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OVERSIGHT OF THE 2000 CENSUS: EXAMIN-
ING THE AMERICA COUNTS TODAY [ACT]
INITIATIVES TO ENHANCE TRADITIONAL
ENUMERATION METHODS

TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 1999

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CENSUS,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:10 p.m., in room
2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Miller (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Miller, Maloney, and Davis.

Ex officio present: Representative Waxman.

Staff present: Thomas B. Hofeller, staff director; dJennifer
Safavian, chief counsel; Kelly Duquin, professional staff member;
Phil Schiliro, minority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief
counsel; Michelle Ash, minority counsel; David McMillen, minority
professional staff member; and Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk.

Mr. MILLER. Good afternoon. A quorum is present and we shall
begin the hearing of the Subcommittee on the Census.

We are going to have a slight change in the order this afternoon,
since a vote is coming in about another 20 minutes, we thought we
would have the two Members of Congress who will be testifying
today make their statements and handle any questions and then
we can break for the vote and then probably we will reconvene, I
would guess right now, around 3, as soon as we finish the second
vote. Congresswoman Meek is on her way and so in order to expe-
dite time, let us call on Congresswoman Sue Myrick.

Congresswoman Myrick is a former mayor of Charlotte, NC and
was involved with the census and is going to be able to testify
today.

Congresswoman Kay Granger was also going to testify but she
is apparently sick with the flu and is not even back in town today,
so maybe on another occasion we will have her be able to testify.

So with that, I would like to call on Congresswoman Sue Myrick.

o))
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STATEMENTS OF HON. SUE MYRICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA; AND
HON. CARRIE MEEK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mrs. MyYRICK. Thank you Chairman Miller, Ranking Member
Maloney, and the members of the subcommittee. I really appreciate
the invitation to testify today.

As you mentioned, I am a former mayor of Charlotte, NC and
also represent the 9th District of North Carolina, so I do under-
stand the census from both the local, regional, and national per-
spective.

I have a great deal of respect for the Census Bureau and the
work that it does and I have a link to them on my web page, for
instance, but it is out of this respect for the Bureau and the process
of the census that I come before you today with some grave con-
cerns regarding the 2000 census.

I have serious concerns regarding the use of the sampling plan
put forward by the Census Bureau. It was difficult for me to under-
stand all this and it has been exceptionally difficult for my con-
stituents to understand.

How can counting 90 percent of the population and estimating
the rest yield accurate results, especially when the census accu-
rately counted 98.4 percent of the population in 1990?

I understand there were statistical experts who said it would be
more accurate and those who said it would not. However, as an
elected official knows, we must be able to explain the plan to the
people in a way that they can understand and for this reason alone
the Bureau’s plan failed to convince my constituents that it was in
their best interests to change the fundamental way the census has
been conducted for the last 200 years.

In my years of public service, I have learned many things, but
most importantly, I have learned that the “we know better than
you” attitude that is so common in Washington breeds distrust and
apathy. And it is amid this respective trust that I raise my first
concern today, the failure of the Census Bureau to include a plan
for post-census local review in the 2000 census.

The ability of local governments to check the work of the Census
Bureau is fundamental to building trust between local and Federal
Government. The Census Bureau has made a concerted effort to in-
volve local governments during the planning stages to help develop
maps and address lists and it seems fundamentally flawed to cut
them out from a final review at the end.

I am also keenly aware that most local government officials are
in favor of post-census local review. And why should they not be?
They and they alone are going to have to answer to their constitu-
ents if problems arise from the census and certainly personnel at
the Census Bureau are not going to answer my constituents’ con-
cerns.

I am keenly aware that the Census Bureau has proposed what
they term an alternative to post-census local review. This alter-
native is to do a two-number census and provide sample numbers
to the States for their use. The original sampling plan was difficult
enough to understand and how do I explain this need for two sets
of numbers?
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As I understand it, population numbers for the second manipu-
lated number will include a mixing of population data from other
States. If I were a Governor, how could I draw up a redistricting
plan based on population data from other States?

I believe that the Bureau’s answer is that the States have a
choice, but why waste time and money giving the States useless in-
formation?

As many members of the subcommittee know, North Carolina
has been tied up in court for most of the decade with redistricting
disputes and we are there again now. If the Bureau continues with
its current plan for a two-number census, these suits will only be-
come more prevalent. California, Indiana, Wisconsin, Virginia,
Florida, New York, Illinois, and Tennessee will find themselves in
similar situations.

