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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Test Objective  
 
Currently, the Puerto Rico Community Survey (PRCS) collects data using three modes:  
mailout/mailback of a paper questionnaire, Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview and 
Computer-Assisted Personal Interview.  In general, sampled addresses are contacted by mail 
first.  Next, nonrespondents for whom we have a valid phone number are contacted by 
Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview.  Finally, the remaining nonrespondents are 
subsampled for Computer-Assisted Personal Interview.  Mail response in Puerto Rico has 
always been low, much lower than mail response in the United States.  The United States 
Census Bureau conducted the PRCS Internet Test in April 2011 to evaluate the feasibility of 
providing a fourth response mode—an Internet mode—to addresses selected for the PRCS.  
The main objective of the test was to determine the best way to present the Internet mode in 
the PRCS mailings to maximize self-response.  This report discusses the results from that test. 
 
Methodology 
 
The 2011 PRCS Internet Test studied two experimental “Choice” strategies—a Prominent 
Choice and a Not Prominent Choice—for notifying sampled addresses about the Internet mode.  
Households in the experimental strategies received a paper survey questionnaire and could 
choose either mail or Internet to respond.  In the Prominent Choice, the Internet option was 
explicitly advertised in all mailings as an alternative to the paper questionnaire.  In the Not 
Prominent Choice, the Internet option appeared only in an inconspicuous place on the front of 
the paper questionnaire.  The Not Prominent Choice treatment was designed to address 
response decreases seen in other studies, including the 2000 ACS Internet Test (Griffin et al., 
2001), in which two response mode options were provided. 
 
The Control group was the April 2011 PRCS production sample.  These cases only received a 
paper questionnaire and did not have the opportunity to respond online.  
 
Research Questions and Results 

 
Does offering an Internet option change the total self-administered response rate? 
 
At the end of the first month of data collection (when we normally identify the Computer-
Assisted Telephone Interview nonresponse follow-up workload) the self-administered response 
rates for both experimental strategies and the Control were low—about 19 percent.  There was 
no significant difference in response rates between the experimental treatments or between 
either experimental treatment and the Control.    
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Are the Internet usage rates statistically different by notification strategy? 
 

As expected, among responding households, a significantly greater proportion of households 
responded by Internet in the Prominent Choice strategy than in the Not Prominent Choice 
Strategy (10.4 percent compared to 4.7 percent), most likely due to the nature of how the 
Internet option was presented in the mail materials.      
 
Did the rate of accessing the Internet instrument and subsequent breakoffs differ among 
notification strategies? 
 
Despite having larger sample sizes in each test treatment compared to production (3,704 versus 
1,928), there were very few households (171) that accessed the PRCS Internet instrument 
(successfully logged in) during the two months of data collection.  As expected, a significantly 
higher percentage of households in the Prominent Choice strategy accessed the Internet 
instrument compared to the Not Prominent strategy (3.0 percent versus 1.6 percent).  There 
was no statistical difference in the Internet break-off rates between the experimental 
treatments. 

 
How do item nonresponse rates differ between Internet and mail responses as well as 
notification strategies?   
 
Among the items selected for this analysis, the Internet item nonresponse rates were 
significantly lower or not significantly different from those for mail.  The Internet item 
nonresponse rates were significantly lower for sex, relationship, number of rooms, number of 
vehicles, food stamps, tenure, and work last week compared to mail.   
 
While the Internet breakoffs in the April 2011 American Community Survey Internet Test 
negatively impacted some item nonresponse measures for Internet returns, the PRCS rates 
were not similarly affected due to low Internet usage.  However, when the insufficient partial 
responses were removed, the Internet item nonresponse rates in this analysis were noticeably 
reduced (some became zero) and all but one were significantly lower than those for mail.  The 
Internet item nonresponse rate for relationship was not significantly different from the mail 
item nonresponse rate.  This may be an indication that the Internet respondents in the PRCS 
made a good effort to provide a complete response.   
 
By notification strategy (mail and Internet combined), only the item nonresponse rates for 
tenure and educational attainment were significantly higher in the Prominent Choice strategy 
compared to the Control (mail only).  Otherwise, there were no statistically significant 
differences in item nonresponse between the Choice strategies or between either Choice 
strategy and the Control most likely due to low Internet usage.  After removing the insufficient 
partial responses, there were no significant differences in item nonresponse between the 
Choice strategies and Control. 
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Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail respondents?  
Across notification strategies? 

 
Internet respondents tended to be much younger, report “other” race more often, be more 
highly educated, or live in larger households compared to mail respondents, while more mail 
respondents reported themselves as Black or Hispanic.  

 
Except for educational attainment, the demographic characteristics of all people in the 
responding households in the Prominent and Not Prominent Choice strategies were not 
significantly different from those in the Control.  This is likely due to the low proportion of 
households that responded by Internet.  For educational attainment among all people age 3 
years or older, the Choice strategies (mail and Internet combined) had significantly higher 
proportions of people with less than a high school education and significantly lower proportions 
of people with more than a high school education compared to the Control (mail only).  For 
those age 25 years or older, the only significant difference was in the less than high school 
category where the Prominent Choice strategy was significantly higher than the Control. 
 
How many households returned multiple responses? 
 
A very small proportion of households (1.0 percent in the Prominent Choice strategy and 1.1 
percent in the Not Prominent Choice strategy) responded more than once in the April 2011 
PRCS Internet Test.  There were no significant differences between the Choice strategies or 
between either Choice strategy and the Control. 
 
How does the speed of receiving Internet responses compare to mail responses? 
 
Because there were very few Internet responses, the speed of response in the Choice strategies 
was similar to that in the Control panel. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In April 2011, the U.S. Census Bureau conducted the 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey 
(PRCS) Internet Test to evaluate the feasibility of providing a fourth response mode—an 
Internet mode—to addresses selected for the PRCS.  The main objective of the test was to 
determine the best strategy to present the Internet mode in the PRCS mailings to maximize 
self-response.  The results of this test will inform the decision of what method, if any, will go 
into PRCS production.   
 
