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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Background 
The 2009 Census Rehearsal took place on the 11th October and involved 
some 4,927 households in the Derriaghy and Moy (with part of Benburb) 
areas of Lisburn and Dungannon Local Government Districts respectively. 
The purpose of the rehearsal was to assess the effectiveness of the field 
operations and supporting public interface and operational systems planned 
for deployment in the 2011 Census. 
The areas concerned were divided into 11 Enumeration Districts (EDs), six of 
which were urban and five of which were rural in nature. The urban EDs 
comprised between 450 and 600 households each (520 on average) whereas 
the rural EDs comprised between 200 and 450 households (250 on average).  
The areas in question were chosen as they covered a representative cross 
section of the population and housing types and, in particular, enabled 
Census Office to specifically assess new aspects of the enumeration strategy 
(e.g. address checking in areas of significant new build using enhanced field 
maps and enumerating hard to reach groups such as migrants).  
Two large communal establishments were included in the Rehearsal, namely 
a Nursing Home (with capacity for up to 60 residents) and a Halls of 
Residence belonging to a local university (with capacity for up to 165 
students).  A further six smaller, communal establishments were also 
included. This provided the opportunity to rehearse the special arrangements 
that will be used in the enumeration of such establishments and provide some 
insight into the issues that can emerge when seeking to enumerate students 
at their term-time address.  For geographical and logistical purposes, the Halls 
of Residence were assigned to one of the EDs within the Derriaghy area. 
The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the evaluation plan that 
had been developed in advance of the rehearsal and covered the following 
areas:- 

• An assessment of the overall return rate, along with an analysis of the 
split between the paper and internet response channels; 

• The quality and coverage of the Address Register; 

• The effectiveness of the postal services deployed; 

• The implementation of the field operation 

• The effectiveness of the supporting public interface and operational 
systems; 

• The Management Information gathered to monitor the operation; 

• The Census Coverage Survey; and 

• The Questionnaire Item Non-Response. 
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Overall return rate and split between the paper and internet 
response channels 
The two rehearsal areas chosen were Derriaghy, and Moy & Benburb. In total, 
they comprised some 4,927 Households (3,411 Households in Derriaghy -
69% and 1,516 Households in Moy & Benburb -31%). Eight communal 
establishments were also included. Derriaghy was chosen for its 
predominantly urban make-up, with lots of new build underway, while Moy & 
Benburb was chosen because it was rural in nature and believed to include a 
relatively high proportion of migrant workers. 
At 29%, the overall return rate was disappointingly low. Having said that, it 
needs to be borne in mind that (a) participation in the rehearsal was entirely 
voluntary and (b) there was no tailored publicity to promote the rehearsal 
beyond a pre-delivery card and supporting information leaflet that were 
delivered with the questionnaire. It should also be noted that the fieldwork 
stopped one week early, resulting in only one follow-up visit to non-responding 
households in some instances. 
The response rate was slightly higher in the rural area of Moy & Benburb 
(31%) compared to that in the urban area of Derriaghy (28%). 
Some 6.5% of returns were made via the Internet response channel that is 
being introduced for the first time in 2011. Like the overall return rates, the 
proportion of returns made via the internet was higher in the urban area of 
Derriaghy than in the rural area of Moy & Benburb (7.1% versus 5.1%).  

The quality and coverage of the address register 
Quality 
The quality of the addresses contained in the address register proved to be of 
a very high standard; only 4 addresses were constructively amended by 
respondents to the rehearsal and all but 14 addresses contained all of the 
necessary attributes (the 14 in question had no postcode and were 
deliberately left in to examine how this might affect postal delivery). 
Importantly, Census Office managed to compress each address into the six 
lines that were available (the first of which was required for ‘The Occupier‘) 
and was able to ensure that there was no duplication of address attributes 
within each address string. The underlying quality of the NI addresses was 
noted and positively assessed by both the printer and postal service 
providers. 
Despite the good quality of the addresses within the address register, some 
important lessons emerged from the rehearsal, particularly in terms of the 
process to over-print the addresses on the front of the questionnaires. These 
included amending the Print Quality Management Plan (PQMP) to ensure that 
(a) Census Office has sight of the finalised addresses in advance of them 
being submitted to the over-print process and (b) the necessary mail sort 
codes required by the printer and the postal service providers are moved to an 
address line of fixed length. 
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Coverage 
Census Office recognised at the outset that the coverage of the address 
register will never be perfect, particularly as it needs to be provided some 5 
months in advance in order to facilitate the over-printing process. In 
recognition of this, Census Office has incorporated a full address check of 
each ED Into the enumeration methodology to ensure that any discrepancies 
are detected and rectified through fulfilment activities. 
In total, 161 new addresses were found during the field operation – equating 
to 3.3% of all residential addresses included in the rehearsal. Perhaps not 
surprisingly, the proportion of new addresses found was higher in the 
Derriaghy area, which was specifically chosen because of the new 
developments being advanced in the area (3.8% as opposed to 2.4% in the 
Moy/Benburb area).  
In addition, some 189 addresses (3.8%) were deactivated by the field staff. 
The proportion of deactivated addresses was noticeably higher in the rural 
area of Moy/ Benburb (9% compared with 1.5 % in the urban area of 
Derriaghy).  
As mentioned earlier, these findings were not altogether unexpected. 
However, Census Office recognises the importance of ensuring that the 
boundaries of EDs are very clearly delineated and that the classification of 
addresses (e.g. commercial/ domestic, derelict/ demolished and planned/ 
provisional) are rigorously quality assured for the 2011 Census. The 
experience from the rehearsal has served to reinforce the need to keep 
working on the Census Address Register right up until Census Day and 
throughout the field operation period. 

Postal Services 
Delivery 
Postal delivery in the rehearsal worked extremely well, with some 97% of 
questionnaires being delivered successfully. Slightly better results were 
experienced in the urban area of Derriaghy (99%), compared to the rural area 
of Moy & Benburb (92%). 
Having said that, there were a relatively small number of inconsistencies (e.g. 
where a pre-delivery card was delivered successfully to an address but the 
questionnaire pack was not). Such cases are being considered in conjunction 
with Royal Mail to explore how they might be prevented in 2011. Importantly, 
all undelivered questionnaire packs are followed up by the field staff as part of 
the enumeration methodology.  
A retrospective analysis revealed that some 93% of the addresses in the 
rehearsal address register could be attributed with a Royal Mail unique 
delivery point reference number (UDPRN), the presence of which almost 
guarantees successful delivery. All but 28 of the questionnaires that had a 
UDPRN associated with them were delivered successfully in the rehearsal. 



                          
  

 

5 

Post-Back 
The post-back approach was implemented successfully for the first time in the 
2001 Census and the plan is to use it again in 2011. However, automated 
receipting (via a unique barcode associated with each address that should be 
readable through a windowed envelope) will be used to identify those 
questionnaires that have been returned. 
Because of the relatively small volumes, a ‘bespoke’ hand receipting solution 
was implemented at the Northern Ireland mail centre. This generally worked 
well and proved useful in terms of identifying how such an approach might be 
enhanced in 2011, when the volume questionnaires coming back starts to tail 
off. 

Some 20% of questionnaires could not be receipted automatically, largely due 
to the questionnaire being placed in the envelope the wrong way round. While 
exception receipting processes were in place to cover for such eventualities, 
this proportion was considered to be too high and would cause logistical and 
operational difficulties should it arise in 2011. Accordingly, work was 
subsequently undertaken to re-design the return envelope to try and ensure 
that the general public insert their questionnaires the right way round. The 
results from further trials have been encouraging. Another lesson to emerge 
was the need to ensure that the outbound and inbound envelopes are 
sufficiently different. Again work is underway to ensure that this is the case. 