Many of the members of the subcommittee have served in local
government. Is there anyone here that honestly believes that you
could put forth a redistricting plan based on population data from
other States and not have it challenged in court?

I would like to thank the subcommittee for the fine work you
have done. The census is the foundation of our democracy and ev-
erything that we do is based on actual enumeration in America. If
the census is not trusted by the people, then it becomes a failure.

I hope the Bureau will incorporate Chairman Miller’s common
sense plan to count Americans. We must provide not only the Bu-
reau but local governments and community-based organizations
with the resources and the tools they need to have an accurate
2000 census.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to share my con-
cerns with the subcommittee.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Sue Myrick follows:]
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Thank you Chairman Miller, Ranking Member Maloney and Members of the
Subcommittee on the Census for inviting me to testify today. As the former mayor of
Charlotte, North Carolina and the current Represcntative of the Ninth District of Noxth
Carolina, I understand the importance of the Census from both a national and local

perspective.

I have a great deal of respect for the Census Bureau and the work that it does. In
fact, I have 2 link to the Census Bureau’s information about the Ninth District on my web

page.

It is out of this respect for the Bureau aud the process of the decennial census that

1 come before you today with grave conccrns regarding thé 2000 Census,

1, ke many others, have serious concems regarding the use of the controversial
sampling plan put forth by the Census Bureau. Tt was difficult for me to understand, and
cven more difficult to explain to my constituents.

How can counting 90 percent of the population and estimating the rest yield more
accurate results? Especially, when the 1990 Cepsus accurately counted 98.4 percent of

the population.

Y understand that there were statistical experts who said it would be more accurate
and those that said it would not. However, as any elected official knows, we must be able

1o explain the plan to people in a way that they understand. _

For this reason alone, the Bureau’s plan failed to convince my constituents that it
was in their best interest to change the fundamental way the census has been conducted

for 200 years.

' In my years of public service, I have learned many things. Most importantly, I've
learned that the “we know better than you” attitude that is so common in Washington
brecds distrust and apathy.



It is amid this aspect of trust that I raise my first concern today: the failurc of the
Census Bureau to include a plan for Post Census Local Review in the 2000 Census. The
ability of local governments to check the work of the Census Bureau is fundamental to

building trust between local governments and the Federal government.

The Census Burcau has made a concerted effort to involve local governments
during the planning stages to help develop maps and -address lists. It seems
fundamentally flawed to cut them out from a final review at the end.

I am also keenly aware that most local government officials are in favor of Post
Census Local Review. And why shouldn’t they be? They, and they alone, arc going to
have to answer to their constituents if problems arise fom the census, Certainly

personnel at the Census Bureau are not going o answer my constituents concems.

I am keenly aware that the Census Bureau has proposed what they term an
“alternative” o Post Census Local Review. This “alternative” is to do a two-number

census and provide sampled mumbers to the states for their use.

The original sampling plan was difficult enough to understand. How do I explain
* the need for two sets of numbers? As I understand it, population numbers for the second

manipulated number will include a mixing of population data from other states,

: &f I were a Governor, how could I draw-up a redistricting plan based on
population- data from other states? I believe that the Bureau’s answer is that the states

‘have a choice. But, why waste time and money giving the states useless information?

As many of the Members of the subcommittee know, North Carolipa has been
tied-up in court for most of the decadc with redistricting disputes.
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if the Bureau continues with its current plan for a two-number census, these suits
will only become more prevalent. California, Indiana, Wisconsin, Virginja, Florida, New

York, [llinois, Tennessce will find themselves in similar situations.

Many of the Mcmbers of this subcommittee have served in local government. Is
their anyone herc that honestly belicves that you could put forth a redistricting plan based

on population data from other states and not have it challenged in comt?

T would like to thank the Subcommittee for the fine work that you have done. The
Census is the foundation of our democracy. Everything we do is based on “actual

enumeration” of America. If the census is not trusted, then it is a failure.



I hope that the Bureau will incorporate Chairman Miller’s common sense plan to
count America. We must provide not only the Bureau, but local governments and
community bascd organizations with the resources and the tools they need to have an

accurate 2000 Census.

Thank you Mr. Chaitman for the opportunity to share my conccrns with the

subcommittee.
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Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Ms. Myrick.

Congresswoman Meek, we have had a little change in schedule.
Because we are going to have a vote shortly, we decided for your
convenience, actually, to allow you all to go first before we have our
opening statements, so that is the reason you are immediately put
in the chair to make your presentation, so we will be able to ask
you to make your presentation and then we will have a chance for
some questions before we proceed to vote.

