across
notification strategies?

e If we limit our analysis to the first month of response, Internet respondents (Person 1 only) were
more likely than mail respondents (Person 1, excluding Control) to be younger, more educated, and
to be living in larger households in both strata. Internet respondents were also more likely to be
Asian, non-Black, “other” race, multiple race, Hispanic, and speak a language other than English at
home than mail respondents. These trends generally hold over the second month of data collection.

e After one month of data collection household demographics at the treatment level reflect the
differences between mail and Internet demographics (i.e. treatments that consist mostly of Internet
responses reflect Month 1 Internet demographics and vice versa). However, after two months of
data collection any differences between treatments subsided (even without nonresponse follow-up
intervention).



1. BACKGROUND

The November 2011 American Community Survey (ACS) Internet Test was a follow-up study to
the ACS Internet Test conducted in April 2011 (see Tancreto et. al., 2012 for study motivation,
test design and results from the April Internet test). This follow-up study was designed to test
some changes to the two mailing strategies that proved most successful in the first test in hopes
of improving overall self-administered response and/or increasing Internet response, as well as
validate the findings of the April test.

Results from the April test indicate that providing a concurrent response mode choice
(Prominent Choice) was successful in not only driving response to the Internet, but in keeping
overall response very close to current ACS production (which uses mail only). These results
were very encouraging in light of findings from the first ACS Internet test in 2000 where
response decreased by over 5 percentage points when respondents were offered a choice
between modes (Griffin et al., 2001). The second successful strategy from the April Internet
Test was the Push Accelerated strategy, which pushed respondents to the Internet by removing
the paper option at the first mailing coupled with an accelerated mailing of a paper
guestionnaire to nonrespondents. While offering the choice between Internet and mail
produced response rates that tracked closely to offering mail only, the response rate for Push on
the Accelerated schedule was 2.6 percentage points higher than using mail only among areas
with households that we expected to be more likely to use the Internet, at the end of the first
month of data collection (Tancreto et al., 2012).

2. METHODOLOGY

Since its inception, the ACS has used three modes to collect data across a three-month period:
mailout/mailback of a paper questionnaire, Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI), and
Computer-Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI). Sampled addresses receive the mail
questionnaire first (month 1) and are later eligible to be contacted via CATI' (month 2) and then
CAPI* (month 3) as part of nonresponse follow-up. The November 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet
Test was the second of two tests that were designed to evaluate the feasibility of providing
Internet as a fourth response mode to addresses sampled for the ACS. The main objective of
these two tests was to determine the best way to present the Internet response mode in the
ACS mailing pieces to maximize self-administered response with minimal negative impact to
data quality. The methodology for the November Test is based on the results of the April test,
and the results of this follow-up test will determine the Internet notification strategy to be used
in ACS production starting in January 2013. For more information about the design of the online
survey, see Tancreto et al., 2012.

The November 2011 ACS Internet test took place in November and December 2011, and was
designed to test introducing a web response option during what is currently considered the mail
month of data collection in the November ACS production sample.’? Thus, the main focus for

! Mail nonrespondents can only be contacted via CATI if we have a phone number for the household. Otherwise, an
additional reminder postcard is sent so the cases have some contact before the CAPI month.

? Mail and CATI nonrespondents and cases ineligible for the mail and CATI modes are subsampled prior to inclusion in
the CAPI operation.

® There were no CATI or CAPI nonresponse follow-up operations for the test.



most metrics presented in this report is on responses received by the end of November, which is
the time we normally transition to nonresponse follow-up by telephone. Results are also
presented for the end of December, where appropriate.

2.1 Experimental Treatments

We tested five different strategies for notifying sampled households about the Internet
response mode using combinations of the five ACS production mailing pieces (pre-notice letter,
initial questionnaire mailing, reminder postcard and, for nonrespondents only, replacement
guestionnaire mailing, and a postcard for households that cannot be contacted via telephone
during the CATI month), as well as an additional reminder postcard new for this test. Three of
the notification strategies involved providing a concurrent choice between a paper
guestionnaire and Internet survey. Two additional strategies pushed households to use the
Internet by removing the paper questionnaire in the first mailing. We describe each notification
strategy in detail below, and Table 1 shows the timing and content of the mailings. Mail
materials new to the November test can be found in Appendix A; for all other mail materials
refer to the April 2011 Internet Test report (Tancreto et al., 2012).

Choice — This treatment is identical to the Prominent Choice treatment from the April Internet
Test. Households were given a choice of completing the ACS using a paper questionnaire or the
Internet. The Internet option was prominently displayed in the letter and on the questionnaire
of the initial mailing package, as well as in the reminder postcard and in the replacement
guestionnaire mailing. This treatment also included an Internet instruction card sent in both
guestionnaire mailing packages that provided the choice of response modes and instructions for
responding online.

Choice with Icons — This treatment is the same as Choice above, but with computer and pencil
icons displayed next to the Internet and paper options, respectively, on the front of the
guestionnaire to draw more attention to the choice of modes. We wanted to determine if
adding icons would draw more attention to the Internet option, given the evidence from
cognitive testing that respondents tend to pay attention to the questionnaire and disregard the
other mailing materials.

Choice with Icons on Accelerated Mailing Schedule — This treatment is the same as Choice with
Icons above, but the replacement questionnaire was mailed about two weeks after the first
guestionnaire—one week sooner than the replacement questionnaire is mailed in ACS
production. This is the first Choice treatment to use an accelerated mailing schedule, providing
the replacement questionnaire sooner and giving respondents more time to return the second
questionnaire (we previously tested the accelerated mail schedule for the Push treatments in
the April Internet Test.)

Push Internet on Accelerated Mailing Schedule — This treatment is identical to the Push
Accelerated treatment from the April Internet Test. In this treatment, sample addresses
received only a letter and Internet instruction card in their initial mailing, in lieu of a paper
guestionnaire. Nonrespondents received a paper questionnaire about two weeks later—one
week sooner than the replacement questionnaire is mailed in ACS production. The paper
guestionnaire in the replacement mailing included the same prominent display of the Internet
option on the form and in the cover letter that was used in the Choice treatment. The mail



materials accompanying the Internet request included language about the benefits of
responding online.

Push Internet on Accelerated Mailing Schedule with New Reminder Postcard — This treatment
is the same as Push Internet on Accelerated Mailing schedule, except a new reminder postcard
was sent three days after the paper questionnaire mailing (to the same nonrespondents that
received the paper questionnaire). Through the use of bold font, this new postcard stressed
the importance of completing the survey quickly (“Now is the time to complete the survey if you
have not already done so.”) and that a response is required (“Your response to this survey is
required by U.S. law.”). See Appendix A for a copy of the postcard.

The new reminder postcard was added to increase mail response for those who could not or
would not respond by Internet. It was designed to serve the same purpose as the reminder
postcard that is sent immediately after the initial mailing. However, it also reminded
respondents who started on the Internet to complete their Internet response or respond by mail
instead. The postcard was a different color (green instead of white) and slightly larger (1/4”
taller) than the first reminder postcard to better ensure recipients notice it. This new postcard
was mailed a few weeks before the postcard for nonrespondents without phone numbers who
are unable to be contacted in the CATI nonresponse follow-up operation.

Control (Mail only) — The Control was the November 2011 ACS production sample panel. There
was no Internet option for the Control cases.