Field operations 
Overall 
Findings from the Rehearsal were all very positive. The Address Check, 
Delivery Support and Follow-up activities all worked well. In addition, the 
work-loads were reported by the field staff to be manageable (if anything there 
would appear to be scope to reduce the number of Census Team Co-
ordinators by around 23%) and, on the basis of the evidence available, the 
operation is considered to be scalable for 2011. Accordingly, there are no 
proposed changes to the enumeration methodology that will be deployed in 
the 2011 Census. 
Address Check 
The Address check was viewed as straight forward, although some guidance 
was needed for enumerators on the handling of new builds. 
Field staff, in general, were effective at identifying deficiencies in the address 
register. Such deficiencies include properties that were missed from the 
address register and properties that should not have been included. 
Delivery Support 
All undelivered items were returned to Census Office for reconciliation. There 
were instances where the Census Team Coordinators (CTCs) challenged the 
Royal Mail undelivered classification and enumerators were subsequently 
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able to hand deliver questionnaires to that address. Hence, this is a key 
component of Northern Ireland design that will remain. 
Follow-up 
CTCs were provided with computers to print the follow-up Enumeration 
Record Booklets (ERBs). However, after encountering technical difficulties 
(due to the quality of the printers provided by the contractor), the printing had 
to be done in-house. This problem has been rectified for 2011. 
There was also a problem with the Questionnaire Tracking (QT) system, 
which meant that none of the new addresses added in the QT system 
appeared in the initial follow-up ERB. Again this issue has been resolved for 
2011. 
Operationally, follow-up activities worked well, with the degree of contact 
being higher than expected (perhaps due to more people being at home 
during the dark nights in late October). 
Maps 
There was very positive feedback from the field staff regarding the maps they 
had been issued with. They stated that the maps were of good quality, useful 
for navigating their area. In particular, they found it beneficial to have the 
individual addresses from the ERB identified on the map – this was a new 
development using the GIS technology available in the office. 
The address register and associated maps contained some addresses where 
planning permission for building work had been granted but work had not yet 
started (i.e. addresses with a status of ‘candidate’) and others where work had 
started (i.e. addresses with a status of ‘provisional’).  A policy decision will 
need to be taken on the inclusion of such addresses as the field staff wasted 
considerable time looking for such addresses, some of which were not visible 
on the ground. 

Route A Systems and Services 
Public Interface Services (Contact Centre/ web self-help) 
While the operation of both the Contact Centre and web self-help services 
was satisfactory in NI, it is recognised that certain aspects such as the 
provision of language support was limited to a degree due to the relatively 
small size of the rehearsal in NI. That said, NISRA can draw added 
confidence from the performance and operation of these services throughout 
the rehearsal in England and Wales, which covered almost 134,000 
households and a wider variety of respondents.   
Two key lessons were identified through the rehearsal. Firstly, it will be 
important to ensure that the content of the NI web self-help fully and 
accurately reflects arrangements in NI (while this was largely the case in the 
rehearsal, there were some instances, none of which were significant from an 
operational perspective, where the England and Wales content had been 
utilised in the NI pages. Secondly, evidence suggests there is a need to revise 
the web self-help/Contact Centre split (originally planned on the basis of a 
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40% / 60% split) and the Interactive Voice Response (IVR)/Advisor split within 
the Contact Centre (originally 70% / 30%). Both of these aspects have been 
revised for 2011. 
Questionnaire Tracking 
The field application generally worked well, with good integration with field 
operation. However, some aspects of the reports application were 
unsatisfactory and resulted in some CTC activities having to be suspended for 
approximately 5 days. Lockheed Martin (LM) responded quickly to any 
problems that were identified.  
The Rehearsal highlighted the need for more comprehensive Operational 
Readiness Testing (ORT) and System Readiness Testing (SRT) to ensure 
that the system is ready to go live. It also highlighted the need for the Field 
Operations team, who ultimately are the key customers for the system and will 
be using it, to be actively involved in specifying and undertaking the testing. It 
was also brought to light that the 3G coverage (that connection to the QT is 
contingent upon) can be problematic, particularly in rural areas. There were 
some instances where CTCs were unable to achieve a stable connection, with 
the result that more time was required to undertake their duties. Workable 
solutions to this problem are being actively explored by the field operations 
team. 
Internet Data Capture (IDC) 
Problems were encountered with the Internet Access Code (IAC) that was 
printed on the front of the questionnaire. Some people had difficulty in 
identifying some of the letters of the IAC. This was primarily a font issue, and 
plans to rectify the problem for 2011 are already in place. The issue was 
common to both NISRA and ONS.  
A lower level of response was recorded via this channel for Northern Ireland 
than in England and Wales (6.5% versus 8.0%) and overall, the level of usage 
was lower than anticipated. Again this could be due in part to the fact that 
there was tailored NI publicity in the rehearsal areas. As result, consideration 
will be given to revising the split between the likely returns via paper and the 
internet to ensure that the paper data capture operation has sufficient spare 
capacity to cope with a higher proportion of paper returns should that situation 
arise. 
Overall, the Internet option worked extremely well and was positively 
assessed by the Northern Ireland Census Advisory Group (CAG) members 
and other stakeholders who participated in a voluntary follow-up ‘usability’ 
survey. The main problem identified was the fixed number of boxes available 
for text entry. This has been rectified for 2011. 
Because of the success of the IDC operation, Census Office will be exploring 
every possible avenue to actively promote the use of the 2011 Internet option.  
Such steps will include a re-design of the front page of the questionnaire and 
key accompanying information leaflets to encourage respondents to exploit 
the internet option. 
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Transportation of questionnaires to Processing Site 
Some ‘teething’ problems arose during live operations with a small number of 
questionnaires being initially unaccounted for by Royal Mail. However, all 
questionnaires that were dispatched by Royal Mail to the processing site were 
fully accounted for throughout the operation. Royal Mail kept Census Office 
fully informed of the issues throughout and were quick to initiate their special 
delivery arrangements to prevent further occurrences. While overall these 
were effective, a bag of questionnaires got wet while in the possession of 
airport ground staff, with the result that images where affected. Census Office 
has since been liaising with Royal Mail to review their arrangements to ensure 
that this cannot happen in 2011. 

Rehearsal Management Information 
The Rehearsal Management Information System, a joint development with 
ONS, was successful. However, remote access problems meant that NISRA 
only got access to the live system towards the end of the operation. While 
contingency arrangements were deployed, the overall outcome was 
disappointing given the effort that was put in to the project. For 2011, the 
Management Information System will fully developed in-house. 
 

Census Coverage Survey 
The field work for the Census Coverage Survey (CCS) had to be cancelled 
due to budgetary constraints. This was not regarded as a major issue as 
Census Office had planned to use experienced NISRA Central Survey Unit 
interviewers to undertake the field work.  
However, contingency arrangements were deployed to ensure that the data 
capture and coding processes for CCS questionnaires was fully tested. 

Questionnaire Item Non-Response 
 
The main purposes of the rehearsal centred around field processes and the 
address register. Given the late fieldwork date, there was limited scope for 
statistical analysis of the responses upon which decisions could be made. 
However, a cursory analysis was made of the item response rates to check 
that there were not any major issues. The item non-response rates (shown in 
Annex A) were of the order of magnitude observed in 2001 and the 2007 Test, 
and identified no specific causes for concern. There was specific interest in 
the "intention to stay" question, but with the relatively small size of the 
Northern Ireland Rehearsal, the question was applicable to fewer than 10 
respondents and accordingly evidence about the practicalities of this question 
was drawn from the larger exercises conducted by ONS.  
 

 
 



                                                                
 

REHEARSAL EVALUATION - Assessment of Specific Objectives 
 
 

Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

 
Address 
Register 

 
To assess the quality of 
the address register 
that was provided for 
the rehearsal and 
capture any lessons 
that can be learned in 
terms of the underlying 
methodologies and 
quality assurance 
procedures used in its 
creation. 

 
How many residential properties did the 
field staff find during their area 
reconciliation checks and follow-up 
activities that should have been 
included on the address register. 

 
By way of background, the rehearsal address register was developed from the POINTER 
address database which is managed by Land and Property Services. Because of the work 
involved and the requirement to deliver the finalised rehearsal address register to the print 
contractor by 15th June 2009 to facilitate the over-print process, the rehearsal address 
register was developed using an extract taken from POINTER in May 2009 (some 5 months 
in advance of the rehearsal). Against this background, Census Office recognised at the 
outset that the coverage of the address register would never be perfect. In addition, 
Derriaghy was specifically chosen for the rehearsal as it was known to include new 
developments and would provide the opportunity to specifically assess the effectiveness of 
the address checking phase of the enumeration. 
 