Congresswoman Meek helped us have a hearing on the census
down in Miami last December, and I thank you very much. And the
day before we had the opportunity to spend touring your district
and getting a better feeling and understanding of your district.

I think it was very valuable, both the trip to Phoenix—where we
talked mainly about the Indian undercount problem and then to
Miami, the unique problems in Miami. It was very enlightening for
both Congresswoman Maloney and myself.

So we are glad that we are cosponsoring a bill that I think you
are going to talk about today and look forward to your comments.

Congresswoman Meek.

Mrs. MEEK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members
of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be here and I want to thank
you for taking this opportunity to mark up H.R. 683 on the Im-
provement Act of 1999. As you know, this legislation was intro-
duced last year. I am so happy that we are able to bring it up this
year.

Now, I must say to the subcommittee it is good to have a good
bill, but it is even better if you have the chairman as a cosponsor
of the bill, so I am more than pleased to be here.

Various techniques, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, can be used to improve the accuracy of the physical count
in the 2000 census, particularly in the year 2000, particularly in
poor neighborhoods.

I do not think I can embellish or enhance too much more than
each of you has said and known already, but thousands of addi-
tional enumerators are going to be needed and will be hired. And
my reason for sponsoring this bill and the chairperson as well is
that about 683 people will be allowed to be hired if this bill is
passed and people who are on public assistance and veterans will
be able to get jobs as temporary census enumerators without losing
benefits.

Now, all of you understand that it makes a count more reason-
able if there is someone who lives in that neighborhood or someone
who knows the persons who are living there who go in to count.

It is a known fact that many people do not want to be counted.
They do not want to be found. Many of them are in apartments,
in the back of other apartments. Many of them are living with peo-
ple that other people do not even know where they are living.

So it does help to a great extent to have people from those neigh-
borhoods, people who know these people counting, so when they
knock on the door, they do not think it is a bill collector or they
do not think it is someone they know nothing about.

So this bill provides temporary pay for these census enumerators
in the decennial census and they will not have to lose their bene-
fits. The last time this question came up, some agencies had poli-
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cies that would allow them to go ahead and be temporary enumera-
tors without losing their benefits; others did not.

There was really no widespread acceptance of this. Even the Sec-
retary of HHS could not say this would be a standard policy
throughout the agencies. So it would be very good if this committee
sees fit to pass this.

The real thing we are aiming for here is a more accurate count.
We know that the accurate count will be much—the count will be
improved if we have people who are in these poor and minority and
immigrant communities.

Mr. Chairman, in many of these communities, people come in
daily. They come in by boat, they come in whatever way they come
in by. They are there.

According to our constitutional mandate, we have to count every
head. So if you have people who are in that neighborhood who are
willing and able to find people and count them, everyone will be
counted.

I will end by saying there is suspicion of government. There is
suspicion of new people coming to your door asking who is there
and asking questions. So what this bill will do is allow these enu-
merators to be hired on a temporary basis and allow neighbors to
count neighbors.

We do not all agree on everything. We do not all agree on sam-
pling and other methods and methodologies, but we do agree on
one thing: that if we are able to enhance the count and make the
count much more accurate, we need to be sure that we count these
areas where we know the undercount has been very glaring in poor
and minority communities and we know this points us in the right
direction.

We are going to press for passage of this bill and we are certainly
going to press the Census Bureau, when this bill passes, to aggres-
sively recruit minority enumerators in these poor and minority
communities.

This is a fair and crucial process and I hope that the sub-
committee will see fit to pass it.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Carrie Meek follows:]
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CARRIE P. MEEK Please Respond To:
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STATEMENT OF REP. CARRIE P. MEEK
CENSUS SUBCOMMITTEE
Miarch 2, 1999

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to testify before you today. I am very pleased
that the Census Subcommittee is marking up HR 683 - the Decennial Census Improvement Act of
1999. As you know, I introduced this legislation last year and I am very pleased that the chairman has
joined me this year as a co-sponsor. I learned long ago in my service in government that, even when
a bill makes as much sense as this one does, it never hurts to have the Chairman as a co-sponsor.

Various techniques can and must be used to improve the accuracy of the physical count in
the 2000 census; particularly in poor neighborhoods. Thousands of additional enumerators must be
hired. HR 683 allows people receiving public assistance, and veterans, to work as temporary census
employees without losing benefits. Under current law, if you take a census job, your added income
could cost you your health care, or your food stamps. The bill provides that pay for temporary census
enumerators in the 2000 decennial census will not be used to reduce benefits under Federal assistance
programs. .

