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Reengineering SIPP—
The New 2014 Panel—Welcome

Constance F. Citro, Director
Committee on National Statistics
July 10, 2013
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Some Historical Background g™ .

e W
e 1975—DHEW/ASPE sets up Income Survey
Development Program (ISDP) [CPS lacking]
* 1977—Experimental work at test sites
e 1978—ISDP Research Panel (2,340 hhs)
e 1979—ISDP Research Panel (9,500 hhs)

e 1981—SIPP scheduled to become operational
with SSA as main sponsor (partnering with
ASPE and Census), but S cancelled
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Brief History of SIPP (cont’d)" k — ;_'

e 1982 —Census Bureau Director convinces
White House to restore SIPP S at the Bureau

e 1984 SIPP panel begins October 1983;
completes 9 waves (every 4 months), 21,000
original sample hhs (reduced 18% in Wave 5)

* New panels begin every February, 1985-1993,
with sample sizes between 12,400 and 23,600
hhs; 3-10 waves (budgets fluctuate, data
delivery lags)

PAUSE TO RETHINK DESIGN
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Brief History of SIPP (cont’d)" o

e 1996 panel shifts to abutting (not overlapplng)
design: 40,200 hhs, 12 waves

e 2001 panel: 36,700 hhs (reduced by 15% in
Wave 2), 9 waves

CRISIS in 2006 — 2004 panel: 51,400 hhs, 12
waves (reduced sample) [after 11th-hour save]

e 2008 panel: 52,000 hhs, 16 waves

* Event History Calendar/annual interviews
tested concurrently, to be used in 2014 panel
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CNSTAT Reports on
SIPP
2009 -
T Riuigrotihe ;lEJER'\{{%P EEFRIII:EC)TI:E Focus on
Survey or :ER[?;E,?E%%T‘ administrative
Income anp records;
Procram response to
P agnicipanion crisis/need to cut
costs;
S chaired by Karl
e Scholz; data
quality appendix
1993 — Comprehensive review; part of by John Czajka
rethinking the design; chaired by Graham Kalton
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1993, 2009 Reports on e
SIPP’s Primary Goals o s

Provide information on:

(1) Distribution of income and other economic
resources for people & families — Monthly
data for analysis of intrayear transitions in
marital status, poverty, employment, health
insurance coverage
(2) Eligibility for and participation in wide
range of government assistance programs
Focus on economically at risk
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1993, 2009 Reports on e bt
Reengineering Goals . s

Reengineering should foster SIPP’s ability to
measure short-term dynamics with improved
quality and timeliness

2009 report focused on potential uses of
administrative records, not only for evaluation

(as in testing for 2014 panel), but also in a
production SIPP
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2009 Report—SIPP Needs — F L E?
ini i AP
Administrative Records L L - -

Conclusion 3-1:

Administrative records . . . cannot replace SIPP,
primarily because they do not provide
information on people who are eligible for—

but do not participate in—government
assistance programs. . ..

Administrative records can and should be used
in a reengineered SIPP [to improve quality of
income reporting, which has deteriorated]
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Strategic Approach for Recoﬁl Ak R ;_'
-

Census Bureau should evaluate beneflts and
costs of acquiring/using different records in
SIPP and make strategic decisions accordingly

Go after federal records first—e.g., veterans
benefits (state laws/practices vary)

Go after income/program types first that are
feasible to acquire and most important for
low-income population (e.g., Ul benefits)
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Go with Indirect Usesof ' . "%

Records/R&D for Direct Usegg ="

Conduct regular aggregate comparisons (aIso
exact matches)—SIPP data quality has varied
over time, so important to follow trends

Use program rules and records to improve
imputations, which should be model-based

At same time, proceed with R&D for potentially
even more valuable direct uses of records
(e.g., using OASDI and SSI records to adjust
survey responses or replace questions)
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Use Total Error Framework . "%

E

We encourage the Census Bureau to view the
errors in administrative records and in
matches of them with survey records in the
same manner that ... statistical agencies have
commonly viewed nonresponse and
reporting errors in surveys—namely, as
problems to address but not a brick wall.

(2009 report, p. 67)
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for Survey and Ad Records g =* =

Innovation in Designand ' . "2

Caution needed on Event History Calendar with
annual interviews, given that it affects SIPP’s
most important feature—monthly data

There needs to be adequate evaluation of EHC
and also a bridge to new design

Recommendations 4-2, 4-3: Overlap traditional
and EHC SIPP panels for 2 years. . .

THIS is precisely what we will hear about today
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Interaction of EHC and
Administrative Records
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Cost a prime motivator to moving to EHC with
annual interviews; also need to preserve and
enhance SIPP’s unigue contribution of
monthly data

EHC likely to have strengths and weaknesses;
with adoption of EHC/annual interviews for
SIPP, Census should prepare to make direct
use of administrative records to shore up
weak areas and improve stronger areas
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On behalf of CNSTAT, its SIPP panels of experts,
and SIPP data users, | congratulate the Census
Bureau on having come so far with its
reengineering and on providing opportunities
for user input and feedback

| look forward with anticipation to this forum
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SIPP Highlights and
The New 2014 SIPP

David Johnson
Social, Economic, and Housing Statistics Division
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The Beginning...
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United States

Census

The Successful

Implementation
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Goals for Re-engineering

* The Re-engineering will
— include a new survey data collection,
— require fewer resources than the current SIPP program,
— improve processing efficiency,
— be releasable to the public in a timely manner,

— integrate survey data and administrative records data
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New Survey: Basic versus supplemental products

Basic Topics

Demographics  General Income

Labor Force Health Insurance
Assets Education
Program Participation

United States”
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Headlines

Declines in Unemployment Benefits and Government Employment
Shaped Poverty Trends in 2011, Preliminary Data Suggest - CBPP

Nearly One in 10 Employees Works From Home - WSJ

Number of the Week:
Half of U.S. Lives in Household Getting Benefits - WSJ

Millions of Americans live in extreme poverty.
Here's how they get by. — Washington Post
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Around 49 Percent of Individuals were Participating in Government Programs in 2011;
Household Participation in Means-Tested Noncash Benefit Programs Continued to Rise
from August 2008 through January 2012, Especially for Medicaid and SNAP

Percent

60.0
=#=Individuals receiving
0.0 benefits from one or
*/K___x/“ " - more programs
—4—Households receiving

40.0
one or more means-
tested noncash benefits

30.0 o
. — —Medicaid
——¢ *
20.0
=m-Food Stamps (SNAP)
10.0 7-?__.’_.———I——"__'___.
0.0 . . . . B . R . B ) - ) - ~#=Women, Infants, and
August January June January June | January June January | Children (WIC)
2008 2009 2009 2010 2010 2011 2011 2012
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation, Waves 1 to 11, 2008 Panel,
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Censu HOW DO WE KNOW?

1N 2010, 15.4 million people worked Worklng at Home

atleast one day at home per week-
an increase of over 4 millich people % i
e 18 on the Rise

1997 2010

Adwances in communication and
_information technologies have

allowed for a moremobile
wwrorkforce. This is reflected
L ina growing number of

people working from
Increasein home-based h c B
Sa e 4 ome. Census Bureau
1997 and 2010 surveys tellus who's
. SsuneSPR

working at home.

million

aut 132 millisn wut 142 million
veurkars wourkers
i Source Surveyer,
Prograr: Porc |

f i oenn

More likely in the private sector

OFf home-based workers, 35,4 percent were private
comparny workers in 1980 compared 10 59.5 percent
in2010.  Home-based workers were the [east
likely o be government employees in hoth

1280 (4.2 percent) and 2010 (5.6 percent),

More likely 1o be
in management
and business
The respuhs\.bﬂmssanw
tasks associated with " Seff-employed workers
management and
business translate
o ~m n Frivate company workers
‘based work.

