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Introduction & Summary

Following each decennial census, stakeholders and the public have expressed interest in how close the U.S. 

Census bureau was able to come to achieving its ideal, “to count everyone once, only once, and in the right 

place.”1 The 2020 Census is no exception. However, in conducting this decade’s census, the Census Bureau 

had to navigate unprecedented challenges ranging from the eruption of the COVID-19 pandemic2 to partisan 

interference.3 These difficulties exacerbated risks to a fair and accurate census. Like every census before it, the 

2020 Census will have its limitations. The resulting data should be understood and used responsibly, taking into 

account their strengths and weaknesses. 

This paper analyzes self-response rates as an early indicator of differential census data quality (i.e. the gaps 

in census coverage between groups and geographic areas). While this is not a perfect indicator, it is the 

best indicator available at this time. Unfortunately, more direct measures of the census data’s strengths and 

weaknesses, such as Demographic Analysis (DA) and the Post-Enumeration Survey (PES) results, will not be 

available until the end of 2021—at the earliest.4 And when the outcomes of these evaluations are released, they 

may not be as helpful as they have been in the past. For example, the PES encountered many of the same 

headwinds faced in the 2020 Census field operations. As a result, the PES may produce inaccurate estimates of 

the number of people who were missed and undercounted in the 2020 Census.5 
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Thankfully, census process indicators, like the rate of self-response to the census, can provide early evidence 

about the likely differential quality of the census. Self-response rates refer to the percentage of households6 who 

participated in the census through a self-response method such as by mail, by phone, and, more recently, online.7 

A study of the 1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses demonstrated that self-response rates could be a reliable early 

indicator of potential strengths and weaknesses in census quality.8 This prior study found that populations with 

lower self-response rates consistently experienced higher net undercounts and omissions rates.9 

This paper builds on that finding by examining whether historically undercounted groups have relatively low 

self-response rates to the 2020 Census. In doing so, this paper hopes to uncover early evidence about whether 

historical patterns of unequal coverage in the census were likely repeated in the 2020 Census. 

Key Findings
This paper presents an analysis of 2020 Census self-response rates at the census tract level (a 

relatively granular geographic unit of about 4,000 people).10 We find considerable variation in 

self-response rates between geographic areas and population subgroups. Census tracts where 

historically undercounted groups are concentrated have relatively low self-response rates in the 

2020 Census. This is a likely indication that historical patterns of unequal coverage in the census 

are continuing. 

In particular, we found that census tracts where the following groups are concentrated have 

relatively low self-response rates in the 2020 Census: 

 ● Black people,

 ● Hispanic people,

 ● American Indian and Alaskan Native people,

 ● foreign-born people, 

 ● people with low incomes, 

 ● people with educational attainment of a high school diploma or less, 

 ● people who are renters,

 ● people who have recently moved, and

 ● people who live in crowded housing. 

Our paper finds a high correlation between the 2010 Census and 2020 Census self-response 

rates for census tracts, large counties, large cities, and states. In other words, the places that had 

relatively low self-response rates in the 2010 Census generally had relatively low self-response 

rates in the 2020 Census. This secondary finding provides further evidence that coverage gaps 

found in past censuses will, once again, be seen in the 2020 Census.



6 Who Responded in the 2020 Census?  |  2021

Summary of Implications
Self-response rates alone cannot provide a complete picture of the strengths and weaknesses 

of the 2020 Census data. This paper’s findings can help pinpoint what kind of additional 

information is needed and inform and guide efforts to strengthen existing opportunities for 

improving data quality.     

 ● Disparities in self-response rates highlight the need for granular data from additional 
quality metrics. The Census Bureau and the American Statistical Association (ASA)’s 

Data Quality Indicators Task Force are expected to release additional quality metrics. 

The bureau will release the first set of quality metrics in April followed by another set of 

metrics in May 2021.11 The first set of metrics will provide information at the state level.12 

We encourage the bureau and ASA to publish data from quality metrics with as much 

detail and granularity as possible. Highly aggregated data from quality measures and 

indicators can be helpful for learning about the overall quality of a census, but they can 

obscure important shortcomings. Self-response rates vary significantly by groups and 

geographic areas. Overly aggregated data will be of limited use in understanding the 

fairness or demographic accuracy of the 2020 Census.

 ● Differential self-response rates should inform methodologies for postcensal 
population estimates and the opportunities for improving the estimates. By 

relying on new methods and expanding stakeholder participation opportunities, the 

bureau can enhance postcensal population estimates. Our analysis suggests that 

new methodologies, such as the “blended base,” should account for coverage gaps 

to develop quality population estimates. Our analyses also indicate that existing 

opportunities for improving postcensal estimates—such as the Population Estimates 

Challenge (Challenge) program—should be strengthened. Expanded opportunities 

should allow data users, primarily local governments, to meaningfully improve estimates 

for their areas and help narrow coverage gaps between groups and areas. We encourage 

stakeholders to learn about the bureau’s efforts to use a “blended base” and about 

opportunities to improve postcensal population estimates. 

This paper does not provide an exhaustive analysis of the tract-level self-response rates to the 

2020 Census. However, the paper does provide a model for others who may want to delve 

into the tract-level self-response rates in greater detail. Potential issues with this decade’s PES 

may warrant a deeper-than-usual analysis of self-response rates as a means to assess quality, 

especially as these rates are the only quality metrics we have at the tract level. Additional 

analysis of self-response rates for specific localities may also help guide local government 

decision-making about whether to participate in opportunities such as the Challenge program to 

improve postcensal estimates for their jurisdiction.
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1. Background

From the 18th to mid-20th century, the Census Bureau relied on enumerators to go door-to-door to count 

the nation. However, over the past 60 years,13 the bureau has gradually changed its primary enumeration 

method for the decennial census. Today, the bureau chiefly relies on self-response methods to gather the 

public’s information. For the 2020 Census, the agency introduced the internet self-response portal, allowing 

households to fill out their census forms online while still offering opportunities to respond by mail and phone.14 15

The bureau has published the 2020 Census self-response rates at the tract level. This section explains why our 

analysis uses self-response rates as an early indicator of census quality, noting what we can and cannot correctly 

infer from self-response rates for the 2020 Census. This section also explains the delays and other difficulties 

that have impacted the bureau’s primary methods for evaluating the census. 

What Self-Response Rates Can & Cannot Tell Us
Studying self-response rates is helpful for several interconnected reasons. Self-response rates 

are a timely and reliable predictor of census accuracy. Empirical evidence from the 1990, 2000, 

and 2010 Censuses show that self-response rates and census accuracy are highly correlated.16 

Groups with a lower self-response rate have consistently been missed and undercounted at a 

higher rate in the census.17
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Unlike the Census Bureau’s primary assessments of coverage and accuracy 

through DA and PES,18 self-response rates do not provide us with a direct 

measure of the decennial census’s accuracy—that is, to what extent the 

published census data align with reality. Self-response rates cannot tell us about 

the exact magnitudes of net undercounts or omissions rates for the nation 

overall or any particular segment of the population. 

Self-response rates are only one part of the picture. They do not reflect the 

number of people counted through other census operations, such as the Group 

Quarters (GQ) and Non-Response Follow Up (NRFU) operations.19 GQ is a 

special operation to count people in group living arrangements, such as college 

students living in student housing, people in correctional facilities, military 

personnel, and people experiencing homelessness.20 During NRFU, census 

enumerators knock on doors and collect information from households that did 

not self-respond.21 However, challenges such as wildfires and the pandemic 

disrupted NRFU and other critical in-person enumeration activities.22 Moreover, 

these operations typically do not provide data as accurate as the data from self-

responses—and this may be especially true for the 2020 Census. 

Delays & Other Difficulties Are Likely to 
Impact Primary Evaluation Methods

Following the 2010 Census, DA provided the first direct evaluations of the 

census. In March 2011, the bureau published initial evaluations using DA which 

included estimates of net undercounts for the nation overall and—to a limited 

degree—by racial groups.23 However, given the extraordinary difficulties faced 

in conducting the 2020 Census, similar estimates based on DA may not be 

available until the end of September 2021 or later.24 

Evaluations using PES will not be available until the end of 2021 at the earliest.25 

Once the results from these evaluations are released, it is important to note 

that they may not be as helpful as they have been in the past. The eruption of 

the COVID-19 pandemic not only disrupted census enumeration activities but 

also delayed the PES field interviews. The delay may have caused respondents 

to have greater difficulty in recalling where they lived and who else was in their 

household on Census day (April 1, 2020). As a result, the PES evaluations may 

be weakened. People may also be less likely to respond to the PES interview, 

given a reluctance to speak to strangers during the pandemic.26 

Self-response 
rates are a TIMELY 

& RELIABLE 
PREDICTOR of 

census accuracy
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2.  Research Questions & 
Methodology 

Research Questions
This paper seeks to answer the following questions: are mean self-response rates in census 

tracts where historically undercounted populations are concentrated lower than self-response 

rates in other kinds of tracts? And if so, how much lower? In examining the differential self-

response rates, the goal is to uncover whether historical patterns of unequal coverage in the 

census are continuing. To further explore these questions, this paper also asks—and answers—
whether geographic areas with low self-response rates in the 2010 Census also had relatively low 

self-response rates in the 2020 Census. 