Table 1. Timing and Content of ACS Internet Test Mailings4

Pre-Notice, Nonrespondents only
same . . Reminder . Additional
across Initial mailing New Reminder .
. Postcard Reminder
Treatment treatments (Mailed . Replacement Postcard 5
. (Mailed - . Postcard
(Mailed 10/24/11) 10/27/11) mailing (Mailed (Mailed
10/20/11
0/20/11) 11/14/11) 12/1/11)
Choice No n.10de Paper and
mentioned Reminder Internet offer
Choice with No mode Paber and for paper (Mailed
Icons mentioned P pap 11/17/11)
- - Internet offer and . .
Choice with Not mailed Reminder
No mode Internet
Icons mentioned for paper
Accelerated Paper and and
Push No mode Internet offer Internet
Accelerated mentioned Reminder (Mailed
Push Internet only 11/10/11) Reminder for
. No mode for Internet
Accelerated with mentioned paper and
New Postcard Internet
Control (Mail No mode Reminder Paper. only . Reminder
Only) mentioned Paper only for paper (Mailed Not mailed for paper
y pap 11/17/11) pap

* The dates shown in this table reflect when the mailing piece was actually mailed. The list of which households
would receive the mailing was determined three days before the mailing date.

> This postcard is only sent to nonrespondents for whom we do not have a phone number and thus, cannot be
contacted in CATI follow-up.




2.2 Stratification

Similar to the April test, we stratified the sample for this test into two strata, called Targeted
and Not Targeted. The Targeted stratum contained tracts with large proportions of households
that we suspected were more likely to use the Internet (young, mobile people and advantaged
homeowners) and the Not Targeted stratum contained the balance. For more information on
stratification, refer to the April 2011 Internet Test report (Tancreto et al., 2012).

We crossed the five experimental notification strategies with the two strata to create ten
experimental treatment panels as shown in Table 2. We also applied the strata definition to the
Control (Mail only) group, the November 2011 ACS production sample panel, for a total of ten
treatments and two control panels. Each of the five experimental treatment groups had a total
sample of 20,000 addresses (10,000 in each stratum) resulting in a total of 100,000 sample
addresses selected specifically for the experiment and roughly 286,000 sample addresses from
ACS production where in the Control. The experimental treatment samples were equally
allocated to the two strata, resulting in an oversample of addresses for the Targeted stratum,
which accounts for only one-third of the sample universe. The Control (Mail only) contained a
higher number of households in the Not Targeted stratum than the Targeted stratum, as it is
fully representative of the sample universe.

Table 2. Sample Sizes (mailable addresses) for the ACS Follow-Up Internet Notification Strategies Test

Notification Strategy Targeted Not Targeted
Control (Mail only) 87,897 197,841
Experimental Treatments
Choice
Choice 10,000 10,000
Choice with Icons 10,000 10,000
Choice with lIcons Accelerated 10,000 10,000
Push Internet
Push Accelerated 10,000 10,000
Push Accelerated with New Postcard 10,000 10,000
Total of Experimental Treatments 50,000 50,000

2.3 Research Questions

In advance of the test, we identified a series of research questions to help assess the success of
the various notification strategy treatments. We list the research questions here, and provide
answers to these questions in Section 4 of this report. The analysis for each of these research
guestions was conducted separately for the Targeted and Not Targeted strata.

e  Which notification treatment produces the highest total self-administered response rate
(including mail and Internet) and highest Internet self-administered response rate?

e  Which notification treatment produces the highest Internet usage rate after the first month
of data collection?

e How do item nonresponse rates differ between Internet and mail responses as well as
notification strategies?

e Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail respondents?
Across notification strategies?



2.4 Analysis Design

This test was designed to simulate a typical one month mail data collection period in the ACS.
There were no CATI or CAPI nonresponse follow-up operations for the experimental treatments,
but the Control included nonresponse follow-up since it was the ACS production sample. The
online survey was available beyond the first month so we could see whether we would get more
visits or return visits from the treatment samples after we typically would have started
nonresponse follow-up by CATI. The focus in this study is the first month of data collection,
before the Control cases were sent to CATI nonresponse follow-up, since we do not know what
effect the CATI operation would have on the measures in this report for the experimental
treatments. Where appropriate, results are given through the end of the second month of data
collection (December 2011).

To maximize the testing power for each research question, we used a four-step method, shown
in Table 3, for comparing the notification treatments. Step 1 of the testing consisted of two
parts. Part A compared the Choice and the Choice with Icons treatments to measure the effect
of adding the icons to the questionnaire. Part B compared Choice with Icons to Choice with
Icons on Accelerated Mailing Schedule to determine the effect of the different mailing schedules
for the Choice option®. Step 2 compared the winners from both parts of Step 1. If both parts of
Step 1 had the same winner or the resulting Step 2A test would be a duplicate of one of the
tests in Step 1, Step 2A was skipped. The two Push treatments (with and without the new
postcard) were compared in Step 2B. Step 3 compared the best Choice treatment to the best
Push treatment. Step 4 compared the winner of the experimental treatments to the Control
group.

Table 3. Comparisons Across Treatments (for each stratum)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

A. Compare winner of
Step 1A to winner of

A. Compare Choice to
Choice w/ Icons

Step 1B Compare Choice
; . Compare Step 3
B. Compare Choice Winner to Push .
. . Winner to Control
w/ Icons to Choice w/  B. Compare Push Winner
Icons on Accelerated Treatments

Mailing Schedule

Note that the winners were determined based on specific evaluation measures for each
research question (See Section 4 for evaluation measures). In the event that the treatments
were not significantly different at any step in the process, the treatment with the most desirable
rate was selected to move forward to the next testing step. At times, we extended the
statistical testing to make comparisons between the Control and another treatment of interest,
as noted in the report.

® The effect of the different mailing schedules for the Push options was tested in the April Internet Test by comparing
Push Accelerated and Push Regular (Tancreto et al., 2012).



All analyses used t-tests for the comparisons where the family-wise error rate was adjusted for
multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni-Holm Multiple Comparison Procedure’. All results
are weighted to reflect the probability of selection into the sample.

3. LIMITATIONS

3.1 Comparisons Across Treatments

Several operational and timing differences across treatments influence the ability to make
specific comparisons. In particular, comparisons between the control and the experimental
treatments must account for the fact that only the control treatment included nonresponse
follow-up activities that are known to increase levels of response. The control was the ACS
production sample panel for the month of November. This panel followed the ACS protocol of
mail data collection in month 1, followed by nonresponse follow-up by CATI in month 2. The
experimental notification strategy treatments did not go to the CATI nonresponse follow-up
operation in month 2. For this reason, the comparisons between the control and experimental
treatments in this report focus on responses received in the first month of data collection as
CATI calls are known to elicit mail response, which would affect comparisons. Also, any
experimental treatment cases that responded by mail or Internet in the second month may have
been converted to CATI interviews if we were using regular ACS production operations.

In addition, the Control, the Choice, and the Choice with Icons treatments used a regular mail
schedule for the replacement mailing while the three remaining “accelerated” treatments
received those mailings one week earlier. Similar attention is warranted when making
comparisons between treatments with different mail schedules.

3.2 Comparison to the April Internet Test

There are four limitations when comparing results between the April 2011 Internet Test and the
November 2011 Follow-Up Internet test— the timing of when mailing pieces were sent out,
criteria for including mail returns in response rate calculations, differences in the replacement
guestionnaire universe, and the composition of who responds to the treatments.

3.2.1 Timing Differences

The ACS mailing schedule is based on timing rules rather than calendar dates. For instance, the
initial survey questionnaire is generally sent on the last Monday of the month prior to the data
collection month. Nonrespondents for the replacement questionnaire are identified on the
Monday three weeks after the initial questionnaire mailing, and sent the replacement
guestionnaire on Thursday of that week. The CATI nonresponse follow-up operation starts on
the first day of the following month.