RLCES

Number of home-based
Governmentworkers
workers employed in b




Improved Data Access

» Upcoming Users Guide

e Orlin Research Interactive tool —
Orlinresearch.com

« SIPP Synthetic File - VirtualRDC@Cornell
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“The distribution of the share of household
income earned by the wife exhibits a sharp
cliffat 0.5...” - Bertrand et al. (2013)
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United States
Censu:

o 0 University of Michigan

Duke University

0 o University of Nebraska

Dot
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CNSTAT Reports on SIPP

The Future of the
s REENGINEERING THE
URVEY OF SURVEY OF INCOME
AND PROGRAM
Incowme an PARTICIPATION
PROGRAM
PAR“CIPATION
1993 2009
United states LS. Depamimear of Commesee m
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Recommendations from 2009 NAS report

* Rec 2.1 - Goalis short-run dynamics

¢ Rec 2.2 — Evaluate all innovations

¢ Rec 3.1 - Acquire more admin data from Federal sources

¢ Rec 3.2 — Develop plan to obtain admin data from States

¢ Rec 3.3 — Evaluate data quality and reporting errors

¢ Rec 3.4 — Evaluate imputation methods

* Rec 3.5 - Have OMB set-up SIPP advisory group

¢ Rec 3.6 — In short run focus on indirect uses of admin data

¢ Rec 3.7 — Evaluate possible direct uses of admin data

* Rec 3.8 — Develop methods to create public data and data access
* Rec4.1-Develop intensive plan to evaluate EHC

* Rec 4.2 — Create a bridge between EHC and current SIPP

¢ Rec 4.3 — Don’t rush implementation (shoot for 2012)

* Rec 4.4 — Evaluate trade-offs with data quality and respondent burden
* Rec 4.5 — Establish SIPP advisory group

* Rec 4.6 — Release data within one year of collection
United States™ |y, peprnawent of Commesce
Census
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Recommendations from 2009 NAS report

¢ Rec 2.1- Goalis short-run dynamics

¢ Rec 2.2 — Evaluate all innovations

* Rec 3.1 - Acquire more admin data from Federal sources

* Rec 3.2 — Develop plan to obtain admin data from States

* Rec 3.3 — Evaluate data quality and reporting errors

* Rec 3.4 — Evaluate imputation methods

¢ Rec 3.5 - Have OMB set-up SIPP advisory group

* Rec 3.6 — In short run focus on indirect uses of admin data

* Rec 3.7 — Evaluate possible direct uses of admin data

* Rec 3.8 — Develop methods to create public data and data access
* Rec4.1-Develop intensive plan to evaluate EHC

¢ Rec 4.2 — Create a bridge between EHC and current SIPP

* Rec 4.3 —Don’t rush implementation (shoot for 2012)

* Rec 4.4 — Evaluate trade-offs with data quality and respondent burden
¢ Rec 4.5 — Establish SIPP advisory group

¢ Rec 4.6 — Release data within one year of collection
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Recommendations from 2009 NAS report

* Rec 2.1 - Goalis short-run dynamics

* Rec 2.2 — Evaluate all innovations
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* Rec 3.3 — Evaluate data quality and reporting errors
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* Rec 3.5 - Have OMB set-up SIPP advisory group

* Rec 3.6 — In short run focus on indirect uses of admin data

* Rec 3.7 — Evaluate possible direct uses of admin data

* Rec 3.8 — Develop methods to create public data and data access
* Rec 4.1 - Develop intensive plan to evaluate EHC

* Rec4.2 —Create a bridge between EHC and current SIPP

* Rec 4.3 —Don’t rush implementation (shoot for 2012)

* Rec 4.4 — Evaluate trade-offs with data quality and respondent burden
* Rec 4.5 — Establish SIPP advisory group

* Rec 4.6 — Release data within one year of collection
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Realignment of SIPP Survey Management

The New Look

Survey
Sponsor

3

Survey
Director

—— .
Service Service Service
Provider Provider il Provider
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The Agenda

Introduction

— Connie Citro, CNSTAT

SIPP Highlights

— David Johnson, Census

SIPP Reengineering

— Jason Fields, Census
* Questions and Break

SIPP-EHC Evaluation
— Graton Gathright, Census

¢ Discussion
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SIPP-EHC Evaluation

Kurt Bauman
Megan Benetsky

Contributors

* Timothy Grall
* John Hisnanick

Matthew Brault * Shelley Irving
Rebecca Chenevert ¢ Hubert Janicki
Tyler Crabb * Lynda Laughlin
Judy Eargle * Tracy Loveless
Ashley Edwards * Rose Kreider
Renee Ellis * DPeter Mateyka
Stephanie Ewert * Brett O’Hara
Alison Fields * Daniel Perez-Lopez
Graton Gathright * Loti Reeder
Katherine Giefer * Trudi Renwick
Al Gottschalck * Erik Scherpf
United States” | s Deparmens of Commeses
v | S o

Jeremy Skog

Adam Smith

Amy Steinweg
Martha Stinson
Jamie Taber

Marina Vornovytskyy
Christopher Wignall
Kelly Wilkin

STATISTICS
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2014 SIPP

‘4 new Phoenix’

Jason Fields
SIPP Survey Director
US Census Bureau

July 10, 2013 - SIPP Annual Meeting
Keck Center — National Academy of Science

United States”

Census
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Outline

» Background and Status

» Design of the EHC and Dependent Interviewing
» Content — What's still here?

» Paradata for Management and Evaluation

* Locating Results

* Incentive Test Planning

» The Social Security Administration Supplement
* What's next?

United States”

Cerisiis

Bureau
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Mission

The mission of the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP)
is to provide a nationally representative sample for:

» evaluating annual and sub-annual dynamics of income,

* movements into and out of government transfer programs,

» family and social context of individuals and households, and
* interactions between these items.

United States”

Census
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SIPP Re-engineering

Implement Improvements to SIPP

* Reduce costs

* Reduce respondent burden

* Improve processing system

* Modernize instrument

» Expand/enhance use of
administrative records

Key Design Changes:

* Annual interview, 12-month reference period from 4-month

» Event History Calendar (EHC) methods to facilitate
respondent recall over longer reference period
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5
SIPP Re-engineering Field Test Plans
- Proof of concept test - Sample, design, results
- 2008 paper and pencil reinterview test
- EHC CAPI test - Hurdles and highlights
- 2010 Integrated Blaise and C# instrument prototype
- CAPI revised test
— 2011 Test improvements to the Wave 1 instrument, training, and expand
sample to all regional offices.
— Interwave locating experiment
— 2012 Test Wave 2 concepts and instrument, examine movers and attrition
issues, dependent interviewing methods and refine training.
— 2013 Wave 3 interview allows household members to return and additional
mover and dependent interviewing evaluation
- 2014 SIPP EHC-based instrument is the production SIPP instrument
- A new Phoenix "A Bird of a Different Color"
United States™ | s, pepvanmwen of Commerce
Census | mrmmieses staisncs
SIPP-EHC Development and Implementation for 2014 6
008 009 010 0] 0] 0 014
Extension w13-w16
Paper Test Eval. Analysis 2014 SIPP Panel | Materials -
Inst. Refinement Prep | <3
P production | 8 <
zo0sppenc | 2 | PRETe e et Paron - CYaots |