From an operational perspective the address checking exercise worked well, with 161 new 
addresses being identified by the field staff during the rehearsal.  This equates to 3.3% of the 
number of address records initially included on the rehearsal address register.  As 
anticipated, the majority of these new addresses (77.6%) were situated in the Derriaghy 
rehearsal area, with one ED in particular having a total of 82 new address added. 
 
New addresses by rehearsal area 

Area New Addresses 
All rehearsal areas 161
Derriaghy 125
N1010101 82
N1010102 0
N1010103 2
N1010104 24
N1010105 9
N1010106 8

9 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

Moy/Benburb 36
N1010201 9
N1010202 3
N1010203 2
N1010204 18
N1010205 4

 
Work was undertaken to understand why these new addresses were not originally included 
on the address register.  The table below contains a breakdown of the reasons discovered. 
 
Reason why the new address was not on the Rehearsal Address Register 
 

Reason not on 
RAR 

All 
Rehearsal 
Areas 

% Total 
new 
addresses Derriaghy 

% 
Derriaghy 
New  

Moy/ 
Benburb 

% Moy/ 
Benburb 
New 

Not on Pointer at 
Jan 10 74 46.0 56 44.8 18 50.0 

On later version 
of Pointer 70 43.5 60 48.0 10 27.8 
Perm Coords 
place property 
outside 
rehearsal areas 7 4.3 7 5.6 0 0.0 
Temp Coords 
placed property 
outside 
rehearsal areas 5 3.1 0 0.0 5 13.9 

Non Domestic 
on Pointer 4 2.5 2 1.6 2 5.6 
Historical on 
Pointer 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 2.8 

Total 161 100.0 125 100.0 36 100.0 
 
Some 43.5% of the new addresses found by the field staff were subsequently found in a later 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

version of POINTER (some in each of the extracts taken up until March 2010).  
 
Some 74 of the new addresses identified by the field staff (46%) have still not been included 
in the POINTER address database (as at March 2010). This is of concern (not least as 28 of 
them are presently on PAF). 
  
While the remaining 9.9% of addresses were on the Pointer database at the time of creating 
the rehearsal address register, they were excluded for a variety of reasons (e.g. they were 
classified as non-domestic, historical or their temporary or permanent co-ordinates placed 
them outside the rehearsal areas) a decision was made to exclude these addresses from the 
register.  
 
In response to the above, Census Office has initiated a programme of work with LPS to 
understand (a) the reasons for the delay in such addresses being included in POINTER,(b) 
the extent to which the POINTER information might be enhanced by utilising information from 
the Royal Mail’s postal address file (PAF) – in some instances PAF appeared to be more up 
to date (e.g. 44 of the new addresses were included in the May 09 PAF) and (c) the 
underlying quality of the classifications within POINTER. One way in which the latter of these 
activities might be advanced is to match POINTER with alternative address registers (e.g. 
PAF and Electoral role). This is being actively pursued. 
 

 
How many residential properties did the 
field staff find during their area 
reconciliation checks and follow-up 
activities that should have been 
excluded from the address register? 
 

 
Of the 4927 residential addresses on the rehearsal address register, the field staff 
considered that 189 of these (3.8%) were not valid residential addresses and subsequently 
deactivated them via the Questionnaire Tracking (QT) system. 
 
The table below, which presents the number of deactivated addresses in each Rehearsal 
area along with the reason for deactivation, shows that the majority of addresses where 
either deactivated because they couldn’t physically be found or were not habitable (i.e. they 
were derelict or demolished). 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

 

Reason For Deactivation 
Total 

Deactivations Derriaghy 
Moy/ 

Benburb 
Doesn't Exist / Not Found 84 30 54 
Derelict / Demolished 73 15 58 
Non Residential 15 7 8 
Duplicates 7 0 7 
Under Construction 10 0 10 
Total 189 52 137 

 
It is interesting to note that the proportion of deactivated addresses was noticeably higher in 
the rural area of Moy/ Benburb (9% as opposed to 1.5% in the urban area of Derriaghy). 
 
An analysis was undertaken to understand how many of the addresses marked for 
deactivation by field staff had a Royal Mail UDPRN associated with the address. The 
existence of a UDPRN would tend to suggest that the address actually exists and that mail is 
routinely delivered to the address.  
 
The table below, shows that of the 189 addresses marked for deactivation, almost a third (61 
in total) had an associated UDPRN. As outlined in further detail below, 3 mail items were 
sent to each household during the rehearsal 9pre-delivery card, questionnaire pack and post-
delivery card). Of the 61 deactivated addresses that had a UDPRN, 19 had at least one 
rehearsal item delivered to them. All three mail items appear to have been successfully 
delivered to remaining 42 addresses in question.  
 

Rehearsal Area 
With 
UDPRN % 

Without 
UDPRN % Total 

Derriaghy 18 34.6 34 65.4 52 
Moy/Benburb 43 31.4 94 68.6 137 
All Rehearsal 
Areas 61 32.3 128 67.7 189 

 
The table below shows the reason for deactivating the 42 addresses that all three mail items 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

successfully delivered. Some 57.1% were deactivated as they could not be located by Field 
staff and 35.7% were deactivated because they were identified as being either derelict or 
demolished.  
 
Reason for Deactivation of Addresses with UDPRN 

  All Areas Derriaghy Moy/Benburb 
Can't Find 24 8 16 
Derelict/Demolished 15 4 11 
Duplicate 1 0 1 
Non Residential 2 2 0 
Total 42 14 28 

 
In view of all of the above three specific actions are now being pursued by Census Office, 
namely,:- 

(a) a quality assurance of the addresses in POINTER classified as derelict/ demolished 
(b) an analysis of the response data contained within the QT system to see if a 

response was received from any of the deactivated addresses; and 
(c) undertaking a further field visit to each of the addresses concerned to try and 

understand the reason for the apparent discrepancy (i.e. did the field staff deactivate 
the addresses in error, is there a physical address on the ground that Royal Mail 
were able to deliver something to etc). 

 
How many residential addresses should 
have been identified as ‘multi-
occupancy’ addresses? 
 

 
Only one instance was identified where two active H4 forms were linked to the same 
address. Fulfilment request reports show that an additional H4 form was requested via the 
contact centre, with the reason recorded as ‘Multi Occupancy’.  Data Capture reports show 
that both H4s were completed and returned. 
 
No further intelligence was found to suggest that any other addresses should have been 
identified as ‘multi occupancy’ addresses. 
 

 
How many pre-delivery cards 1 and 2 
and questionnaires were undelivered. 

 
There were 4935 records in the rehearsal address register, including Households and 
Communal Establishments.  The enumeration methodology deployed in the rehearsal meant 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

 that households had their questionnaires delivered by the postal service provider and CEs 
received materials directly from field staff.  This meant a total of 4927 households were 
involved in rehearsal post-out operations.  The table below shows the breakdown of these 
households across rehearsal areas. 
 
Households to receive rehearsal materials via post 

  
No of 

Households % Households 
All Areas 4927 100 
Derriaghy 3411 69.2 
Moy/Benburb 1516 30.8 

 
During the rehearsal, every household had three items posted to them, each at a different 
stage of operations: 

1. A pre delivery card introducing the Census Rehearsal 
2. A Rehearsal Questionnaire pack 
3. A post delivery card prompting the return of completed questionnaires 

 
The successful delivery rates for each of these items were monitored throughout.  The 
delivery outcomes for each of the three items across rehearsal areas are shown in the tables 
below. 
 
Pre delivery card outcomes across rehearsal areas 

Pre-delivery cards 
Delivered Undelivered Rehearsal 

Area 
Total 

Addresses Num % Num % 
All areas 4927 4833 98.1 94 1.9 

Derriaghy 3411 3402 99.7 9 0.3 

Moy 1516 1431 94.4 85 5.6 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

 
Questionnaire delivery outcomes across rehearsal areas 

Questionnaires 
Delivered Undelivered Rehearsal 

Area 
Total 

Addresses Num % Num % 
All areas 4927 4771 96.8 156 3.2 

Derriaghy 3411 3371 98.8 40 1.2 

Moy 1516 1400 92.4 116 7.6 
 
Post delivery card outcomes across rehearsal areas 

Post delivery cards 
Delivered Undelivered Rehearsal 

Area 
Total 

Addresses Num % Num % 
All areas 4927 4789 97.2 138 2.8 

Derriaghy 3411 3376 99.0 35 1.0 

Moy 1516 1413 93.2 103 6.8 
 
Reason for non Delivery 
For all items that could not be delivered, RM staff indicated the reason for this.  The table 
below shows the reasons for non delivery across each stage of operations. The most 
common reason for non delivery across all three stages was ‘No such address’, accounting 
for 59.5% of all undelivered items.   
 