" When Step 2A was skipped, we adjusted the total number of tests performed in the Bonferroni-Holm Multiple
Comparison procedure. For more information about the Bonferroni-Holm Multiple Comparison Procedure see
Westfall et al., 1999.



Because of this mailing schedule structure, the November Test had 37 days in the data collection
month (October 24 — November 30), while the April test had 30 days in its data collection month
(March 28 — April 28). This seven-day time difference is manifested in the time between the
replacement mailing and the end of the month. These extra days allowed for more responses to
come in (especially mail responses) by the end of the first month of data collection in the
November test than the April test.

3.2.2 Mail Return Dates for Rate Calculations

The April Internet Test used the check-in date to determine whether or not a mail return would
be classified as a response. The check-in date allows for up to three days for processing (to
determine if the form is blank or not) after the form is received.

However, in May 2011, ACS production began using the laser sort date to classify mail
responses, and the November test reflected this change in methodology. Using the laser sort
date instead of the check-in date allowed mail returns to be counted as responses as soon as
they were received, similar to counting Internet activity as a response with the earliest possible
date of Internet activity. For both mail and Internet responses, the status after processing was
still taken into account to exclude blank forms from responses.

3.2.3 Replacement Questionnaire Universe

In May 2011, ACS production operations changed how they dealt with ACS mailings that were
returned as Undeliverable as Addressed (UAA; see Section 3.3 below for the UAA definition). If
the initial mailing was returned as UAA prior to identifying the replacement mailing universe,
the address was not sent any further mailings. This procedure was followed for the November
test. For the April Internet Test, UAAs were included in the replacement mailings.

An additional difference in the replacement questionnaire universe is related to incomplete
Internet responses. All respondents who had an incomplete Internet response should have
received the replacement questionnaire. However, for the April Internet Test, the replacement
guestionnaire was not mailed to Internet respondents that were considered sufficiently, but not
fully, complete. In the November Follow-Up Internet Test the replacement package was mailed
to all applicable cases. This may have prompted more mail response and/or more complete
Internet response as compared to the April test.

3.2.4 Composition of Treatments

The distribution of Internet respondents differs between the two tests when combining data
across treatments for item nonresponse as well as demographics. The April test had two Choice
treatments (one with very little Internet response) and two Push treatments; thus, half of the
experimental treatments were “pushed” to the Internet. The November test had three Choice
treatments and two Push treatments. This resulted in proportionately more people choosing to
use the Internet in November than in April, rather than being pushed and potentially producing
estimates that reflect more “choice” respondents than “push” respondents than the April test.



3.3 Differential UAA Rates between Strategies

Some mailings that are provided to the United States Postal Service for delivery are returned as
UAA because the postal service was unable to deliver to the address provided. For all response
rate calculations, cases where the initial ACS mailing package was returned as UAA impacted the
denominator as follows:

e Cases whose UAA was received before the nonresponse universe was identified, were
never mailed a replacement mailing, and did not have any other indication of a response
were excluded from the denominator since these cases did not receive any follow-up
mailings and thus did not have a chance to respond.

e (Cases whose UAA was received after the replacement mailing universe had been
determined were included in the denominator since it is possible that a case could get
the second mailing and thus have a chance to respond.

The replacement questionnaire universe was identified on November 7, 2011 for the
accelerated schedule, and November 14, 2011 for the regular schedule. Thus, treatments on
the regular schedule had an extra week (November 8-14) to identify UAAs to exclude from the
response rate denominators. Because of this, more UAAs were excluded from response rate
calculations of treatments on the regular schedule than the accelerated schedule, inflating the
response rates slightly for treatments on the regular schedule.

3.4 Data Used to Calculate Item Nonresponse Rates

Unedited data were used to compute the evaluation measures in this report because we did not
want edits and imputation to mask how respondents complete the survey. As such, we cannot
assess the impact of the edits and imputation on the final item nonresponse rates that would be
calculated in ACS production.

Also, in calculating the item nonresponse rates, we looked at the presence of an answer, not at
the validity of that answer. This may give an unfair advantage to the item nonresponse rates for
Internet cases. The data from the mail responses have been keyed, which in many cases means
that an invalid answer (e.g. “N/A”, “Don’t Know”, “None of your business”, etc.) for a particular
guestion was turned into a blank response for that question. That same invalid answer in an
Internet case was not turned into a blank response, and therefore, was counted as having a valid
response. Also, when multiple responses were marked on the paper question for questions
requiring a single response, a post-processing step deletes the duplicate responses making the
entire response blank. However, the Internet instrument was programmed to allow only one
answer for those questions, eliminating the possibility of a blanked duplicate response, and
possibly leading to lower item nonresponse for those items. The Internet instrument also
automated skip patterns and included some soft edits, potentially prompting for responses to
items that may be accidently missed or skipped on a mail form.



3.5 Speed of Returns

In the April Internet Test we examined the speed at which mail and Internet returns were
received. Unfortunately, for the November test there were some inconsistencies in the laser
sorting of mail returns—thus, measures of speed of returns are not accurate and are not
included in this report. We would expect the speed of returns to mimic the pattern for April;
please refer to the April report for more details and interpretation (Tancreto et al., 2012).

4. RESULTS

Our main focus in this test was to measure the effect of providing an Internet response option
on the overall self-administered response rates. Besides these rates, we looked at additional
items to get an overall picture of the effects of the new response mode and to gauge potential
cost savings and data quality—Internet response and usage rates, item nonresponse, and
demographic characteristics of respondents and responding households. Again, we conducted
the analyses separately for each stratum to determine which notification strategy treatment
performed best in each stratum.

The Definition of a Response

It is important to define what is considered a response for this report. This definition is slightly
different if the household replied by mail or Internet.

For mail returns, if the case returned a non-blank® form or completed an interview through
Telephone Questionnaire Assistance (TQA), it is considered a response. Mail respondents signify
that, at least until further contact from a follow-up operation, they have completed as much
information as they are willing to provide by the sheer act of sending back the form or ending
the TQA interview.

On the other hand, we do not know the intent of Internet respondents who started the survey
but did not complete it (i.e. break-offs). They may have deliberately left the survey, timed out,
or forgot to or could not (due to login problems) return to complete the survey. Internet
returns were classified into three groups, based on how far the respondent got in the survey,
using rules originally developed for the CATI/CAPI modes. The survey has three sections—
demographic questions (relationship, sex, age/date of birth, Hispanic origin, and race) for each
person in the household; housing questions; and detailed questions about each person. A case
that listed at least one household member but did not get beyond the housing questions is
classified as an “insufficient partial” break-off. Cases that reached the first question in the
detailed person section are considered a “sufficient partial” break-off. Cases that reached the
last screen in the survey are considered “complete.” The distribution of the three types of
Internet returns by strategy can be found in Table 4. The number of Internet responses (n) for
each treatment is also displayed.

8 ACS operations consider a form to be non-blank even if there is only minimal information provided, specifically, a
phone number or name of a household member. This definition originates from the Failed Edit Follow-Up operation,
where cases can be followed up using the respondent supplied telephone number or a telephone number found on
the Master Address File.



Table 4. Internet Return Type by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011)

Notification Strategy

Stratum . Choice with Choice with Push Push
Choice lcons Icons Accelerated Accelerated
Accelerated with New PC
Targeted n=1,077 n=1,021 n=1,100 n=2,885 n=2,963
Percent Complete 91.5 91.6 91.1 89.0 89.2
Percent Sufficient Partial 6.7 6.6 7.0 8.6 8.7
Percent Insufficient Partial 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.4 2.1
Not Targeted n=665 n=653 n=673 n=1,774 n=1,873
Percent Complete 89.8 90.8 90.3 87.4 88.7
Percent Sufficient Partial 8.7 6.9 8.0 9.9 9.0
Percent Insufficient Partial 1.5 2.3 1.6 2.7 2.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011

The question arose in the April test as to whether all three types of Internet respondents should
be considered a response for self-administered response rate calculations. The trade-off is
between response rates and data quality; including insufficient and sufficient partials as
responses yields higher response rates but also higher item missing data rates.