This report is a supplement to the report “2011 American Community Survey Internet Tests: 
Results from First Test in April 2011” (Tancreto et al., 2012a) that discusses the American 
Community Survey (ACS) Internet Test conducted at the same time as the PRCS Internet Test.  
Additional background and references are available in that report. 
 

2. Methodology 
 

Currently, the PRCS collects data using three modes across a three-month period:  
mailout/mailback of a paper questionnaire, Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI), and 
Computer-Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI).  Mailable sampled addresses1 receive the mail 
questionnaire first in month one.  Next, nonrespondents for whom we have a valid phone 
number are contacted by CATI in month two.  Finally, remaining nonrespondents and 
unmailable sampled addresses are subsampled for CAPI in month three.  Note that mail 
responses are accepted throughout the three-month data collection period. 
 
The April 2011 PRCS Internet test took place during April and May 2011 and was designed to 
evaluate the introduction of an online response option during the first month of data collection 
for the April 2011 PRCS production sample.  This report makes many comparisons to PRCS 
production (the Control) that included CATI and CAPI follow-ups.  Those follow-up contacts 
have been shown to affect mail response rates.  Because the experimental treatments in this 
test did not include these follow-ups, most metrics presented in this report are based on 
responses received by the end of the first month of data collection (April 2011). 
 
2.1 Experimental Treatments 
 
In Puerto Rico we tested two different strategies for notifying sampled households about the 
Internet response mode using combinations of the five PRCS mailing pieces (pre-notice letter, 
initial questionnaire mailing, reminder postcard, and for nonrespondents only, replacement 
questionnaire mailing and additional reminder postcard).  Both strategies followed the same 
mailing schedule as production and provided a concurrent choice between a paper 
questionnaire and the Internet survey.  If successful in maintaining or increasing response, 
these strategies could save costs associated with data capture of paper questionnaires, 

                                                 
1
 An address is considered mailable if the address is complete and directs mail to a specific housing unit.  Post office boxes and 

location descriptions are not considered to be mailable addresses.  
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postage, and reduced volume of replacement mailings due to faster and higher levels of 
response.  See the Appendix for examples of the materials for each strategy.  
 
Prominent Choice.  Sampled addresses received the paper PRCS questionnaire, and households 
were given a concurrent choice of completing the PRCS on paper or the Internet.  The Internet 
option was prominently displayed in both the cover letter and the questionnaire in the initial 
mailing package, as well as on the reminder postcard, in the replacement questionnaire mailing 
and on the additional reminder postcard.  In both the initial and replacement questionnaire 
packages, this strategy also included a new Internet instruction card that provided the choice of 
response modes (paper and Internet) in Spanish and English.   
 
Not Prominent Choice.  These sampled addresses also received the paper PRCS questionnaire 
but the Internet response option appeared only in a non-prominent place on the front of the 
questionnaire.  No other mail materials mentioned the online option, and the Internet 
instruction card was not provided.  The purpose of testing this strategy was to provide the 
Internet option to those who were looking for it while attempting to alleviate a respondent’s 
tendency to do nothing when offered response mode choices as seen in previous studies (Millar 
et al., 2011; Griffin et al., 2001).   
 
Control (Mail only).  The Control was the April 2011 PRCS production sample.  These sample 
addresses received a paper questionnaire but there was no Internet option provided.  
 
Unlike the April 2011 ACS Internet Test, we did not test a Push strategy in Puerto Rico because 
of the historically low proportion of mailable addresses and low mail response rates as well as a 
low Internet usage rate in Puerto Rico.  In 2010, the PRCS annual mail response rate was 34.6 
percent compared to 56.3 percent in the ACS (United States).  This rate is the weighted number 
of interviews returned by mail during the full three months of data collection divided by the 
weighted number of sample cases that were eligible to respond by mail.  Note that these mail 
response rates likely include responses prompted by the CATI or CAPI nonresponse follow-up 
contacts.  See Schwann (2012) for additional details.  The Internet usage rate was based on data 
from the Central Intelligence Agency World Fact Book (2008) combined with Census Bureau 
2008 population estimates that suggested the percentage of Internet users in Puerto Rico was 
about 25 percent compared to about 76 percent in the United States.  
(https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/rq.html)   
 
Another difference between the ACS and PRCS Internet Tests is the stratification of the sampled 
addresses.  In the ACS Internet Test, the sampled addresses were stratified into two groups 
based on research conducted for the Census Integrated Communications Plan in preparation 
for the 2010 Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008).  The Targeted stratum consisted of tracts 
containing households that were expected to use the Internet at a higher rate based on past 
research.  The remaining tracts were in the Not Targeted stratum.  For additional details about 
the stratification in the 2011 ACS Internet Test, see Tancreto et al. (2012a).  The data that were 
used to determine the stratification for the ACS Internet Test were not available for Puerto Rico 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/rq.html
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because the 2010 Census advertising campaign targeted the country of Puerto Rico as a whole.  
Therefore, this study looked at the two notification strategies across all of Puerto Rico.   
 
Sample Size 
 
The sample size for the Prominent Choice and Not Prominent Choice treatments was 3,704 
addresses in each treatment.  The April 2011 PRCS Production sample (Control) consisted of 
1,928 mailable addresses.  The experimental treatments had a much larger sample than the 
production sample because of the expected low Internet response in Puerto Rico that was 
based on the estimated percentage of Internet users in Puerto Rico (about 25 percent) noted 
above.  
 
Data Collection Period for the Test 
 
The 2011 PRCS Internet Test was designed to simulate the first month of mail data collection in 
the PRCS.  There were no CATI or CAPI nonresponse follow-up operations for the experimental 
treatments, but the Control included nonresponse follow-up since it was the PRCS production 
sample.  The online survey remained available beyond the first month in order to see whether 
there would be more visits or return visits from the experimental treatment cases after the 
typical start of nonresponse follow-up by CATI.  Because of the operational differences between 
the experimental treatments and production in the second month, comparisons made to the 
Control in this report are limited to the responses received in the first month of data collection.  
 
