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    Evaluation - American Community Survey

Evaluate the Data Source – American Community Survey
Relevance
1. Does the data source measure data that is based on factors that reflect the need of the Indian tribes and the Indian areas of the tribes for assistance for affordable housing activities, including (answer Y/N for each): 
a. the extent of poverty within Indian areas of the tribe – Yes
b. economic distress within Indian areas of the tribe - Yes
c. the number of Indian families within Indian areas of the tribe - Yes
d. other objectively measureable conditions as the Secretary and the Indian tribes may specify – 
Probably Yes, depending on what those objectively measureable conditions are.
2. Does the data source reflect the following other factors for consideration, (answer Y/N for each):
a. the relative administrative capacities and other challenges faced by the recipient, including, but not limited to geographic distribution within the Indian area and technical capacity - No
b. the extent to which terminations of assistance under subchapter V of section 302 of NAHASDA will affect funding available to State recognized tribes – No
3. Does the data source measure the formula variables in 24 CFR Part 1000? 
<select from checklist of current variables here>
☒
AIAN persons
☒
AIAN households with annual income less than 30% of median income 
☒
AIAN households with annual income between 30% and 50% of median income
☒
AIAN households with annual income between 50% and 80% of median income
☒
AIAN households which are overcrowded or without kitchen or plumbing
☒
AIAN households with housing cost burden greater than 50% of annual income
☒
Housing Shortage (number of low-income AIAN households less total number of NAHASDA and Current Assisted Stock)
4. Does the data source measure other aspects of housing need?
< select from checklist of other aspects of housing need created during the characterization phase>
Examples of Housing Stock Characteristics Potentially Related to Housing Need:
☒
Total number of units
☐
Safe and sanitary
☒
Age of structure
☒
Occupancy 
☒
Room count and/or size (square footage)
☒
Structure type
☒
Facilities (kitchen, plumbing, etc.)
☒
Household tenure/ownership
☒
Other:  Household size
☒
Other:  General vacancy rates
☒
Other:  Housing value
Examples of Demographic Information Potentially Related to Housing Need:
☒
Population
☒
Income
☒
Expenses
☒
Employment
☒
Disability
☒
Other: Education
☐
Other: _________________
☐
Other: _________________
Yes, ACS does measure other aspects of housing need.  Housing need is dependent upon the supply of housing and the demand for housing.  Supply factors include quantity, quality, and occupancy cost.  Demand factors include the need for shelter, personal characteristics, household characteristics, the desire for amenity, and the ability to pay.  It is important to distinguish housing need from other needs. It is also important to distinguish housing need from housing wants, this introduces a factor of societal acceptance into the discussion.  The point is that in selecting items from an existing survey or developing a new survey instrument it is important to develop an understanding of the conceptual variables, how other concepts might nest within these, and then to look for or create operational measures of specific concepts. 
Another reviewer supports the notion that a more precise and meaningful examination of data sources would begin with a pre-defined set of existing or potential variables produced as a result of a preliminary discussion of which data sets would best indicate, represent or quantify housing need. Unfortunately, due to the fact that such a set was not produced during the earlier sessions of Negotiated Rulemaking, the Technical Support Committee was tasked with identifying the existing formula variables and other potential aspects of housing need (or categories of housing need) that could be supported by the data sources to be evaluated, then address how well those sources could support those variables or aspects of housing need.  
Overall, is the data source RELEVANT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source relevancy be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
One reviewer says EXCELLENT.  The ACS provides data for each of the seven Needs variables in the IHBG formula.  As seen in question #4, the ACS also provides data that could be determined by the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to measure other aspects of housing need.
One reviewer raises issues about the units of measurement the U.S. Census Bureau applies in the course of its data collections for the ACS, specifically AI/AN persons and AI/AN households versus families.  This discussion is also relevant to the evaluation of the American Community Survey. Please review the response in the Decennial Census evaluation to the question, “Overall, is the data source RELEVANT?”
Another reviewer supports excellent on the relevancy section but notes that the ACS is not identical to the data from the Census 2000 long-form. It has very different overcrowding results and in the week of May 24th, 2015, the Census Bureau published in the Federal Register that it intends to drop the question that asks about a working toilet; this may impact the "without complete kitchen and plumbing" variable. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-05-29/html/2015-13061.htm
Another reviewer rates this data source as “GOOD.” As noted above, this data source collects data to support the current formula variables and could support other variables depending on what new variables were chosen.  Unfortunately, the data source does not provide data concerning the number of enrolled tribal members or the number of Indian families with Indian areas. Thus, while the source collects a vast array of data that could support the IHBG formula, depending on the variables ultimately selected by the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee and the units of measurement they require, it falls short of Excellent based on its current inability to capture data concerning enrolled tribal members or Indian families in Indian areas and the unlikelihood that the form can or will be changed in the near future to collect this data.    
One reviewer notes that it would be difficult to state with certainty whether the Census count of AIAN persons American Indian persons or families since there is little comparative data to base that statement upon. 
Currency
1. Does the frequency with which the data is collected make them reliably current on an annual basis, or can they be made reliably current? Explain, including how and how often data can be made current without introducing significant error into the estimates? 
One reviewer says Yes.  Data for the ACS is collected over a five-year period, generally in a set of monthly samples of housing units.  The exception to the monthly sampling is Alaska where the severest winter months are not in the sampling plan.  The idea of a rolling sample is one that statisticians and demographers have researched and refined over the last half century.  It has been used to develop data internationally. 
The sampling of any Census geography used in the five year rolling sample begins with a listing of all housing units in the geography.  The total units are divided into five equally sized groups.  Samples for a year are drawn from only one group.  The same number of samples are drawn from each group.  In this way, no address occurs more than one time in the five-year period.  In year six samples are again drawn from group one, the original group one data is removed and new five year averages are calculated.   This use of rolling averages allows ACS data to be updated annually, based upon the most recent five years of data. 