The resulting decision from the April Internet Test was to consider insufficient partials as a
nonresponse and (in a production environment) pursue these units in nonresponse follow-up
operations. Thus, insufficient partials are not included as responses in self-administered
response rates nor are they used in any other evaluation measures in this report’; sufficient
partials and completes are both counted as responses.

Thus, the self-administered response rate and Internet response rate are defined as such:

# of mailable sample addresses that provided a non-blank

Self- response by mail, by TQA, or at least a sufficient partial
administered = response by Internet *100
Response Rate Total # of mailable sample addresses excluding UAAs

# of mailable sample addresses that provided at least a

Internet _ sufficient partial Internet response %100
Response Rate Total # of mailable sample addresses excluding UAAs

® While insufficient partials were easily identified and excluded from the analyses, there is no easily identifiable
equivalent for mail returns. Thus, there may be some mail returns that should be excluded under the sufficient
partial definition that are included in the analyses. These cases should only comprise a very small percentage of total
mail returns.
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4.1 Which notification treatment produces the highest total self-administered
response rate (including mail and Internet) and the highest Internet response rate?

Based on April results, we expected the self-administered response rates for the Push
treatments to outperform those of the Choice treatments and Control in the Targeted Stratum,
and be similar to the other treatments in the Not Targeted Stratum. Additionally, we thought
the Choice with Icons Accelerated would have self-administered response rates closer to the
Push treatments (which also had accelerated schedules) compared to the two other Choice
treatments. We also expected to get more Internet response in the Choice with Icons treatment
than Choice, and more Internet response in the Push treatments than the Choice treatments.

Table 5 contains the self-administered response rates for each notification strategy and Control
by strata. These rates indicate the amount of self-administered response (by Internet and mail)
received at the time when the ACS would normally transition to nonresponse follow-up by CATI,
after the first month of data collection (November 30, 2011). The table also includes the
percent of mailable cases (excluding UAAs) that responded by Internet. Table 6 contains
statistical testing of the total self-administered response rates and Internet response rates
according to the four-step process identified in Section 2.4, for both strata, for the same time
period.

Table 5. Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by Notification
Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011)

Notification Strategy

Stratum Control Choice Choice with Ch(ilccjn\;vlth Push Push Accel with
(Mail only) Icons Accelerated New Postcard
Accelerated
Targeted
Response Rate 43.3 44.6 43.8 46.3 441 48.7
(SE) (0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4)
INT Response Rate N/A 11.3 10.6 11.0 28.7 29.6
(SE) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.5) (0.4)
Not Targeted
Response Rate 37.0 36.0 36.5 37.7 32,5 37.2
(SE) (0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4)
INT Response Rate N/A 7.4 7.2 6.9 18.0 19.0
(SE) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
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Table 6. Differences in Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates (excluding UAAs)
by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011)

Compare Choice Compare Choice Compare Best of Compare Push Cor_'npare Best Compare Best
. . ) . . Choice and Best Strategy and
Strategies Strategies Choice Strategies Strategies
Push Control
Difference D|ffer¢?nce Difference Difference . .
. (Choice (Best of Difference Difference
(Choice - . (Push Accel .
Stratum . Best w/icons - Best | Test1l-— Best Best | (Choice- Best (Best - Best
Choice . -Push Accel
w/lcons) Choice w/ Best of w/ PC) Push) Control)
Icons Accel) Test 2)
Targeted
Resp.Rate 0.9 . | -25* VS;‘I‘ZE:S 1.6 vs/hl‘z(')c:s 4.7*  Push | -2.4*  Push | 5.4*  Push
(SE) (0.7) (0.7) Accel | (06) Accel (0.6) w/PC| (0.6) w/PC| (0.4)  w/PC
lE:Ln;;te ’ Choice 04 VS;Z:)C:S 03 Choice 0.9 Push | -18.3 Push N/A
. 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 PC 0.6 PC
oo (09) 5 M oF ©a (©6) w/PC| (06) w/
Not Targeted
hoi hoi hoi hoi
Resp. Rate  -0.5  Choice| -1.2 \AC/ /izf:S N/AR VS /I‘Z(')crfs 47%  Push | 06 \AC, /|2::s 0.7 \AC, /|2::s
(SE) (0.6)  w/lcons (0.6) Accel Accel (0.7) w/PC (0.6) Accel (0.5) Accel
Internet
. . 0.3 Choice - . -1.0 Push | -11.7* Push
R(ZSEF;' rate o4y MOl 63 wicons| VA Choice | 05)  wpc| (0.5)  wspC N/A

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011

* Indicates statistical significance at a<0.1, controlling for multiple comparisons.

** This test was done in Test 2 (Compare Choice Strategies). Thus, this test was excluded from the alpha adjustment
for multiple comparisons.

First, for the first month of data collection, there was no impact on either overall self-
administered response or Internet response from adding icons where we presented the choice
of modes on the questionnaire, in either stratum. There was some improvement seen when
accelerating the second questionnaire mailing under a choice strategy. The Choice with Icons
Accelerated treatment produced a significantly higher self-administered response rate than the
other two Choice treatments in the Targeted stratum. Given there were no significant
differences in the Internet response rates across the Choice treatments, the accelerated
schedule served as an earlier reminder to return either of the two mail questionnaires. There
was no significant effect of accelerating the second questionnaire mailing with a choice strategy
in the Not Targeted stratum.

Overall, at the end of the first month of data collection, the new postcard had a marked positive
benefit on self-administered response rates. In the Targeted stratum, the Push Accelerated with
New Postcard treatment significantly outperformed the Push Accelerated treatment and the
Choice with Icons Accelerated treatment (the best Choice treatment). In fact, the new postcard
alone accounted for a 4.7 percentage point response gain in both strata. Moreover, the Push
Accelerated with New Postcard treatment had a significant 5.4 percentage point advantage in
response compared to the Control in Targeted, although it was not significantly different from
Control in the Not Targeted stratum.

Looking at Internet response in both strata, the percent that responded via Internet is not

significantly different across the Push treatments or across the Choice treatments for the month
of November. Internet response in Push treatments was more than double the rate in Choice

12




panels. This was expected as those in the Push treatments did not receive a questionnaire in
the first mailing and were thus forced to use the Internet, unless they held out until the paper
form arrived.

Taking a closer look at the Push Accelerated and Push Accelerated with New Postcard
treatments, the Internet response rates are not significantly different while the overall response
rate is significantly higher for the New Postcard treatment in November. Thus, while the new
postcard did little for Internet response, it did serve as a reminder (similar to the postcard that
follows the initial mailing) to mail the paper questionnaire back, which is exactly what we
expected the postcard to do.

We did not conduct CATI nonresponse follow-up on cases in the experimental treatments in this
test (Control cases were included in CATI starting December 1, 2011). However, the fifth mailing
piece—the additional reminder postcard—was sent to households that had not responded
(including partially complete Internet responses) for which we did not have a phone number.
These cases typically receive the postcard instead of a CATI call early in the second month of
data collection (for this test, December 1, 2011). Response rates and testing for the
experimental treatments'? at the end of December are found in Tables 7 and 8, respectively.
Again, these rates do not simulate the rates we would expect if the treatment cases had gone to
CATI nonresponse follow-up.