Who Responded in the 2020 Census?  |  202110

Methodology
Building on work by the CUNY Hard-to-Count (HTC) Map project, this paper analyzes 

self-response rates at the tract level and identifies tracts where historically undercounted 

populations are concentrated. The methodology requires linking tract-level data from the 2010 

Census, the American Community Survey (ACS), and the 2020 Census. We take the information 

on the 2020 Census self-response rates for a given census tract, and we match it to the 

corresponding tract in the 2010 Census to compare self-response rates across censuses. We link 

tract-level social, economic, and demographic data in the ACS with the corresponding 2020 

Census tract to compare self-response rates for tracts where various historically undercounted 

populations are concentrated. In taking this approach, we can examine differences between 

groups by characteristics which the decennial census does not collect data on, but which the 

ACS does collect data on. 

POPULATIONS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY
The groups that are the focus of our analysis were selected based on four factors: 

 ● First, we identified a universe of populations by social, economic, and demographic 

characteristics which may be at risk of being undercounted in the census. To identify 

these groups, we compiled lists of historically undercounted groups identified by 

researchers, including those at the Census Bureau (see Figure 1).

 ● Second, we excluded certain historically undercounted groups for whom self-response 

is not the bureau’s primary enumeration method. For example, people experiencing 

homelessness have historically been undercounted but are primarily counted through 

the GQ operation—not through the self-response operation.    

 ● Third, we cross-referenced those social, economic, and demographic characteristics with 

characteristics collected in the ACS. We did not include groups who are not identified in 

ACS data, such as persons who are angry at and/or distrust the government. (Members 

of these groups appear in the ACS, but their membership cannot be discerned.)

 ● Fourth, to use our tract-level methodology, groups had to be adequately concentrated 

to produce many tracts where a given group was highly concentrated. To obtain reliable 

results, we only examined groups where there were at least 100 tracts where the group 

was highly concentrated. We also excluded tracts where operations other than the 

self-response operation were a significant factor, namely areas predominantly in remote 

Alaska or covered by Update Leave (UL). UL is a special census operation targeted to 

reach households who may not receive mail at their physical location.27
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FIGURE 1. Subgroups studied in this paper are among those historically 
undercounted in the census 

A list of factors & historically undercounted populations from three sources

Government Accountability Office 
(GAO)

Census Bureau’s National Advisory 
Committee (NAC) Census Bureau, Planning Database

Persons who distrust the government Persons who are angry at and/or 
distrust the government

Lack of cooperation/trust

Persons who do not speak English 
fluently (or have limited English 
proficiency)

Persons who do not speak English 
fluently

Communication/Language Isolation

Low-income persons Lower-income persons Socio-Economic Status*
Young, mobile persons Young, mobile persons Residential mobility
Persons experiencing homelessness Homeless persons
Racial and ethnic minorities Racial and ethnic minorities
Undocumented immigrants (or recent 
immigrants)

Undocumented immigrants

Young children Children
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, 
queer/questioning persons

LGBT persons

Renters Renters
Complex households, including 
those with blended families, multi-
generational, or non-relatives

Complex households

Persons who do not live in traditional 
housing

Irregular housing units

Persons residing in places difficult 
for enumerators to access, such as 
buildings with strict doorkeepers and 
basement apartments
Displaced persons affected by a 
disaster
Persons with mental and/or physical 
disabilities
Persons without a high school diploma
Persons residing in rural or 
geographically isolated areas
Cultural and linguistic minorities
Persons less likely to use the internet 
and others without internet access

Non-City style/non-traditional 
addresses

Note: The labels for the different undercounted groups in the figure reflects the language used in the source. The lists compiled above are not intended 
to be exhaustive. Undercount groups can exist across and within the categories above. * This factor includes variables such as “persons below poverty 
level,” “receiving public assistance income,” “unemployed,” and “Not High School Grad (no Diploma).” 

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Dowling, Julie. “Hard to Count Working Group Report.” Presented in the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
National Advisory Committee on Racial, Ethnic, and Other Population, 27 May 2016. Available at https://www.census.gov/library/video/2016/2016-05-
nac.html; Bruce, Antonio, Gregory J. Robinson, Jason E. Devine. “A Planning Database to Identify Areas That Are Hard-to-Enumerate and Hard-To-
Survey in the United States.” Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2012. Available at http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/H2R2012/A_
Planning_Database_to_Identify_Areas_That_Are_Hard-to-Enumerate_and_Hard-to-Survey_in_the_United_St.pdf; “2020 Census: Actions Needed 
to Address Challenges to Enumerating Hard-to-Count Groups.” U.S. General Accountability Office, GAO-18-599, July 2018. Available at https://www.gao.
gov/assets/gao-18-599.pdf. 

https://www.census.gov/library/video/2016/2016-05-nac.html
https://www.census.gov/library/video/2016/2016-05-nac.html
http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/H2R2012/A_Planning_Database_to_Identify_Areas_That_Are_Hard-to-Enumerate_and_Hard-to-Survey_in_the_United_St.pdf
http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/H2R2012/A_Planning_Database_to_Identify_Areas_That_Are_Hard-to-Enumerate_and_Hard-to-Survey_in_the_United_St.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-18-599.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-18-599.pdf
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These factors led us to focus on the following subgroups for study: 

 ● Black people,

 ● Hispanic people,

 ● Asian people,

 ● American Indian and Alaskan Native people,

 ● foreign-born people, 

 ● people with low incomes, 

 ● people with an educational attainment of a high school diploma or less, 

 ● households who rent,

 ● households who have recently moved, and

 ● people who live in crowded housing. 

USE OF TRACT-LEVEL SELF-RESPONSE RATES
Self-response rates measure the share of households (not persons) who have responded to a 

census or survey. This paper relies on 2020 Census self-response rates at the census tract level 

as the fundamental building blocks for analysis. There are about 84,000 census tracts in the 

2020 Census, and the average population in a census tract is about 4,000 people. Tracts are 

sometimes used as a proxy measure for neighborhoods because they are always contiguous and 

often relatively homogeneous.28 

The bureau has, in the past, published self-response rates by household characteristics in 

addition to tract-level self-response rates.29 The self-response rates by household characteristics 

are not yet available for the 2020 Census. Nonetheless, there are at least two advantages in 

using tract-level self-response rates over self-response rates by householder characteristics: 

 ● First, tract-level self-response rates localize an understanding of census participation. 

Following the 2010 Census, the bureau only published  self-response rates by 

householder characteristics at the national level. But the use of tract-level data allows 

one to focus on differences between very granular geographic areas. 

 ● Second, using the tract-level approach to examine self-response differentials allows one 

to examine a much wider variety of differentials than the self-response rates focused on 

householders. For individual householders, the only differentials one can examine are 

related to the census data (such as age, sex, and race/Hispanic origin of the household, 

along with tenure and location). Many factors affect census quality, such as poverty, 

education, and immigration; these characteristics cannot be measured using the 

census’s limited householder characteristics. 

TRACTS WITH HIGH CONCENTRATIONS
To identify a particular tract as having a “high concentration” of a given group, we generally 

used a 50 percent threshold. For example, if more than half of the population in a census tract 

identified as Black, we refer to that tract as a Black-majority tract. We used this threshold to 

identify majority tracts for people who are foreign-born, had low-incomes (200 percent below 

poverty line), had an educational attainment of a high school diploma or less, were renters, were 

recent movers (moved since 2017), and of a certain race and Hispanic origin. 
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However, we used a threshold of one-third or more to identify census tracts where people living 

in crowded housing (more than one person per room) were concentrated. We used the one-third 

threshold for this characteristic because the 50 percent threshold used for other measures did 

not produce enough tracts for a reliable analysis. 

DATA SOURCES
We used the 2020 Census self-responses rates published by the Census Bureau on January 25, 

2021,30 and compiled for us by the CUNY HTC Map project.31 The 2010 Census self-response 

rates also were made available by the U.S. Census Bureau and compiled by the CUNY HTC Map 

project. We used social, economic, and demographic data from the ACS. We use census-tract 

data from the ACS that are based on the accumulation of five years of survey responses from 

2015 to 2019.32 The CUNY HTC Map project supplied the ACS tract-level data. 

Limitations
There are several limitations to our approach. These include assumptions about the majority 

population in a tract, issues with the ACS tract estimates, potential inconsistencies due to the 

use of 2010 Census tracts, and varying vacancy rates across tracts.

ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT TRACTS WITH HIGH 
CONCENTRATIONS OF A STUDIED GROUP
Our methodology assumes that self-response rates for a census tract reflect the self-response 

rates of the population highly concentrated in the tract. While this is a necessary assumption, 

we believe this method provides a reasonable estimate for the self-response rates of highly 

clustered groups. This assumption may not be dependable for any particular tract, but it is 

reasonable when at least 100 tracts are clustered—as we do in this analysis. Notably, the average 

percentage of a majority tract group is much higher than 50 percent. For example, in the 

average Black majority tract, the Black population is 75 percent of the total population.

A tract-level analysis is not necessarily suitable for exploring census accuracy for some 

historically undercounted groups because those groups are not highly concentrated. For 

example, young children (ages 0 to 4) had a higher net undercount than any other age group 

in the 2010 Census.33 But it is difficult to tease out that issue using census tract data because 

young children are not highly clustered. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE 2010 & 2020 CENSUS
Whenever results from one census are compared to a previous census, there are confounding 

factors. Some of those factors have to do with the way the census is conducted. For example, in 

the 2020 Census, people could self-respond by mail, internet, and phone while one could only 

self-respond by mail and, to a lesser extent, by phone in the 2010 Census. There are also factors 

outside of the census-taking process that may make the results from one census different from 

other censuses. For example, the 2020 Census was conducted during the middle of a global 

pandemic, which was not the case in the 2010 Census. Nonetheless, comparing the results of 

one census to another is the only way to determine if trends and patterns are different.34 



14 Who Responded in the 2020 Census?  |  2021

ISSUES WITH THE ACS TRACT ESTIMATES 
As noted, we use tract-level ACS data collected over a five-year period (2015 to 2019).35 The 

conditions reflected in the ACS data collected from 2015 to 2019 may have changed by 2020. 

However, it is doubtful that changes in the demographic and socioeconomic composition of 

tracts from the 2015 to 2019 period to the subsequent year, 2020, impact our findings. The 

demographic and socioeconomic composition of most tracts is relatively stable over such a 

short period.36

The ACS tract-level estimates have significant standard errors because they are often based 

on small sample sizes. However, the ACS sampling errors are less of an issue when 100 or more 

tracts are combined as they are in this study.

POTENTIAL INCONSISTENCIES DUE TO USE OF 2010 CENSUS 
TRACTS
Neither the 2010 Census nor the most recent ACS has the same tract boundaries as the 2020 

Census, making comparisons across these datasets difficult. However, the bureau produced a 

“crosswalk” file37 to address this problem by allowing data users to match tracts in the ACS file 

and the 2010 Census to those in the 2020 Census. This crosswalk file allows us to develop social, 

economic, and demographic measures from the 2015 to 2019 ACS census tracts for each 2020 

Census tract. While the crosswalk file may have introduced some errors, it is doubtful that such 

errors are large enough to impact this study’s basic findings. 

VARYING VACANCY RATES
Tract-level self-response rates used here do not control for differences in vacancy rates 

among census tracts. Varying vacancy rates across tracts can confound the measurement and 

interpretation of self-response rates. A vacant housing unit is taken as a non-response in the 

data used here. That is a potential problem. Information on vacancies was not available in time 

to remove them from the data used here. Hypothetically, a tract with a high vacancy rate could 

appear to have a low self-response rate even when the occupied housing units responded at a 

high rate. 
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3.  Analysis & Findings 

This section provides analysis using the methodology described in the previous section to answer this 

paper’s key research question. First, we examine the differences in tract-level self-response rates for the 

2020 Census. Then, we explore the extent to which geographic patterns of self-response in the 2020 

Census match those in the 2010 Census. 

Differences in 2020 Census Self-Response Rates 
This analysis examines differential self-response rates by comparing self-response rates for 

tracts with a concentration of historically undercounted populations to self-response rates 

for tracts without these concentrations38—and against the overall self-response rates for the 

tracts (66.9 percent).39 (See Figure 2.) We examine differences in self-response rates by socio-

demographic, socio-economic, and housing measures. 



Who Responded in the 2020 Census?  |  202116

FIGURE 2. 2020 Census self-response rates vary considerably across subgroups

Mean 2020 Census self-response rates for clusters of census tracts by social, 
economic, & demographic characteristics

In Category Not in Category Difference between 
“In Category” Mean 

Rates and “Not in 
Category” Mean Rates 

(percentage points)

Self-
Response 
rates (%)

Number 
of Tracts

Self-
Response 
rates (%)

Number 
of Tracts

Socio-Demographic Measures
Race & Hispanic Origin

White (Non-Hispanic, White Alone) 69.5 56,544 61.4 26,478 8.1
Black Alone or in Combination with other 
races (including those who also marked 
Hispanic)

56.3 7,014 67.9 76,008 -11.6

Hispanic (regardless of race) 60.4 8,079 67.6 74,943 -7.2
Asian Alone or in Combination with other 
races (including those who also marked 
Hispanic)

72.9 1,043 66.8 81,979 6.1

American Indian/Alaskan Native (AI/AN) 
Alone or in Combination with other races 
(including those who also marked Hispanic)

32.9 198 67 82,824 -34.1

Foreign-born population 62.6 1,872 67 81,150 -4.4

Socio-Economic Measures
Population with Low Incomes 54.4 15,794 69.8 67,228 -15.4
Population with Educational Attainment of 
High School Degree or Less

58.6 25,794 70.6 57,228 -12

Housing Measures 
Rental Housing 59.2 21,221 69.6 61,801 -10.4
Recent Movers 57.2 1,003 67 82,019 -9.8
Crowded Households 54.8 266 66.9 82,756 -12.1

Total 66.90 83,022

Note: Based on 2020 Census self-response rates as of January 29, 2021. Included tracts had an overall household population greater than 100 and were 
not predominantly Update Leave or in remote Alaska. (This removes 1,007 tracts from the universe of 84,009 tracts, leaving 83,022 in the analysis.) 
Tracts are not mutually exclusive. A tract may appear in more than one category. For example, people of color are often over-represented in high-
poverty tracts.

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of ACS and 2020 Census self-response rates compiled by 
CUNY HTC Map project.
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SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC MEASURES
In terms of socio-demographic measures, this paper presents analysis of self-response rates by 

race and Hispanic origin and by foreign-born status. 

Race & Hispanic Origin 
The results by race and Hispanic origin for 2020 are mainly consistent with self-response rates 

data from the 1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses. In each of those censuses, the self-response rates 

for Black, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan Native (AI/AN) populations were below 

that of the White population. Only the 2020 Census self-response rates for Asian-majority tracts 

differ from the historical pattern. Self-response rates for Asian-majority tracts were higher than 

the self-response rates of White-majority tracts in 2020, but lower in 1990, 2000, and 2010.

Black-majority census tracts

The mean response rate of Black-majority tracts is 11.6 percentage points below the mean 

response rate for other tracts. However, the tracts where the Black population is not the majority 

include other historically undercounted populations (such as the Hispanic 

community). To provide a more meaningful comparison, Black-majority tracts are 

compared to the mean self-response rates for White-majority tracts. The mean 

self-response rate for Black-majority tracts (56.3 percent) is 13.2 percentage points 

below the average self-response rate for White-majority tracts (69.5 percent). 

The difference between Black and White self-response rates in the 2010 Census 

(based on the race of the householder) was 13 percentage points and (based on 

the tract characteristic) the difference in the 2020 Census was 13.2 percentage 

points. The differences between Black and White populations in the 2010 and 2020 Censuses 

are large and consistent.

Hispanic-majority census tracts

The mean self-response rate for Hispanic-majority tracts (60.4 percent) is 7.3 percentages points 

below other tracts. Many of the tracts where Hispanic people are not the majority population are 

tracts where other historically undercounted populations may be concentrated. The mean tract 

response rate for Hispanic-majority tracts (60.4 percent) is 9.2 percent points below the mean 

response rate for White-majority tracts (69.5 percent). 

The difference between Hispanic and White self-response rates in the 2010 Census (based 

on the characteristics of the householder) was 13 percentage points but based on the tract 

characteristic, the difference in 2020 was 9.1 percentage points.40 The only definition of the 

White population, which includes Hispanic people, published in the 2010 self-response rate data 

included people who identified as White alone. In the 2010 Census, the bureau included almost 

27 million Hispanic people in the “White” population, so the comparison of Hispanic and White 

people in the 2010 Census is confounded. If we had data for self-response rates for households 

in 2010 that reflected the non-Hispanic White population, the gap between Hispanic and White 

populations would undoubtedly be larger.