Another review answers this question “Yes and No.” Data is collected on a rolling sample and represents average conditions over five-year periods, which are released annually. It does not require yearly ageing, but because of the five-year time span cannot be said to represent current conditions (as opposed to, for example, an annual point-in-time sample).  In addition, in the Negotiated Rulemaking process, it was generally acknowledged by HUD representatives and other that ACS data would likely be applied as five-year sets rather than updating the data for the IHBG formula on an annual basis.  In this scenario, the data would not likely be aged on annual basis nor would it be reliably current on an annual basis.  
Another reviewer notes that Census says that they can provide the data annually if they are requested to by HUD.
2. Is the aggregated data available for use within a reasonable time frame after it is collected? How long does it take for the data to be available? Explain any delays.
Yes.  The five year data for 2009-2013 was released in 2014.  However, its release was not until November or October.  Thus it would not have been available for the 2014 distribution of the Formula Response Form that notifies tribes of the data to be used in that year’s IHBG allocation.  Thus the 2009-2013 data could not have been used until 2015.  Data should be considered as being available two years after completion of the five year cycle. 
3. Is the data stable over time? (i.e. no sudden swings in values, caused by sampling/methodology changes/etc)
Yes, ACS data is stable in terms of response rate.  No instability has been noted in the yearly publication of data for the larger geographies.  However, the future stability of ACS data relies in large part upon Congressional funding.  If the Congress substantially cuts this data collection process to save money for other activities, sample sizes could be reduced and the reliability of estimates for small and rural geographies would potentially be threatened.  However, the need for this important demographic data for many programs have overridden attempts to defund ACS.  
Overall, is the data source CURRENT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source currency be improved? What resources needed to make these improvements?
One reviewer says GOOD.  The ACS five-year estimates are updated annually and become available approximately two years after collection.  The methodology of the data collection is stable from year to year, with the exception of improvements being made by the Census Bureau to the design and protocols for the ACS.  Although there is the potential that Congressional cuts to ACS funding could impact sample size and other aspects of ACS, the need for the ACS data has allowed it to withstand proposals to defund the program. 
Another reviewer concurs with the rating of this data source as “Good” for Currency and adds that, while the data source may not need to be aged artificially, the data represents an average over a moving five-year window rather than current conditions.
Accuracy and Precision
1. Does the data collection program methodology support deriving estimates covering formula areas as described in 25 CFR 1000.302? If not, for which other geographies can the data source derive estimates?
Yes says one reviewer, the American Community Survey can provide data based upon the formula areas described in 25 CFR 1000.302. As described in the Decennial Census Evaluation, Census codes multiple levels of geography on the individual responses.  HUD obtains special tabulations of the original data that fit IHBG formula areas. Additionally, it is possible for HUD to ask Census to tabulate the data for additional geographies if that becomes necessary.
Publically available data, found on FactFinder and elsewhere, does not necessarily produce data for all formula areas in the IHBG program.  However, this published information is not the data used in the formula.  HUD receives special tabulations of data where the ACS data is aggregated specific geographies that make up formula areas and then HUD aggregates those to form formula areas.  The special tabs data is what is provided to Tribes on the Formula Response Form. 
Another reviewer notes that the methodology definitely supports deriving estimates covering the larger and more homogeneously AIAN formula areas, but, due to the low number of units sampled in many of the areas (102 areas had less than 10 total cases in the sample between 2008 and 2012), Deriving estimates for the self-identified AIAN populations and households within those areas incorporates additional uncertainty.  The current census challenge guidelines require surveying all households if there are fewer than 575 units, so a sample of 10 (which may or may not include any AIAN households) is quite low.  
Another reviewer notes that starting in 2011 and continuing the Census Bureau significantly increased its sample size in tribal areas, and that for purposes of the IHBG formula, the sample is aggregated over 5 years to improve the precision of the estimate.  This suggests that the ACS 2012-2016 5-year estimate will have greater precision than the 2006-2010 sample used for the formula negotiated rulemaking discussions.
To summarize the issues addressed above, the reviewers would note that the Census Bureau has increased sampling rates in tribal areas over the last several collection cycles and this will likely increase the number of cases completed in even the tribal areas with the smallest populations.  The samples in many tribal areas could rival and even exceed the long form of the Census though we are not certain that this is in fact the case for all tribes at this time because we haven't examined all of the individual tribal samples.  Some concerns remain about the accuracy and precision in several smaller tribal areas (some portion of which may already be “minimum funding” tribes under NAHASDA) and a smaller number of larger areas, and it should be noted that monthly or annual rolling samples are also not precisely cumulative when compared, for example, to the sample for a point-in-time count as the samples reflect different periods of time which inherently produces data that is, to some degree, "fuzzy."   
The numbers provided in response to TA Request 3 (Starsinic 2014, American Community Survey Response and Nonresponse Rates for American Indian and Alaska Native Geographic Areas) and listed in the characterization and evaluation documents were not annual figures but were actually for the full 5-year period from 2008-2012. The study group was not provided with information about the number of cases by tribal area for more recent 5-year periods (or 1-year periods). Between 2008 and 2012, there were 102 tribal areas with fewer than ten total cases over the entire 5-year period, including both respondents and nonrespondents of unknown AIAN status.  Many of these areas may in fact have very small populations, which may explain the small number of completed cases for several of these tribes, but we have not been able to confirm whether increased sampling rates has remedied all of the issues concerning the low number of completed surveys in certain tribal areas.
One way to assess the error in the ACS data related to tribal areas is to compare the ACS 2009-2013 5-year estimate on the total number of people self-identifying as AIAN (alone or multi-race) with the 2010 Decennial Census.  Small changes are possible due to changes in population counts over time, but larger differences are more likely due sampling error.  A simple way to look at this difference is to look at the over 500 areas defined by the Census Bureau as tribal areas (excluding Hawaii Homelands but including a number of state tribes not eligible for NAHASDA).   The attached table shows these areas by count of housing units relative to the average size of difference between the Census 2010 “100 percent” count and the ACS 2009-2013 count weighted from the sample.  It also shows what the AIAN population is in the ACS 2013 relative to the Census 2010 population for AIAN (alone and in combination).