Reason for non Delivery of each of the mail out items 

Reason for non delivery
Pre delivery 

cards Questionnaires 

Post 
delivery 
cards Total 

Address Inaccessible 8 39 19 66 
Addressee gone away 9 3 20 32 
Addressee unknown 7 0 28 98 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

Card damaged by RM 2 0 0 2 
No such address 67 106 58 231 
Refused 1 1 1 3 
Number in Use 0 7 11 18 
Unknown 0 0 1 1 
Total 94 156 138 388 

Postal delivery in the rehearsal was considered to have worked extremely well, with some 
96.8% of questionnaires being delivered successfully. Slightly better results were 
experienced in the urban area of Derriaghy (98.8%), compared to the rural area of Moy & 
Benburb (92.4%). 

Having said that, there were a small number of inconsistencies (e.g. where a pre-delivery 
card was delivered successfully to an address but the questionnaire pack was not). Such 
cases are being considered in conjunction with Royal Mail to explore how they might be 
prevented in 2011. Importantly, all undelivered questionnaire packs are followed up by the 
field staff as part of the enumeration methodology.  

A retrospective analysis revealed that some 93% of the addresses in the rehearsal address 
register could be attributed with a Royal Mail unique delivery point reference number 
(UDPRN), the presence of which almost guarantees successful delivery. All but 28 of the 
questionnaires that had a UDPRN associated with them were delivered successfully in the 
rehearsal. 

 
How many questionnaires had the 
printed address amended by the 
general public? 
 

 
In this section data on the number of respondents who amended their addresses from what 
was printed on the front of the questionnaires is used to present a view on the quality of 
individual addresses on the Address Register. 

It is important to note that, whilst useful as a measure of Address Register quality, this 
information may not be totally reliable as changes made by the respondents may be due to: 

• Address vanity – Adding fields to the address that are unnecessary for delivery but 
are preferred by the householder. 

• Misdelivery – Clearly on these occasions the householder will have to amend their 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Findings / Conclusions 

address if the address on their questionnaire is not correct through miss-delivery. 

• Option Uptake – Not all respondents will have changed their address (whether 
correct or not). 

 
All respondents who received pre-addressed questionnaires were given the opportunity to 
amend the overprinted address where they felt this was incorrect.  This applies equally to 
paper and online responses.  All information that respondents entered into the address 
‘write-in’ box (of overprinted questionnaires only – unaddressed questionnaires not collected 
here?) was collected. 
 
33 questionnaires (including paper and online responses), 26 from the Derriaghy rehearsal 
area and 7 from the Moy/Benburb rehearsal area, had information entered into the address 
write-in box.  Of the information gathered, there were both valid and invalid entries.  A valid 
address change could be an amendment to the Building name or number, street, town, 
townland or postcode elements of an address.  Invalid entries included cases where the 
respondent entered exactly the same address, entered their name or entered information 
that was illegible. 
 
The following table shows a breakdown of the types of changes that respondents made to 
pre-addressed questionnaires, both valid and invalid, by rehearsal area. 
 
 

 Area 

All 
Rehearsal 

Areas Derriaghy Moy 

 Total Changes 33 26 7 

Total Valid Changes 5 3 2 

Building Name Field 2 1 1 

Building Number Field 1 1 0 

Thoroughfare Field 1 1 0 

Valid 
Address 
Change 

Townland Field 1 0 1 
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Total Invalid Changes 28 23 5 

Same address entered 16 16 0 

Name entered 4 0 4 
Invalid 
Entry 

Illegible 8 7 1 
 
The table shows that approximately 85% of all changes made to pre-addresses 
questionnaires were invalid, (i.e. where the respondent had entered the same address, their 
name or text that was illegible 
 
The remaining 15% of changes were however valid amendments to the Building name, 
building number, Throroughfare or Townland fields.  There were no addresses that had more 
than one amended element. 
 
Clearly only a small proportion of respondents amended their address details, with the 
majority of amendments considered as invalid. While it is acknowledged that not all 
respondents who may have had considered that an amendment to their address details was 
required, on balance Census Office has concluded that the accuracy of the address details 
over-printed on the rehearsal questionnaires was of a high quality.  
 

 
How many calls were there to the 
contact centre from members of the 
general public raising queries about the 
address on their questionnaire? 
 

 
This information was not recorded throughout the rehearsal. The reason for a call is only 
recorded if it results in a fulfilment request.  There were only 2 fulfilment requests received by 
geography fulfilment support during the rehearsal, one from a new address and one from an 
address outside of rehearsal areas. 
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How many of the delivered 
questionnaires had, or did not have, a 
Royal Mail UDPRN associated with the 
address? 
 

 
By way of background, Royal Mail has indicated that where an address has a Royal Mail 
UDPRN associated with it, mail items should be delivered to this address without any 
problems.  On this basis, analysis was undertaken to establish whether or not the presence 
of a UDPRN ensured the delivery of Census Questionnaires during the rehearsal. 
 
A total of 4927 questionnaires were provided to Royal Mail for postal deliver during the 
rehearsal, almost 93% of which had a UDPRN associated with the address. The vast 
majority of the questionnaires (nearly 97%) were delivered successfully by Royal Mail. 
   
Of the questionnaires that were delivered, 95.2% were delivered to addresses that had an 
associated UDPRN.  There was some variation in this figure across the rehearsal areas 
(Derriaghy - 96.4%; Moy/Benburb - 92.3%). 
 

Rehearsal Area 

Number of 
Questionnaires 

Delivered 
With 

UDPRN % 
No 

UDPRN % 
All Areas 4771 4540 95.2 231 4.8 
Derriaghy 3371 3248 96.4 123 3.6 
Moy/Benburb 1400 1292 92.3 108 7.7  

 
To gather intelligence 
on undelivered 
questionnaires, 
including any 
association with the 
presence or otherwise 
of the Royal Mail 
UDPRN on the address 
register and their 
subsequent handling by 
the NI fulfilment centre 
and field staff. 

 
How many of the undelivered 
questionnaires had, or did not have, a 
Royal Mail UDPRN associated with the 
address? 
 
 

 
Analysis of the questionnaires that Royal Mail were unable to deliver contributes to the work 
undertaken to assess the extent to which the presence of a UDPRN ensures the successful 
delivery of Census questionnaires. 
 
Royal Mail were unable to deliver 3.2% (156) of the questionnaires presented for postal 
delivery.  Almost three quarters (74%) of these undelivered questionnaires were from the 
Moy/Benburb area and the remainder were from the Derriaghy area. 
 
The table below shows the number of undelivered questionnaires by rehearsal area and 
UDPRN status.  
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Rehearsal Area 

Number of 
Questionnaires 

Un-delivered 
With 

UDPRN % No UDPRN % 
All 156 28 17.9 128 82.1 
Derriaghy 40 13 32.5 27 67.5 
Moy 116 15 12.9 101 87.1 

 
Only 28 of the undelivered questionnaires had an associated Royal Mail UDPRN, suggesting 
that delivery shouldn’t have been problematic. The table below shows the reasons provided 
by Royal Mail given for not being able to deliver Census questionnaires to the addresses with 
UDPRNs. 
 
Reason for non-delivery of questionnaires to addresses with UDPRNs. 
 

Reason Undelivered 

Number of 
Questionnaires 

Un-delivered Derriaghy Moy/Benburb 
Address Inaccessible 13 7 6 
No such address 12 4 8 
Addressee gone away 1 0 1 
Number in use 1 1 0 
Refused 1 1 0 

Total 28 13 15 
 
The most common reasons given for the non delivery of questionnaires to addresses with 
UDPRN were ‘address inaccessible’ and ‘no such address’, with the former being the most 
common reason cited in Derriaghy and the latter the most common in Moy/Benburb. 
 