The differences 
between BLACK & 

WHITE POPULATIONS 
in the 2010 & 2020 

Censuses are LARGE  
& CONSISTENT
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Asian-majority census tracts

The relatively high self-response rate for those in Asian-majority tracts in the 2020 Census 

is unexpected. It is inconsistent with the census data from 1990, 2000, and 2010, where self-

response rates for Asian householders were lower than the self-response rates of White 

households. For example, self-response for Asian householders in the 2010 Census was 7.1 

percentage points below that of White householders. In the 2020 Census, the difference is in 

the opposite direction. The mean response rate for tracts where Asian people were the majority 

population is 6.1 percentage points above the mean self-response rates for other tracts. It is 

worth noting that the Asian population in the U.S. is remarkably diverse.41, 42, 43 The overall self-

response rates for Asian households probably mask significant differences among subgroups of 

Asian people, such as Chinese, Korean, Indian, and Vietnamese people.44

The mean self-response rate for tracts where Asian people are the majority population is higher 

than tracts where the White population is the majority in the 2020 Census (see Figure 3). 

Potential causes could be pursued in subsequent analysis.

AI/AN-majority census tracts

One notable finding of the analysis is the extremely low tract-level self-response rate (32.9 

percent) for AI/AN-majority tracts regardless of their location. In contrast, analysis of tract-level 

self-response rates on Tribal lands by the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI)45 shows 

the final self-response rate for Tribal lands is 42 percent. This rate is still the lowest among those 

studied, but it is nearly ten percentage points higher than our estimate which is 

based on AI/AN-majority tracts. 

There are only a small number of tracts where AI/AN are the majority of the 

population. Nearly all of these AI/AN-majority tracts are located on Tribal lands. 

And the enumeration of people living on Tribal lands may not be reflective of 

the overall self-response rates for the American Indian population, a majority of 

whom live outside of Tribal lands.46 

Census accuracy for people living on Tribal lands has been relatively low in 1990, 2000, and 

2010 Censuses.47 The data for AI/AN population likely suggest an undercount of AI/AN groups 

compared to the White population in 2020 but the extremely low self-response rate found 

by our analysis should not be taken as a suggestion of the magnitude of such differential 

undercounts.

Foreign-Born (Immigrants) 
The mean self-response rate for tracts where most people are foreign-born (62.4 percent) 

is 4.6 percentage points below other tracts. According to the 2019 ACS, 50 percent of the 

immigrant population in the U.S. are from Latin America, and 31 percent are from Asia. Since 

the Hispanic and Asian populations are the two largest immigrant groups,48 we suspect tracts 

where the foreign-born population is the majority are either largely Hispanic or largely Asian. 

Self-response rates in tracts where Asian groups are concentrated differ considerably from those 

with Hispanic concentrations. Asian-majority tracts had self-response rates higher than White-

majority tracts, but Hispanic-majority tracts had self-response rates well below White-majority 

tracts. Disaggregating heavily foreign-born tracts by Hispanic-majority or Asian-majority 

might improve our understanding of patterns in differential self-response rates and potential 

undercount rates in the 2020 Census. 

One notable finding is 
the EXTREMELY LOW 
TRACT-LEVEL SELF-

RESPONSE RATE FOR 
AI/AN-majority tracts
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC MEASURES
In terms of socio-economic measures, this paper presents analysis of self-response rates by low-

income status and educational attainment. 

People with Low Incomes
To examine self-response rates for tracts where households with low incomes are concentrated, we 

identified tracts where 50 percent or more of the households had incomes below 200 percent of the 

poverty line. People living below that threshold are often referred to as having “low incomes.”49, 50  

In 2019, a family of two adults and two children with an income of $51,852 or less was considered to 

have low income. We use this definition of low-income because many households with income just 

above the poverty line have similar disadvantages as those officially in poverty.51 

The mean self-response rate for tracts where the low-income population is concentrated is 

54.4 percent—15.5 percentage points below the mean self-response rate for other tracts. This 

difference is one of the largest differences seen in our analysis. 

Educational Attainment of High-School Diploma or Less 
The mean tract response rate for tracts where the majority of adults age 18 or older had a high 

school diploma or less is 12.0 percentage points below the mean response rate for other tracts 

(58.6 percent compared to 70.6 percent).

HOUSING MEASURES
In terms of housing measures, this paper presents an analysis of self-response rates by tracts 

with high concentrations of rental housing, recent movers, and crowded housing. 

Rental Housing
The mean self-response rate for tracts where rental households are the majority of households is 

10.4 percentage points below mean self-response rates for other tracts. The self-response pattern 

by housing type seen in the 2020 Census is consistent with the 1990, 2000, and 2020 Censuses.52 

For each of these censuses, renters had lower self-response rates than homeowners. Housing 

type may be used as a proxy for socioeconomic status or income; in 2019, the median household 

income for renters was $42,479 compared to $81,988 for owner-occupied households. 

Recent Movers 
There are over 1,000 tracts where more than half of the households had recently moved into 

their housing unit (since 2017). In these high mobility census tracts, the mean self-response rate 

is 57.2 percent which is 9.8 percentage points below other tracts. 

Crowded Housing
The Census Bureau defines crowded housing units as those with more than one person per 

room. The threshold we used for identifying census tracts with concentrations of crowded 

housing is areas where one-third of more of the housing units are crowded. We used the one-

third threshold for this measure because the 50 percent threshold used for other measures 

did not produce enough tracts for a reliable analysis. The source of data on crowded housing 

is taken from the CUNY HTC Map project.53 The mean self-response rate for tracts with a large 

share of crowded housing units is 54.8 percent which is 12.1 percentage points below the rate for 

other tracts and 12.1 percentage points below the overall average. 
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FIGURE 3. White-majority tracts & Asian-majority tracts are the only tracts in the 
study with self-response rates higher than the overall average rate 

Mean 2020 Census self-response rates for clusters of tracts for all social demographic 
groups 

Note: Groups for which there were less than 100 tracts were not included in this analysis. This figure is a graphical presentation of data in Figure 2. 

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of ACS and 2020 Census self-response rates compiled by 
CUNY HTC Map project.

Geographic Similarities Between the 2010  
& 2020 Censuses

In this section, we examine whether geographic areas with relatively low self-response rates in 

the 2010 Census also had relatively low self-response rates in the 2020 Census. Self-response 

differences between 2010 and 2020 Censuses are examined for all tracts, states, large counties, 

and large cities. We find strong correlations between the self-response rates to the 2010 and 

2020 Censuses by type of geographic area, such as by tract, city, county, and state.

There is a considerable variation in tract self-response rates across the approximately 84,000 

tracts in the 2020 Census and the same is true for other types of geographic units (see Figure 

5). The gap between the states with the highest (state) and lowest (state) self-response rates 

was 20.4 percentage points. Among the 50 largest cities and counties, the gap between the 

highest and lowest self-response rates was 26.7 and 23.9 percentage points, respectively. Given 

the connection between self-response rates and census accuracy, places with relatively low self-

response rates are likely to have less accurate census counts.

Total

Crowded households 

Recent Movers

Rental Housing

Education Attainment of
High-School Diploma or Less

Low-Income

Foreign-Born (Immigrants)

American Indian/AlaskanNative

Asian

Hispanic

Black 

Non-Hispanic White 69.5%

56.3%

60.4%

72.9%

32.9%

62.6%

54.4%

58.6%

59.2%

57.2%

54.8%

66.9%
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FIGURE 4. Large disparities in self-response rates exist across geographies 

Differences in mean 2020 Census self-response rates by geographic area & type

Minimum Maximum 

Range (Percentage Point 
Difference Between Minimum  

& Maximum)
All Census Tracts 0 100 100
States 54.7 (Alaska) 75.1 (Minnesota) 20.4
50 Largest Counties 56.9 (Philadelphia, PA) 80.8 (Fairfax, VA) 23.9
50 Largest Cities 51.0 (Detroit, MI) 77.7 (San Jose, CA) 26.7

Note: A small number of tracts with zero self-response rates were removed from this analysis because they typically reflect an unusual geographic area. 

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of ACS and 2020 Census self-response rates compiled by 
CUNY HTC Map project.

ALL TRACTS
The correlation between the self-response rates in the 2010 Census and the self-response rates in 

the 2020 Census for all 84,000 census tracts in this analysis is +0.84. (This analysis excludes around 

1250 tracts that had a self-response rate of zero percent since such tracts typically reflect an unusual 

geographic area.) A correlation of + 0.84 is very high by social science standards and means that, for 

a large majority of census tracts, the self-response rate in 2020 is similar to the rate in 2010. Tracts 

that had relatively low self-response rates in 2010 were likely to have relatively low self-response 

rates in 2020. In other words, the pattern seen in the 2010 Census is replicated in the 2020 Census. 