In general, tribal areas with more than 400 housing units or higher sampling rates appear to be similar in AIAN counts between the 2013 ACS and Census 2010.  However, the majority of smaller tribes often have much lower AIAN counts in the ACS than in Census 2010.  Assuming that this is due to statistical error in the ACS, this will negatively impact the ACS data estimates of need.   
2. Are there sufficient protocols in place to address potential respondent misunderstandings concerning data collection instruments? Explain.
Yes.  The U.S. Census engages in extensive content testing of questions, including cognitive testing, to ensure that questions are worded in the manner that will be easiest for respondents to understand and provide the highest quality data. For example, on January 22, 2015 Census announced in the Federal Register its plan for continued testing in the period 2016-2018. These plans include: a 2016 ACS Content Test, a 2016 mail messaging test, a 2017 self-response test with the potential to test both mail messaging as well as questionnaire content, a 2018 self-response test, as well as tests of Internet data collection enhancements in 2017 and 2018. They note they may conduct additional testing as needed. Any additional testing would focus on methods for reducing data collection costs, improving data quality, revising content, or testing new questions that have an urgent need to be included on the ACS. 
One reviewer notes the Director of the Census has appointed a National Advisory Committee on Racial, Ethnic, and Other Populations.  Several individuals serving on the Committee are tribal members.  Census requests feedback from the Committee regarding matters impacting tribal members and AI/AN persons, including the framing of specific questions. This is an important mechanism for tribes to use to change the decennial census to meet IHBG formula requirements. 
Census works with the tribal contact person to identify a paid interpreter as needed.  Each tribe has their own protocol for Census interviews.   Census Field Representatives are specially trained to conduct interviews in AIAN areas based upon local cultural considerations and other information received from tribal leaders.  
One  reviewer notes that in most Indian Areas, Census uses direct contacts to gather data, as opposed to simply mailing out a written questionnaire.  In addition to the foregoing, Census provides extensive training of field personnel in an effort to reduce/remove interviewer effects on respondents and ensure that Census personnel are able to gather the necessary data.  
Another reviewer simply notes that many of the Census Bureau’s protocols with respect to tribal governments do not address respondent misunderstanding or specific misunderstandings that may arise in Indian areas, and a chief concern regarding this data source is its reliance upon a data instrument that targets broader national interests.  As such, the instrument cannot and will not be tailored to address the potential misunderstandings of tribal members and AIAN populations. Field Representatives receive limited additional training to conduct surveys in tribal areas and may not be readily aware of a particular misunderstanding unless it is raised by the respondent as they may not be from the Indian area in which they are working (due to the much larger geographies worked by ACS Field Representatives as a result of relatively small monthly samples). 
3. Are the data collection instruments and data collection protocols culturally sensitive? Explain.
Yes.  As stated above, the U.S. Census engages in extensive content testing of questions, including cognitive testing, to ensure that questions are worded in the manner that will be easiest for respondents to understand and provide the highest quality data. Additionally, the Director of the Census has appointed a National Advisory Committee on Racial, Ethnic, and Other Populations.  The Census Bureau has an American Indian and Alaska Native Policy Statement that pledges consultation with tribal leaders and recognizes the need to cooperate with tribes regarding Census activities.  The Census Bureau recognizes that each nation forms its own government and works with them one-to-one.  The Census Bureau has Procedures for Conducting Interviews on American Indian Reservations.  Finally Census Field Representatives are specially trained to conduct interviews in AIAN areas based upon local cultural considerations and other information received from tribal leaders. 
Another reviewer would answer “Yes and No.” While certain measures have been put in place to support the collection effort in tribal areas with respect to issues outside of the implementation of the survey instrument and script themselves, the survey instrument and collection procedures must balance the interests of many different subpopulations and broader national interests and maintain a high degree of uniformity to promote national level data accuracy.  The extent to which the survey instrument can or ever will be adjusted to reflect the specific cultural sensitivities of AIAN persons is extremely limited.
4. Are there sufficient protocols in place to verify the accuracy of collected data?
Yes.  Census protocols are stringent and updated on an as-needed basis to improve and verify the accuracy of the data collected.  When ACS data was initially collected the responses were entered manually by individuals referred to as “keyers”.  The training of keyers included 100% verification of their work, verification is the process of entering the data from survey forms two times and then the comparing the entered data item-by-item.  After training keyers at all levels were expected to maintain an error rate of less than 0.8 percent, but most had a much lower rate. In mid-2007, the Census Bureau moved to a key-from-image (KFI) data capture system for the housing unit questionnaires, which involves imaging the questionnaire, interpreting the check box entries with optical mark recognition (OMR), and keying write-in responses from the images using a computerized system. KFI reduced costs and increased data capture accuracy. 
To further improve the accuracy of the collected ACS data, keyed data are processed in batches through a computerized edit to check coverage consistency and content completeness. This edit identifies cases requiring additional information. Cases that fail are eligible for the telephone follow-up, if a telephone number for the sample address is available. This is designed to improve the final quality of mail-returned questionnaires. Approximately 33 percent of the keyed mail-return questionnaires in 2006 and 2007  required follow-up. A new set of follow-up cases is generated each business day, and telephone center staff call respondents to obtain the missing data. The interview period for each FEFU case is 3 weeks. 
5. Are there major concerns about precision? For instance, are the margins of error reasonable and consistent across all Indian areas? Explain.