Dl (Rl [ 12 Regions-Full Production Panel 2010 based sample

Ref. Period — CY2009
6 Regions — 8k hhlds — 10 States

2011 SIPP-EHC - | Processing and
Inst. Dev. g @ Evaluation
2011SIPP-EHC sz
Dress Rehearsal =9 IRBERIIET
Ref. Period — CY2010 > CEIYIITES -
2012 SIPP-EHC Wave 2 Inst. g % Processing and

2012 SIPP-EHC @ g Evaluation
Ref. Pd — CY2011 -

2012 SIPP-EHC CARI
2013SIPP-EHC
Wave 3 Inst.

Processing and

2013 SIPP-EHC Evaluation

Ref. Period — CY2012

T aABM
10M platy

| 12 Regions-4k hhlds-20 States—Test of Wave 1, 2 & 3 [Feedback and movers]

United States™ LUS. Departameas aff Commese
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Crude Response Rates for Tests, 2004 and 2008 Panels

90.0
80.0
70.0
60.0 - -
50.0 - -
40.0 -  EWavel
30.0 + ~  EWaved
20.0 + - mWave7
10.0 B Wave 10
0.0 M 2011 Sample
2004 SIPP | 2008 SIPP 2911 SIPP 2912 SIPP 2913 SIPP # CARI Sample
Panel Panel Field Test | Field Test | Field Test ]
Wave 1 351 208 Combined Sample
Wave 4 72.9 68.1
Wave 7 68.0 63.1
Wave 10 65.1 58.6
2011 Sample 84.9 73.1
CARI Sample 68.9
Combined Sample 66.2
United States” | s pepimament of Commrsce
CENSUS | smmrwrwem o
—— AL TERIS SUREA

Notes on the New Design
Scope
e Similar to SIPP
« Broader than core / includes key topical module content in each wave

Better integration of concepts

e EHC generates integrated reporting across domains

« Topics previously implemented as add-on modules now integrated
« Facilitate ‘hooks’ to enable supplements for additional content

Increased efficiency in processing and producing data products
Flexibility in administration (dynamic interview month and reference period)
Dependent data incorporation into EHC instrument

Reduced cost through annual administration

Improve management through realigned structure and improved monitoring

using all available tools — especially paradata m
United States™ LS, Departymeae af {onmmesee
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content i
| 2014 SIPP-EHC high-level instrument contents and flow
Aaiwd wonlin ]
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Fioster craaton and demographics
T Type-2 e ar aesmse by e ool Type 2 Fcaseeinis
tor Moty bt e 28 et
- r s Sropwares or Addtonal person ievel demograghics
st of hsse pacpia meatng 3 rels
Festrcion, sise Pass ho secions e parson vl Income and program scraenst
Fnsicerce Fisiory
n Mamiage and CoPubitstion
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The 2011 SIPP-EHC Instrument — Design & Dependent Data

QUM -Frevous Topk Ol -Mest Top  Fa-ChechProgress  FIGEREHC

REFERENCE YEAR 2010 INTERVIEW YEAR 2001 1
Tepic Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Cllc| Jan Feb Mar Apr May JU*l [In this section of the interview we are
Usrdiadcs — e L s S e G " interested in your income and other
al Gircumslances, since January 15t of
o e 2010. Sometimes, 1's easier for
Marital Histary I e peopls ta ramamber dates fram the
Education == pasi if they think about other
| Precision Welding important events in their lives, or whal
self || e—— fwe call ‘memory anchors.'
ok 3 P e e e st e
Job 4 ’ . : . T T T T T
Job 5 e L et el a—
Job & e
Job 7 " T T T T T
Mare Jobs (if anvi S
Mo Job " * . * ™
Ssl ' T T T T
Food Stamps e e v = 1 Yes
TANF eeee—— | | | | © 2} No
Gen, Assist. 1 ¢ e s e e © 1) DR/AF
wiC ' . T T . : T T T A
Private 1 | I I | | | | |
Private 2 1 e s P —
Medicaid — | | T
Mifkay e
e
(For examgbe, any births or deaths in your famsy? Divorces or marriag An accident or E|
qes in your employmem? A residence change? Or ar I\-'I‘ a5 unusual or
i , probe fally for events that h d early in the year
| |
Umbed Siates L5 Drepargmear o Lonmssse
Corprn oA S R el AT
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2011 SIPP-EHC Completed Calendar

Ra-Engineeed SO 2011 Ver 3.29-12008/2010°

P - Prrvious Topie  Clrleb - Neat Togse  F3-Check Progress. FLOExk EHC
REFERENCE YEAR 2010

INTERVIEW YEAR 2011

.To‘nic Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Mov DeclJan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Marital History

ABC Emel

Job 2

Job 3

Job 4

Job 5

Job &

Job 7

Mere Jobs (if anv)

Mo Job

ssl

Food Stamps

c United States”

ensus

Bureau A5 TERFEAE LM

STATISTICS
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2012 SIPP-EHC Calendar w/ Dependent Data

o P Tope Ol -l Toge F3Choct Fropmss 1D Em EHC
REFERENCE YEAR 2011

INTERVIEW YEAR 2012

we talked in March
ok 2011, you were bving ot this
addeess

Jundl’ [rm showeing wh

o mpened GIP 3813 Yom 4 - 0LB2A012 =

12

Harve you lived ol 5020 HIGH PLACE
|eontinuousty since March of 20117

Dependent Text

The information
displayed here
changes
depending on
the dependent
information.

1) Yes

Landmarks 1
Residency == ==
Marital History
Job | Complete spells A
[ Job 2 representing information
Job 3 that was reported last
::g time, but not active at the
b6 time of the interview.
Job 7 Should be left alone.
More Jobs fif anvi I
o Job
ssi I=aEar=n ==
Food Stamps.
TANF — I
Gien, Asgist Provisional spells
representing information I
Private 1
. 2 :_hat wasdreponed Ias:] I
Madscars ime, and current at the
time of the interview. I
Milary Needs to be extended. I
[No Coverage |

© Mo
© 3 OKFF

Jan 11 - Fab 11

* Al manths of the reference perod must be accounted for, this inchades both 2011 PLUS any
manihs to date in 2012

* A mxamum ol & sddrestes i collacted par housahold membaer fof tha relarence pariod

*  When recording chinges in residences, FROM and TO manths should ba selected for the
sasidance whate Ihe respenden lved for the magority of he mosnth

Residency
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SIPP—EHC 2014 Dependent Data Content

United States”

Censu

| 2014 SIPP-EHC high-level instrument contents and flow |
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Demographics -

United States”

Census

Roster — Interview month household residents

Roster of people you lived with during the year but who )
aren’t in the interview month household (Type 2)

Age, Race, Hispanic Origin, Sex

Relationship to householder including options for same-

sex partners and spouses

Marital Status, Spouse Pointer, Year of marriage, Times
married, Ever widowed, Ever divorced, Fertility screener
Gender neutral parent identification (Parent 1 and Parent
2)

Type of parent for parent 1 and 2

Nativity, Citizenship, Year moved to US, Immigration
status

Education — Attainment, Vocational/Technical,
Professional certificates and licenses

Armed Forces — Veteran Status, Period of Svc., Active
Duty

LS. Drepaamege L oammesse
Corprn oA S R el AT
115, CEMSIS BUBRAE
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WT HISTOR

VEI
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3
ul
e
g
z
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[ AdIress, verinGaton |

Bamphe sddress charsclersdics and
CONETaNe

Roster creaton and demograghics

Type 2 Rosterinio.

Angtional parson level demographics:

Incoma and program screener |

Residence | Esiory
Marriage and Cohabitation

Sichool Envoliment

Labor ;nme
(Jobs, Businesses., Contingent Work,
Unemgkoyrent, Not In Laber Force,

Com , Work Schedule)
Emwm

(S5175 TANF.GA WIC)
Ra0rance

{Private, Medicars, Modcaad, Miitary, Othar)
el insairiance follow-up

Dupuzndent Gane uxpuamss.