2.2 Design of the PRCS Internet Survey  
 
The goal in designing the online survey was to enable even novice Internet users to complete 
the survey.  Previous and current web survey research as well as consultation with external web 
survey experts provided insight for the design and development of the ACS and PRCS Internet 
instruments.  Five rounds of usability testing were conducted on survey prototypes to help 
improve the design, flow and question presentation of the online survey.  While both the ACS 
and PRCS Internet instruments were very similar in design, there were a few notable 
differences including the name of the survey, background color, content of a few questions, and 
the Spanish translation that were tested in one round dedicated to identifying specific issues 
with the PRCS instrument.  See Ashenfelter et al. (2011a), Ashenfelter et al. (2011b) and 
Leeman et al. (forthcoming) for results of usability testing.  Findings from usability testing were 
incorporated into the final Internet survey design.   
 
The Internet survey presented the questions in a manner similar to the other PRCS data 
collection modes to minimize mode effects, while taking advantage of the technology to 
improve data quality.  This means the survey had three sections of questions: the first section 
asked basic demographic questions for all persons in the household; the second section, the 
housing section, asked questions about the housing unit and the household; and the third 
section asked detailed questions about each person in the household.  The survey was available 
in both Spanish and English.  The Internet survey maintained the self-administered nature of 



 

4 
 

the PRCS paper questionnaire coupled with the automated advantages similar to the CATI and 
CAPI modes in its design. 
 
Like other federal agencies, the Census Bureau has strict information technology security to 
protect the privacy and confidentiality of survey respondents.  The challenge for the PRCS 
online survey was to find a way to meet the security requirements in a manner that was also 
user-friendly.  Households were provided a randomly generated 10-digit User ID on the address 
label of the mail materials to enter the survey.  After confirming the address for their 
household, respondents received a four-digit Personal Identification Number (PIN).  
Respondents needed to use this PIN along with their User ID if they wished to return to the 
survey at a later time.  At the time they were provided with their PIN, we stressed the 
importance of retaining the PIN because, in an effort to protect the information that had 
already been provided at previous visits to the survey, we could not retrieve it.  If respondents 
lost their PIN and wanted to use the Internet to complete the survey, they had to start the 
survey over after we deleted the previously entered data and reset their survey. 
 
The PRCS online survey maintained the look and feel of the PRCS mailing pieces.  The screen 
background was the same light yellow/orange color as the mail questionnaire and the banner 
image came from a brochure in the survey mailings.  The survey displayed one question per 
screen to facilitate skip patterns and to keep page content short to avoid scrolling.   
 
The online survey provided several features intended to improve data quality.  Critical survey 
questions were subject to soft error messages when left blank or when respondents provided 
inconsistent or invalid values.  The respondent could either change the response or bypass the 
error using the navigation buttons to continue in the survey.  Furthermore, the online survey 
provided topic-specific help through a link immediately following the question, where 
applicable.  Finally, at the end of the survey, the respondent had the option of reviewing 
responses or submitting the survey without reviewing.  If respondents chose to review, they 
could simply review the questions and answers or they could change their responses.  For 
additional details about the design of the Internet survey instrument, see Tancreto et al. 
(2012b). 
 
2.3 Analysis Design 
 
For the analyses in this report, we used a two-step method for comparing the notification 
treatments to maximize the testing power for each research question.  In Step 1, we compared 
the two Choice strategies (Not Prominent and Prominent) to each other.  In Step 2, we 
compared the Choice strategy winner to the Control.  The winner was determined based on 
specific evaluation measures for each research question.  In the event that the treatments were 
not significantly different at any step in the process, the treatment with the most desirable rate 
was selected as the winner.  At times, we extended the statistical testing to make comparisons 
between the Control and the other treatment as noted in the report.  Details about the 
calculation of the evaluation measures are provided in the results section of this report. 
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All analyses used t-tests for the comparisons and, when necessary, the familywise error rate 
was adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni-Holm Multiple Comparison 
Procedure (Holm, 1979).  All results are weighted to reflect the probability of selection into the 
sample.   
 

3. LIMITATIONS 
 
3.1 Comparisons to Production 
 
Due to expected low Internet response in Puerto Rico, we mailed to 7,408 addresses across the 
two treatments, which is much larger than the usual monthly mail-out for PRCS (1,928).  
Ultimately, even with the large sample sizes, there were very few Internet responses in this 
test.  Therefore, any comparisons and conclusions about what would happen if an Internet 
response option was implemented in production should be made with caution.   
 
3.2 Mail Delays 
 
The time it takes for mail from the United States to be delivered to addresses in Puerto Rico, as 
well as for receipt of mail returns from Puerto Rico, is generally longer than within the 
continental U.S.  These delays can lead to lower response rates during the first month of data 
collection.    
 
3.3 No CATI Nonresponse Follow-up for Experimental Panels 
 
The Control panel (April 2011 PRCS production panel) followed the PRCS protocol of mail data 
collection in month one, followed by nonresponse follow-up by CATI in month two.  The 
experimental notification strategy treatments did not go into the CATI nonresponse follow-up 
operation in month two.  Thus, comparisons between the experimental treatments and the 
Control panel are valid only for the first month of data collection since CATI calls are known to 
elicit mail response, which would affect response rate comparisons. 
 
3.4 Item Nonresponse Rates 
 
The evaluation measures in this report used unedited, raw data so edits and imputation would 
not mask any potential problems with the data.  As such, the impact of the edits and 
imputation on the final item nonresponse rates that would be used in PRCS production cannot 
be assessed.   
 
Also, the calculation of the item nonresponse rates reflect the presence of an answer and not 
necessarily the validity of that answer.  This may give an unfair advantage to the item 
nonresponse rates for Internet cases because the mail response data had been keyed, which in 
many cases means that an invalid answer (i.e. “N/A”, “Don’t Know”, “None of your business”, 
etc.) for a particular question was turned into a blank response for that question.  That same 
invalid answer in an Internet case was not turned into a blank response, and therefore, was 
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counted as a response.  Also, when multiple responses were marked for certain questions 
requiring a single response on the mail form, the responses are blanked because the true 
answer is not known.  However, the Internet instrument was programmed to allow only one 
answer for those questions, potentially leading to lower item nonresponse for those items. 
 