No says one reviewer, there are no concerns about precision. Loss of precision is the result of sampling error.  Sampling error is the uncertainty associated with an estimate that is based on data gathered from a sample of the population rather than the full population. As explained in the Census presentation to the Committee, sample-based estimates will vary depending on the particular sample selected from the population. Measures of the magnitude of sampling error, such as the variance and the standard error (the square root of the variance), reflect the variation in the estimates over all possible samples that could have been selected from the population using the same sampling methodology. The American Community Survey (ACS) is committed to providing its users with measures of sampling error along with each published estimate. To accomplish this, all published ACS estimates are accompanied either by 90 percent margins of error or confidence intervals, both based on ACS direct variance estimates. Due to the complexity of the sampling design (sampling over 5 years) and the weighting adjustments performed on the ACS sample, unbiased design-based variance estimators of the type learned in beginning statistics courses do not exist. As a consequence, the direct variance estimates are computed using a replication method that repeats the estimation procedures independently several times. 
For the ACS data there will be a difference in margin of error (MOE) between tribes because of variation in the total units in the statistical areas.   All published ACS margins of error and the lower and upper bounds of confidence intervals presented in the ACS data products are based on a 90 percent confidence level, which is the Census Bureau’s standard (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b).   A margin of error contains two components: the standard error of the estimate, and a multiplication factor based on a chosen confidence level.  
One reviewer would answer “Yes” to this question and would note that there generally tends to be less relative error in dense, urban areas than rural areas.  While formula allocations based on ACS data would likely be administered based on the reported estimates or values, the reviewer believes that excluding relative margins of error from consideration could result in inequitable outcomes. Basing funding allocations on numbers that do not acknowledge these error terms and do not reflect that two tribes receiving different funding levels may actually have population and other figures that overlap when margins of error are factored in (in other words, they are statistically indistinguishable) could lead to inequitable outcomes.      
 Another reviewer says they know of no intention to calculate the formula estimates with a number other than the value in the ACS data.  The above “what if” seems to suggest that for some tribes the data used in the formula would be the ACS value plus or minus the increment represented by the MOE.  There is no reason to manipulate the data in that manner and to do so would be very strange. 
6. Are there major concerns about accuracy? For instance, do missing administrative data or imputation and/or weighting methods introduce bias?
No, any data collection using mail questionnaires, face-to-face interviews, Internet questionnaires, or the like will have possible sources of inaccuracy or bias.  The mode of delivery, interviewer, contextual history, respondent, the measurement instrument, processing of records, and coverage are all among possible sources of error.  The Census Bureau has devoted substantial resources to improving the ACS to reduce the likelihood of error being introduced.  As a result, the ACS process includes extensive efforts to encourage participation, make ACS Field Representatives aware of cultural issues, test the wording of questions, use multiple languages, etc., all to reduce the chance of introducing bias into the responses.  
Two reviewers suggested that the use of Master Address File (MAF) addresses to select participants may adversely affect Tribes in rural areas.  Certain research indicates that coverage in rural areas is poorer than in the urban areas. While filter rules can be examined and potentially modified to account for erroneous exclusions, improving overall coverage in rural areas cannot be done without finding a way to get missing units added to the MAF. This may require greater awareness among tribes of the need to inform the Census Bureau about new housing units, structures newly converted to housing, and non-traditional places of habitation. Under coverage for mobile homes is also a problem. The FACHS National evaluation estimated the gross undercoverage for mobile homes at 18.9 percent, including an omission rate of 15.2 percent. The undercoverage rate for mobile homes in the current surveys’ area frame was higher than the under coverage rate of those units in the permit frame (24 percent versus 15 percent), but coverage of mobile homes appears to be an issue regardless of the type of area where the mobile home is located.  Families living in mobile homes, units without “city type” addresses, tents, trailers, e.g. in mobile fishing and hunting communities, etc. are underrepresented. 
Another reviewer commented that the foregoing concerns about MAF coverage in rural areas is especially important for ACS years prior to 2012, where the ACS was using old versions of the MAF that missed many new, non-standard (many of them rural) addresses built after 2000.  However, it seems likely that the extensive address canvassing performed in the 2010 Decennial Census rectified a lot of these coverage issues.  It is possible that tribes could assist ACS staff to update their sampling frame in intercensal years so their sampling frame best reflects the current housing stock in Indian Country. 
Another reviewer noted that the ACS uses a rolling sample to estimate the average condition within geographic areas over a 5-year period.  Any inaccurate address canvassing prior to 2010 could still negatively impact the data for areas with non-standard addresses until 2015 (available in 2017).  As noted above, Address Canvassing completed in 2009 prior to the enumeration for the 2010 Census generated improved housing unit maps.  However, the reviewer suggests that the accuracy of those maps should not be overstated given technological issues encountered in the mapping phase (Address Canvassing) and associated user-error. 
One reviewer would answer “Yes” to this question and note that there continue to be major concerns about the accuracy of ACS data in Indian areas due to small sample sizes in certain areas, potentially low inclusion rates for AIAN populations relative to other populations, the likely continuing inaccuracy of the MAF in rural Indian areas even after the 2010 Census (due to user error by field staff, base map development issues experienced by the Census Bureau and the higher level of difficulty finding and mapping all units in remote and rural areas), the unknown but likely varying rates at which question-specific data is imputed in certain Indian areas, and the limited awareness of many tribal members of the existence of the American Community Survey prior to contact by a Field Representative.       
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the relative accuracy of rolling samples versus point-in-time counts, the reviewers provide the following response. All other things being equal, when the two are compared, a point-in-time sample will provide a more accurate estimate for that specific point in time and a rolling sample will provide a more accurate estimate of average conditions over the entire period of sampling. Because a rolling sample creates estimates for the average over a window of time, the longer the window of time the less accurate those estimates are for representing any specific point (or window) in time, especially for periods of time at the leading and trailing edge of the sampling window. For example, an estimate for population based on a 5-year rolling sample from 2010 through 2014 would be least accurate for representing the population in either 2010 or 2014, though it could provide a very accurate estimate for the average population over that time period. For a point-in-time sample, the accuracy of an estimate applied to a period other than the specific point-in-time for which it was collected decreases with time from the sampling period. For example, an estimate for population based on a point-in-time count in January 1, 2010 could be very accurate for the population at the start of 2010, but would be less accurate for representing the population in 2014. In addition, cost considerations impact sample sizes, survey content, marketing budgets and other aspects of both rolling samples and point-in-time counts, and these differences or variances have significant impacts on data quality and very often limit one’s ability to make specific and direct comparisons between surveys based on this factor or difference alone. 