FIGURE 5. Very high correlations in self-response rates between the 2010 & 2020 
Censuses show continuing patterns of self-response rate disparities across 
census tracts 

Tract-level self-response rates from the 2010 & 2020 Censuses

Note: Analysis resulted in a correlation of +0.84. Around 1,250 tracts with zero self-response rates in the 2010 Census were removed from this analysis 
because they typically reflect unusual geographic areas. This did not have any impact on the correlation. The solid purple line is the trend line that 
reflects the statistical relationship between the self-response rates for the 2010 and 2020 Censuses. The closer the blue dots in the figure are to the line, 
the higher the similarity across the two censuses.

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of 2010 and 2020 Census self-response rates and ACS data 
compiled by the CUNY HTC Map project.
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LARGE CITIES 
The correlation between the 2010 and 2020 census self-response rates for the most populous 

cities is +0.79, which is a high correlation by social science standards. This indicates large cities 

that had relatively low self-response rates in the 2010 Census were likely to have relatively low 

self-response in the 2020 Census. Large cities with relatively high self-response rates in 2010 

were highly likely to have relatively high self-response rates in the 2020 Census. In other words, 

the pattern seen for large cities in the 2010 Census is replicated in the 2020 Census.

FIGURE 6. Very high correlations in self-response rates between the 2010 & 2020 
Censuses show continuing patterns of self-response rate disparities across large 
cities

Self-response rates for the 2010 & 2020 Censuses from the 50 largest cities

Note: Analysis resulted in a correlation of +0.79. The solid purple line is the trend line that reflects the statistical relationship between the self-response 
rates for the 2010 and 2020 Censuses. The closer the blue dots in the figure are to the line, the higher the correlation.

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of 2010 and 2020 Census self-response rates and ACS data 
compiled by CUNY HTC Map project.
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LARGE COUNTIES
The correlation between the self-response rates in 2010 and 2020 Censuses for the most 

populous counties is +0.89. Again, this is an extremely high correlation by social science 

standards. The correlation indicates that the counties with relatively low self-response rates in 

the 2010 Census were likely to have relatively low self-response in 2020. In other words, the 

pattern seen for large counties in the 2010 Census is replicated in the 2020 Census.

FIGURE 7. Extremely high correlation in self-response rates between the 2010 & 
2020 Censuses show continuing patterns of self-response rate disparities across 
large counties

Self-response rates for the 2010 & 2020 Censuses from the 50 largest counties

Note: Analysis resulted in a correlation of +0.90. All of the counties included have a population of 964,666 or more. The solid purple line is the trend line 
that reflects the statistical relationship between the self-response rates for the 2010 and 2020 Censuses. The closer the blue dots in the figure are to the 
line, the higher the correlation.

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of 2010 and 2020 Census self-response rates and ACS data 
compiled by CUNY HTC Map project.
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STATES
The correlation between state self-response rates for the 2010 and 2020 censuses is +0.90. This 

is an extremely high correlation by social science standards and indicates the states that had 

relatively low self-response rates in 2010 were likely to have relatively low self-response in 2020. 

States with relatively high self-response rates in 2010 were likely to have relatively high self-

response rates in the 2020 Census. In other words, the state-level pattern in self-response rates 

seen in the 2010 Census is replicated in the 2020 Census. 

FIGURE 8. Extremely high correlations in self-response rates between the 2010 & 
2020 Censuses show continuing patterns of self-response rate disparities across 
states

Tract-level self-response rates from the 2010 & 2020 Censuses

Note: Analysis resulted in a correlation of +0.90. The solid purple line is the trend line that reflects the statistical relationship between the self-response 
rates for the 2010 and 2020 Censuses. The closer the blue dots in the figure are to the line, the higher the correlation. Data include self-response rates 
for the 50 U.S. States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Source: Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality, 2021. Estimates are based on analysis of 2010 and 2020 Census self-response rates compiled by 
CUNY HTC Map project.
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4. Implications

The gaps in self-response rates between population subgroups and geographic areas presented in this paper 

are not new. Prior analysis of census quality trends from the 1950 through the 2010 Censuses shows that, 

while the overall quality for most subpopulations has improved substantially over time, the coverage gaps 

between subgroups have remained stubbornly persistent.54 This analysis of 2020 Census tract-level self-response 

rates cannot indicate the magnitude of disparities in data quality. However, this study provides solid statistical 

evidence to suggest the past patterns of differential undercounts will continue to be seen in the 2020 Census.  

We offer two main implications linked to our findings. First is the need for granular data from additional census 

process indicators and measures of quality. Second is the importance of pursuing opportunities (such as through 

the Population Estimates Challenge program) to improve the nation’s data after the bureau releases the first 

2020 Census data products. We also offer a third implication, noting the opportunity to undertake further 

research and analysis of the 2020 Census self-response rates. 

Disparities in Self-Response Rates Highlight the Need 
for Granular Data From Additional Quality Metrics

After every census, the Census Bureau evaluates the census and makes a variety of quality 

metrics available to the public.55 As noted in Section 1, self-response rates do not account for 

people who may have been enumerated through NRFU and GQ operations, as well as through 

other processes. Additional data quality indicators can, therefore, provide stakeholders and 

data users with a more complete understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of 2020 

Census data. The bureau has already made available data from some of the other 2020 Census 
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process indicators, such as initial completion rates,56 NRFU workload completion rates,57 and 

administrative and proxy respondent enumeration rates.58 However, the data from these quality 

indicators are highly aggregated—often at the state or national level.    

Given what this study shows about significant differences in self-response rates by demographic 

groups and geographic areas, highly aggregated data from measures and indicators that reflect 

the overall quality will be of limited use in understanding the fairness and accuracy of the 

2020 Census. Highly aggregated data can mask important differences among subgroups. For 

example, the 2010 Census had a national net undercount of 0.01 percent (or 36,000 people).59 

Without examining the data closer, one could believe that the bureau under-counted relatively 

few people. However, this statistic obscures some underlying disparities. The 2010 Census 

omitted Black people at a rate of 9.3 percent compared to an omissions rate of 3.8 percent for 

White people.60 The data analyzed in this study shows a similar picture. The overall self-response 

rates masks large differences among groups and across geographic areas. 

This paper’s analyses suggest that data users may need to pay particular 

attention to data quality in tracts that are majority Black, Hispanic, and AI/AN. 

To the extent possible, measures should also be disaggregated to assess the 

quality of data in tracts with high concentrations of historically undercounted 

groups such as households with low-incomes, renters, recent movers, and 

people living in crowded housing.

Due to many extraordinary challenges faced in conducting the 2020 Census, 

the bureau announced plans to release additional quality metrics61 and 

has since welcomed three outside experts from the American Statistical 

Association (ASA)62 to evaluate the quality of census data.63 Upcoming metrics 

to be released by the Census Bureau and the ASA Data Quality Indicators Task 

Force will shed some light on these operational challenges that could have 

direct implications for coverage and accuracy in households that did not self-

respond. The bureau will release the first quality metrics in April 2021 followed 

by another set of metrics in May 2021.64 The first set of metrics is expected to 

provide information at the state level.65

To the extent possible, we encourage the publication of these quality metrics 

with as much granularity as possible to allow stakeholders to meaningfully 

examine differences in quality across subpopulations and areas. 

Self-Response Rates Should Inform Opportunities for 
Improving Postcensal Population Estimates

During the 2020 Census, real-time self-response rates acted as an early intervention system and 

signaled how well the 2020 Census was proceeding at a fairly detailed level. This monitoring 

allowed the bureau and stakeholders to target outreach and other strategies to boost census 

participation in the appropriate places while the count was still ongoing.66 

In recent censuses, the Census Bureau has provided opportunities for specific stakeholders 

to review and improve the quality of census and census-derived datasets, such as population 

estimates. This decade, the Census Bureau will offer state and local governments opportunities to 

review and address a limited number of technical errors in census data through the Count Question 

Given what this study 
shows about significant 

differences in self-
response rates by 

demographic groups 
and geographic areas, 
HIGHLY AGGREGATED 

DATA from measures and 
indicators THAT REFLECT 
THE OVERALL QUALITY 
will be of LIMITED USE 
in understanding the 
fairness & accuracy of 

the 2020 Census
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Resolution (CQR) program. The CQR program provides Tribal, state, and local governments with 

the opportunity to review and comment on census data. Similar opportunities exist for the annually 

updated population estimates through the Population Estimates Challenge program.67 

In response to existing and anticipated challenges facing the 2020 Census, stakeholders should 

become familiar with these opportunities to improve the quality of census and census-derived 

datasets. Where possible, stakeholders should work with the bureau to explore ways to expand 

the scope of existing opportunities. Due to challenges faced in the 2020 Census, the Census 

Bureau is already considering new methods for developing its postcensal population estimates 

and expanding how local governmental units can participate in challenges to improve population 

estimates for its area.68 Efforts to improve the population estimates could prove significant, as 

the bureau’s population estimates play a crucial role in allocating federal funds.69 

Unfortunately, it is often the groups most in need of federal resources that are 

undercounted at the highest rates.70 The differential self-response rates in the 

2020 Census suggest that potential solutions will not only be needed to improve 

the quality of census data overall. Solutions should also address the likely 

significant coverage gaps (also referred to as differential undercounts) between 

subgroups and geographic areas. For example, the bureau could work together 

with stakeholders to identify new datasets that could be used to help improve 

the population estimates by narrowing data quality gaps between groups and 

geographic areas.