The improvement we are aiming for in this bill is 2 much more accurate census count in poor,
minority and immigrant communities. As you know, the census undercount problem is greatest in
these neighborhoods. One of the big reasons the census undercount is so high in poor neighborhoods
is suspicion of strangers working for the government who ask a lot of questions. You answer a lot
of questions, you get in trouble. Everyone in Washington knows that. Our bill makes it possible for .

neighbors to count neighbors in these communities.

Now, Chairman Miller, as you know, many people don’t agree on the need for sampling, or
even what the Supreme Court decided in the recent sampling case. But we do agree that we need to
do much more to get accurate counts in poor and minority communities, and that this bill will move
us in the right direction.

We’re going to press for passage of our bill, and we’re also going to press the Census bureau
to aggressively recruit enumerators in poor, minority and immigrant communities. Community-based
enumerators are crucial to a fair and accurate count in the 2000 census. Community-based
enumerators are also indispensable to correcting the fundamental problem that plagued the disastrous
1990 census -- the gross undercount of minorities.
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We should hire census enumerators who live in the communities where they are working.
Persons working in our neighborhcods are uniquely qualified to work as temporary census
enumerators and maximize the chance that everyone will be counted. The residents of a community
know their neighbors, and can more readily identify when someone has not been reached by the
census enumerators. This is especially true in economically depressed communities.

The Census Bureay has had difficuity in attracting people in poor neighborhoods to work as
temporary census workers because, frequently, these persons could not earn additional income from
temporary census work without exceeding the income limits for receiving benefits under various
Federally-financed assistance programs, such as welfare benefits, food stamps, housing, and health
care assistance.

We need to expand our efforts to bring good jobs, hope, and opportunity to welfare recipients
and to the least fortunate in our society. This bill is good for working mothers and for veterans,
because it increases their opportunities to earn and learn, as well as to supplement their income.
Hopefully, this temporary census work will give welfare recipients not only a good job, but also the
confidence and the opportunities they need to gain more, good quality, full-time permanent
employment. Passage of this bill will be an important step in improving the accuracy and fairness of
the 2000 census count. Thank you.
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Mr. MILLER. Congresswoman Meek, we are not marking up the
bill today. Hopefully, I think we are doing it on Thursday morning.
But the criticism I have heard from both people on the Ways and
Means Committee, and Secretary Shalala, is that we are usurping
State power since we delegated all this power to the States. And
we have talked about this, but the question is, well, how do we jus-
tify doing this?

I mean, I am supportive of it, but how do you answer the ques-
tion of some of the critics of our bill that say, well, why are we tak-
ing away a State power, since in 1996 we gave them the State
power?

Mrs. MEEK. I think that the States’ rights issue is not a good
issue here in that in terms of States—they will be the first ones
to sue you if they do not think that you have an accurate count.
History is replete with States who have sued the Census Bureau
and the Government because they did not feel there was an accu-
rate count.

So I think one of the strongest parts of our rationale is keeping
closely to an accurate count. They all agree that the count is very,
very important.

I think it will be much better this time if we are able to get these
people involved and I think it does say something also to poor peo-
ple and minorities, that, look, we are so interested in your being
counted, we are going to find you wherever you are, even though
many of you may feel that we are encroaching upon you. We need
to know that every citizen is there.

Now, I will tell you another thing, Mr. Chairman. The States are
not going to hold back when you start issuing the money. When it
comes down to issuing the money and giving them their share of
the money, they are not going to say, oh, we have States’ rights.
They will be happy if you have gotten an accurate count in their
community.

I think that is something that each of them will be very much
secure in, if they know that they are getting the good count.

Mr. MILLER. And another argument I will make is that it is—this
is a constitutional requirement to do the census.

Mrs. MEEK. Right.

Mr. MILLER. And it is very specific that we must conduct the best
census possible in our Constitution, that I think in this case we
have—you know, once every 10 years we have a right to make it
possible. So I agree with you.

Let me ask Congresswoman Myrick a question.

Mrs. MYRICK. I was just going to ask if I might comment on that,
because I also support the bill. And, you know, this is on my mind.
I am a great States’ rights person, so I am always big on States’
rights, but this is like providing guidelines for the States to follow
so you know that you are going to get an accurate census. And, as
you said, it is a constitutional matter and that is really what is im-
portant, so I do not see this as a conflict.