3.5 No Replacement Questionnaire Mailing to Internet Cases Considered “Sufficient Partial 
Interviews”  
 
We intended to send the nonresponse follow-up paper questionnaire mailing to all households 
that had started the online survey, but had not completed it.  Unfortunately, households that 
provided enough information in the online survey to be considered sufficiently complete were 
mistakenly not included in that mailing.  As a result, we have no way to assess the impact that 
mailing would have had on their responses.   
 

4. Results 
 

In advance of the test, we identified a series of research questions to help assess the success of 
the notification strategy treatments.  In this section, the questions are shown in italics followed 
by the related results.   
 
While any test of an Internet response option presents numerous items for analysis, the main 
focus of this test was the effect of providing an Internet response option on the overall self-
administered response rates.  Besides these rates, we looked at related items to get an overall 
picture of the effects of the new response mode and to gauge potential cost savings:  Internet 
usage rates, Internet access rates and Internet break-off rates, item nonresponse rates, 
demographic profiles of respondents by mode and treatment, speed of responses, and amount 
of multiple returns.   
 
4.1 Does offering an Internet option change the total self-administered response rate? 
 
The self-administered response rate is the percent of mailable and deliverable2 addresses that 
provided a mail, Internet or Telephone Questionnaire Assistance3 (TQA) response.    
 
There was no significant difference in self-administered response rates between the 
experimental treatments or between either treatment and the Control at the end of the first 
month of data collection (Table 1a).  At the end of the second month, there was still no 
significant difference between the two Choice treatments (Table 1b).   
 

                                                 
2
 A mailable address is a city style or non-city style address, but does not include post office boxes or text descriptions of 

housing units. 
3
 The TQA process allows respondents to call a toll-free number to receive help completing the survey.  Respondents can either 

complete the mail or Internet form or complete the survey over the phone with an interviewer.  TQA responses are included 
with mail responses since they usually occur during the mail data collection month. 
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Table 1a.  Self-Administered Response Rates by Notification Strategy (through April 28, 2011, the end of 
the first month of data collection; Standard errors in parentheses)  

 

Notification Strategy 
Compare Choice 

Strategies 

Compare Not Prominent 
Choice  

and Control 

Control 
(Mail only) 

Prominent 
Choice 

Not Prominent 
Choice 

Difference 
(Prom - Not Prom) 

Difference 
(Not Prominent - Control) 

   Response Rate 
   (SE) 

19.2 
(1.0) 

18.9 
(0.6) 

19.4 
(0.6) 

-0.5 
(0.9) 

0.2 
(1.2) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 

 
Table 1b.  Self-Administered Response Rates by Notification Strategy (through May 31, 2011, the end of 
the second month of data collection; Standard errors in parentheses)4 

 

 Notification Strategy Compare Choice Strategies 

 
Prominent  

Choice 
Not Prominent  

Choice 
Difference 

(Prominent – Not Prominent) 

   Response Rate 
   (SE)  

30.7 
(0.7) 

31.7 
(0.8) 

-1.0 
(1.1) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 

 
4.2 Are the Internet usage rates statistically different by notification strategy? 
 
The Internet usage rate is the percent of all responses that came from the Internet mode by the 
end of the first month of data collection.  The universe for this analysis was limited to responses 
received by the April 28, 2011 cut-off (before CATI follow-up) because we are interested in the 
effect of offering a second self-administered response mode on the nonresponse follow-up 
workload.  As expected, among the responding households included in Table 1a, a significantly 
greater proportion of households in the Prominent Choice strategy used the Internet compared 
to the Not Prominent strategy, but these rates were significantly lower than those in the ACS 
Internet Test.  In the PRCS Prominent Choice strategy, the Internet usage rate was 10.4 percent 
compared to the rates in the ACS Prominent Choice strategy which were 20.6 in the Not 
Targeted stratum and 25.7 in the Targeted stratum.5  It is interesting that 4.7 percent of 
responding households in the PRCS Not Prominent strategy used the Internet since the Internet 
option was minimally advertised in that strategy.  This may indicate that respondents were 
looking for the Internet option or were at least reading the information and instructions on the 
questionnaire.   
 

                                                 
4
 This table does not include the Control (mail only) panel because the Control panel underwent CATI nonresponse follow-up 

which likely resulted in some mail returns.  The experimental panels did not go to CATI nonresponse follow-up.   
5
 In the April 2011 ACS Internet Test, sampled addresses in each notification strategy were stratified into two groups based on 

expected Internet usage.  See Tancreto et al. (2012a) for details. 
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Table 2.  Percent of Responding Households that Used the Internet by Notification Strategy (through  
April 28, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses)  

 

Notification Strategy Compare Choice Strategies 

 
Prominent  

Choice 
Not Prominent 

Choice 
Difference 

(Prominent – Not Prominent) 

   Internet Usage Rate 
    (SE) 

 10.4 
(1.1) 

4.7 
(0.7) 

5.7* 
(1.2) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
* Indicates statistical significance at α=0.1. 

 
4.3 Did the rate of accessing the Internet instrument and subsequent breakoffs differ among 
notification strategies? 
 
This analysis looked at the access and breakoff rates through the end of the second month of 
data collection (May 31, 2011) to see how many people successfully logged in to the Internet 
instrument.  This can help us to assess the feasibility and cost of providing and maintaining an 
Internet response option for the PRCS.   
 
Only 171 households out of the 7,408 mailable addresses (2.3 percent) accessed the PRCS 
Internet instrument (successfully logged in) during the two months of data collection.  As 
expected, a significantly higher percentage of households accessed the Internet survey in the 
Prominent Choice strategy compared to the Not Prominent Choice strategy (Table 3).  Among 
those that accessed the Internet survey, there was a 6.4 percentage point difference between 
the percent of households that broke off in each strategy.  However, this difference was not 
significant because so few cases actually accessed the Internet survey.   
 