Socil Insuranca -
Annual Programs - Other Gl - Lump
S - Childd Supporn

Assets [ Balances

Heallh [Medical Expendibares
Utilization, Disablity

Fertility, Child Care, Child Wall-Baing

Housing - Matenal Welbaing, Food
Becurly, Bagic Meeds

‘Wrap-up and Missing
Follow-up visiticall Ino

Interview cioseolt ]

Conlact history instrument (CHI) with

Neighborheod Obsenations Module
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights
. X L Address verification ]
Residence History - Tampie atinss charcensics and
H . Coverane
« Upto 5 residences during the calendar year for each e e
person. Type 2 Rosterinfo
«  Tenure status of each residence ’“"‘I""“" "‘:""”"‘" OGS |
. . R . Incoms Snd program screaner
«  Public housing status / Rental assistance / Section 8 —| [ Tr—
*  Left censor — why move, year and month moved into b G| 1 ”amgm“f Cr:.?:ﬁm
’ ) z E T
January address, and prior residence tenure Qér TR R
2% obis, Busiesses, Conlingsnt Work,
[=} !
=g
Marital History =3 P
° Up to 3 marital status Spe"s L | Liprivate. mean;. u:::::‘_ﬁ:umy. Other)
«  Monthly marital status — with spouse pointer [ Heath irsurance followup |
e . . | Dusgendent caine expemsizs
*  Monthly cohabitation status — with partner pointer Socal Insurancs -
. . . e Annwal Brograms - Other &1 - L
« Registered domestic partner item for cohabitations " Sum- Chikd Suppont
Assets | Balances
. Heallh (Medical Expendibaes
Educational Enroliment Utiization, Disability |
«  Up to 3 spells of educational enroliment Ferity, Gl Care, G Vot By |
Housang - Matenal Wellbeing, Food
«  Grade, Type (Public,Private,Charter,Home), FT/PT Securly. Basic Needs |
- Grade repetition Foliorap vstiont o ‘
*  Headstart for children 7 and under e ra— |
Contact history instrumant (CHI) with ‘
Meighborhood Obssrvations Module
United States™ Deprmument of Coummes
—— AL W5, TERRIE BUREAL
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights
Labor Force - I Aukiress, verifcation 1
+ Upto 7 discrete job/business timelines - each with 2 spells possible. e s o |
. Catchall timeline for additional work beyond the first 7 Roster creaton and demographics |
. Detail to captured at the week level Ty 7 Rostseini ]

Addsional person level demcgraphics |

. Type of pay / rate

) . . Incoma and program screener |
. Job earnings and profit for businesses

Residence | Esiory

. Usual hours per week (per job / all jobs) Marriage and Cohabitation
School Encollment
THbor Forca

(Jobs, Businesses. Contingent Work,
Unemgloyment, Not In Labor Force,

Commting. Work Schedule}
Eng 3
A

»  Changes in earnings or hours within spells (up to 3)

. Industry, occupation, class of worker {
. Business-Employer name / size / type / address

. Union status / Incorporation status

. Presence of partners (business)
. Time away without pay

-
=
=]
=
2]
i
=
]
=
o

CALENDAR (EHC)

{Private, Medicars, Modcaad, Miitary, Othar)
Hesalh irsurancs ollow-up

Dusguendiend Cairs expuamsiss
Sochl Insurance -

Unemployment Annusl Programs - Other &1 - Lump
Sum - Child Supporn

. Spells of unemployment / Time away from work / Not in labor force Assets { Balances

. Reason not working, Availability for work / reason not available Heallh [Medical Expendilares
Wilization, Disablity

Fertlity, Child Care. Chilkd Wall-Being
Housing - Matenal Welbeing, Food

Commuting and Work Schedule

. For each spell of work - mode(s), time to work, miles to work, reimbursement, costs for a Securly, Basic Needs.
typical week Wrap-up and Missing ‘
} Foilow-up v
+  Work schedule for each spell - days, times (start/stop), work from home, reason for g
Interview cioseout |
schedule
Contact history instrument (CHI) with
Maighborhood Observations Module
United States” | yy pepammeas of Commese
—Gureau 115, CEMSUS BUREAE
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights
L Address verification ]
Programs - Bamplo p0dm=s characteraics and
. COVETENE
*  Supplemental Security Income (SSI) e e
«  Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Type 2 Rusterfinfg
. i Acitionel plrson level demographics
«  Pass through child support payments (via TANF) ; = |
«  General Assistance Residence |isiory
s . Marriaga and Cohabitat
*  Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP — Food Stamps) E‘f amﬁm,:ﬂm
«  Women, Infants, and Children’s Nutrition Program (WIC) A -
= nesses, Contingent Work,
[=} i In Lakes Foocs,
*  Upto 3 spells per year recorded for each program E& Cinnava i, Wk cecss)
. =2 P
«  Coverage and ownership of the coverage i e oV LA
. Reasons starting and Stopping {Privale. Medicare, Mecicasd, Miltary. Other)
) X ) Health Insurance follow-up ]
«  Amount received and up to three changes in amounts (4 possible) s
resolved to the month-level (SSI, TANF, Pass Through, GA, SNAP) ‘Sockl Insuranca -
Annwal Programs - Other Gl - Lumg
Sum - Child Support
Assets | Balances
Healh [Medical Expendibass |
Wtilizabion, Disabality
Ferliity. Child Care, Chiki Well-Being |
Housang - Matenal Wellbeing, Food |
Securty, Basic Needs
Wiesp-up and Missing ‘
Follow-up visiticall Ink
Interview cioseolt |
Contact history instrumant (CHI) with ‘
Meighborhood Obssrvations Module
United States™ |y, peprnawent of Commesce
Bureau W5, TERRIE BUREAL
. . 18
SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights
L Adidlress, verifcaton 1
Health Insurance - Samphe etdress chansclensics sd l
«  Private, Medicare, Medicaid, Military, and other coverage timelines Roster creaion and demogaghics._|
«  Two timelines for private coverage to allow overlapping spells Type 2 Rosteriinlo |
. Addsional person level demcgraphics |
«  Coverage ownership and covered
[ Incoms ard program scresner |
«  Type of coverage, cost, outside household covered, type of private [ Resdence lisiory
plan and type of deductible L iwinge od cheblasion
Ex Sichool Encoliment
Ry Tabor Force
z E Lds, ﬁusr.:»e;: Contingss 1rnvun.
Unemy yment, Not In Labor Force,
Health Insurance Follow-up =2 ot Ladeleo b
»  State-based Health Insurance Exchange use 4] il

Premiums and reimbursement

Reconciliation of time without coverage and reasons
Reasons no private if employed but not covered
Reasons no public if not covered at all

United States™ LUS. Departameas aff Commese
— Buieay 115, CERSUS BUREME

{Private, Medicars, Modcaad, Miitary, Othar)
Hesalh irsurancs ollow-up

Dapearacfient czire mupusTss

Sochl Insurance -
Annual Programs - Other Gl - Lump
S - Childd Supporn

Assets [ Balances

Heallh [Medical Expendibares
Utilization, Disablity

Fertility, Child Care, Child Wall-Baing

Housing - Matenal Welbeing, Food
Securly, Basic Needs

Wrap-up and Missing
Follow-up visiticall Ini

Interview cioseout

Contacd history instrumsnt (CHI) with
Maighborhood Observations Module

7/11/2013



SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Programs — (Annual and other programs)
« Paid care of children or disabled persons so that a person could
work, attend training, or look for work in December of reference year