We encourage stakeholders and data users to become more familiar with 

mechanisms such as the CQR and Challenge programs. We also encourage 

stakeholders to help ensure that resources are available to allow their local 

governments to improve data for their area. Given the coverage gaps suggested 

by this analysis, we suggest stakeholders and data users learn more about new 

efforts to improve the bureau’s population estimates as they are discussed at 

forums such as the Census Advisory Committee meetings.71 

Future Analysis of Self-Response Rates
This analysis of the tract-level self-response rates to the 2020 Census is not intended to be 

exhaustive. The paper provides a model for others who may want to delve into the tract-level 

self-response rates in greater detail. 

For example, we suggest further research to study the majority foreign-born tracts to examine 

any differences in self-response rates between those with high concentrations of Asian 

compared to Hispanic immigrants. Likewise, this study sets the stage for more detailed data 

analysis of tracts within a state or one metropolitan area to see if the national patterns found 

here are seen uniformly across the country. One might also combine several characteristics to 

compare, for example, mean self-response rates for Hispanic-majority tracts with and without a 

high concentration of people with low-incomes. 

Though the methodology has limitations, we believe that this paper’s approach produced 

reliable data on differential self-response rates. When the Census Bureau releases 2020 

Census self-response rates by householder characteristics, researchers will be able to test this 

methodology more thoroughly. 

The differential self-
response rates in the 
2020 Census suggest 

that POTENTIAL 
SOLUTIONS will not only 
be needed to IMPROVE 
THE QUALITY of census 
data overall. Solutions 

should also address 
the likely SIGNIFICANT 

COVERAGE GAPS 
between subgroups & 

geographic areas
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Conclusion 

While the analysis provided in this paper should not be seen as a definitive measure of census data 

accuracy, self-response rates are important, straightforward indicators of census quality. Differences 

in self-response rates are highly suggestive of the likely gaps in coverage in the 2020 Census. Until 

the Census Bureau provides measures such as net undercounts, omissions, and erroneous inclusions,72 self-

response rates examined here are likely the best measures available. 

Our analysis has found that certain historically undercounted groups likely have lower self-response rates to the 

2020 Census based on examining the self-response rates in tracts where the groups are concentrated. Many 

patterns seen in the 2020 Census are remarkably similar to response patterns in the 1990, 2000, and 2010 

Censuses. The places with low self-response rates in the 2010 Census consistently also have low self-response 

rates in the 2020 Census. This suggests that the patterns of differences in data quality in the past censuses are 

likely to be seen in the 2020 Census. To a large extent, the patterns seen in census self-response rates reflect 

systemic advantages and disadvantages in American society. Our analysis also suggests that highly aggregated 

self-response rates can mask the significant differences that exist between social, economic, and demographic 

subgroups and across geographic areas.

The information presented here shows that despite efforts by the bureau and stakeholders to even the playing 

field, the patterns of census differentials seen in the past are likely being repeated in the 2020 Census. However, 

the past need not be prologue. While this paper offers short- to medium-term recommendations, it is clear that 

more deliberate designs are needed to break out from continuing cycles of coverage gaps as planning begins for 

the 2030 Census. 



29 GEORGETOWNPOVERT Y.ORG  |  2021

Endnotes
1 “2020 Census: Our Mission to Count Everyone.” U.S. Census Bureau. Available at 

https://2020census.gov/content/dam/2020census/materials/partners/2020-06/
CENSUS-COUNTS-EVERYONE_en.pdf. 

2 “U.S. Department of Commerce Secretary Wilbur Ross and U.S. Census 
Bureau Director Steven Dillingham Statement on 2020 Census Operational 
Adjustments Due to COVID-19.” U.S. Census Bureau, 13 April 2020. Available at 
https://2020census.gov/en/news-events/press-releases/statement-covid-19-2020. 

3 Frey, William H. “Trump’s New Plan to Hijack the Census Will Imperil America’s 
Future.” Brookings, 7 August 2020. Available at https://www.brookings.edu/
blog/the-avenue/2020/08/07/trumps-new-plan-to-hijack-the-census-will-
imperil-americas-future/. 

4 “2020 Post-Enumeration Survey Update.” Census Scientific Advisory Committee, 
18 March 2020. Available at https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/
meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf. 

5 For more information on the limitation of PES, see O’Hare, William P., Cara 
Brumfield, and Jae June Lee. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: 
A Primer on the Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 
Georgetown Center on Poverty and Inequality, 9 October 2020. Available at 
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/evaluating-the-accuracy-of-the-
decennial-census/.  

6 In preparing for the 2020 Census, the bureau reviews the universe of living 
quarters that they will invite to self-respond to the census. This review is 
conducted in several ways, including through the use of satellite imagery and 
collaborations with the U.S. Postal Office. See “2020 Census: Address Canvassing 
Operation.” U.S. Census Bureau, August 2019. Available at https://www.census.
gov/newsroom/press-kits/2018/2020-adcan.html.  

7 “Self-Response Rates Map.” U.S. Census Bureau, 2020. Available at 
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/self-response.html.

8 O’Hare, William P. “Are Self-Participation Rates Predictive of Accuracy in the U.S. 
Census?” International Journal of Social Science Studies, 8(6), November 2020. 
Available at  http://redfame.com/journal/index.php/ijsss/article/view/4967.  

9 Ibid.  

10 “Glossary.” U.S. Census Bureau, updated 16 September 2019. Available at  
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/about/glossary.html. 

11 Ortman, Jennifer, and Maryann Chapin. “Introduction to Quality Indicators: 
Operational Metrics.” U.S. Census Bureau, 18 March 2021. Available at 
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/
introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_
medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery. 

12 Ibid. 

13 “1960 Overview.” U.S. Census Bureau, retrieved 11 March 2021. Available at 
https://www.census.gov/history/www/through_the_decades/overview/1960.
html. 

14 The 2010 Census did not have an online self-response method. Instead, the 2010 
Census self-response rates are generally measured as the mail response rates. 
This rate refers to the percentage of housing units that returned their census 
questionnaires before NRFU. See Letourneau, Earl. “Mail Response/Return Rates 
Assessment.” U.S. Census Bureau, May 2021. Available at https://www.census.
gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf.     

15 “Self-Response Rates Map.” U.S. Census Bureau, retrieved 12 March 2021. 
Available at https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/self-response.html. 

16 O’Hare, William P. “Are Self-Participation Rates Predictive of Accuracy 
in the U.S. Census.” Population Association of America, 6 November 
2020. Available at https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/

POPULATIONASSOCIATION/3e04a602-09fe-49d8-93e4-1dd0069a7f14/
UploadedImages/Documents/PAA_Affairs/PAA-Fall_20_.pdf.

17 Ibid.

18 O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: A Primer on the 
Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 2020. 

19 “2020 Census: Nonresponse Followup.” U.S. Census Bureau, 10 September 2020. 
Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nonresponse-
followup.html. 

20 “2020 Census Group Quarters Operation.” Georgetown Center on Poverty and 
Inequality. Available at https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/democracy/
census/2020-census-group-quarters-operation/. 

21 “2020 Census: Nonresponse Followup.” U.S. Census Bureau, 2020. 

22 Schneider, Mike. “Wildfires and hurricanes disrupt final weeks of 2020 census.” 
AP, 20 September 2020. Available at https://apnews.com/article/virus-outbreak-
wildfires-hurricane-sally-oregon-census-2020-331d66462d106eeaece671431cd9
527a.  

23 Velkoff, Victoria. “Demographic Evaluation of the 2010 Census.” Presentation 
at the Population Association of America Annual Meetings in Washington, D.C., 
March 2011. 

24  DA estimates only provide statistics on the expected population of the United 
States. The public will need to wait until 2020 Census datasets are released 
in order to determine potential net undercounts and overcounts. For the 2010 
Census, the bureau delivered the apportionment data product on December 21, 
2010. The bureau completed its delivery of the Public Law 94-171 redistricting 
data to states by March 24, 2011. The former contained state-level population 
counts, and the latter contained block-level counts by race and origin, voting-
age, and limited housing data. For the 2020 Census, the apportionment data 
product is not expected to be delivered until the end of April 2021 and the 
redistricting files will not be delivered until the end of September 2021. The 
limited demographic information in the redistricting files allow for an initial but 
flawed measurement of coverage gaps between groups using DA. For more 
information, see O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: 
A Primer on the Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 
2020; “U.S. Census Bureau Announces 2010 Census Population Counts 
Apportionment Counts Delivered to President.” U.S. Census Bureau, 21 December 
2010. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/2010_
census/cb10-cn93.html; “2010 Census Data Product Descriptions.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, updated 19 June 2013. Available at https://www.census.gov/2010census/
news/pdf/data_products_2010_census2.pdf.   