Table 3.  Percent of Sampled Units that Accessed the Internet Survey and Broke Off 6 by Notification 
Strategy (through May 31, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses) 

 

 Notification Strategy Compare Choice Strategies 

 
Prominent  

Choice 
Not Prominent  

Choice 
Difference 

(Prominent – Not Prominent) 

   Accessed 
   (SE)  

3.0 
(0.2) 

1.6 
(0.2) 

1.4* 
(0.3) 

   Break-off 
   (SE)  

18.0 
(4.0) 

11.7 
(4.4) 

6.4 
(5.3) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
* Indicates statistical significance at α=0.1. 

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

 
Item nonresponse rates were analyzed to study question-level response behavior between the 
two data collection modes and between the notification strategies during the first month of 
data collection.  This analysis includes only households (and the included people) that 

                                                 
6
 The Break-off Rates in this table are the percentage point break-off estimates of those who accessed the Internet survey. 
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responded by mail or Internet through April 28, 2011 and for which we had a housing data 
record and at least one person data record.  These rates were computed on raw, pre-edited 
data so they do not reflect final PRCS item nonresponse rates.  The universe for Tables 4 and 5 
is restricted to the responses received during the first month of data collection in order to see 
how the self-administered modes would perform without the assistance of the CATI and CAPI 
modes.  Therefore, these tables only include about 65 percent of the total responses received 
during the test.   
 
The item nonresponse rate is the number of people (or households) that answered a specific 
question divided by the total number of people (or households) that should have answered the 
question based on pre-defined universes.  As noted earlier, we only looked at the presence of a 
response and not the validity of the response, with one exception.  For age and date of birth, 
we determined whether it was possible to calculate an age based on the response to the date 
of birth question when age was missing.  The reason for this difference is that age is needed to 
determine which questions are asked about each person.  
 
First, we looked at the item nonresponse rates for selected variables from each section of the 
PRCS questionnaire by mode of response.  In this analysis we restricted mail responses to the 
mail responses from the experimental treatments (excluded mail responses from the Control).  
The universes for most of the questions chosen for item nonresponse analysis did not depend 
on an answer from a previous question.  Thus, the nonresponse for these items was not 
influenced by a prior item’s nonresponse.  The universe for two of the detailed questions 
(educational attainment and work last week) did depend on reported age so if age was missing, 
the person record was excluded from the analysis for these questions.    
 
Among the items in this analysis, the Internet item nonresponse rates were significantly lower 
than or not significantly different from the item nonresponse rates for mail.  The item 
nonresponse rates for sex, relationship, number of rooms, number of vehicles, food stamps, 
tenure, and work last week were significantly lower for Internet compared to mail.  (See 
columns 2 and 4 in Table 4.)   
 
The April 2011 ACS Internet Test found that insufficient partial responses7, a type of breakoff, 
contributed to higher item nonresponse rates for some items for the Internet compared to 
mail.  In the PRCS, there were a small number of insufficient partial Internet responses (six 
housing units).  Removing them from the analysis decreased many of the Internet item 
nonresponse rates to zero, resulting in significantly lower item nonresponse rates for Internet 
compared to mail for all but one item in this analysis.  The Internet item nonresponse rate for 
relationship was not significantly different from the mail item nonresponse rate.  (See the 
shaded column in Table 4.)  This seems to indicate that, except for those who broke off, most 
people who used the Internet to respond to the PRCS made a good effort to provide a complete 
response.  Note that some non-zero item nonresponse rates for the selected detailed person 

                                                 
7
 These are Internet returns from sampled addresses that did not get far enough into the survey to provide enough information 

to be considered a sufficient partial response.   
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questions still remain.  This may indicate that the respondents do not know the answers to the 
detailed questions for some of the other household members including non-related persons 
such as roommates or boarders, or they simply broke off.   
 
Table 4.  Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Mode (for Households that responded by 
April 28, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses) 

Variable 
Internet 

Internet  
(Excl. Insuff. Partials) 

Mail 
(Excluding Control) 

Basic Demographic Questions n = 266 people n = 246 people n = 3,048 people 

Age/Date of Birth 
0.8 

(0.8) 
0.0** 
(0.6) 

1.6 
(0.3) 

Sex 
0.0** 
(0.5) 

0.0** 
(0.6) 

3.2 
(0.4) 

Relationship 
0.0** 
(0.5) 

0.0 
(0.6) 

0.9 
(0.2) 

Hispanic Origin 
2.6 

(2.1) 
0.0** 
(0.6) 

1.1 
(0.2) 

Race 
4.5 

(2.8) 
0.0** 
(0.6) 

3.6 
(0.5) 

Housing Questions n = 102 housing units n = 96 housing units n = 1,285 housing units 

Type of Building 
2.9 

(1.7) 
0.0** 
(1.5) 

4.6 
(0.6) 

Number of Rooms 
2.9** 
(1.7) 

0.0** 
(1.5) 

7.7 
(0.7) 

Number of Vehicles 
2.9** 
(1.7) 

0.0** 
(1.5) 

7.2 
(0.6) 

Food Stamps 
2.9** 
(1.7) 

0.0** 
(1.5) 

8.1 
(0.7) 

Tenure 
2.9** 
(1.7) 

0.0** 
(1.5) 

11.2 
(0.7) 

Detailed Person Questions    

Place of Birth 
11.3 
(3.3) 

5.3** 
(2.0) 

12.0 
(0.9) 

Educational Attainment 
11.5 
(3.3) 

5.9** 
(2.4) 

14.6 
(0.8) 

Health Insurance 
13.9 
(3.4) 

7.7** 
(2.2) 

13.1 
(0.9) 

Difficulty Hearing 
12.4 
(3.4) 

6.5** 
(2.2) 

12.3 
(0.9) 

Work Last Week 
10.7** 
(2.8) 

6.9** 
(2.3) 

21.2 
(1.0) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
** Indicates that Internet is statistically significantly lower than mail at α=0.1. 
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Next, the item nonresponse rates were calculated for each treatment and the Control (Table 5).  
For the basic demographic questions (asked about each person at the beginning of the survey), 
there were no significant differences in the item nonresponse rates between either of the 
Choice treatments and the Control.  The item nonresponse rates for most of the housing and 
detailed person questions in the Choice treatments were not significantly different from those 
for the Control.  The exceptions were for tenure and educational attainment where the rates 
for the Prominent Choice treatment were significantly higher than the rates for the Control.  
For this analysis, the Choice strategies were only compared to the Control and not to each 
other.   
 