While the numbers involved here are very small, Census Office will explore the possible 
explanations for non-delivery given the existence of a UDPRN for each of the addresses 
concerned. 
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How many of the addresses associated 
with undelivered questionnaires were 
subsequently found by the field staff? 
 

 
Every enumerator, during their area reconciliation exercise, identifies properties in their 
assigned area from which a returned questionnaire is expected and those from which we do 
not expect a return.   
 
Of the total 156 questionnaires that Royal Mail were unable to deliver, 46 related to 
addresses that the field staff would have expected a return from.  21 were in the Derrigahy 
area and 25 in the Moy/Benburb area. 
 
The table below shows the number of properties in each rehearsal area where Royal Mail 
were unsuccessful in delivering a Census questionnaire, but field staff reported that a 
returned questionnaire should be expected.  It is interesting to note that 26% of these 
households do have a UDPRN associated with the address.  In fact, in Derriaghy almost half 
of these household addresses can be linked to a UDPRN. 
 

Rehearsal 
Area 

Properties from 
which a return is 
expected but RM 

could not deliver a 
Questionniare 

UDPRN % No UDPRN % 

All 46 12 26.1 34 73.9 
Derriaghy 21 10 47.6 11 52.4 
Moy 25 2 8.0 23 92.0 

 
Again this information raises queries about why Royal Mail were unable to deliver some of 
the questionnaires in question. As highlighted above, Census Office will explore the possible 
explanations. 
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Were the materials posted in accordance with 
agreed time scales? 

 
Yes. 
 
All post out questionnaires where delivered by Royal Mail between 28/09/09 
and 03/10/09 as agreed in the Post Out contract. Additionally, all 
‘undelivered’ questionnaires where returned, by Royal Mail, to the NICFC by 
7/10/09 as agreed in the Post Out contract. There is postal management 
information to support both these activities, which gives a breakdown of what 
was delivered / undelivered each day during the Post Out operation. 
 
In addition to the above, both the pre and post delivery cards were collected 
from McAuley House by Royal Mail as scheduled. Royal Mail advised that 
these were delivered on time to households in the rehearsal areas. There is 
some evidence to support this – a number of field staff and NISRA 
employees who lived within the Rehearsal areas confirmed receiving the 
information cards within the delivery windows. 
 

 
Enumeration 
methodology 

 
To assess the 
reliability of postal 
delivery 

 
Was there a one to one match between 
undelivered items (e.g. did the addresses 
associated with undelivered pre-delivery card 1, 
undelivered pre-delivery card 2 and undelivered 
questionnaires all agree)? 
 

 
There were various degrees of matching for undelivered items. There were 
64 occurrences of a one to one undelivered match across the 3 delivery 
items. Additionally, there were 73 occurrences of an undelivered pre-delivery 
card 1 and undelivered questionnaires match and furthermore 94 
occurrences of an undelivered pre-delivery card 2 and undelivered 
questionnaires match. 
  
All information pertaining to all the undelivered and specifically the single 
occurrences has been forwarded to the Census geography team and Royal 
Mail for further analysis. 
 

22 
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Were there any households in the rehearsal areas 
that didn’t get a questionnaire during postal 
delivery (e.g. discovered via contact centre/ 
fulfilment and/or follow-up)? 

 
There was no evidence to indicate that this happened during the rehearsal. 
There were no recorded instances of members of the public contacting the 
Contact Centre indicating that they had not received a Census questionnaire. 
However, members of the public did contact the Contact Centre to seek a 
replacement questionnaire for the original which they reported as having 
been lost or mislaid.  
 
A similar question was asked of Field staff at the de-briefing session. Field 
staff reported during Follow-up, where contact was made, that there were no 
instances of members of the public claiming that they had not received a 
questionnaire. 
 

 
Were there any households outside the rehearsal 
areas that received a questionnaire (e.g. 
discovered via contact centre/ fulfilment and/or 
follow-up)? 

 
We are aware of one instance were this happened. The Kingsway Fold 
(comprising 16 flats) was included on the address register as it had the same 
grid reference and address as the Kingsway Nursing Home. This referenced 
the address to a location inside the Rehearsal area when in fact the actual 
location is at a point just outside the Rehearsal area boundary. It should be 
noted that none of the questionnaires addressed to Kingsway Fold where 
returned as undeliverable and there was no indication that they were 
delivered to Kingsway Nursing home, so we can only assume that the 
Postman delivered the 16 questionnaires to the 16 flats in the Fold even 
though they were outside the Rehearsal area.  
 
The problems experienced around erroneous or temporary grid references 
had a more significant impact on the rehearsal than would be experienced in 
a full coverage Census. However, given the issues experienced in the 
rehearsal there will have to be close communications between CTCs and 
enumerators to ensure no duplication of effort i.e. one CTC adding a new 
address while another deactivates it as a ‘can’t find’. 
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To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
field procedures, 
including fulfilment 
centre processes, 
developed to support 
the post-out 
approach (both for 
households and 
communal 
establishments, 
where special 
enumeration 
arrangements will 
apply). 

 
Area reconciliation 
 
Did the field staff find any new addresses? 

 
Yes. According to entries in the Address Check Enumeration Record Books 
(ERBs) 170 new addresses where found during the Rehearsal.  
 
134 of these were found in the Derriaghy area and 36 where found in the Moy 
area. There were a large number of new addresses (90) found in one 
particular Enumeration District (ED) area of Derriaghy. These addresses 
related to a new development and comprised houses at various stages of 
construction as well as completed houses. Additionally, many of the streets in 
this ED where inadequately named, which created difficulty for the 
Enumerator in assigning the correct address. However the Enumerator did 
get help from the construction staff working on the site.  
 
The handling of new builds proved somewhat problematic for field staff as 
enumerators where unsure, on the basis of the guidance provided, of when to 
include them in their ERB. To overcome this Census Office issued further 
guidance to field staff advising that, as a rule of thumb a new build was to be 
included if there was evidence (house had doors, windows and a roof and 
was near completion) that the building could be habitable by Census 
rehearsal Day (11 October 2009). However, it should be noted that given that 
this instruction was issued after the Address Check had commenced, some 
of the ERBs still contained addresses of new builds that were still under 
construction at Census Rehearsal day.  
 
For Census 2011 it will be necessary to provide the field staff with more 
detailed instructions on how to deal with or classify new builds (including 
replacement dwellings on cleared sites) and houses undergoing major 
refurbishment.  
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Did the field staff deactivate any addresses? Yes. From the QT reports and the ERBs 210 addresses were deactivated by 
Field staff. 71 of these where in Derriaghy and 139 where in Moy. 
 
In Derriaghy the breakdown of address deactivations was as follows: 
44% - Can’t find;  
24% - Derelict / Demolished;  
21% - Under construction;  
9% - Non-residential;  
4% - Duplicates. 
 
In Moy the breakdown was slightly different as shown below: 
42% - Derelict / Demolished;  
40% - Can’t find;  
7% Under construction;  
6% Non-residential;  
5% - Duplicates 
 
Feedback from the Field staff debriefing session indicated that the Address 
check was quite easy to undertake. However, Enumerators did say that they 
spent significant time looking for the addresses that, although included in the 
address check ERB, did not exist. This caused some frustration for field staff 
as they were under the impression that the Address list contained all 
addresses present, where in actual fact, they contained addresses that the 
Census Geography team anticipated might exist on Census Rehearsal Day. 
They indicated that had they known this less time would have been spent on 
meaningless searching for addresses that did not exist. 
The view of field staff was that, rather than including everything that might be 
there; the ERB should only contain addresses that are definitely expected to 
be there on Census Day, and that any additional ones found during the check 
can be added to the ERB under ‘New Address’ procedures. This is to be 
explored further with the geography team, but Field Operations support this 
view. One option might be to use a ‘RAG status’ colour coding on the maps to 
indicate the level of certainty that can be attributed to the address in question 
being occupied at the time of the Census. 
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Was the workload of the field staff manageable 
and able to be undertaken in the hours 
anticipated? 
 

 
Census Office had estimated that an Enumerator would require around 75 
hours to carry out all enumeration duties (including Training, Address check 
and Delivery support, Follow-up, reconciliation and admin).  In effect, all bar 
one enumerator worked less than the 75 hours anticipated. The one 
enumerator who exceeded the 75 hours was allocated an ED in Derriaghy 
that contained a substantial amount of newly built properties and much of 
their time was taken up with finding and adding new addresses and plotting 
them on the map. 
 