Overall, is the data source ACCURATE and PRECISE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source accuracy and precision be improved (for example, is it possible to correct or compensate for any and all survey design issues, such as phrasing of questions, incentives for participating, imputation methods, number of attempts to collect data at sampled housing unit, etc., which are likely to introduce biases for all or a certain subgroups of tribes, including small, large, rural, urban, etc., or certain types of data, including financial, population, etc.)?  What resources are needed to make these improvements?
One reviewer says EXCELLENT.  The U.S. Census engages in extensive content testing, tribal outreach, and employee training, as described above.  Approximately 430 dedicated ACS Field Representatives are specially trained to conduct interviews in AIAN areas, using established Census Bureau protocols that take into consideration unique geographic, cultural, and language considerations.  The ACS can also provide data based upon IHBG formula areas when five-year rolling averages are used, and the propriety of using rolling averages as a sampling technique has been validated.  These factors, as well as consistent improvement in the ACS design, methodology, and field work, outweigh concerns about imputation methodology, margins of error in more rural tribal areas, and the relative accuracy of the MAP. 
Additional research and consultation with tribes regarding appropriate imputation methodologies could be beneficial.  Additional assessment could be made into aligning contact and follow-up protocols throughout tribal areas or, at a minimum, determining whether differences in contact and follow-up protocols lead to actual issues with accuracy and/or precision. 
Two other reviewers think "GOOD" is more appropriate here. ACS is mandatory, giving it a 95 percent response rate which is great.  But it suffers from small sample sizes in some places and problems with missing units from its sampling frame.  Both of those problems have been partly resolved providing more confidence in the 2012-16 five year estimates. 
Another reviewer rates this source as “FAIR TO GOOD” for Accuracy and Precision. While this data source has been improving since its creation and the Census Bureau has taken several steps to address specific concerns regarding small sample sizes and data collection practices in tribal areas, the low number of surveys completed in many tribal areas and the fact that many questions remain regarding the completeness of AIAN and tribal member responses (which necessitates an assessment of the impacts of data imputation) and the overall inclusion rate of AIAN and tribal member populations limits our ability to provide a higher rating for this data source at present.  Response rates remain an important indicator of the success of a survey but the quality and completeness of responses is of paramount importance when discussing the accuracy and precision of the data to be used in the IHBG formula. This source may in fact rate “Good” or “Excellent” if further information were available to address one or more of these concerns.   
Completeness
1. Does the data source collect data for all Indian tribes as defined in Section 4 (13) of NAHASDA? 
Yes.  
2. Are outreach efforts to encourage participation in the data source appropriate and effective within tribes/tribal areas? Are those efforts equally effective and equally implemented across all Indian areas? Explain.
Yes says one reviewer.  Census works with communities and tribes to provide increased awareness of the legitimacy and importance of the ACS by providing information that can be posted, published, broadcast, etc.   No cash or product incentives are used.  In conducting the survey, a multiple stage data collection process is used.  The first contact is made by email and mail.  Non-respondents to this first stage are then contacted by phone or in person.  Multiple attempts are made to receive data from each of these attempts. 
Participation is encouraged by stating the mandatory nature of responding to the survey.  Census has studied the impact of “voluntary” versus “mandatory” data collection and reports that costs would increase for a voluntary collection, and the confidence interval would widen. 
Census employs a staff that is continually tasked with ACS data collection.  These permanent staff members, including approximately 430 Field Representatives, provide more controlled and reliable interviews than the non-permanent hires previously used to collect long form data in the Decennial Census.  Strategies for increasing response, and thus coverage, include a multiphase collection that includes Internet, phone, mail, and face-to-face presentation of questions. 
The Census Bureau provided the IHBG Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee with a list of 14 articles describing their outreach process for Decennial and ACS surveys.  Also, see questions 2 & 3 under Accuracy and Precision (above) for additional description of the special Census protocols for conducting the ACS in tribal areas. 
Two reviewers noted that the multi-stage data collection process depends on the availability of each of these modes of contact for a given respondent.  In many rural areas, land lines are not commonly maintained, residents have either not provided cell phone numbers or will not answer their phones for unknown callers, and mail is delivered only to P.O. Boxes which are not connected to specific housing units.  Thus, the multi-staged contact and follow-up process becomes limited to one form, the in-person interview at the housing unit itself.  One reviewer has not identified any reports detailing the rates at which the various stages of the multi-stage process have been utilized or examining whether these varying rates of application have impacted response, imputation or coverage rates. 
These reviewers also commented that while ACS field staff are permanent employees of the Census Bureau, they tend to cover large areas and are therefore less likely to be residents of the tribal communities in which they work.  This could potentially impact their ability to locate the right house in the sample and/or to elicit complete and accurate responses from their interviewees.  
One reviewer also notes that, unlike the Decennial Census which had a paid advertising budget alone of $167 million dollars, the marketing budget for ACS is limited to the point that is often only referenced by Census Bureau staff simply as a severe limitation.  Thus, very little direct marketing of this survey is conducted in Indian areas (though efforts to market through tribal governments has increased), which increases the likelihood that a respondent will be unaware of the existence of the survey prior to being contacted.  This circumstance limits whether they choose to respond, or, more likely given that response to the survey is mandatory, whether they provide an accurate or complete response.
3. Are all populations well represented in the data source, as evidenced by high response and inclusion rates or any other criteria? Explain any identified areas, populations, and/or topics where response or inclusion rates may be a cause for concern. 