25 “2020 Post-Enumeration Survey Update.” Census Scientific Advisory Committee, 
18 March 2020. Available at https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/
meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf. 

26 Kennel, Timothy. “2020 Post-Enumeration Survey Update.” Census Scientific 
Advisory Committee, 18 March 2021. Available at https://www2.census.gov/
about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-
survey-update.pdf.   

27 “2020 Census: Update Leave and Update Enumerate.” U.S. Census Bureau, 11 
June 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/
update-leave.html.

28 Oka, Masayoshi, and David W. S. Wong. “Capturing the two dimensions of 
residential segregation at the neighborhood level for health research.” Frontiers 
in Public Health, 25 August 2014. Available at https://www.frontiersin.org/
articles/10.3389/fpubh.2014.00118/full#B11. 

https://2020census.gov/content/dam/2020census/materials/partners/2020-06/CENSUS-COUNTS-EVERYONE_en.pdf
https://2020census.gov/content/dam/2020census/materials/partners/2020-06/CENSUS-COUNTS-EVERYONE_en.pdf
https://2020census.gov/en/news-events/press-releases/statement-covid-19-2020
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2020/08/07/trumps-new-plan-to-hijack-the-census-will-imperil-americas-future/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2020/08/07/trumps-new-plan-to-hijack-the-census-will-imperil-americas-future/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2020/08/07/trumps-new-plan-to-hijack-the-census-will-imperil-americas-future/
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/evaluating-the-accuracy-of-the-decennial-census/
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/evaluating-the-accuracy-of-the-decennial-census/
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2018/2020-adcan.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2018/2020-adcan.html
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/self-response.html
http://redfame.com/journal/index.php/ijsss/article/view/4967
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/about/glossary.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.census.gov/history/www/through_the_decades/overview/1960.html
https://www.census.gov/history/www/through_the_decades/overview/1960.html
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/self-response.html
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/b110/48d5a50ebb6904e1338d54b5131611149ed4.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/b110/48d5a50ebb6904e1338d54b5131611149ed4.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/b110/48d5a50ebb6904e1338d54b5131611149ed4.pdf
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nonresponse-followup.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nonresponse-followup.html
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/democracy/census/2020-census-group-quarters-operation/
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/democracy/census/2020-census-group-quarters-operation/
https://apnews.com/article/virus-outbreak-wildfires-hurricane-sally-oregon-census-2020-331d66462d106eeaece671431cd9527a
https://apnews.com/article/virus-outbreak-wildfires-hurricane-sally-oregon-census-2020-331d66462d106eeaece671431cd9527a
https://apnews.com/article/virus-outbreak-wildfires-hurricane-sally-oregon-census-2020-331d66462d106eeaece671431cd9527a
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/2010_census/cb10-cn93.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/2010_census/cb10-cn93.html
https://www.census.gov/2010census/news/pdf/data_products_2010_census2.pdf
https://www.census.gov/2010census/news/pdf/data_products_2010_census2.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-post-enumeration-survey-update.pdf
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/update-leave.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/update-leave.html


30 Who Responded in the 2020 Census?  |  2021

29 “2010 Census Mail Response/Return Rates Assessment.” U.S. Census Bureau, 30 
May 2012. Available at https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/
publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf. 

30 “Decennial Census Self-Response Rates (2020, 2010).” U.S. Census Bureau, 25 
January 2021. Available at https://www.Census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/
decennial-response-rates.html.

31 “Census Hard To Count Maps 2020.” Center for Urban Research, CUNY 
Graduate Center. Available at https://www.censushardtocountmaps2020.
us/?latlng=40.00000%2C-98.09000&z=4&promotedfeaturetype=states&baselaye
rstate=3&rtrYear=sR2020latest&infotab=info-rtrselfresponse&filterQuery=false. 

32 “American Community Survey 22015-2019, 5 Year Data Release.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, 10 December 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/
press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html.

33 O’Hare, William P. “The Undercount of Young Children in the U.S. Decennial 
Census.” Springer Publishers, 5 June 2015. 

34 The methodological approach we use, comparing 2010 and 2020 self-response 
rates, echoes data presented by the U.S. Census Bureau which noted how 
state self-response in 2020 compared to those in 2010. Analysis reported by 
the American Statistical Association also compared tract self-response rates 
in the 2010 Census and 2020 Census. See Styles, Kathleen M., “2020 Census: 
Overview.” Presentation at National Conference of State Legislature, 27 January 
2021. Available at https://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/Redistricting/
NCSL_Census_Update_KathleenStyles.pdf. 

35 “American Community Survey 2015-2019, 5 Year Data Release.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, 10 December 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/
press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html. 

36 Scanniello, Nicole. “New American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates for 
the First Time Provide Data on Three Time Periods That Don’t Overlap.” U.S. 
Census Bureau, 10 December 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/library/
stories/2020/12/changes-in-americas-demographic-landscape-in-distinct-5-
year-periods.html. 

37 “Index of Maps.” U.S. Census Bureau, March 2020. Available at https://www2.
census.gov/geo/maps/DC2020/SR20/. 

38 We sometimes refer to the residual tracts where selected populations are not 
concentrated are referred to as “other tracts.” 

39 This is based on calculating the mean for all tracts and is slightly different 
from the national response rate of 67 percent. The slight 0.1 percentage point 
discrepancy can be explained by the removal of about 1,000 tracts that were not 
suitable for our analysis. 

40 “Decennial Census Self-Response Rates (2020, 2010).” U.S. Census Bureau, 25 
January 2021. Available at https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/
decennial-response-rates.2010.html 

41 O’Hare, William P. “Differential Undercounts in the U.S. Census: Who is 
Missing?” Springer Publishers, 2019. Available at https://link.springer.com/
book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8

42 O’Hare, William P. “Big Differences Among Young Children in Asian Subgroups 
Means Some are More at Risk of Being Missed in the 2020 U.S. Census.” 
Advancing Justice |AAJC, 13 May 2020. Available at https://medium.com/
advancing-justice-aajc/big-differences-among-young-children-in-asian-
subgroups-means-some-are-more-at-risk-of-being-7d9e98c25f4f

43 Hoeffel, Elizabeth M., et al. “The Asian Population: 2010.” U.S. Census Bureau, 
March 2012. Available at https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/
c2010br-11.pdf. 

44 For more information on the race and origin questions in the 2020 Census, 
see Brumfield, Cara, Casey Goldvale, & Christopher Brown. “Race and Origin 
Questions in Context: Understanding the 2020 Census.” Georgetown Center on 
Poverty & Inequality, June 2019. Available at https://www.georgetownpoverty.
org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/GCPI-ESOI-Race-and-Origin-Questions-in-
Context-20190606.pdf.  

45 “Decennial Census: Tribal Lands Response Rates.” National Congress of American 
Indians Policy Research Center, 28 October 2020. Available at https://www.
ncai.org/policy-research-center/research-data/prc-publications/2020_Census_
Response_Rate_-_Tribal_Lands_Summary_10_28_2020_FINAL.pdf. 

46 Norris, Tina, Paula L. Vines, and Elizabeth M. Hoeffel. “The American Indian and 
Alaska Native Population: 2010.” U.S. Census Bureau, January 2012. Available at 
https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-10.pdf. 

47 O’Hare, William P. “Differential Undercounts in the U.S. Census: Who is 
Missing?” Springer Publishers, 2019. Available at https://link.springer.com/
book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8.

48 Batalova, Jeanne, Mary Hanna, and Christopher Levesque. “Frequently 
Requested Statistics on Immigrants and Immigration in the United States.” 
Migration Policy Institute, 11 February 2021. Available at https://www.
migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-
immigration-united-states-2020. 

49 “Will You Count? Household with Low Incomes in the 2020 Census.” Georgetown 
Center on Poverty and Inequality and The Leadership Conference Education 
Fund, 1 July 2018. Available at https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/08/Low-Income-Families-HTC.pdf

50 Kobal, Heather, and Yang Jiang. “Basic Facts about Low-Income Children: 
Children under 18 years, 2016.” National Center for Children in Poverty, January 
2018. Available at https://www.nccp.org/publication/basic-facts-about-low-
income-children-children-under-18-years-2016/. 

51 Haider, Areeba, and Justin Schweitzer. “The Poverty Line Matters, But It 
Isn’t Capturing Everyone It Should.” Center for American Progress, 5 March 
2020. Available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/poverty/
news/2020/03/05/481314/poverty-line-matters-isnt-capturing-everyone/. 