Whilst one other enumerator in the Derriaghy area worked 73 hours (i.e. just 
under the estimate), the remaining enumerator’s hours worked ranged from 
39 to 58 (i.e. significantly under the 75 hour estimate).  
 
It should be noted that from analysis of the hours claimed by Enumerators, 
those undertaking duties in Derriaghy (urban area) required a greater number 
of hours to complete their duties than those undertaking duties in the Moy 
(rural area). Although time spent on admin, training and reconciliation duties 
was broadly comparable across urban and rural areas, time spent on actual 
enumeration duties varied according to the type of area. For example, in the 
Derriaghy area the time taken to complete the address check phase ranged 
from 18 hours up to 38 hours and in the Moy area the time taken ranged from 
17 to 29 hours.  
 
EDs were designed to give parity of workloads, in terms of the hours required 
to complete duties, with rural EDs containing fewer properties than urban 
EDs to account for the additional travelling time required to move between 
addresses. However it is evident that, given that Enumerators worked fewer 
hours in rural areas, particularly on enumeration related duties, there is a 
slight disparity in workloads and that for 2011 consideration should be given 
to slightly increasing the size of rural EDs. 
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Census Office had estimated that CTCs would require around 250 hours to 
carry out all enumeration duties.  In effect, both CTCs worked slightly more 
than the hours estimated but this can be attributed to CTCs having to work 
extra hours to overcome certain issues that emerged during operations. 
These included extra hours required for testing various QT problem 
workarounds, attending Census HQ for printing of Follow-up ERBs due to the 
inadequacies of their allotted printers and a number of miscellaneous duties.  
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Are the reconciliation duties scalable to 2011 (i.e. 
are the planned number of enumerators, CTCs 
etc likely to be adequate)? 

 
The Address Check (area reconciliation) was to be completed between 
21/09/09 and 30/09/09. When asked at the de-brief session (and from 
answers given in the evaluation questionnaire), all enumerators indicated that 
the address checking was easily completed within the indicative timescale we 
had set. MIS information gathered by CTCs supports this. 
 
Likewise, CTCs indicated that for the Address Check phase, that (a) their 
duties were achievable and (b) the number of enumerators they had 
responsibility for was very manageable. Indeed, in the rural Moy area the 
CTC said he could have managed a few more enumerators.  
 
The Address Check & Delivery Support phase is when the CTC will have to 
perform most updates to the QT system. They will be required to add new 
addresses and link questionnaires and deactivate ‘old’ addresses. 
Additionally they will validate RM undelivered questionnaires by undertaking 
a cross referencing exercise between the QT Royal Mail Undelivered report 
and the enumerators Address Check ERB.  Given that this main task is 
address related it is conceivable that a CTC in a rural area could manage 
further addresses than currently planned, in effect manage more 
enumerators.  
 
On the basis of this and other information gathered from the field staff, Field 
Operations propose that the span of controls for CTCs working in rural areas 
is increased. The rationale suggested is as follows: 
 
CTC (rural area) – 9 Enumerators 
CTC (mixed area) – 7 or 8 Enumerators 
CTC (urban area) – 6 Enumerators 
 



                                                                
 

29 

Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Answers/Evidence 

 
Delivery Support Procedures? 

How effective were the delivery support 
procedures and the associated enumerator/ CTC 
interfaces? 

 
In both Derriaghy and Moy the delivery support procedures worked well. In 
the evaluation questionnaires there was no negative feedback. All 
enumerators in both areas said that the communications between themselves 
and their CTC was good. 
 
In relation to the ‘undelivered’ items from Royal Mail the process worked 
extremely well. All items were received at the NICFC as per contract by 
Census day -4 (07/10/09), the NICFC deactivated these questionnaires and 
then the CTCs cross referenced these with the Address Check ERBs. The 
undelivered NISRA report worked on the QT and this exercise was extremely 
successful in achieving its aim. There were instances where the CTCs 
challenged the RM undelivered classification and enumerators were able to 
hand deliver questionnaires to addresses that Royal Mail deemed 
undeliverable.  This validation step is worthwhile and will be retained in 2011 
as it will help NISRA ensure coverage is as comprehensive as possible. 
 

 
Were the planned delivery support procedures 
comprehensive? 

 
Yes. Throughout the rehearsal there were a number of issues with the QT 
reports but due to the procedures that were in place to support delivery, staff 
were able to implement workaround solutions without having to implement 
major changes in the field procedures. 
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Follow-up? 

Was the production of the follow-up ERBs 
manageable? 

 
No. The printer provided was slow and it is estimated that it could have taken 
the CTC approximately 8 hours to print out lists for the EDs in the Derriaghy 
area. Additionally, being of a small inkjet type it consumed inkjet cartridges 
very quickly. The printer issue is being reviewed through the Route A QT IPT 
and Service Management team, and an RFC has been raised detailing the 
specification for the provision of a better printer than was provided for the 
rehearsal.   
 
To overcome this problem the NICFC team at Census Office arranged for the 
printing of the Follow-up ERBs in McAuley House with CTCs collecting them 
from there prior to distribution to Enumerators. It should be noted, that 
although the problem was exacerbated for the rehearsal (follow-up lists are 
larger than would be expected for a conventional census due to the higher 
non-response rate), it would be a major problem for 2011 if a better printer is 
not supplied. Additionally, It would not be possible for the NICFC to produce 
up to date Follow-up ERBs for every enumerator. 
 

 
Were there any logistical difficulties or major 
delays in getting the follow-up ERBs to the 
enumerators? 

 
No, the Moy CTC picked up these ERBs from NISRA on 20th Oct and 
distributed them to his enumerators over 20th and 21st Oct. The Derriaghy 
CTC picked up those ERBs on morning of 21st Oct and distributed these 
ERBs to the enumerators during the day in time to start follow-up in the 
evening of 21st Oct 09. Although it is difficult to assess whether there would 
have been different issues if CTCs had to print their own ERBs, it is thought 
that, save for actual printing, there would be no other logistical issues in 
getting Follow-up ERBs to Enumerators. 
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Did the enumerators experience any difficulties 
with the follow-up ERBs? 

 
When asked at the field staff’s de-brief the Enumerators indicated that ERBs 
were generally fine, although representations were made that some of the 
boxes where too small, particularly where Enumerators had to record 
information. Consideration will be given to re-designing some aspects of the 
Follow-up ERB as a result of this. 
 

 
How did the communication interfaces between 
the enumerators and the CTCs work; were there 
any problems and any unnecessary visits to 
households? 

 
The communications between the CTCs and enumerators worked well during 
the rehearsal.  
 
One of the CTCs used the codes (e.g. the sequence 
N1010101*QR*EDRN*123*456*578 meant that questionnaires had been 
received from EDRNs 123, 456 and 589 in ED N1010101 and did not require 
follow-up) given to them in their guidance and the other didn’t, but it didn’t 
seem to affect the communications if the codes where used or not.  
 
The only problems experienced were in relation to the phone communications 
where 3G mobile network coverage in the rural areas was poor or non-
existent. At the field staff de-brief all the enumerators said they would be 
willing to (and most would prefer) to use their own mobile phone if doing the 
job again. Most found it cumbersome to carry two phones with them. Field 
Operations will consider this, but the view is that for confidentiality reasons 
Field Staff should be encouraged to use the phone provided for Census 
purposes.  
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Logistics 

Did the field staff all receive the necessary 
supplies? 

 
In the evaluation questionnaires all enumerators said that they received 
sufficient supplies and there was nothing extra that they thought was 
necessary for them to complete their duties. 
 
Indeed during discussions at the de-brief session, all field staff felt that they 
received too many spare questionnaires of all types. As such Census Office 
have looked at this issue and scaled down the numbers we plan to give field 
staff in 2011. While the enumerators and CTC will now keep a small supply, 
the bulk of the spare questionnaires will be stored at the NICFC and issued to 
field stall as required. 
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Were the supplies delivered to the field in 
accordance with the agreed delivery schedule? 