Yes, says one reviewer.  The initial ACS sample includes 295,000 housing units each month or 3.54 million housing units each year plus 18,000 group quarters facilities each year
ACS samples housing units in less populous areas at higher rates (as high as 15% annually), and special provisions exist to increase the sampling rates for American Indian and Alaska Native Areas.  Census constantly evolves data collection techniques to improve the quality of the data collected.  Sample design changes in 2011 included:
· Reallocate the sample with the goal to produce more even quality across areas,
· Higher overall sample size, and
· Full CAPI follow-up in most American Indian and Alaska Native Areas.
Census has worked to improve the quality of ACS data in recent years.  Compare 2010 ACS 1-year initially selected sample size and interview counts to 2012:
· Initially selected housing unit addresses
· Increase from ~80,000 to ~101,000
· Relative terms, a 26% increase
· Final housing unit interviews
· Increased from ~47,000 to ~84,000 housing units
· Relative terms, an 80% increase
The overall percent in sample for the U.S. increased from 2.1% in 2010 to 2.6% in 2012.  In AIAN areas, the average percent sampled grew significantly more during the same period.
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In AIAN areas, Census adjusts the size used to determine the sampling rates for the ACS by the proportion of American Indians in that AIAN area.  This makes the sizes of the AIAN areas appear smaller when they determine sampling rates and thus they tend to assign higher sampling rates to AIAN areas as a result of this adjustment.
Response rates in AIAN areas for the 2006-2010 ACS 5-year were very good:
· National response rate – 97%
· Weighted response rate of 97% across all American Indian and Alaska Native areas, which equals the national rate
· 90% of all American Indian areas have a response rate of 90% or greater
The table below shows that response rates are high for most AIAN areas:
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Overall, the response rate was 97.9% in all AIAN areas for the 2008-2012 ACS. Only 0.8% of respondents in AIAN areas refused to participate in the survey (which is lower than the national refusal rate) and only 0.1% of surveys represented addresses the Census could not locate. 
One reviewer noted that Census questionnaires are not mailed to households in all areas. The Census Bureau establishes different methods of delivering forms and completing the survey depending on the relative urban or rural nature of the area or the method specifically selected by the tribal government.  In most rural tribal areas in the western United States data collection  is limited to in-person interviews and no questionnaire is delivered to the housing unit by mail.  Other areas were included in the Update/Leave (U/L) operation in which the forms are left at the housing unit and are either mailed back by the respondent or nonresponse follow-up was completed by in-person interview at the unit.  The survey of areas solely through in-person interviews has both positive and negative impacts on response rates and the quality of data collected from respondents. 
One reviewer would answer a preliminary “No” to this question.  When the data is averaged across tribal areas, the response rates for tribal areas is impressive.  However, as noted above, there are a very low total number of sampled cases in 102 Indian areas for the entire five-year sample from 2008-2012. Of the remaining 516 Indian areas, almost 10% had response rates less than 90%.  State reservations in particular tended to have lower response rates. We also need more information about current AIAN-specific inclusion rates to determine how well AIAN populations are represented in this data source. This reviewer would also add that all of the response rate information provided above describes the response among all sampled housing units in AIAN areas, not among units that house AIAN persons. Even an impressive response rate does not guarantee that the self-identified AIAN populations within those areas are receiving or completing the ACS questionnaire. 
Another reviewer notes that it was partially because of the 2008-2012 study of response rates that Census increased the sample size in smaller Indian country areas.  Also it should be noted that while a rural area may have a small annual sample, the number of units included in any special tabulation file would be the total for five years.
In response to a request from the Study Group to summarize the more general issue concerning the likely change in outcome based on whether a survey is mandatory or voluntary, the reviewers provide the following response. There is no way to disentangle all of the factors that contribute to high response rate. It may be a fair assumption that for two otherwise identical surveys, one defined as mandatory by an authoritative body will have higher response rates than one marked as voluntary, but there is no reason to think that ANY mandatory survey will automatically result in a higher response rate than ANY voluntary survey, especially when there is no enforcement of the requirement. Survey length, the intensity of (and budget for) non-response follow up, the respondents’ understanding of how the data will be used and many other issues are all extremely important. The U.S. Decennial Census, for example, in addition to being mandatory, is a short survey with a large budget for advertising and follow-up and a direct connection to electoral representation and many funding sources. There is not a voluntary survey comparable to the Decennial Census in those terms to investigate the impact of the mandatory vs. voluntary designation alone. 
The Census Bureau did a study to investigate how making ACS a voluntary survey would impact response rates for that survey and found that mail response fell by over 20%, while the overall response rate was about 5% lower than for the mandatory survey.  A negative impact on response rates in traditionally low response areas was also identified though the specific impact on AIAN areas was not specifically quantified (see Griffin et al, 2003). However, this study was conducted in 2003, when ACS was still quite new. Now, more than ten years later, there still has not been a particularly effective marketing campaign to encourage participation and awareness of that survey, so this mandatory designation by the U.S. government may have been especially important. A more recent study (Griffin and Starsinic 2012) argues that the “hardest-to-interview populations” were equally represented in the voluntary and mandatory implementations, and that it is the people with higher education and income levels, as well as more mobile populations, that are likely missed by voluntary surveys.  So, although it has been determined that ACS has a higher response rate as a mandatory survey than a voluntary survey (when using the particular language used to introduce the surveys in that study, see Griffin et al., 2004 for more information on the impact of wording), it does not necessarily follow that no voluntary survey would be able to achieve a response rate equal to or greater than that achieved by ACS. There are a myriad of other factors and techniques that influence response rate.
Overall, is the data source COMPLETE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source completeness be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
EXCELLENT says one reviewer.  No data source is perfect.  Even the Decennial U.S. Census, a national enumeration backed by billions of dollars, countless hours of research and testing, and a staff that numbers into the hundreds of thousands during the Census, has some challenges with completeness that require follow-up and imputation of some data.  However, such challenges are relative, and the ACS overall provides very complete data.  