Table 7. Self-Administered Response Rates and Internet Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by Notification
Strategy and Stratum (through December 30, 2011)

Notification Strategy

Push Accelerated

Stratum Choice Choice with Icons Choice w/ Icons Push with New
Accelerated Accelerated
Postcard
Targeted
Response Rate 53.7 52.9 51.8 51.1 54.9
(SE) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4)
Internet Response Rate 13.0 12.3 12.3 304 31.1
(SE) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.5) (0.4)
Not Targeted
Response Rate 43.8 44.1 42.7 38.8 42.9
(SE) (0.4) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5)
Internet Response Rate 8.7 8.5 7.7 19.3 20.1
(SE) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Internet Test, November to December 2011

1%\We removed the Control from Tables 7 and 8, since CATI nonresponse follow-up calls may have resulted in some
mail returns in the month of December.
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Table 8. Differences in Self-Administered Response Rates (excluding UAAs) by Notification Strategy and
Stratum (through December 30, 2011)

Compare Choice Compare Choice  |Compare Best of Choice Compare Push Compare Best Choice
Strategies Strategies Strategies Strategies and Best Push
Difference lefer(?nce Difference Difference .
. (Choice . Difference
(Choice - . (Winner Test (Push Accel - .
Stratum . Best w/icons - Best . Best Best (Choice- Best
Choice . 1-Winner Push Accel w/
w/icons) Choice w/ Test 2) PC) Push)
icons Accel)
Targeted
Estimate 0.9 . 11 Choice % . -3.8* Push -1.2 Push
(SE) (07)  Choice 07)  wficons| VA Choice (0.7) w/PC|  (0.7) w/PC
Not Targeted
Estimate -0.2 Choice 14 Choice N/A** Choice -4.1% Push 1.2 Choice
(SE) (0.6) w/icons (0.7) w/icons w/icons (0.7) w/PC (0.6) w/icons

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Internet Test, November to December 2011

* Indicates statistical significance at a<0.1, controlling for multiple comparisons.

** This test was done in Test 1. Thus, this test was excluded from the alpha adjustment for multiple comparisons.
*** The winners for Test 1 and Test 2 are the same. Thus, this test was excluded from the alpha adjustment for
multiple comparisons.

The only remaining significant self-administered response rate difference among the strategies
in both strata after two months of data collection was that the Push Accelerated with New
Postcard treatment was still significantly higher than the Push Accelerated treatment. This
confirms that the postcard had a positive effect on response. No other differences were found
across treatments.

4.2 Which notification treatment produces the highest Internet usage rates after the
first month of data collection?

The Internet usage rate shows the percent of all responses that came from Internet. The
formula to compute the Internet usage rate is:

# of sample addresses with an Internet response
Total # of sample addresses that provided a non-
blank response by mail, by TQA, or at least a
sufficient partial response by Internet

Internet Usage Rate = *100

We expected that the Push treatments would have higher Internet usage rates than any Choice
treatment (as we saw in the April test) because households in the Push treatments did not have
the option of responding by mail in the initial mailing. We also hypothesized that the Internet
usage rates would be higher for the Choice with Icons treatments than the Choice treatment.
We thought that adding icons might draw more attention to the Internet option, as there is
evidence from cognitive interviewing that respondents tend to pay attention to the
guestionnaire and disregard other mailing materials.

Internet usage rates (at the end of the first month of data collection) for the experimental

treatments by stratum are found in Table 9. Testing of differences in Internet usage rates is
shown in Table 10.
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Table 9. Internet Usage Rates by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November 30, 2011)

Notification Strategy

Choice with

Push Accelerated

Stratum Push
Choice Choice with Icons Icons with New
Accelerated
Accelerated Postcard
Targeted
INT Usage Rate 25.3 24.2 23.8 65.2 60.8
(SE) (0.8) (0.8) (0.6) (0.7) (0.7)
Not Targeted
INT Usage Rate 20.5 19.8 18.4 55.5 51.2
(SE) (0.7) (0.6) (0.6) (1.0) (0.8)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011

Table 10. Differences in Internet Usage Rates by Notification Strategy and Stratum (through November
30, 2011)

Compare Choice Compare Choice  |Compare Best of Choice Compare Push Compare Best Choice
Strategies Strategies Strategies Strategies and Best Push
Difference lefere'nce Difference Difference .
(Choice - (Choice (Winner Test (Push Accel - Difference
Stratum . Best w/icons - Best ) Best est (Choice- Best
Choice ) 1— Winner Push Accel w/
w/icons) Choice w/ Test 2) PC) Push)
icons Accel)
Targeted
Estimate 1.0 . 0.4 Choice - . 4.4%* Push -40.0* Push
(SE) 12) Ol wiicons] VA Choice (1.0)  Accel| (0.9) Accel
Not Targeted
Estimate 0.7 14 Choice 4.2% Push -34.9* Push
hoi N/A** hoi
(SE) o) M| 08 wicons| Choice (13)  Accel| (1.2) Accel

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
* Indicates statistical significance at a<0.1, controlling for multiple comparisons.
** This test was done in Test 1. Thus, this test was excluded from the alpha adjustment for multiple comparisons.

As expected, in both strata, after one month of data collection Internet usage was higher for
Push treatments than for Choice treatments. There were no significant differences among the
Choice treatments. The Push Accelerated treatment had a significantly higher Internet usage
rate than the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment, due mostly to the additional mail
responses for the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment from the new postcard.

At the end of December the differences in Internet usage between treatments in November
held with the exception of the difference between the Push Accelerated and Push Accelerated
with New Postcard treatments in the Not Targeted stratum. This difference was no longer
significant.

4.3 How do item nonresponse rates differ between Internet and mail responses as
well as notification strategies?

We explored item nonresponse across mail (excluding the Control group) and Internet returns
to compare the completeness of the returns by mode (Table 11). These rates were computed
on pre-edited data, so they do not reflect final ACS item nonresponse rates. As a reminder,
these rates exclude Internet break-offs classified as insufficient partials.
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The universes for most of the questions chosen for item nonresponse analysis did not depend
on an answer from a previous question. Thus, the nonresponse for these items was not
influenced by a prior item’s nonresponse. The universe for three of the detailed questions ** did
depend on reported age so if age was missing, the person record was excluded for analysis for
these questions.

We expected to see a pattern similar to the April item nonresponse—Internet returns having
very low item nonresponse in basic demographic and housing questions and higher
nonresponse for questions in the detailed person section.

1 Educational attainment, Speak another language, and Work Last week.
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Table 11. Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Mode and Stratum (for Households
that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses)

Targeted Not Targeted
Internet Mail Intern'et ) Internet Mail Intern_et i
Variable Mail Mail
Basic Demographic Questions
0.4 1.0 -0.6* 0.4 1.3 -0.8*
Age/DOB (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Sex 0.1 2.3 -2.2% 0.1 2.5 -2.4%
(0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1)
Relationship 0.1 0.6 -0.6* 0.0 0.9 -0.9*
(0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1)
Hispanic Origin 0.3 5.2 -4,9* 0.3 7.0 -6.7*
(0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3)
Race 0.3 2.3 -2.0* 0.3 2.9 -2.6*
(0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2)
Housing Questions
- 0.1 1.5 -1.4% 0.0 2.5 -2.5%
Type of Building (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.2) (0.2)
Number of Rooms 0.5 2.7 -2.2% 0.4 3.5 -3.1%*
(0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2)
. 1.2 1.9 -0.7* 1.9 2.4 -0.5%*
Number of Vehicles (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Food Stamps 1.2 2.3 -1.2%* 1.9 3.0 -1.1%
(0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Tenure 1.2 4.3 -3.2% 1.7 5.4 -3.7%
(0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3)
Detailed Person Questions
. 6.4 4.4 2.0* 7.4 6.2 1.3*%
Place of Birth (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
Educational attainment 6.2 6.0 0.2 74 8.6 -1.3*
(0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
Speak Another 6.4 5.2 1.1* 7.7 7.3 0.3
Language (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
Health Insurance 7.5 5.1 2.3*% 8.8 7.0 1.8*
(0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.5)
. . 7.3 5.1 2.2% 8.7 6.8 1.8*
Difficulty Hearing (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
5.7 6.0 -0.3 7.1 8.2 -1.1%
Work Last week (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.5)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
* Indicates statistical significance at a<0.1.