«  Total cost of that care in December
* VA Benefits (monthly amounts)
«  Social Security retirement income and deductions (Medicare)

]

P
(monthly amounts) (-
» . 2%
*  Employment compensation (worker’s and unemployment comp) =c
g
(monthly amounts) 5z
»  Energy assistance
+  Free and reduced price meal programs -
—

¢ Lump sum payments
«  Disability income

—>

19

L Address verification ]
‘Sample addmss charactenistics and
coverage

Roster creaton and demograghics
Type 2 Rosterino

Ackisional peerson evel demographics

Incoma and program screener |

Residence | bziorr
Marriaga and Cohabitation
School Encollment
THbor Forca

(Jobs, Businesses. Contingent Work,
U mont, Not In Latser Foros,

Sy, Wk Bt}
Prograns

(55175 TANF.GAWIC)

[ HeamhInsurance |

{Privale. Medicare, Mecicasd, Miltary. Other)

I Health insurance follow-up
1 Dapearacfient czire mupusTss
Sochl Insurance -
Annwal Programs - Other Gl - Lumg
Sum - Child Supgort

*  Retirementincome

*  Survivor benefits

«  Child-support and alimony received and support payments made
¢ EITC and tax filing

«  Other training, food, clothing, cash, and housing assitance

Aszets [ Balances

Heallh (Medical Expendibaes
Wilizabion, Disability

Fertility, Child Care, Chikd Well-Being

Housing - Matenal Wellbeing, Food
Securly, Basic Needs

Follow-up visiticall Ink
Interview cioseout

Contact history instrument (CHI) with
Meighborhood Obssrvations Module

Wrispup ard Missing ‘
|

United States™ Depvmament of Commmesus
Census | mrmmiem STATISTICS
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Asset income, joint holding, and balances/values for:
*  Checking and savings

*  Money market accounts or funds

«  Certificates of deposit

*  Mutual funds, Stocks

*  Municipal or corporate bonds

«  Government securities or savings bonds

«  Rental property and rental property mortgage balance
* Royalties

«  Other mortgages

¢ Misc. investments

oo

-
=
=]
=
2]
i
=
]
=
o

CALEMDAR (EKC

Real estate owned - market value and balance owed

—_—>

[ Adidlress, verifcaton 1

Samphe address charsclenslics and
COVETENE

Roster creaton and demographics |
Type 2 Rosterinte. ]
Addsional person level demcgraphics |

Incoma and program screener |

Residence | Esiory

Marriage and Cohabitation

Sichool Encoliment

Labor Force
(Jobs, Businesses. Contingent Work,
Unemgloyment, Not In Labor Force,

tc\mm‘% Work Schedule)

{Private, Medicars, Modcaad, Miitary, Othar)
Hesalh irsurancs ollow-up

Dusguendiend Cairs expuamsiss
Sochl Insurance -
Annual Programs - Other Gl - Lump
S - Childd Supporn

Assets [ Balances

Vehicles - Use, make-model-year, value, balance owed
Business value and debt

Retirement accounts — balances

Unsecured liabilities

United States” | yy pepammeas of Commese
— Gureay | LS. CERSIS BIREAL

Heallh [Medical Expendibares
Utilization, Disablity

Fertility, Child Care, Child Wall-Baing

Housing - Matenal Welbaing, Food
Securly, Basic Needs

Wrap-up and Missing
Follow-up visiticall Ini

Interview cioseolt ]

Contacd history instrumsnt (CHI) with
Maighborhood Observations Module

7/11/2013
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SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Medical Expenditures

*  Overall health status

*  Medical out-of-pocket expenses
*  Health care utilization

*  Hospitalization / sick days

«  Doctor visits / dental visits

«  Drug coverage

« Insurance premium payments

¢ Medical visits by uninsured

Disability

*  Sensory disabilities (sight — hearing)

«  For adults - serious difficulty (concentrating, remembering, making
decisions), (walking or climbing stairs), (dressing or bathing), (doing
errands), (finding a job or remaining employed), (prevented from

working)
*  For children - serious difficulty (concentrating, remembering, making I:

decisions), (walking or climbing stairs), (dressing or bathing), (playing
with children of the same age), (doing regular school work)

*  For young children — (a developmental condition or delay that limits
ordinary activity)

*  SSA- Disability section in the 2014 Supplement

United States”

Census

— e

[Dpiiemt
orn e w7 e S
W5, TERRIE BUREAL

EVENT HISTORY
CALENDAR [EHC)
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L Address verification ]
‘Sample addmss charactenistics and
coverage

Roster creaton and demograghics
Type 2 Rosterino

Ackisional peerson evel demographics

Incoma and program screener |

Residence | Friorr
Marriags and Cohabitation
School Encoliment
Labor Force
(Jubs, Businesses, Contingend Work,
Ursmglaymuont, Noit In Labes Foros,
Casnmn fing, Wedk Behorse)
oG
(55175 TANF.GAWIC)

T Heamh naurance
{Private. Medicare, Mecicaid. Miltary, Other)

I Health insurance follow-up
1 Dapearacfient czire mupusTss
Sochl Insurance -
Annwal Programs - Other Gl - Lumg
Sum - Child Supgort

Aszets [ Balances

Heallh (Medical Expendibaes
Wilizabion, Disability

Fertility, Child Care, Chikd Well-Being

Housing - Matenal Wellbeing, Food
Securly, Basic Needs

Follow-up visiticall Ink
Interview cioseout

Contact history instrument (CHI) with
Meighborhood Obssrvations Module

Wrispup ard Missing ‘
|

STATISTICS

SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Fertility
* Roster and ages for children ever born/fathered

« Identification of ‘other parent’ for each child — group of children,
enabling multi-partner fertility measure.

«  Grandparent indicator

Parent information collected for both mother and father
«  Date of birth

¢ Country of birth

*  Mortality status and month/year of death

Child care

*  Type of arrangements used

*  Which children used each

*  Weekly pay amount for child care

*  Assistance with costs

*  Time lost from work related to child care

United States” | yy pepammeas of Commese
— Gureay | LS. CERSIS BIREAL
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CALEMDAR (EKC
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[ Adidlress, verifcaton 1

Samphe address charsclenslics and
COVETENE

Roster creaton and demographics |
Type 2 Rosterinte. ]
Addsional person level demcgraphics |

Incoma and program screener |

Residence | Esiory

Marriage and Cohabitation
School Encollment
THbor Forca

(Jobs, Businesses. Contingent Work,
Unemgloyment, Not In Labor Force,

Commating, Work Schedule]
E =

{Private, Medicars, Modcaad, Miitary, Othar)
Hesalh irsurancs ollow-up

Dusguendiend Cairs expuamsiss
Sochl Insurance -
Annual Programs - Other Gl - Lump
S - Childd Supporn

Assets [ Balances

Heallh [Medical Expendibares
Utilization, Disablity

Fertility, Child Care, Child Wall-Baing

Housing - Matenal Welbaing, Food
Securly, Basic Needs

Wrap-up and Missing
Follow-up visiticall Ini

Interview cioseolt ]

Contacd history instrumsnt (CHI) with
Maighborhood Observations Module

7/11/2013




SIPP-EHC 2014 Content Highlights

Child well-being
Eating dinner with parents
Reading to and outings with children under 6
School engagement, school effort
Grade repetition, suspension, expulsion
Gifted classes

Adult/material well-being

Food security
Able to buy enough, balanced meals
Cut size of meals, how often
Defer food to children

Sports, lessons, club participation, religious lessons

Problems with housing, pests, plumbing
Environmental noise, trash, safety
Ability to pay mortgage or utilities