The item nonresponse rates were recalculated after removing the insufficient partial Internet 
responses, similar to what was done for the analysis of the item nonresponse by mode.  
Because of the small number of cases removed, the item nonresponse rates in the Choice 
strategies were minimally changed (0.1 to 0.9 percentage points), but there were no remaining 
statistically significant differences between either of the Choice treatments and the Control.  
(See the shaded columns in Table 5.) 
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Table 5.  Item Nonresponse Rates for Selected Questions by Notification Strategy (for Households that 
responded by April 28, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses) 

  
All Households  

 

Excluding Internet break-offs  
that were insufficient partials 

          Variable  
Control  

(Mail only) 
Not Prominent  

Choice 
Prominent 

Choice 
Not Prominent  

Choice 
Prominent 

 Choice 

Basic Demographic Questions 
n = 864 
people 

n = 1,696  
people 

n = 1,618 
people 

n = 1,691 
people 

n = 1,603 
people 

Age/Date of Birth 
1.4 

(0.4) 
1.8 

(0.4) 
1.3 

(0.3) 
1.7 

(0.3) 
1.3 

(0.3) 

Sex 
3.3 

(0.7) 
2.9 

(0.5) 
3.0 

(0.4) 
3.0 

(0.5) 
3.0 

(0.4) 

Relationship 
1.0 

(0.3) 
1.0 

(0.2) 
0.7 

(0.2) 
1.0 

(0.2) 
0.7 

(0.2) 

Hispanic Origin 
1.1 

(0.3) 
1.3 

(0.3) 
1.2 

(0.4) 
1.2 

(0.3) 
0.9 

(0.3) 

Race 
3.7 

(1.0) 
3.2 

(0.6) 
4.2 

(0.7) 
3.1 

(0.6) 
3.6 

(0.7) 

Housing Questions 
n = 357 
housing  

units 

n = 702  
housing 

units 

n = 685 
housing 

units 

n = 700 
housing  

units 

n = 681 
housing  

units 

Type of Building 
3.0 

(1.0) 
4.6 

(0.8) 
4.4 

(0.8) 
4.4 

(0.8) 
4.1 

(0.8) 

Number of Rooms 
5.5 

(1.1) 
7.0 

(0.9) 
7.7 

(1.0) 
6.9 

(0.9) 
7.5 

(1.0) 

Number of Vehicles 
6.1 

(1.3) 
6.4 

(0.7) 
7.4 

(1.0) 
6.3 

(0.7) 
7.2 

(1.0) 

Food Stamps 
6.1 

(1.4) 
7.7 

(1.0) 
7.7 

(1.0) 
7.6 

(1.0) 
7.5 

(1.0) 

Tenure 
7.7 

(1.4) 
10.4 
(1.1) 

10.8* 
(1.0) 

10.3 
(1.1) 

10.6 
(1.1) 

Detailed Person Questions      

Place of Birth 
10.7 
(1.6) 

12.0 
(1.1) 

11.9 
(1.1) 

11.9 
(1.2) 

11.0 
(1.1) 

Educational Attainment 
11.3 
(1.5) 

14.3 
(1.2) 

14.4* 
(1.0) 

14.4 
(1.2) 

13.6 
(1.0) 

Health Insurance 
11.5 
(1.7) 

13.0 
(1.2) 

13.3 
(1.1) 

12.9 
(1.2) 

12.5 
(1.1) 

Difficulty Hearing 
10.4 
(1.7) 

12.4 
(1.2) 

12.2 
(1.1) 

12.3 
(1.2) 

11.4 
(1.0) 

Work Last Week 
21.1 
(2.3) 

19.9 
(1.4) 

21.0 
(1.4) 

19.9 
(1.4) 

20.5 
(1.4) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
* Indicates the Experimental strategy is statistically significantly different from the Control at α=0.1. 
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4.5 Are there differences in the demographics of Internet respondents and mail respondents?  
Across notification strategies? 
 

This analysis looks at the demographics of the Internet and mail respondents excluding 
Production (Control) cases.  The insufficient partial cases are included.  For the person-level 
items, we used the characteristics of the first person listed in the household roster (Person 1) to 
classify the household, although we know from past studies that Person 1 is not always the 
respondent (Hill et al., 2008; DeMaio et al., 1990).   
 
Internet respondents tended to be much younger, report “other” race more often, be more 
highly educated, or live in larger households compared to mail respondents, while more mail 
respondents reported themselves as Black or Hispanic compared to Internet respondents.  
These characteristics are similar to those of the respondents found to be significant in the April 
2011 ACS Internet Test (Tancreto et al., 2012a).    
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Table 6.  Demographic Characteristics for the Respondent (Person 1) for Internet and Mail Returns 
(excluding Control) (for Households that responded by April 28, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses) 

Characteristic Internet 
Mail 

(Excluding Control) 
Internet - Mail 

Age (mean) 
47.2 
(1.4) 

61.8 
(0.4) 

-14.6* 
(1.5) 

Female 
40.2 
(4.9) 

47.5 
(1.4) 

-7.3 
(4.9) 

Race    

    White 
76.8 
(4.1) 

79.6 
(1.1) 

-2.9 
(4.5) 

    Black 
6.1 

(2.3) 
13.0 
(0.9) 

-6.9* 
(2.5) 

    American Indian/Alaska Native 
1.0 

(1.0) 
0.2 

(0.1) 
0.8 

(1.0) 

    Asian 
0.0 

(1.5) 
0.1 

(0.1) 
-0.1 
(0.1) 

    Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 
0.0 

(1.5) 
0.0 

(0.1) 
0.0 

(0.0) 

    Other 
11.1 
(3.1) 

4.1 
(0.6) 

7.0* 
(3.3) 

    Multiple Races 
5.1 

(2.1) 
2.9 

(0.5) 
2.1 

(2.3) 

Hispanic 
91.1 
(3.1) 

99.0 
(0.3) 