52 O’Hare, William P. “Differential Undercounts in the U.S. Census: Who is 
Missed?” Springer Publishers, 2019. Available at https://link.springer.com/
book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8. 

53 “Measuring Overcrowding in Housing.” U.S. Department of Housing And Urban 
Development, September 2007. Available at https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/ahs/research/publications/Measuring_Overcrowding_in_Hsg.html. 

54 O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: A Primer on the 
Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 2020. 

55 “Census Bureau Announces Quality Assessments for 2020 Census.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, 7 December 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/
press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html. 

56 “Total Response Rates by State.” U.S. Census Bureau, 28 October 2020. Available 
at https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/nrfu.html. 

57 “Nonresponse Followup Completion Rates.” U.S. Census Bureau, 17 October 
2020. Available at https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/nrfu-completion.
html. 

58 “2020 Census Completion Rates: Frequently Asked Questions.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, 23 October 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/content/dam/
Census/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nrfu-deadline-completion-rates-faq.pdf. 

59 Blank, Rebecca. “Statement by Deputy U.S. Commerce Secretary Rebecca 
Blank on Release of the Data Measuring Census Accuracy,” U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 22 May 2012. Available at https://2010-2014.commerce.gov/news/
press-releases/2012/05/22/statement-deputy-us-commerce-secretary-rebecca-
blank-release-data-mea.html. 

60 O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: A Primer on the 
Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 2020.

61 “Census Bureau Announces Quality Assessments for 2020 Census.” U.S. Census 
Bureau, 7 December 2020. Available at https://www.census.gov/newsroom/
press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html. 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2012/dec/2010_cpex_198.pdf
https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/decennial-response-rates.html
https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/decennial-response-rates.html
https://www.censushardtocountmaps2020.us/?latlng=40.00000%2C-98.09000&z=4&promotedfeaturetype=states&baselayerstate=3&rtrYear=sR2020latest&infotab=info-rtrselfresponse&filterQuery=false
https://www.censushardtocountmaps2020.us/?latlng=40.00000%2C-98.09000&z=4&promotedfeaturetype=states&baselayerstate=3&rtrYear=sR2020latest&infotab=info-rtrselfresponse&filterQuery=false
https://www.censushardtocountmaps2020.us/?latlng=40.00000%2C-98.09000&z=4&promotedfeaturetype=states&baselayerstate=3&rtrYear=sR2020latest&infotab=info-rtrselfresponse&filterQuery=false
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html
https://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/Redistricting/NCSL_Census_Update_KathleenStyles.pdf
https://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/Redistricting/NCSL_Census_Update_KathleenStyles.pdf
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2020/12/changes-in-americas-demographic-landscape-in-distinct-5-year-periods.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2020/12/changes-in-americas-demographic-landscape-in-distinct-5-year-periods.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2020/12/changes-in-americas-demographic-landscape-in-distinct-5-year-periods.html
https://www2.census.gov/geo/maps/DC2020/SR20/
https://www2.census.gov/geo/maps/DC2020/SR20/
https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/decennial-response-rates.2010.html
https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/decennial-response-rates.2010.html
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://medium.com/advancing-justice-aajc/big-differences-among-young-children-in-asian-subgroups-means-some-are-more-at-risk-of-being-7d9e98c25f4f
https://medium.com/advancing-justice-aajc/big-differences-among-young-children-in-asian-subgroups-means-some-are-more-at-risk-of-being-7d9e98c25f4f
https://medium.com/advancing-justice-aajc/big-differences-among-young-children-in-asian-subgroups-means-some-are-more-at-risk-of-being-7d9e98c25f4f
https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-11.pdf
https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-11.pdf
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/GCPI-ESOI-Race-and-Origin-Questions-in-Context-20190606.pdf
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/GCPI-ESOI-Race-and-Origin-Questions-in-Context-20190606.pdf
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/GCPI-ESOI-Race-and-Origin-Questions-in-Context-20190606.pdf
https://www.ncai.org/policy-research-center/research-data/prc-publications/2020_Census_Response_Rate_-_Tribal_Lands_Summary_10_28_2020_FINAL.pdf
https://www.ncai.org/policy-research-center/research-data/prc-publications/2020_Census_Response_Rate_-_Tribal_Lands_Summary_10_28_2020_FINAL.pdf
https://www.ncai.org/policy-research-center/research-data/prc-publications/2020_Census_Response_Rate_-_Tribal_Lands_Summary_10_28_2020_FINAL.pdf
https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-10.pdf
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states-2020
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states-2020
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states-2020
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Low-Income-Families-HTC.pdf
https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Low-Income-Families-HTC.pdf
https://www.nccp.org/publication/basic-facts-about-low-income-children-children-under-18-years-2016/
https://www.nccp.org/publication/basic-facts-about-low-income-children-children-under-18-years-2016/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/poverty/news/2020/03/05/481314/poverty-line-matters-isnt-capturing-everyone/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/poverty/news/2020/03/05/481314/poverty-line-matters-isnt-capturing-everyone/
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-10973-8
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/ahs/research/publications/Measuring_Overcrowding_in_Hsg.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/ahs/research/publications/Measuring_Overcrowding_in_Hsg.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/nrfu.html
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/nrfu-completion.html
https://2020census.gov/en/response-rates/nrfu-completion.html
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nrfu-deadline-completion-rates-faq.pdf
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/newsroom/press-kits/2020/nrfu-deadline-completion-rates-faq.pdf
https://2010-2014.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2012/05/22/statement-deputy-us-commerce-secretary-rebecca-blank-release-data-mea.html
https://2010-2014.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2012/05/22/statement-deputy-us-commerce-secretary-rebecca-blank-release-data-mea.html
https://2010-2014.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2012/05/22/statement-deputy-us-commerce-secretary-rebecca-blank-release-data-mea.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-quality-assessments.html


31 GEORGETOWNPOVERT Y.ORG  |  2021

62 “ASA Board Releases 2020 Census Quality Indicators.” American Statistical 
Association, 2020. Available at https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/ASA-Board-
Releases-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx. 

63 “Updates on the 2020 Census Quality Indicators.” American Statistical 
Association, 4 March 2021. Available at https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/
Updates-on-the-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx. 

64 Ortman, Jennifer, and Maryann Chapin. “Introduction to Quality Indicators: 
Operational Metrics.” U.S. Census Bureau, 18 March 2021. Available at 
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/
introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_
medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery. 

65 Ibid. 

66 “U.S. Census Bureau Release Updates to 2020 Census Response Rate Challenge 
Toolkit.” U.S. Census Bureau, 14 July 2020. Available at https://2020census.gov/
en/news-events/press-releases/response-rate-challenge-update.html. 

67  The Count Question Resolution operation and Population Estimates Challenge 
program do not result in revisions to official census data products, but successful 
challenges can improve estimates used for the allocation of federal funds. For 
information, see Strate, Susan. “Correcting Census Counts Can Mean Dollars 
for Cities, Towns.” Municipal Advocate, retrieved March 2021. Available at 
https://41g41s33vxdd2vc05w415s1e-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/
uploads/2018/07/adv_vol26-2_ftr2_census_counts_0.pdf. 

68 Hartley, Christine, and Eric Jensen. “Population Estimates Program: Plans for 
Producing Estimates after the 2020 Census.” 2021 CSAC Spring Virtual Meeting, 
18 March 2021. Available at https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/
meetings/2021-03/presentation-population-estimates-programs-christine-
harley.pdf. 

69 Strate, Susan. “Correcting Census Counts Can Mean Dollars for Cities, Towns.” 
2021.

70 O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: A Primer on the 
Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 2020.

71 See, for example, Hartley, Christine, and Eric Jensen. “Population Estimates 
Program: Plans for Producing Estimates after the 2020 Census.” 2021.

72 O’Hare, et al. “Evaluating the Accuracy of the Decennial Census: A Primer on the 
Fundamentals of Census Accuracy & Coverage Evaluation.” 2020.

https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/ASA-Board-Releases-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx
https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/ASA-Board-Releases-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx
https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/Updates-on-the-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx
https://www.amstat.org/ASA/News/Updates-on-the-2020-Census-Quality-Indicators.aspx
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/blogs/random-samplings/2021/03/introduction_to_qual.html?utm_campaign=20210318msc20s1ccnwsrs&utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-population-estimates-programs-christine-harley.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-population-estimates-programs-christine-harley.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/about/partners/cac/sac/meetings/2021-03/presentation-population-estimates-programs-christine-harley.pdf



	Acknowledgments  & Disclosures 
	Contents 
	Abbreviations, Acronyms, & Initializations 
	Introduction & Summary 
	1. Background 
	2.  Research Questions & Methodology  
	3.  Analysis and Findings  
	4. Implications 
	Conclusion  
	Endnotes 