After the first month of data collection, item nonresponse rates for Internet responses were
significantly lower than mail for basic demographic and housing items, but most detailed person
guestions examined had higher item nonresponse rates for Internet than mail. The questions in
the detailed person section were more likely to suffer from item nonresponse on the Internet
due to Internet break-offs since Internet respondents tended to break-off at the start of (or
during) the detailed person questions (resulting in no detailed information for one or more

people).

17



The focus thus far has been on comparing Internet and mail returns, but we also wanted to
examine item nonresponse rates by treatments since they contain a blend of Internet and mail
responses. Table 12 contains item nonresponse rates for each treatment and the Control by
stratum for the month of November. The table includes testing results between Push
Accelerated with New Postcard and the Control only, as indicated in the Push Accelerated with
New Postcard column. The Push Accelerated with New Postcard was the only treatment tested
against the Control group since it was the leading treatment from the self-administered
response rate analyses. Comparing multiple treatments would have reduced the power of our
tests for the comparison of most interest.
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Table 12. Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses)

Targeted Not Targeted
Control Choice Choice push Push Control Choice Choice push Push
_ (mail Choice w/ w/lcons Accel Accel (mail Choice w/ w/Icons Accel Accel
Variable only) Icons Accel ccel w/pcC only) Icons Accel el w/rc
Basic Demographic
Questions
Age/DOB 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.7 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.2 0.8 1.0
(0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2)
Sex 2.2 1.6 1.8 1.7 0.7 1.0* 2.5 1.8 1.8 2.3 1.0 1.1%*
(0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1)
Relationship 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.2* 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.3 0.5*
(0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Hispanic Origin 4.3 3.9 3.6 3.2 2.1 2.1% 6.0 4.4 4.8 5.7 2.9 4.2%
(0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3)
Race 2.1 1.6 1.7 1.5 1.1 1.0* 2.7 1.8 2.3 2.5 1.7 1.4%
(0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Housing
Questions
Tvpe of Buildin 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.9* 2.4 1.8 1.9 2.1 1.3 1.3*
s & (01 (02 (02) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) 0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2)
Number of Rooms 2.4 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.7* 3.2 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.0 1.8*%
(0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2)
Number of 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.6 2.4 1.9 2.2 2.6 2.4 2.0
Vehicles (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2)
Food Stamps 1.7 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.9 2.5 2.8 2.2 3.0 2.8 2.4
(0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2)
Tenure 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.2 2.6 2.8*% 4.7 4.4 4.1 4.8 3.8 3.7*
(0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3)
Detailed Person
Questions
Place of Birth 3.5 4.7 4.6 4.1 6.6 6.3** 5.3 6.2 5.8 6.6 7.7 7.0%*
(0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.4)
Educational 5.0 5.5 5.8 5.1 7.2 6.7** 7.4 7.9 7.1 8.1 9.0 8.7*%*
attainment (0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (0.4)
Speak Another 4.2 5.1 5.2 4.6 7.0 6.7** 6.3 6.9 6.3 7.5 8.4 8.0**
Language (0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4)
Health Insurance 4.1 5.4 5.1 5.0 7.6 7.6%* 6.0 7.0 6.7 7.4 9.0 8.3%*
(0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5)
Difficulty Hearing 4.1 5.4 5.1 4.6 7.5 7.5%% 5.9 6.8 6.5 7.3 9.0 8.1%*
(0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5)
Work Last week 5.0 5.3 5.5 5.1 6.4 6.9%* 7.1 7.2 6.8 8.2 8.5 8.2**
(0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.4)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
Note: Testing was only done between Push Accelerated with New Postcard and the Control.

* Significantly lower than Control at a<0.1.
** Significantly higher than Control at a<0.1

The effects of the modes from Table 11 are reflected in Table 12. After one month of data
collection, treatments with high Internet response (the Push treatments) more closely follow
the patterns of Internet nonresponse in Table 11. The Push Accelerated with New Postcard
treatment had significantly higher item nonresponse than the Control (likely due to Internet
breakoffs) for all of the detailed person questions, but had significantly lower item nonresponse
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rates for almost all basic demographic and some housing items in both strata. Item
nonresponse for age, number of vehicles, and food stamps are the only rates that are not
significantly different between the two treatments for both strata.

It is important to note that the rates in Table 12 are not a simple weighted average between the
mail and Internet numbers in Table 11. For example, the item nonresponse rates for Health
Insurance in the Targeted stratum are 7.5 for Internet and 5.1 for mail. One might expect, when
combining mail and Internet responses that the resulting item nonresponse rate will be
between 5.1 and 7.5. However, for Push Accelerated the rate is 7.6 in the Targeted stratum.
This is because the Internet respondents for Push treatments are different than the Internet
respondents for Choice treatments. In the Choice treatments, Internet respondents only
include people who chose to respond via Internet, where the Push treatments include people
who would have chosen Internet, if given an option, plus people who completed via the Internet
because they did not have another option at that time.

4.4 Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail
respondents? Across notification strategies?

Results from the April Internet Test showed that Internet respondents, compared to mail
respondents in both strata, were more likely to be younger, female, Asian, other race, with
higher education, and more likely to speak a language other than English at home after the first
month of data collection. The April test also showed that Internet respondents tended to live in
larger households than mail respondents and were less likely to be Black. Differences in
demographic characteristics of Internet respondents and mail respondents were re-examined in
this test to see if the demographic differences found in the April test were the same, especially
given the operational differences between the two tests.

Demographic characteristics for respondents who responded by the end of November (Table 13)
were calculated and compared. Table 13 contains data for 79.4 percent of all mail respondents
for the two month data collection period who responded by the end of November. About 91.8
percent of Internet respondents responded by this same time. For the person-level items (i.e.,
all items except household size and renter), we used the characteristics of the first person listed
on the household roster (Person 1) as the respondent, although we know from past studies that
Person 1 on the mail questionnaire is not always the respondent (Hill et al., 2008; DeMaio et al.,
1990). In the Internet instrument, the respondent was asked to provide his or her name. If the
respondent lived in the household, the instrument automatically listed the respondent as
Person 1 on the roster. Therefore, some of the differences observed between mail and Internet
respondent characteristics may be due to the use of Person 1 as a proxy for respondent.