 
The initial delivery of field supplies was completed to schedule, however the 
second, main, delivery was not. The logistics service provider should have 
made deliveries to both CTCs and the NICFC on 2nd September. This 
delivery contained all the enumerator and CTC supplies including all spare 
questionnaires, ERBs and Communal establishment questionnaires and 
ERBs. The NICFC delivery again contained all the spare questionnaires and 
supplementary materials to complete fulfilment requests. There was an 
incident with the service provider’s aeroplane and supplies did not arrive in 
Northern Ireland to enable delivery on 2nd September. While the delivery was 
re-scheduled for the morning of 3rd September, the Moy delivery did not arrive 
until 3.30pm on 3rd Sept, after numerous phone calls to the service provider 
and ONS. The CTCs day was wasted. 
 
At the end of the field operations the unused field supplies and IT kit 
(including laptop, printer and barcode scanner) where to be picked up from 
the CTC’s homes on 30th November. As with all collections the logistics 
service provider was to phone and arrange a suitable collection time. This did 
not happen and both CTCs waited all day for the collection. It took various 
emails and phone calls to get this sorted out and both collections were finally 
made in the evening of 30th November. Again this resulted in another day 
being wasted, which the CTCs had to be paid for. If this was to reoccur in 
2011 it would have huge implications for the field operation. Instead of 2 
deliveries there would be at least 233. This point will be stressed to the 
service provider for 2011. 
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Were the arrangements for dealing with any 
problems effective?  

 
Initially the processes in place to deal with delivery issues did not work or 
where not fully understood. All communications should have gone through 
ONS as they are our agent for this contract. In some instances we bypassed 
them and dealt directly with the service provider. This caused confusion and 
lead to conflicting stories.  
 
Going forward to 2011 the process will have to be adhered to in all instances 
with a primary point of contact at the NICFC to enable completion of 
deliveries on schedule as well as speedy problem resolution. 
 

 
Fulfilment 

Were the planned fulfilment activities 
comprehensive and effective? 

 
During the rehearsal the NICFC received a total of 15 fulfilment requests 
throughout the operational period. This number was much lower than 
expected and was therefore insufficient to test fulfilment activities at the 
NICFC comprehensively. However, there where no problems experienced at 
the NICFC in completing the fulfilments that where received. 
 
One issue that did arise around fulfilments was that some of the 
questionnaire packs posted out from the NICFC did not make it to their 
destination. This was because they were pulled from the mail system by RM 
staff at Mallusk, who mistakenly thought they were returned Census mail and 
not out going. Feedback form Royal Mail suggests that the inbound and 
outbound envelopes are not sufficiently different.  
 
The overall envelope design is being looked at for 2011 by the ONS 
communications team with representatives from all relevant stakeholders e.g. 
Royal Mail, NISRA, Route A representatives. The above is being addressed 
through that work. 
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Are the fulfilment activities likely to be both 
scalable and manageable in 2011? 

 
On the basis of what was experienced in the rehearsal in relation to fulfilment 
activities, they are easily scalable and manageable in 2011. As a result of 
what was experienced in the rehearsal the number of staff required for the 
NICFC has been revised downwards with the option to bring in temporary 
staff if there are spikes in demand during the operation. 
 

 
General 
 
Because of the small scale of the rehearsal, one 
of the key areas for evaluation is scalability to 
2011. This theme should run throughout this area 
of the evaluation. 
 

 
This has been considered throughout the field operations evaluation. 

  
To assess if the 
proposed field 
management 
structure and the 
instructions, training 
materials and training 
provided to the field 
staff are optimal. 

 
Management Structure 
 

Was the workload of each tier of the field staff 
manageable? 

 

 
From the feedback given at the field staff’s de-brief and from information 
contained in the evaluation questionnaires both tiers of field staff indicated 
that their workload was manageable. 
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Was each tier of the field staff able to discharge 
their responsibilities in the hours anticipated? 

 
Yes. During the rehearsal we only had 2 tiers of field staff with the Census 
Office field operations team assuming the 3rd tier role of area manager. Both 
the CTCs and enumerators where able to discharge all their duties within the 
hours anticipated. 
 
Due to issues with the QT system during the rehearsal, some of the CTCs 
duties took longer to complete than expected; but even with these delays the 
hours taken to do the job were very close to what had been anticipated. 
 
As already mentioned in a previous section, the enumerators all (bar one) 
logged less hours than anticipated and most logged approximately 20 hours 
less than anticipated. Going forward to 2011 when there will be increased 
follow-up activity (i.e. at least 2 visits to each non-responding household), we 
would still expect, on the basis of patterns in the rehearsal, enumerator duties 
to be completed well within the 75 hour estimate. 
 

 
Is the planned number of field staff at each tier 
likely to be sufficient for 2011? 

 
Since completing the Rehearsal we have revised the number of field staff 
likely to be required for 2011. This revision is in part due to a larger number of 
EDs than anticipated and also the feedback from the CTCs on how many 
staff they felt they could manage. 
 
For 2011 we propose to have 1 Regional Manager who will be a member of 
the existing field operations team, 22 (previously 20) Census Area Managers, 
233 (previously 300) Census Team Co-ordinators and 1,667 (previously 
1,550) enumerators.  
 
The main changes to the structure are in the number of enumerators that 
each CTC will manage. As outlined previously, the span of control of a CTC 
will vary between rural and urban areas and has been mainly influenced by 
the number of households within a CTC’s overall area. 
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Instructions 

Did the field staff find the instructions provided to 
be clear, concise, unambiguous and 
comprehensive? 

 
All feedback received in relation to the training instructions were positive. 
There were no areas highlighted by field staff on which they felt they required 
more guidance. However, having reviewed the ERBs and spoken with field 
staff at the de-brief we have become aware of areas, specifically around the 
address check phase, that need more precise instructions. This is not specific 
to enumerators as there are also areas in the CTC guidance where we need 
to be more forceful in getting the message across, particularly around when 
and why QT operations need to be completed and why. 
 
As already mentioned, there are areas of the enumeration pocket guide that 
need revised in light of (a) queries received from field staff during the 
rehearsal and (b) changes to definitions and terminology used on the 
questionnaire itself. 
 

 
Training 
 
Was the self study undertaken by all field staff? 

 
Most of the field staff completed the self study. However, due to a number of 
enumerators dropping out replacement enumerators were late in completing 
this for the address check phase. This was to be expected and for 2011 we 
need to have processes in place to ensure replacement enumerators are fully 
trained and able to start work immediately. 
 

 
Were the scores obtained in the self study 
satisfactory? 

 
The scores obtained were all satisfactory; no issues were raised by the 
results of the self study. It was felt that this method of training worked well 
and achieved its aim. 
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How did the field staff rate the ‘cascade’ approach 
to the training? 

 
All field staff felt that the cascade approach to training worked well. It was felt 
that it was better to use this approach as these were the people they will be 
dealing with on a day to day basis (i.e. a CTC trains their own enumerators). 
In addition, it gives field staff a better opportunity to build good working 
relationships. 
 

 
How did the field staff rate the ‘just in time’ 
approach to the training? 

 
The ‘just in time’ approach to training was rated favourably by all field staff. It 
was felt that it allowed them to focus on the current task at hand and not be 
concerned about the next phase of the operation.  
 
With this approach to training, enumerators felt that duties / tasks were much 
fresher in their heads as they started each phase of the operation and they 
weren’t trying to remember something they read or were trained in 5 weeks 
previously. This was particularly relevant for the follow-up phase of the field 
operation. 
 

 
How did the field staff rate the self study approach 
to the training? 

 
Again the self study approach to training was favourably rated by field staff. 
They felt it was less pressurised than a formal training session and they could 
work at their own pace. While the workshop worked well to reinforce the self 
study, the self study itself meant that field staff were more prepared for the 
workshop rather than starting from scratch. 
The field staff liked the idea of the reinforcement training workshops but 
intimated that the workshops should include a session focusing on the 
doorstep drills and how to interact with members of the public. This could be 
augmented by a training DVD showing the video clips of suggested actions 
on the doorstep. This is being considered for 2011 in a similar vain to the 
video cassettes that where produced for 2001. 
 



                                                                
 

39 

Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Answers/Evidence 

 
How did the field staff rate the quality and 
effectiveness of the training materials? 
 