Hungry because not enough money for food

Address verification

23

|

Sample addrss characteristics and
COverane

| Roster creaton and demographics ]

Type 2 Rosterinio

]

Aadefional puarson hevel demographics |

Incoma and program screaner

Residence | oy

Marriaga and Cohabitation
School Encolimant

EVENT HISTORY
CALENDAR [EHC)

| Liprivate. mecicare. mecicans. matary. otmer)
| Heafth Irsurance follow-up

]

Dupendent Gins Bxpimss

Sochl Insurance -

Annwal Programs - Other Gl - Lumg
Sum - Child Support

Aszets [ Balances

Wtilizabion,

Hesath [Medical Expendibargs
Diisablity

| Fertiity. Child Care, Chiki WellBeing |

Housang - Matenal Welbeing, Food
Securly, Basi: Needs

Wreprup ard Missing

Followup visitical Infe

Interview cioseout

Contact history instrument (CHI) with
Nesghborhood Observabons Module

United States”™ | yus, pepunument of Commerce
Cens US | zmmstmtomastenm STATisTICS
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Evaluation Plans

« Key indicators by topic — evaluated against as many
sources as possible

 False transitions and mis-timed transitions — recall or
seams

 Instrument usability and last minute fixes for flow and
wording

* Issues related to successful use of dependent data

 Flexibility for Interviewer/Respondent interaction

* Mover individuals — locating procedures and tools

« Changing respondents — Data quality comparisons

* Respondent Identification Policy

« Paradata evaluation and integration

Census | sz

STATISTICS

7/11/2013
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Developing the CAPI SIPP-EHC : Challenges Faced

Developing new technical capacity
* Experimentation

* Limitations

» Evolution

Crisis planning
» Limited lead time / preparation
» Changing goals demanded flexibility

New procedures
» Training and acceptance by field staff
» Development and refinement of procedures

LS, Depvmamenst of Commines m

orn e w7 e S IRl LA OF
LA BUREN STATISTICS

United States”

Census

— e
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Moving to Production — NEW Challenges Ahead

Cost and Quality Management
¢ FY2014 Budget
e Survey Quality Measures

Culture and Organizational Change
¢ Role Development and Evolution
« Open Communication

e Curiosity

Challenging Climate for Interviewing
« Difficult job in the best situations
» SIPP is a Challenging Survey

* High Rewards
United States” LS Crepartmens mf Commpmesse

%H& =it e STATISTICS

7/11/2013
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Realignment “

» Goals
— to reduce costs
— improve performance
— improve communication
— clarify roles and accountability
— document and measure costs and processes — better
information

» Both the FLD and Survey realignments are still new!
— encourage a culture of collaboration and open
communication
— define our roles and develop new ‘best’ practices
— engage the new tools and information at hand to create the
best SIPP possible for our stakeholders and data users

United States”

Census

— e

STATISTICS
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Paradata - Uses in General

* managing field data collection costs
e examining data collection flow characteristics by interviewer
* responsive design — changing field procedures to meet situation
 instrument evaluation and improvement
e length
« excessive (DK — RF — BKSPC - Help)
* training evaluation and improvement
* non-response evaluation

< many additional uses as more data become available

LUS. Departameas aff Commese m

Ty pcs—_— D
LS, RIS EEAS STATISTICS

United States”

Census

Bureau
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Sources of paradata

Examples paradata include (certainly not exhaustive):

« the times of day interviews were conducted

* how long the interviews took

 characteristics of the interviewer

« miles driven to contact the household or complete the interview — daily miles
billed to project

* hours billed to project

* how many times there were contacts with each interviewee or attempts to
contact the interviewee

* the reluctance of the interviewee

» characteristics of the neighborhood

« the mode of communication (such as phone, Web, email, or in person)

« training certification score

« data quality measures like partial rate, dk/ref rates on key items, etc.

United States” TR P — m

g
Census Bt e e ot STATISTICS

— e
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Paradata elements currently in use with SIPP-EHC

« audit trail data from the Blaise/C# instrument
« certification test for interviewer training
 interviewer characteristics
e Census experience
 prior SIPP experience
e supervisory status
» demographics
e contact history instrument
* mileage, case load, supervisor observation, hours billed
< neighborhood observation
 regional office progress management application data

United States”™ | g peepamsmess of Commesee m
Census

Bureau =it e STATISTICS

30

7/11/2013

15



Blaise audit trail example — fabricated data
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:04 PM" "(KEY:)lS[ENTR]"

—mEiald. i B_BYEAR"
"2/dd/20yy 10 03 10 PM| "(KEY )[ENTR]1918[ENTR]"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:15 PM SinetiomStere-Fete=-Dated-iiete grepives-BAgef+-BE&B_BYEAR"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:16 PM","Leave Field:BDemographics. BAge[l] DOB_| BYEAR" "Cause Next
Field","Status:Normal","Value:1918"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:21 PM","Mouse:906,589","Message:LeftDown","HitTest:Client"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:21 PM","Mouse:906,589","Message:LeftDown","HitTest:Client"

. . nn‘ll TAA nnc con" v L1 f4] I UM ‘“E‘ G H 1

31

"2/dd/20yy 10:03:21 PM" "Mouse: 906 589" "Message LeftUp" "HitTest:Client"

@/@Zs@Z @LIf this is correct, supress and continue.@L @/@Zs@Z @LIf this is not correct, go back to

"2/dd/20yy 10:03:21 PM","Errordlg action:Goto","Text: @FThat would make you 92 years old. Is that correct?@F @/

DOB_BMONTH, DOB_BDAY, or DOB BYEAR and correct @L
" "Involved:BDemographi
ge[1].DOB_BYEAR;1918","Field: BDemographrcs BAge[1]. DOB BDAY"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:21 PM* :
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:22 PM", "Enter Freld BDemographrcs BAge[1].DOB_BDAY", "Status Normal,"Value:15"
"2/dd/20yy 10 03 24 P Ml

Field","Status: Normal" ) alue:15"
"2/dd/20yy 10:03:24 P

"2/dd/20yy 10:03:25 PM""(KEY: )1951[ENTR]"

hics.BAge[11L.DOB_BYFAR"

nter . . : alue:1918"

"2/dd/20yy 10:03:29 PM"|"Leave Field:BDemographics. BAge[l] DOB_BYEAR","Cause:Next
y lue:1951"
"2, 2! 1 1 PM" "(KEY:)s"

"2/dd/20yy 10.03.31 PM","Errordlg action:Suppress","Text: @FThat would make you 59 years old. Is that cor
@/@Zs@Z @LIf this is correct, supress and continue.@L @/@Zs@Z @LIf this is not correct, go back to
DQBUBMOBITI; DO By BRA%RER@BaRNEAR and correct. QL

?fensus

orn e w7 e S
TR LIRE

oot STATISTICS
) . 32
2011 Interviewer Progress Curve for Interview Length
by Certification Exam Score
46
a4
E 42
2
%40 !
® —— 7%
2 38 - —-o= 70t082%
&
H ——>82%
£ 136 |
34 4
32 4
1 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Interview Order
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation
Event History Calendar (SIPP-EHC), 2011.
United States [T e S Ap—
Censu SENSUS | mommatmeny swsane stamisTics
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Management and Monitoring

What is monitored?
* Cost

¢ (Total Cost, Relative Costs, Daily Costs, Costs compared with outcomes)
* Quality

¢ (Combining Data and Paradata - partially complete data, don’t know and refusal
rates, break-offs, benchmark indicators)

* Response/Nonresponse
* (Atried and ‘true?’ measure of quality, representativeness, and bias)
* Progress

« (Total progress, intermediate milestones, cost/attempt, responsive design)