Mr. MILLER. You mentioned in your statement about the law-
suits.

Mrs. MYRICK. Yes.

Mr. MILLER. And I have been reading about North Carolina. I do
not know if it is settled yet, but——
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Mrs. MYRICK. No.
Mr. MILLER. I mean
Mrs. MYRICK. It is not. Not until this summer.

Mr. MILLER. I mean, lawsuits are going to happen, but with a
two-number census, there are going to be more lawsuits than we
can keep track of, the whole area of census law is going to be devel-
oping. What is your comment about this? You have the lawsuits
that North Carolina

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, it has been a real frustration, again because
you go back to the people in the districts. I mean, they do not know
what district they are in.

Since 1992, when Mel Watt’s district was established, we have
had challenges every time to his district. And so we are constantly
having new districts. And it is just—people just throw up their
hands. They do not know where to vote, they do not know who is
their representative. And, you know, we just help everybody out be-
cause it is so frustrating to everyone.

And, of course, Mel’s district and my district border each other,
so we are especially affected by all this. And, you know, we just
keep hoping that it is going to stop. We believe that he has a good
district now and it does not need to be done again, but people chal-
lenge it, so that is really where we are coming from.

But if you have more reason for them to challenge, I mean, they
challenge now with hardly any reason at all, that we are going to
just be tied up in court and who knows how long this will go on,
not only in my State but in other States as well.

Mr. MILLER. Can you imagine how two sets of numbers will tie
it up even more?

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, I mean, that is a perfect reason for them to
challenge it. So which number is right? It is just mass confusion
is all we can see. And having been through this now since 1990,
his district was established in 1992, so it started in 1990

Mr. MILLER. So he had a different district in 1992, 1994, 1996,
and 19987

Mrs. MYRICK. We did not have a new one in 1996, but we did
again for the 1998 election. We have another new one.

Mr. MILLER. How about 2000? Is it going to be challenged?

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, right now, if the Supreme Court rules this
summer that the challenge is OK, we will have a new district in
2000 and then a new district in 2002.

Mr. MILLER. OK.

Congresswoman Maloney.

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I would like to
commend both of the speakers.

And Carrie Meek, I certainly support your bill.

Building on the comments of the chairman on the hearing that
was held in your district earlier, it was interesting to note that all
of the panelists, save one, on the record came out in firm support
of modern scientific methods in counting and there was a cross-sec-
tion of civil rights groups, of Latinos, blacks, Asians, elderly, youth
programs, well over 50, 60, almost 100 different groups from the
Miami area that came out likewise in support of a modern sci-
entific count.
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But I would like to ask Sue Myrick some questions based on her
testimony.

It has been suggested that the post-census review operation
should be reinstated, and you support that. While I certainly sup-
port the concept of local review, I believe that the Census Bureau’s
current program of pre-census local review is more effective, effi-
cient, and practical than a post-census review.

For starters, the program’s value in 1990 in terms of adding peo-
ple was small in relation to the work and cost required. Only 4.2
percent of the 6.5 million census blocks nationwide were chal-
lenged. The re-canvass of these blocks added only 124,000 people.
Further, for every housing unit that was added through the pro-
gram, upwards of two units were deleted.

What is your opinion of the new pre-census local review pro-
gram?

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, I support that also. I think that the Census
Bureau—in order to have the most effective census, if they consult
with the local officials firsthand, you know, they can give them in-
formation as to where they know that they have the problems be-
cause most local officials know where their areas are that you will
have undercounts or, you know, projected undercounts, whether it
may be people you cannot identify—I mean, you know, in our city,
I know where all the bridges are that people sleep under, so, you
know, you can go to the bridges and count them. Very seriously.
And there are regular people who are there all the time, they live
there. That type of thing.

And then the reason I support the post-census is because again,
it is just going back for one final check and making sure you have
covered all those areas before you move forward. So I do not see
it as duplication, I just think that it is another mechanism. I think
most local officials will be perfectly willing to work and not hold
it up to be controversial or anything, just simply as a support
mechanism.

Mrs. MALONEY. Is Charlotte participating now in the pre-census
local review program?

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, I will be honest with you, and I cannot an-
swer that question.

Mrs. MALONEY. Could you find out for us and get back to us?

Mrs. MYRICK. I will be glad to find out for you and get back to
you.

Mrs. MALONEY. What their participation is and

Mrs. MYRICK. I cannot imagine they are not, because we have al-
ways had an active process before.