As described earlier, the ACS staff engages in extensive content testing, tribal outreach, and employee training, as described above.  Specially trained ACS Field Representatives conduct interviews in AIAN areas, using established Census Bureau protocols that take into consideration unique geographic, cultural, and language considerations.  
The ACS provides data for all Indian tribes and sampling, coverage rates, and response rates are all good for tribal areas.  In 2012, ACS sampling for the total U.S. population was 2.6%.  In AIAN areas, sampling was 12% overall.  This represents a 40% increase in sampling in AIAN areas from the 2010 ACS and will lead to better quality ACS data in future years.  Coverage rates for the total U.S. population were 95%, compared to 93% for AIAN areas.  This coverage rate is good, particularly considering that many AIAN areas are very rural in nature.  Most notably, ACS response rates in AIAN areas were extremely good.  For the 2008-2012 ACS, the overall response rate in all AIAN areas was 98%.  Only 0.8% of respondents in AIAN areas refused to participate in the survey (which is lower than the national refusal rate) and only 0.1% of surveys represented addresses the Census Bureau could not locate.
The foregoing factors, as well as consistent improvement in the ACS design, methodology, and field work, tend to outweigh concerns about the methods of enumeration used in more rural areas and the fact that ACS Field Representatives do not live in each of the tribal communities surveyed.
GOOD TO FAIR - Another reviewer notes that the problems in communicating with Tribal members make the data less than ideal.  Just because it is expensive and completed by the government does not make it ‘excellent”.  The problems with (i) finding units initially using the MAF, then (ii) following up by contacting Tribal individuals by mail when there are P.O box versus address issues, and finally (iii) calling Tribal individuals for follow-up when many do not have land lines and others don’t answer calls from unknown callers makes this source at best good for completion. 
Another reviewer rates this source as “GOOD” and would add to the reviewer’s comments directly above.  While data is collected in all formula and Indian areas, there are concerns about how often individuals answer specific questions and about the small number of units sampled in some areas.  
Availability
1. Can the data be collected and analyzed with no significant additional resources? 
Yes.  Congress funds the ACS.  There is minimal cost to HUD for purchasing special tabulations of the ACS data at special geographies needed to run the IHBG formula.  There is no cost to tribes unless they were to challenge ACS data. 
2. Is there a source of funding available for the data collection and analysis? Explain the resources needed (and the source of these resources) to develop, administer, and analyze the data.
Yes.  Congress funds the ACS and HUD pays for the special tabulations needed to run the IHBG formula. 
3. Can the data collection process be completed without imposing an additional administrative burden on tribes/TDHEs? If no, describe what support is available or needed (if not available) to reduce those burdens? Explain.
Yes.  The data collection is managed by the U.S. Census Bureau.  No additional administrative burden is imposed upon tribes, although they are invited to consult with HUD regarding appropriate and effective means to collect data in tribal areas and to provide information that would update the MAF. 
4. Is the data quantifiable and easily integrated into a funding allocation formula?
Yes.  The Census Bureau process all responses and would produce a special tabulation of data for HUD for use in the IHBG formula.  There should be little change from what has happened in the past with special tabulations from Census for the formula.
Overall, is the data source AVAILABLE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source availability be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
EXCELLENT.  The data source exists and is funded by Congress.  HUD pays the small amount necessary to purchase special tabulations that allow ACS data to be used based upon formula areas.  The data collection is managed by the Census Bureau and no additional administrative burden is imposed upon tribes, though tribes are invited to engage with HUD to help develop appropriate strategies to collect accurate data in tribal areas.  ACS data is used extensively by planners, administrators, national and regional organizations, businesses, state and local government, and the federal government.  ACS is used for diverse aspects of federal government planning and operations, including funding allocation formulas.  
Transparency
1. Has the data source been subjected to previous study/evaluation to assess strengths and weaknesses? If yes, are those studies available?
Yes says one reviewer, the ACS has undergone rigorous study and evaluation.  It has been extensively reviewed and critiqued, and the U.S. Census Bureau has responded by making improvements in its methodologies and protocols.  Few other data sources have benefitted from such extensive study and testing, which has led to improvements in the AIAN count.  Because data for the smallest geographies is gathered as part of a five-year rolling averaging, many of those improvements will begin with the data set for 2011-2015, which will be fully available in 2017.  
Studies are available through the Census Bureau website, http://www.census.gov/acs/www/data_documentation/documentation_main/.
2. Were you able to find answers to most data screening, characterization and evaluation questions? Explain which questions you were not able to answer and why.
Yes.  There are few unknowns with respect to the ACS.  Census methodology is public, and Census staff provided additional information upon request.
Another reviewer would answer “No” to this question. It is difficult to find detailed information about imputation rates among AIAN households and the number of AIAN respondents used to extrapolate values for AIAN populations within Indian areas. There may be privacy concerns preventing the release of this information, but it should be possible to aggregate data providing insight into these concerns. 
Overall, is the data source TRANSPARENT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor How? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. can the data source transparency be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
EXCELLENT says one reviewer.  The American Community Survey has undergone extremely rigorous review and testing, leading to improvements in data quality.  Other than the Decennial Census, no other data source evaluated for formula use has been subjected to this level of testing and review.  Census makes the outcome of all reviews and testing public. Census staff have been responsive to questions during the course of this characterization and evaluation of ACS data.  
Another reviewer rates this source as “GOOD” with respect to Transparency. Most topics have been easy to research and have been studied since the project began. Because it is a relatively new data source and the five-year estimates are still a newer data product, more research is necessary to fully evaluate the use of ACS data in various settings, but in general the U.S. Census Bureau is a very transparent organization given its privacy constraints. We do need more information about response rates and imputation rates among AIAN respondents to fully evaluate the fitness of this source for use in the IHBG formula. 
Summary and Conclusions
1. Overall, is the data source appropriate for measuring one or more current IHBG formula variable(s)? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor. What are the areas of biggest concern?