-7.9* 
(3.1) 

Educational Attainment    

    Less than High School 
10.4 
(3.0) 

25.2 
(1.2) 

-14.8* 
(3.3) 

    High School Graduate 
12.5 
(3.3) 

24.6 
(1.1) 

-12.1* 
(3.6) 

    More than High School 
77.1 
(4.4) 

50.2 
(1.4) 

26.9* 
(4.9) 

Household Size 
2.61 

(0.13) 
2.37 

(0.04) 
0.24* 
(0.13) 

Renter 
9.1 

(2.9) 
9.2 

(1.0) 
-0.1 
(3.1) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
* Indicates statistical significance at α=0.1. 
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When comparing the demographic characteristics of all people included in the responding 
households across treatments, we chose to limit the analysis to households that responded by 
April 28, 2011.  We found that, except for educational attainment, the people in both Choice 
strategies (mail and Internet combined) had characteristics that were not statistically different 
from those in the Control (mail only) (Table 7).  These similarities are most likely due to the low 
proportion of households that responded by Internet.  When these Internet households were 
combined with the mail households, the Internet respondents did not appear to have much 
influence on the characteristics of the Choice notification strategies overall.   
 
Educational attainment in Table 7 includes all people age 3 years or older in responding 
households.  For this universe, the Choice strategies had significantly higher proportions of 
people with less than a high school education and significantly lower proportions of people with 
more than a high school education compared to the Control.  A possible explanation for this 
seemingly opposite finding compared to that between the Internet and mail respondents in 
Table 6 may be related to the universe used in this analysis.  When we limited the universe to 
people age 25 years or older (the universe usually used for reporting educational attainment in 
ACS data products), the only significant difference was a higher proportion of people with less 
than a high school education in the Prominent Choice compared to the Control (27.4 percent 
and 20.9 percent, respectively).  Also, note that the mail responses in Table 6 were given a 
choice of responding by mail or Internet but the Control responses in Table 7 were not.  
Therefore, there may be some differences between these two groups which may provide an 
additional explanation for the variation in findings.  Additional research is needed. 
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Table 7.  Demographic Characteristics of All People in Responding Households by Notification Strategy  
(for Households that Responded by April 28, 2011; Standard errors in parentheses) 

Characteristic 
Control 

(Mail only) 
Not Prominent 

Choice 
Prominent  

Choice 

Age (mean) 
47.1 
(1.5) 

47.4 
(0.8) 

48.5 
(0.8) 

Female 
53.3 
(1.4) 

53.2 
(0.9) 

54.2 
(0.8) 

Race    

    White 
81.3 
(2.3) 

80.0 
(1.4) 

79.5 
(1.4) 

    Black 
12.6 
(1.8) 

11.7 
(1.3) 

12.4 
(1.2) 

    American Indian/Alaska Native 
0.4 

(0.2) 
0.4 

(0.2) 
0.2 

(0.2) 

    Asian 
0.1 

(0.1) 
0.1 

(0.1) 
0.0 

(0.1) 

    Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 
0.0 

(0.2) 
0.0 

(0.1) 
0.0 

(0.1) 

    Other 
3.6 

(1.4) 
4.4 

(0.8) 
5.2 

(0.9) 

    Multiple Races 
2.0 

(0.7) 
3.5 

(0.6) 
2.8 

(0.6) 

Hispanic 
98.8 
(0.5) 

98.7 
(0.3) 

98.9 
(0.3) 

Educational Attainment    

    Less than High School 
27.7 
(2.0) 

32.9* 
(1.5) 

34.4* 
(1.3) 

    High School Graduate 
23.0 
(1.9) 

22.6 
(1.3) 

21.0 
(1.3) 

    More than High School 
49.3 
(2.1) 

44.5* 
(1.5) 

44.6* 
(1.6) 

Household Size 
2.43 

(0.07) 
2.42 

(0.05) 
2.36 

(0.05) 

Renter 
9.7 

(1.6) 
9.4 

(1.1) 
9.0 

(1.3) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 
* Indicates the Experimental strategy is statistically significantly different from the Control at α=0.1. 
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4.6 How many households returned multiple responses? 
 
There were two modes of self-response concurrently offered to households in the PRCS—a 
paper questionnaire and an Internet survey.  The purpose of this research question was to see if 
offering a choice would affect the number of addresses that provided multiple returns.  The 
Internet instrument only allowed for one return per address; however, Internet respondents 
also could have returned a paper form by mail.  Depending on the timing of the receipt of the 
returns, a respondent may have received a second paper form in the nonresponse follow-up 
mailing despite having mailed back the first questionnaire received.  A TQA phone call initiated 
by the respondent also could lead to a response that is counted among the mail responses.  
Therefore, multiple responses can be any combination of mail, Internet and TQA. 
 
To account for the lengthier time for receipt of mail returns from Puerto Rico as noted earlier, 
this analysis looked at all returns through May 31, 2011.  There was no significant difference in 
the multiple return rates between the Choice strategies or between either of the Choice 
strategies and the Control (Table 8).  Further investigation found that only one address in the 
Choice strategies had a mail response and an Internet response.  The remainder of multiple 
responses in all treatments consisted of multiple mail responses.   
 
Table 8.  Multiple Return Rates by Notification Strategy (through May 31, 2011; Standard errors in 
parentheses) 

 

Notification Strategy 
Compare Choice 

Strategies 
Compare Prominent Choice  

and Control 

Control 
(Mail only) 

Prominent 
Choice 

Not Prominent 
Choice 

Difference 
(Prom - Not Prom) 

Difference 
(Prominent - Control) 

   Estimate 
   (SE) 

0.6 
(0.3) 

1.0 
(0.3) 

1.1 
(0.3) 

-0.1 
(0.5) 

0.3 
(0.5) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 

 
4.7 How does the speed of receiving Internet responses compare to mail responses? 
 
Figure 1 shows the cumulative percent of responses received each day through the end of the 
first month of data collection by strategy.  This daily rate reflects the combined number of mail 
and Internet responses received by the specified date.  Because there were very few Internet 
responses, mail returns drove the speed of response, which tracked similarly in both Choice 
strategies and the Control.   
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Figure 1.  Graph of Cumulative Daily Check-in Rates (Mail and Internet Combined) for PRCS  
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 Puerto Rico Community Survey Internet Test, April to May 2011 

 

5. Summary 
 

Both the Prominent Choice and Not Prominent Choice strategies were able to encourage some 
respondents to use the Internet instrument in Puerto Rico and, as expected, more people 
accessed the PRCS Internet instrument and responded by Internet in the Prominent Choice 
strategy.  The self-administered response rates in both strategies were not different from the 
PRCS production (Control) rate for April 2011.  Among the households that accessed the PRCS 
Internet instrument, there was no difference in break-off rates between those in the Prominent 
Choice strategy and those in the Not Prominent Choice strategy.   
 