Mrs. MALONEY. In 1990, were you the mayor of Charlotte, in that
time period?

Mrs. MYRICK. Mm-hmm.

Mrs. MALONEY. And did you participate in the post-census local
review program?

Mrs. MYRICK. I am trying to remember just how we were in-
volved and I should have checked this before I came today, Caro-
lyn, and given you an exact rundown and I will do that.

Mrs. MALONEY. OK. Because I would like to know.

Mrs. MYRICK. Yes. I will.
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Mrs. MALONEY. I would like to know how many people were
added in Charlotte’s 1990 census count as a result of the post-cen-
sus review.

Mrs. MYRICK. We will get that to you.

Mrs. MALONEY. And how much it cost Charlotte and in your
opinion was the effort and cost worth it in terms of the Federal
funds that flowed into Charlotte’s coffers.

Mrs. MYRICK. Right.

Mrs. MALONEY. One of the things about this is that when we did
it back in 1990, 50 percent of the persons added were from two cit-
ies, Detroit and Cleveland.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mm-hmm.

Mrs. MALONEY. And when the Census Bureau looked at this, this
was based on their prior testimony, I understand Dr. Prewitt will
be testifying later, he can add to this, but it was my understanding
because the post-census review was not successful in that it only
added 124,000 people, they decided to work with the mayors and
the local governments before to get the address lists——

Mrs. MYRICK. Right.

Mrs. MALONEY [continuing]. To check those bridges, to check
those buildings, everything that you said. They thought it would be
smarter and more cost effective to do this now or do it before,
which is what they have done.

Mrs. MYRICK. Right.

Mrs. MALONEY. And so what we are talking about in the process
that you are proposing that we now add to their plan, what does
it add to it? They have already done it. They have already done
that particular job.

Mrs. MYRICK. I think all it adds to it is, again, just a double
checking and a making sure that all those areas have been cov-
ered—that they have done the areas that were specified in the pre-
check and that everything is OK before they move forward, nothing
has been forgotten.

Mrs. MALONEY. Well, I think that is what the pre-census local re-
view is for. But

Mr. MILLER. The red light does not go on. The green goes off.

Mrs. MALONEY. OK. My time is up.

Mr. MILLER. OK. If I can, Mr. Davis, I will switch over to Mr.
Waxman. May I?

Mrs. MALONEY. May I ask, Mr. Chairman, can I get to her in
writing questions about Charlotte?

Mr. MILLER. Of course.

Mrs. MYRICK. We will get you those answers. I have a staff per-
son who is taking notes on those.

Mr. MiLLER. We have requested information from the Census Bu-
reau on this and we have not been able to get it ourselves on the
1990 post-census.

Mrs. MYRICK. Right. One of the problems, Mrs. Maloney, is I did
go back and check with my records. All my records are archived
and we cannot get to them.

Mrs. MALONEY. Oh, really?

Mrs. MYRICK. And so the person who is in the office now, you
know, did not know and there was no way for me actually to check
without them going back into the archives out at the university, so
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that is why I was not able to get the information for you ahead of
time, because we did try.

Mr. MILLER. Some of this we can get from the Census Bureau,
too.

Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank both
of you for your testimony today. We all share the interest in want-
ing an accurate census.

In 1990, we took a census. We did not have any adjustment
which would have reflected what the Bureau of the Census wants
to do this time around to be sure the census is accurate.

Ms. Myrick, you said your constituents cannot understand why
we would do sampling or do any of these adjustments, we would
just count the people.

Mrs. MYRICK. Right.

G&\/Ior. WAXMAN. And that should be good enough. Now, the

Mrs. MYRICK. No, I did not say we should not do adjustments.
I said we should count the people.

Mr. WaxMaN. OK. What adjustments would you make?

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, again, if you have a review that you know
you are going to be reaching the people in the areas where they
are living or staying even though they are not registered at ad-
dresses, so you would have a pretty good idea that you have count-
ed everybody. Then you should be OK before—and, as I said, check-
ing with the city people before and then again afterwards, I do not
see really is duplication, and then when you move forward you
should have a pretty good feel that you have everybody.

Mr. WaAXMAN. Well, the GAO said that despite all the best efforts
in 1990, we did not get everybody in some places and we double
counted people in other places.

Mrs. MYRICK. Well, I think that is one reason Carrie’s bill is such
a good idea because

Mr. WaxMAN. Well, let me finish. Because the GAO—we want
any proposal that wil