GOOD says one reviewer.  Like any data sources, there are advantages and disadvantages to using ACS data to measure IHBG formula variables.
There are lingering concern about the ACS data including:
· How to gather population data for tribal members living within tribal areas, as discussed extensively in the relevancy section above; 
· The impact of incorporating a rolling sample into the formula on tribal challenges of that data (i.e. could a point in time survey estimate be used to challenge 5-year rolling averages?);
· The difficulty of adapting the ACS to changing formula variables, due to its process for testing and potentially changing survey questions;
· Uncertainty regarding imputation of data in AIAN areas; and 
· Concerns among some stakeholders regarding sample sizes in tribal areas and AIAN inclusion rates. 
Concerns over OMB definitions of race predate the ACS.  The fact that concerns with issues such as determining tribal affiliation, reporting on data on families, and locating all housing units and individuals for inclusion in the ACS continue to exist should not be seen as a failure of the Census Bureau to address these issues.  Instead the continued presence of these concerns should be seen as an indication of the difficulty of their resolution.  In the report on 2007 consultation sessions with tribes the Census Bureau received contradictory feedback from tribal members and leaders on issues such as these.   Until there is a consensus among tribes, any survey, whether administered by HUD, the Census Bureau, or Gallup, Inc., will be faced with these same issues.  
One reviewer sees these advantages in using ACS data:
· Data source exists today;
· Cost born by the federal government;
· No mandatory administrative burden imposed upon tribes/NAHASDA recipients;
· National in scope with a uniform collection methodology;
· Accurate and precise, with increasingly appropriate sampling, coverage rates, and response rates;
· Extensively studied and evaluated prior to use, and after implementation;
· Highly transparent;
· Extensive tribal outreach and engagement;
· Significant efforts to utilize culturally sensitive protocols and questions;
· Professionally developed and administered;
· Widely utilized for a variety of purposes, including funding allocation formulas;
· Additional improvements in design and data collection will be in place by approximately 2017.
One reviewer sees that even though there seem to be several intractable issues such as identifying Indian families,  improvements to the ACS made in recent years address many of the concerns the Census heard during consultation in 2007, including issues about the accuracy and precision of ACS estimates in rural and tribal areas. The two most important changes to consider are the large increase in completed surveys in AIAN areas in 2011 and the use of a new Master Address File (MAF) that fully incorporated the work of the 2010 address canvassing, which gave the ACS a major refresh in new addresses for rural and non-standard addresses. Since the IHBG formula could only use the 5 year ACS products, the full effect of these changes won’t be seen until later ACS product releases. Thus, the most robust and accurate ACS products will likely begin with the 2012-2016 5-year product to be released in 2017.  The least statistically reliable ACS 5-year product was likely the 2005 – 2009 product. 
It should be noted that the IHBG Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee saw formula runs based upon the earlier 2006 – 2010 ACS data.  This was data collected before improvements in the MAF and expansion of the sample size.  However, the Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee reached consensus on regulatory language that would prevent the implementation of a new data source prior to FY 2018.  The ACS data for that run should be the more accurate  2012-2016 data.  
Another reviewer rates this source as “GOOD” for measuring one or more current formula variables. The Census Bureau has taken clear steps to improve this data source over the past 10 years, which may diminish concerns regarding its accuracy, precision and completeness in tribal areas to some extent over time.  Continuing areas of greatest concern for this evaluation are the low number of sampled AIAN households within certain Indian areas and the uncertainty regarding the inclusion rates of AIAN populations and question-specific imputation rates among AIAN households. In addition, if the current formula were to be adjusted or changed to require information that is not currently collected by this survey, the ability of the ACS survey instrument to adapt to such changes is extremely limited (and, depending on the change, such a change may not be possible) due to the national interests it represents and balances.  The time frame required for such a change to the form could also be as long as five (5) years.  Thus, as noted above, the issue of whether or not the American Community Survey properly captures the population of enrolled tribal members or the number of Indian families in Indian areas is not raised for purposes of assigning blame to the Census Bureau for its perceived failure to ask these questions or collect this data (which are not part of the current formula and are not required by current OMB definitions), rather the appropriate question addressed below concerns whether ACS could measure these data, the likelihood of being able to make specified IHBG-specific changes to the form and the time necessary to make those changes. These issues and concerns, in addition to the complexity of integrating a rolling sample into the IHBG formula alongside the Decennial Census (resulting in household income and other data for variables that are based on AIAN population estimates which are often very different from the AIAN persons count generated by the Decennial Census) and developing the requisite procedures to allow recipients to challenge this data, if possible, merit rating this source as “Good.” 
2. Overall, is the data source appropriate for measuring other aspects of housing need (as developed in the characterization phase) that are not current formula variables? 
One reviewer sees that the ACS could provide data to measure conceptual variables that could be seen as being related to the concept of housing need.  However it would be up to the IHBG Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to discuss what housing need is and how it might be observed.  Following that discussion data from the ACS could be reviewed to see if any represent measures of the components of housing need.   Further, how the data might be used within the formula would be subject to the discretion of the IHBG Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  However, it appears to the technical experts that the items most likely to be useful in describing a new variable describing some aspect of housing need would be the following:
· Age of structure
· Occupancy 
· Room count and/or size (square footage)
· Structure type
· Facilities (kitchen, plumbing, etc.)
· Household tenure/ownership
· Household size
· General vacancy rates
· Housing value
· Income
· Expenses
· Employment
· Disability
· Education
Another reviewer would note that the same concerns raised above would also apply to other aspects of housing need.  Additionally, if the new aspects of housing need were not already covered in the questionnaire (or dealt with a population other than total population of self-identified AIAN population within an area), it may not be possible to incorporate new questions into the ACS instrument due to the balancing of national interests that the ACS survey instrument represents. Even if it were possible, it would likely take at least 5 years to implement these changes.