Who is using the information

- Sr. Mgmt - Survey Directors - HQ Field Mgmt
- Regional offices - Sponsors - Analytics
cg:ﬁed States” m‘m

_Umuu LS, (ERRS ESEM STATISTICS

The Unified Tracking System (UTS) wu
Conceptual Diagram
‘ Near “Real-Time” Inputs ‘ IS

Application
{SAS eBl}
Role Based %
Leverage Case Level Senior Executives

Tracking

Across Modes
Existing Internet @
Costand
progress/ .

quality Erl 2 Ha SurveyIProgram

Systems. Capability
= 2,
Time
= omstng )
Cost, Reporting
caTl Research and Methodolgy
Progress Cost and Cost Per Case

progress/

qualny'
ead Quality
Qual Indicators
uality

Quality, Data and Produchon

Cost info Re;z:;;s;ve
Feeder i
Reporting and
Pandal Analysis
CHY
Inputs &5
Sy
info Regional Office
Survey Manager
Long Term Data Storage
External Sponsors.
cUmted States™ | ux Deparmear of Commmee
Umuu 105, CERGS BIRRA STATISTICS

7/11/2013

17



7/11/2013

35
Dashboard E.
SURVEY3 Protolype
SURVEY 1 I——'
SRVEN2 National Quality Mational Progress Rate
URVEYS Response Curent Period | Previous Period
URVEY 4
i Mo ane hamo mx an
T artial SR LX)
ARefusal L0 3%
ALK Key Ivems 1.0% 1.1%
Wefured Koy lems 445 40%
QualiRat
Atempti per Cheched In Cite 1.7
National Cost - Prev vs. Current
140
L s
B
&
Survey Dy
Survey Cont Survey Cont o4 4%
Matienal Cost - Aveg vs. Current Fote Type Rate
% Best Case 5.0 @
Bt _________,_._.--—"'_"'_\ Worst Care R4 e
kw0
¥
“ T e ) ro1 | RrO2 | RO3 I RO4 | ROS I RO6. I
Yearly Average Burvey Comt
cg'im‘isma‘es " Depamamens of Commrrce
n u Arvewaen A s Sdndn i i o
36

Prototype UTS Reports
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UTS Detailed Reports — with Drill-Down Capabilit ¥
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Managing SIPP with Paradata and Dashboards

» Field data collection costs
* new instrument
« new field procedures with a four-month interview window
e new training procedures
* new management structure and high interest in efficiencies
« super tight budget environment

« Data quality
« instrument evaluation and improvement
* length
» excessive (DK/RF/BKSPC/Help)
« training evaluation and improvement

» Response and progress
« examining data collection flow characteristics by interviewer, team, region
* non-response
« partial rates
» contact characteristics and strategies

United States” | yy pepammeas of Commese
Census ‘ vt s W o]
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Locating Respondents - Recontact Framework

» 2011 Wave 1 Interview * 2012 Wave 2 Interview
— 4,051 Sample households — Follow-up
— 2,600 expected interviews reinterview
» Based on (from our 2010 test experience) — Track movers
— 20.7% Vacant/Demolished agel5+
— 81.9% Response rate in occupied

: — Interactive locating
units

— Recontact baseline information

LS, Depvmamenst of Commines m

RS EEAS STATISTICS
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Recontact Objectives

- Locating Experiment (two treatments and control)
- Change of address treatment (mid-cycle contact )

- Based on prior research (Couper and Ofstedal, 2009), (McGonagle , Couper
and Schoeni, 2009) , develop a single self-encloseable address change
postcard indicating

- whole household move

- part household move

- Intention for whole or part household plans to move
- updated contact information

- Incentive evaluation treatment
- Test use of small post-paid incentive upon return of address update

- Control group

- National Change of Address (NCOA)
- Submitted full Wave 1 file four times (Oct., Dec., Mar., Apr.)

- Address update procedures (in development)

- Attrition mediation effects

LUS. Departameas aff Commese m
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Sample by Treatment and Wave 2 Movers

Non-Movers in Movers in
Wave 1 Interviewed Households Wave 2 Wave 2

£
wv
g8
g
38
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Refusal Rate

Crude (Type A/ Crude Crude
Percent W2 Intv + Percent Percent
Intrvw’d in Type A) Intrvw’d in Intrvw’d in
Total Wave 2 *100 Total Wave 2 Total Wave 2
1 Y Y 864 73.6% 14.6% 635 81.7% 229 51.1%
2 Y N 870 70.0% 18.9% 626 75.9% 244 54.9%
3 N N 862 74.7% 15.7% 673 79.9% 189 56.1%
2,596 72.8% 16.4% 1,934 79.2% 662 53.9%
United States™ |y, peprnawent of Commesce m
Census | s e ke e sTATIsTICS
Bureau W5, TERRIE BUREAL -cn
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Initial Model for Wave 2 Interview Probability

- Logistic regression on Wave 1 interviewed households
predicting Wave 2 interviews for movers and non-movers
based on basic Wave 1 household interview information

- Dependent measure
- Wave 2 Interview at some address associated with a Wave 1

interviewed household
- N is the count of Wave 1 interviewed households = 2,596

- Independent characteristics — (reference group)

- Household part of incentive treatment (non-incentive)

- Wave 1 complete interview versus partial  (complete)

- Size of wave 1 household (single person household)
- Household not owned in wave 1 (owned household)

- Number of visits to interview wave 1 (one visit)

- Regional office that conducted wave 1 (Los Angeles RO)

United States™ LUS. Departameas aff Commese
ce nsus LR SR LR R S e
— Buieay 115, CERSUS BUREME FS
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Figure 4. Logistic Regression Results — Model 1
— Odds of Wave 2 Interview — All Wave 1 Intvwd Hholds
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Figure 5. Logistic Regression Results — Model 2
— Odds of Wave 2 Interview — Non-Movers
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Figure 6. Logistic Regression Results — Model 3 45
— Odds of Wave 2 Interview — Movers

Incentive . 0.790
Wave 1 partial | 0.892
2 person household ——— 1.425

*** 3.4 person household |EEEEEESESE———— 2.443
** 5 0r more people |ENNNENNNNNNE 2.245

L

L

*** Wave 1 not owned |l 0.325

L

2-3 visits for interview jmm— 0775
** 4-5 visits for interview | 0.447
* 6 or more visits I 0.520

L

L

Boston NSNS 1769
New York | 1.718
Philadelphia s 1.520
Detroit NN 1743
Chicago s 1.343
*** Kansas City
** Seatle

Charlotte EEEE—————— 1.657

L

1

L

L

7.548

01+ Atlanta
05 *** Dallas | 3.416
.005 ** +Denver |EEEEEEENEE 2.273
.0005 *+* ‘
® Odds Ratio Estimate 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
United States”™ | yus, pepunument of Commerce
Censﬂé S s Sl o
46

Locating Summary

Address update forms
- relative poor sources of information
- based on the presence of data, not quality or information

Incentives
- should be considered further as there appeared to be an effect on Wave 2
interview probability (for non-movers)

NCOALink
- should be used as close to the interview period as possible
- little additional information seems to be added for repeated deliveries

Regression results
- could be expanded and used to help determine regional differences in
field practices and their effects
- Wave 1 contact characteristics are important indicators of Wave 2
interview success

United States” | yy pepammeas of Commese m
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Incentive Experiment

Experimental Design (Four Groups)
» 52,000 Sampled Wave 1 addresses — 13,000 addresses in each group

* Incentive test for Waves 1 and 2, evaluating amounts, and in Wave 2
propensity based ‘conditional’ incentives