For each stratum, we grouped together all Internet respondents regardless of notification
strategy. We did the same for mail respondents across strategies (excluding the control panel
cases since they did not have the option to use the Internet and may have different
characteristics due to the lack of mode choice).
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Table 13. Demographic Characteristics for the Respondent (Person 1) for Internet and Mail Returns
(excluding Control) (for Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in
parentheses)

Targeted Not Targeted
Characteristict Internet Mail Intern’et Internet Mail Intern’et
- Mail - Mail
Age (mean) 48.2 58.4 -10.2* 47.7 58.7 -10.9*
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3)
Fermale 46.6 41.4 5.1 51.8 47.0 4.7
(0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.7)
Race
White 86.4 89.1 28* 83.7 85.3 15
(0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.6) (0.4) (0.6)
Black 35 4.4 08+ 5.8 8.7 2.9%
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4)
. 0.2 0.2 00 0.5 0.5 00
Am Ind/AK native (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
. 6.5 3.9 2.6* 5.7 2.6 3.1*
Asian
(0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 00
Hawaiian/OPI (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Other 12 0.6 0.7* 17 11 0.6*
(0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2)
Multiple Races 2.1 17 0.4* 2.6 18 0.8*
(0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3)
Hispanic 4.8 4.0 0.8* 7.0 6.3 0.7+
(0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4)
Education
. 17 6.6 4.9* 3.2 12.4 9.2%
Less than High School (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4)
. 11.4 245 13.1% 16.8 30.4 13.6%
High School graduate (0.3) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.7)
. 86.9 68.9 18.0* 80.0 57.2 22.8*
More than High School (0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.8)
Household size (mean) 2.65 2.24 0.42* 2.53 2.13 0.40*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
Renter 193 17.6 1.7% 25.4 25.5 01
(0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.7)
. 88.2 89.5 13* 87.4 88.9 1.4*
Only Speaks English (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.5)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
* Indicates statistical significance at a<0.1.

** Estimates are percentages unless otherwise noted.

T The estimates in this table represent percentages (unless otherwise noted).

Table 13 shows that after one month of data collection Internet respondents were more likely
than mail respondents (excluding the Control group respondents) to be younger, more
educated, and to be living in larger households in both strata. Internet respondents were also
more likely to be Asian, non-Black, “other” race, multiple race, Hispanic, and speak a language
other than English at home than mail respondents. Additionally, in the Targeted stratum,
Internet respondents were more likely than mail respondents to be non-White and rent their
home. After two months of data collection there were no trend changes for demographics
between mail and Internet.
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These findings are similar to the April Internet test findings for demographic characteristics.
Some relationships, however, did change significance from the April test to this test.

Specifically, after one month of data collection, significantly more Internet respondents than
mail respondents had multiple races or were Hispanic in this test but in the April test there was
no significant difference for these demographic groups in the Not Targeted stratum.
Additionally, the significant finding in April for Internet respondents being less likely to be
renters in the Not Targeted stratum no longer holds in this test. These differences in findings for
November may be the result of the longer collection cycle in the November test allowing for
more typical late responders to respond.

Next, we looked at whether the demographic characteristics of the households and their
members were influenced the prevalence of Internet usage in each treatment (Tables 14 and
15). All persons within the responding households were included for this analysis. Therefore,
some trends seen in Table 13 did not hold due to the addition of other household members,
especially children who impact the mean age and education characteristics.

Tables 14 and 15 display the demographic profiles of responding households for the notification
treatments after the first (Table 14) and second (Table 15) months of data collection. While
there were some trends between treatments after the first month of data collection, the
differences subsided after the second month of data collection. Table 14 includes testing results
between Push Accelerated with New Postcard and the Control only, as indicated in the Push
Accelerated with New Postcard column. The Control panel was excluded from Table 15, since
data from the Control group may be affected by CATI/CAPI which begins at the end of the first
month.
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Table 14. Demographic Characteristics of Responding Households by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by November 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses)

Targeted Not Targeted
Control Choice Choice Push Control Choice Choice Push
(mail Choice w/ wf/lcons Push Accel (mail Choice w/ w/Icons Push Accel
Characteristict only) Icons  Accel Accel w/ PC only) Icons Accel Accel w/ PC
Age (mean) 434 428 43.0 424 413  41.5% 44.9 43.7 435 442 419 42.7*
(0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.1) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4)
Fernale 51.8 51.7 509 519 51.0 50.8* 52.5 52.6 52.7 52.8 52.2 52.2
(0.1) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.1) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
Race
White 86.2 85.5 86.6 86.3 85.2 84.3%* 82.6 82.3 815 81.2 83.3 82.8
(0.3) (0.7) (0.6) (0.5 (0.6) (0.5) (0.2) (0.9) (0.8) (0.7) (0.8) (0.7)
Black 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.1 4.3 8.2 7.0 8.0 8.3 7.2 8.1
(0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Am Ind/AK native 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.5
(0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Asian 5.8 6.3 5.5 6.1 6.1 6.5 4.2 4.7 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.2
(0.2) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.1) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4)
Hawaiian/OPI 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0*
(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.0
Other 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.5%* 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.1 1.6 1.8
(0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3)
Multiple Races 2.7 3.2 2.8 2.3 2.7 2.9 2.8 3.3 3.1 2.9 2.6 2.7
(0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3)
Hispanic 5.7 5.6 6.3 5.3 6.3 6.5%* 8.7 8.3 8.6 9.8 9.3 9.3
(0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.6)
Education
Less than High 214 214 220 216 22.7 22.9*%* 24.0 234 249 238 24.0 25.1**
School (0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.2) (0.7) (0.7) (0.5) (0.7) (0.6)
High School 19.2 18.5 19.1 18.2 18.4 17.7* 25.0 242 247 2438 23.4  23.3%
Graduate (0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.2) (0.6) (0.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.5)
More than High 59.3 60.1 589 60.2 58.9 59.3 51.0 524 504 514 52.6 51.5
School (0.2) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.2) (0.9) (0.8) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7)
Household size 237 235 237 239 2.45 2.46** 2.20 221 225 225 2.33  2.28%**
(mean) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Renter 17.4 19.2 17.7 18.1 18.2 18.3 25.1 264 242 26.1 24.4 25.8
(0.2) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.2) (0.8) (0.7) (0.8) (0.8) (0.8)
Only Speaks English 86.6 86.8 87.7 87.5 87.5 87.1 86.0 86.5 859 853 86.9 86.4
(0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.2) (0.8) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.6)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
Note: Testing was only done between Push Accelerated with New Postcard and the Control.
* Significantly lower than Control at a<0.1.

** Significantly higher than Control at a<0.1

T The estimates in this table represent percentages (unless otherwise noted).

At the end of the first month of data collection, the characteristics of households in the Choice
treatments and the Control appear more similar than those responding to the Push treatments.
This is likely due to more Internet response in the Push treatments which results in them
following the demographic trends for Internet respondents in Table 13. However, statistical
testing was only done for the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment compared to the
Control since it was the leading treatment from the self-administered response rate analyses.
Comparing multiple treatments would have reduced the power of our tests for the comparison
of most interest.
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After one month of data collection, households in the Push Accelerated with New Postcard
treatment are significantly larger, younger, and less educated (with a shift from “high school
graduate” to “less than high school”) than households responding to the Control. The
differences in age and education are likely explained by the addition of children (as seen in
larger household size) in Push Accelerated with New Postcard households. In addition, in the
Targeted stratum, households in the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment are more
likely to have fewer males and be “Other” race, Hispanic, and non-White when compared to the
households responding to the Control.