The Internet item nonresponse rates for the questions in this analysis were lower than or not 
significantly different from the mail item nonresponse rates.  Item nonresponse rates for sex, 
relationship, number of rooms, number of vehicles, food stamps, tenure, and work last week 
were significantly lower among Internet responses compared to mail responses.  Removing the 
small number of insufficient partial responses from the item nonresponse rate calculations 
resulted in significantly lower Internet item nonresponse rates for all but one question shown in 
this analysis compared to mail.   
 
Looking at the mailing strategies, the item nonresponse rates for the Choice strategies were not 
different from the rates for the Control except that the rates for tenure and educational 
attainment were significantly higher for the Prominent Choice strategy compared to the 
Control.  When insufficient partial responses were removed from the calculations, the rates for 
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the Choice strategies changed slightly, and there were no remaining statistically significant 
differences between the Choice strategies and Control.   
 
Internet respondents tended to be much younger, report “other” race more often, be more 
highly educated, or live in larger households compared to mail respondents, while more mail 
respondents reported themselves as black or Hispanic compared to Internet respondents.  
However, the demographic characteristics of all the people in the responding households in the 
Choice strategies were not significantly different from those in the Control panel except for 
education.   
 
In conclusion, offering the Internet response option did not appear to be harmful to the self-
administered response rates or the item nonresponse rates in the PRCS.  However, very few 
households from a sample over three-and-a-half times as large as the usual PRCS monthly 
production sample used the PRCS Internet instrument.  If we apply the Internet response rates 
from the Choice strategies to the average PRCS sample size, we estimate that roughly 40 
sample addresses would respond by Internet on a monthly basis under the Prominent strategy 
and about 18 under the Not Prominent strategy.  Given these estimates, additional 
investigation should be done to determine whether providing and maintaining a PRCS Internet 
instrument is cost-effective at this time.  Also, research into the availability and accessibility of 
the Internet in Puerto Rico as well as strategies to encourage response via the Internet should 
be ongoing.     
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Appendix: 2011 PRCS Internet Test Mail Materials 
   

I. Prominent Internet Offer (Choice)   Page 

 
1. Pre-Notice Letter 

 Spanish……………………………………………………………………………………….A-2 
 English……………………………………………………………………………………….. A-3 

2. Initial Mailing Package  

a. Letter 

 Spanish…………………………………………………………………………………A-4 
    English…………………………………………………………………………………. A-5 

b. Instruction Card (Front Side – Spanish)…………………………………….. A-6 

c. Instruction Card (Reverse Side – English)………………………………….. A-6 

d. Questionnaire Cover (Spanish)………………………………………………….. A-7 

3. Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English)………………………………………… A-8 

4. Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter 

Spanish……………………………………………………………………………………….A-9 
English……………………………………………………………………………………….. A-10 

5. Additional Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English)……………………….. A-11 

 
NOTE:  The Prominent Internet Offer (Choice) Instruction Card and Questionnaire from the First Mailing 
Package was included in the Second (Replacement) Mailing Package. 

 
II. Not Prominent Internet Offer Page 

 
1. Pre-Notice Letter 

 Spanish……………………………………………………………………………………….A-12 
 English……………………………………………………………………………………….. A-13 

2. Initial Mailing Package  

a. Letter 

 Spanish…………………………………………………………………………………A-14 
    English…………………………………………………………………………………. A-15 

b. Questionnaire Cover (Spanish)………………………………………………….. A-16 

3. Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English)………………………………………… A-17 

4. Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter 

Spanish……………………………………………………………………………………….A-18 
English……………………………………………………………………………………….. A-19 

5. Additional Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English)………………………. A-20 

 
NOTE:  The Not Prominent Internet Offer Questionnaire from the First Mailing Package was included in 
the Second (Replacement) Mailing Package. 
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Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Pre-Notice Letter (Spanish) 
 
 
 



 

A-3 
 

 

Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Pre-Notice Letter (English) 
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Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): First Mailing Package Letter (Spanish) 
 



 

A-5 
 

 

Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): First Mailing Package Letter (English) 
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Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): First Mailing Package Instruction Card (Front Side – Spanish) 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): First Mailing Package Instruction Card (Reverse Side – English) 
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Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Questionnaire Cover (Spanish) 
 

 

 



 

A-8 
 

 
Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English) 
 

 

 

 



 

A-9 
 

 
Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter (Spanish) 
 
 



 

A-10 
 

 

Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter (English) 
 



 

A-11 
 

 
Prominent Internet Offer (Choice): Additional Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English) 
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Not Prominent Internet Offer: Pre-Notice Letter (Spanish) 
 



 

A-13 
 

 

Not Prominent Internet Offer: Pre-Notice Letter (English) 
 

 



 

A-14 
 

 
Not Prominent Internet Offer: First Mailing Package Letter (Spanish) 
 



 

A-15 
 

 

Not Prominent Internet Offer: First Mailing Package Letter (English) 
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Not Prominent Internet Offer: Questionnaire Cover (Spanish) 
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Not Prominent Internet Offer: Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English) 
 

 

 



 

A-18 
 

 
Not Prominent Internet Offer: Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter (Spanish) 
 



 

A-19 
 

 

Not Prominent Internet Offer: Second (Replacement) Mailing Package Letter (English) 
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Not Prominent Internet Offer: Additional Reminder Postcard (Spanish and English) 
 
 

 

 