— Group 1 — control group in Wave 1 — control group in Wave 2

— Group 2 — control group in Wave 1 — propensity incentives in Wave 2
— Group 3 —a $20 incentive in Wave 1 — a $20 incentive in Wave 2

— Group 4 — a $40 incentive in Wave 1 — a $40 incentive in Wave 2

» Group 2: The propensity group
— Based on Wave 1 household characteristics and contact history data, a propensity
model will be developed to assigh Wave 2 households in group 2 to incentive and non-
incentive groups
— Could split incentive group into $20 and $40

United States”™ | yus, pepunument of Commerce m

Census Bt e e ot STATISTICS
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Incentive Experiment — Goals and Expectations
» Develop research results to guide incentive implementation and efficacy

» Implement procedures for centralized distribution and monitoring of
incentives

» Develop procedures for responsive propensity based incentive model
— could be based on likelihood of response
— could be based on contribution to meeting expected sample distribution

» Results from Wave 1 and Wave 2 implementation will hopefully lead to
the conclusion of the experiment and full implementation for Wave 3 and
Wave 4

» Experimental results may differ from 2008 due to annual administration
and centralized incentive group management

United States”™ | g peepamsmess of Commesee m
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Social Security Administration Supplement

» Areimbursed supplement to meet stakeholder needs
« Sample: All interviewed Wave 1 household members
» Administered by telephone in the CATI centers

* Contents:
— Retirement and pensions
— Adult and child disability
— Marital history

* When — Interviews in September and October 2014
* Messaging

LS, Depvmamenst of Commines m
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SIPP-EHC Milestones and Plans

* Fieldwork for the 2013 SIPP-EHC
— Data collection completed at the end of April 2013
— Finalizing the instrument, procedures, and training for 2014 production.

« User and stakeholder information meetings to present evaluation findings
— Evaluations from 2010, 2011, and 2012 SIPP-EHC comparisons will be presented at
National Academies on July 10, 2013

« Summer of 2013, final revisions for production instrument

¢ 2014 sample selection based on most recent 2010 sampling frame and cost
constraints

¢ Fieldwork for the 2014 SIPP Panel Wave 1
— Data collection February through May 2014

« First data release from 2014 planned by the end of Wave 2 data collection in 2015.

LUS. Departameas aff Commese m
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So....What's Next?

* Lots to be excited about!

e More evaluation

— CY2013 comparisons to 2008 Panel
— Administrative data comparisons

— Topic Flag Imputation Model
Research Panel in 2016....

— Possible multi-mode test

— Content revisions for 2018 Panel

— We need your input — design and partnerships
User outreach

— Website overhaul

— Orlin system

— Workshops — NCRN and beyond.

United States”

51
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Thank You!
Contact:
Jason.M.Fields@Census.Gov
http://www.census.gov/sipp

United States™ [T e S Ap— m
%!{S g STATISTICS

7/11/2013

26



7/11/2013

Evaluation of
2011 and 2012 SIPP-EHC

Social, Economic and Housing Statistics Division
U.S. Census Bureau

Presented to the Committee on National Statistics

10-July-2013
United States™ . :
CensliS | s )
Bureaw & CENSUS DUREAL
2011 SIPP-EHC (WAVE 1)
SIPP-EHC
|
2008 SIPP WAVE5 WAVE6 WAVE7 WAVES WAVE9 WAVE10 WAVE 11
2010 2010
Topics with administrative records Topics without administrative records
Employment and earnings Asset ownership Housing subsidies
Medicaid (12 out of 20 states) Child support Citizenship
Medicare Disability Poverty
OASDI Education Residence
SNAP (NY state) Health insurance
SSI Household composition
TANF (NY state) Unemployment Insurance
2
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Monthly rates for CY2010 and
CY2011 SIPP and SIPP-EHC
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Health Insurance*
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0.41 Medicaid* SSI*
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OASDI* 0.04 Unemployment
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Median monthly amounts for
CY2011 SIPP and SIPP-EHC

ASDI* TANF
$785 RS $388
$840 $400
SNAP Unemployment
$200 $900 Insurance*
$209 $484
SS|* Earnings*
$654
$698

S0 $1,000 $2,000 SO $1,000 $2,000

SIPP-EHC reporting accuracy in CY2011
I N O
+ +

OASDI
SNAP
SSI
TANF

+

Medicare

Medicaid

+ + 4+ + +
+ 4+ + + + + o+
+

Employment

Earnings +
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False negatives and false positives

Yes

Administrative
Data

No

Survey Data

Yes No

True Positive | False Negative

False Positive | True Negative

False negative rates for CY2011

0.3

Medicaid* Medicare*

OASDI SNAP ssi* °
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False positive rates for CY2011

0.3
0.2
0.1 -
0
Medicaid Medicare* OASDI SNAP* ssi*
Medicaid false negatives for SIPP-EHC
0.25 I :
0.15 »."---"---."-"."-\i\,—-~—f-"~\___————-.’f——f
0.05 [ ‘\ |

2010 2011
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Months, Spells, and Transitions

2009 | 2010 . 2011 2012

Person 1

; i . Months: 18

Transitions: 3

Person 2

B B
| i _ Months: 24

Transitions: 0

Person 3

5 Spells: 1
- j : Months: 2

Transitions: 1

11

SIPP-EHC reporting accuracy
TR
CY2011
OASDI +
SNAP
SSI

TANF

Medicare

+ + + + + +
+ + + + + o+
+ + + + +

Medicaid
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SIPP-EHC
I
2008 SIPP WAVE5 ~ WAVE6 WAVE7 WAVES WAVE9 WAVE10 WAVE11

Seams in SIPP and SIPP-EHC

2011 SIPP-EHC (WAVE 1)

2010 2010

13

0.75

0.5 -

0.25 -

On-seam transitions for CY2011
SIPP-EHC and Administrative Records

Medicaid* Medicare* OASDI* SNAP* ssi*
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Medicaid transitions for CY2011
SIPP-EHC, adjusted SIPP-EHC, and SIPP

0.7
0.6 \\
0.5
0.4 \
>\ /\
/\
v~/ /\
0 ‘ e
J F M A M J J A S o) N7
Conclusions
* SIPP-EHC and SIPP produce estimates that with few
examples are not substantially different.
* SIPP-EHC agrees with admin data at least as well as
SIPP in nearly every case.
* Asin SIPP, transitions fall disproportionately on seams.
* Future work: Look at incidence of on-seam transitions in
data from the just-completed 2013 SIPP-EHC field test
Census || s=Scmm y
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Additional monthly rate comparisons

SIPP  SIPP-EHC  Diff SIPP  SIPP-EHC  Diff

(2010) (2010) (t-stat) (2011) (2011) (t-stat)

School

0.15 0.14 2.75 0.15 0.17 3.15
enrollment

Health insurance
coverage

0.42 0.37 7.13 0.42 0.39 3.73

Housing subsidy 0.24 0.18 7.98 0.23 0.16 7.83

Poverty 0.38 0.37 1.34 0.40 0.41 0.57
Relocation 0.02 0.02 3.97 0.01 0.01 1.97
Ul benefits 0.03 0.03 0.15 0.02 0.02 2.65

17

Additional annual rate comparisons

SIPP  SIPP-EHC  Diff SIPP  SIPP-EHC  Diff

(2010) (2010) (t-stat) (2011) (2011) (t-stat)

Interest-bearing

0.36 0.34 2.13 0.39 0.35 3.66
assets

Retirement

. 0.17 0.14 4.63 0.17 0.14 4.55
savings

Child support

. 0.23 0.14 4.5 0.22 0.15 3.58
receipt

Disability 0.21 0.21 0.12 0.18 0.22 5.31
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