Table 15. Demographic Characteristics of Responding Households by Notification Strategy (for
Households that responded by December 30, 2011; standard errors in parentheses)

Targeted Not Targeted
Choice Choice Push Choice Choice Push
. Push . Push
Choice w/ w/lcons Accel Choice w/ w/lcons Accel
Characteristict Icons Accel Accel w/ PC Icons Accel Accel w/ PC
Age (mean) 41.7 420 416 41.1 41.1 42,5 425 433 41.5 42.4
(0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3)
Femnale 51.5 51.0 51.8 50.9 50.8 52.7 526 52.8 52.6 52.6
(0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
Race
White 84.2 855 852 85.0 83.4 80.8 799 804 82.1 81.6
(0.6) (0.6) (0.5 (0.5) (0.5) (0.8) (0.8) (0.7) (0.8) (0.7)
Black 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.6 8.2 8.8 8.9 8.1 8.8
(0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
. 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6
AmInd/AKnative " 0\ (01 (01)  (01)  (0.4) 0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Asian 6.6 5.9 6.3 5.9 6.6 4.7 5.4 4.7 4.7 4.2
(0.5) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3)
Hawaiian/OPI 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0
(0.0) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.0)
Other 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.3 1.7 2.1
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3)
Multiple Races 3.3 2.7 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.5 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.6
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2)
Hispanic 6.1 6.9 5.8 6.7 7.0 9.6 10.4 10.4 10.1 10.4
(0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6)
Education
Less than High 224 225 221 23.0 23.3 244 254 243 24.9 25.5
School (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6)
High School 18.1 188 17.9 18.6 17.6 239 244 240 23.9 23.1
Graduate (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5)
More than High  59.5 58.7 60.0 58.4 59.2 51.7 50.2 51.6 51.2 51.4
School (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.8) (0.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.7)
Household size 239 241 2.42 2.44 2.47 2.26 2.29 2.27 2.34 2.28
(mean) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Renter 20.0 19.1 18.6 19.0 19.0 27.8 258 26.6 26.2 26.4
(0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7)
Only Speaks 86.1 86.9 87.0 86.8 86.5 85.4 84.4 845 86.0 85.9
English (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5) (0.7) (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.6)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 ACS Follow-Up Internet Test, November to December 2011
T The estimates in this table represent percentages (unless otherwise noted).
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At the end of December the effects of the modes are not as apparent when looking at
household-level demographics by treatment, so the Choice and Push treatments look more
alike. Waiting until the end of December has allowed for more time to receive mail responses,
especially in the treatments that did not have an accelerated mailing schedule, which balances
the proportion of mail and Internet responses between treatments, which in turn balances the
demographic profiles.

5. SUMMARY

The various Internet notification treatments were evaluated across a variety of measures. The
cumulative results are summarized to determine which treatment performs best for notifying
households of the Internet option in ACS production beginning in January 2013. Among the
treatments tested, the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment seems to perform the
best across the measures. First, comparing to the Control, it increased the self-administered
response rate by 5.4 percentage points in the Targeted stratum, and maintained the self-
administered response rate in the Not Targeted stratum (at the time we would normally cut for
nonresponse follow-up by CATI).

In both strata, most of the response in the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment came
from Internet returns, with more than twice the Internet usage as compared to the Choice
treatments during the first month of data collection. However, Internet break-offs are harmful
to the item nonresponse rates, particularly in the detailed person section of the questionnaire.
After the first month of data collection, the Push Accelerated with New Postcard treatment had
lower item nonresponse rates than the Control for most of the basic and housing questions, but
higher rates for the detailed person questions in both strata.

The Census Bureau has recommended integrating the Push Accelerated with New Postcard
methodology in ACS production starting in January 2013 in both Targeted and Not Targeted
areas. The Census Bureau is considering the possibility of some type of follow-up for Internet
break-off cases to help collect missing data to reduce levels of item nonresponse.

6. NEXT STEPS

Internet break-offs are problematic as they cause higher item nonresponse rates for questions
that appear later in the instrument. Future research will focus on ways to persuade Internet
respondents to finish the survey in one sitting, possibly by modifying screens or the instruction
wording in the instrument, focusing on the screens that had the most break-offs. We would also
like to explore alternative ways of contacting these partial Internet respondents, including email
or text reminders encouraging them to come back and complete the survey.

The paradata results from the April 2011 Internet Test (Horwitz, forthcoming), have indicated
other research topics that may include evaluating the Help screen wording (focusing on screens
where respondents used Help) and making write-in boxes associated with a radio button more
noticeable to reduce item nonresponse and error messages on those question screens.
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Appendix A: Notification Strategy Mail Materials

Choice Instruction Card

AMERICAN
COMMUNITY
SURVEY .

USCENSUSBUREAU
Helping You Make Informed Decisions

O Y

Two Ways to Complete the American Community Survey:

g Option 2 — Fill out the enclosed questionnaire and mail it back in the postage-paid envelope

Please choose ONLY one way to respond. |f you need help or have questions ahout the American Community Survey,
call the toll-free number 1-388-368-3602.

Option 1 - Go to https:ifrespond.census.goviacs to complete the survey online IMPORTANT: You
will need information from the address label on the enclosed guestionnaire to login.

Vea el ofro lado para espafiol

ACS400PI0 {12600

Choice with Icons Questionnaire

13021019

N

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Economics and Statistics Administration
U.S. CENSUS BUREAU

&, e American Community Survey

== ht I

Respond online today at:

OR
Complete this form and mail it
back as soon as possible.

This form asks for information about the
people who are living or staying at the
address on the mailing label and about the
house, apartment, or mobile home located
at the address on the mailing label.

C If you need help or have questions
about completing this form, please call
] 1-888-369-3602. The telephone call is free.
Telephone Device for the Deaf (TDD):
Call 1-800-582-8330. The telephone call is free.

¢NECESITA AYUDA? Si usted habla esparol y
necesita ayuda para completar su cuestionario,
llame sin cargo alguno al 1-888-369-3597.
Usted también puede completar su entrevista
por teléfono con un entrevistador que habla
espariol. O puede responder por Internet en:
https://respond.census.gov/acs

For more information about the American

Community Survey, visit our web site at:
hitp:/iwww.census.gov/acs www/

USCENSUSBUREAU

Please print today’s date.
Month Day Year

M N

° Please print the name and telephone number of the person who is
filling out this form. We may contact you if there is a question.
Last Name

First Name Mi

|

Area Code + Number

@ How many people are living or staying at this address?

* INCLUDE everyone who is living or staying here for more than 2 months.

* INCLUDE yourself if you are living here for more than 2 months.

«+ INCLUDE anyone else staying here who does not have another place to
stay, even if they are here for 2 months or less.

* DO NOT INCLUDE anyone who is living somewhere else for more than
2 months, such as a college student living away or someone in the
Armed Forces on deployment.

Number of people

[ ]

@ Fill out pages 2, 3, and 4 for everyone, including yourself, who is
living or staying at this address for more than 2 months. Then
complete the rest of the form.

OMB No. 0607-0936

f0am ACS-1(X)ICPINT(2011)KFI
{60620 Approval Expires 12/3112012
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Push Instruction Card

o to https:firespond.census.govacs to complete the American Community Survey onlinge.

[Address Here] (Vea el ofro lado

para espafiol )

IMPORTANT: “ouwill need information from the address label on thiscard to log in. Ifyou need help or have
questions ahout the American Community Survey, call the toll-free number 1-888-363-3602.

New Additional Postcard for Push Accelerated with New Postcard Treatment

and
U.S5. Census Bureau
Washingtan, DC 202330001
;f OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

fﬂ“\ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mires of

Dear Resident:

Within the last few weeks, the U.S. Census Bureau sent you several requests 1o
complete the American Community Survey. Now is the time to complete
the survey if you have not already done so. Please complete the
questionnaire and return it now OR go to https:/respond.census.goviacs to
respond online.

Your response to this survey is required by U.S. law. If you do not
respond, a Census Bureau interviewer may contact you to complete the survey.
Local and national leaders use the information from this survey for planning
schoals, hospitals, roads, and other community needs.

If you need help completing the survey or have questions, please call our
toll-free number {1-888-369-3602). Thank you.

Sincerely,

[l I Lo

Robert M. Groves
Dlrector ACS-28(X)(2011} (6-2011}