 
When asked about this in their evaluation questionnaire, none of the field 
staff expressed concerns with the quality or effectiveness of the training 
materials. 
 

 
ERBs/ Maps 

Did enumerators find the ERBs and maps 
provided useful, easy to handle and fit for 
purpose? 

 
There was very positive feedback about the maps. We had used 2 different 
methods of binding the maps, half were spiral bound and the other half were 
in an A4 ring binder. The A4 ring binder was the favoured option as it meant 
that a specific map could be easily removed and taken out to the field if the 
enumerator was only focussing on a particular area that day. 
 

 
What types and combinations of maps did field 
staff find the most/least useful? 

 
There was no one type of map favoured over another in either the urban or 
rural area. Two enumerators in Derriaghy commented that the footprint map 
was easier to use as it was clearer to see where a property was supposed to 
be. 
 

 To assess if the 
materials provided to 
the field staff to 
support them in their 
area reconciliation 
and enumeration 
duties (e.g. address 
lists, maps etc, 
telephones, and 
laptops) were fit for 
their intended 
purpose. 

 
Were field-staff able to use the maps provided to 
assign grid references to new properties found in 
the field to the required level of accuracy? 

 
We did not ask field staff to assign grid references to new properties. 
However, we did ask enumerators to mark the location of new properties 
found on one of their maps and to note the EDRN that they assigned to this 
new property on the map. There were no major issues with enumerators 
completing this task. However, some comments were made about marking 
flats or apartments and we will amend the instructions for 2011 to show in 
more detail how to do this.  
 
From an internal point of view the timing in getting the maps back to Census 
office for the geography team to determine the actual grid reference would 
not be suitable for 2011. As such the field operations and geography teams 
have since met and discussed this issue and agreed on a course of action 
going forward to 2011 which meets all needs. 
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Supplies (bags, vests, pens, mobiles etc) 
 
Did all field staff receive a full set of supplies in 
accordance with the manifest? 
 

 
Yes for the rehearsal this element of the field supplies was co-ordinated by 
the NICFC and no one reported anything being missing. 
 

 
Did all field staff receive their supplies on time? 
 

 
These supplies were given out at the appointment and briefing sessions. As 
such, all the field staff received them on time. 
 

 
How did the field staff rate the various supplies in 
terms of their suitability for the job? 

 
All field staff indicated that the supplies they received were adequate for 
completing their duties. We received no complaints about quality or lack of 
supplies. All feedback was positive so we wouldn’t envisage changing the 
type of supplies provided to the field staff in 2011. 
 

 
Are there any additional supplies that the field 
staff would have found useful? 
 

 
The only additional supply suggested by the field staff that would be useful 
was a fine nibbed red pen for marking new addresses on their maps. 
 

 
IT Kit 
 
Were there any coverage or connectivity issues 
with the mobile phones issued? 
 

 
Yes, in the rural area of Moy the mobile phone coverage was poor and most 
of the field staff used there own phones. 
3G and mobile phone coverage could be a major issue for some areas of 
Northern Ireland in 2011. Field Operations, in conjunction with service 
suppliers will put alternative arrangements in place to militate against these 
difficulties. This could include securing temporary accommodation in 
Government buildings (with appropriate comms) to facilitate field staff 
accessing 3G or mobile networks.  
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Were there any coverage or connectivity issues 
with the laptops issued? 

 
Yes, the CTC in Moy never actually got 3G coverage and it was therefore 
slow to do any updates on the QT. 
 

Were any of the phones and/or laptops lost, stolen 
or damaged? No. 

Were there any security breaches? No. 

 
Receipted Questionnaires 
 
Did the postal service provider discharge their 
receipting responsibilities in accordance with 
agreed service levels? 

 
Yes. All items received at the Mallusk mail centre were receipted by hand 
scanning (if barcode visible) the same day and forwarded to the UKDC. If the 
barcode was not readable a record was made of why the barcode was 
unreadable (e.g. barcode damaged, in envelope wrong way). This 
information, along with the receipted questionnaire information, was then 
forwarded by 9pm that day to Lockheed Martin. This file was also copied to 
NISRA Census office for our information. 
 

 
Did LMUK make the receipting information 
collated by the PSP available to the Authority in 
accordance with agreed service levels? 
 

 
Yes, the Authority was included in the Royal Mail Barcode Log file recipient 
list. However, issues were encountered with data capture report DC04 and 
how receipted questionnaires were recorded which made it difficult to 
reconcile receipted volumes over the course of the Rehearsal. This report is 
being reviewed as part of an overall review of QT reports to make it more 
useful to the Authorities for 2011 Census. 
 

 
Were any unnecessary field visits conducted as a 
result of incorrect, poor or late receipting info? 
 

No, there were no reported incidents to the Contact Centre or from 
Enumerators. 

  
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
centralised receipting 
arrangements and 
associated 
Questionnaire 
Tracking (QT) system 
in terms of informing 
the field follow-up 
arrangements in ‘real 
time’. 

 
Un-receipted Questionnaires 
  

The Census 2011: Bar Code Log Files provided by Royal Mail Engineering 
showed the result of the hand-receipting that took place at Mallusk. 
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How many questionnaires could not be receipted 
automatically and as such have to be passed to 
the processing centre for ‘exceptions processing’? 
 

Approximately 20% of questionnaires could not be receipted automatically at 
Mallusk; 99% of these were due to the incorrect insertion or “misorientation” 
of the questionnaire in the envelope (i.e. where the QID bar code was not 
visible through the post-back envelope). Similar results were observed in the 
E&W rehearsal. 
 

 
Is the volume of un-receipted questionnaires likely 
to cause operational difficulties in 2011? 
 

 
For 2011, similar proportions would put considerable pressure on manual 
receipting at the Paper Data Capture (PDC) Site. In view of this, changes to 
the design of the post-back envelope are being discussed to help address 
and ultimately reduce the volume of un-receipted questionnaire. 

 
Did the PSP information on un-receipted 
questionnaires tally with LMUK’s information on 
un-receipted questionnaires? 
 

 
Yes. Internal checks at the processing site aligned with the Royal Mail 
Barcode Log file and the actual delivery. NISRA was alerted to any 
discrepancies discovered and was actively involved in the resolution of any 
such queries. The lessons learnt are being considered by the parties 
concerned. 
 

 
Was the information on un-receipted 
questionnaires passed back to Census Office in 
accordance with agreed service levels? 
 

 
Yes. Un-receipted information was contained within the Royal Mail Barcode 
Log file; including numbers and reason why the questionnaire could not be 
receipted (i.e. bad barcode or ‘misorientation’ of the questionnaire within the 
envelope). The information passed back was considered to be fit for purpose. 
 

 
Did the timing of getting the information on un-
receipted questionnaires cause any logistical 
problems with the follow-up activities? 
 

 
No, all un-receipted questionnaires were receipted within the agreed 
timescales. 
 

 
Is the process for handling un-receipted 
questionnaires likely to be scalable and 
manageable for 2011? 

 
The proportion of questionnaires that could not be automatically receipted, 
mainly as they had been inserted into the return envelope the wrong way 
round, was higher than expected. The levels observed in the rehearsal were 
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 not considered to be manageable in 2011. Consequently, a programme of 
work was undertaken to redesign the return envelope. Market testing of the 
new design has shown improved insertion rates, which should reduce the 
number of items that cannot be receipted automatically by the PSP to 
acceptable and manageable levels. NISRA is also considering other 
arrangements that could potentially be implemented should concerns remain. 
 

 
Was the performance of the Internet Data Capture 
System in accordance with agreed service levels? 
 

 
By way of background, the IDC went live one day early (18th September 
2009) and was taken down one week later (30th November 2009) than 
originally planned.  The IDC in NI was common to that deployed in England 
and Wales. 
 
The capacity of the IDC was considerably higher than that actually required 
for the rehearsal in E&W and NI. In addition, the load on the system was less 
than expected due to the relatively low response rate to the rehearsal. 
Against this background, the overall performance characteristics of the 
system were considered to be entirely satisfactory.  
 
While there were a small number of occasions when the IDC system was 
deliberately taken down by the contractor in agreement with NISRA and the 
ONS (e.g. to apply a ‘patch’ in order to undertake a specific test), such 
instances had little impact on service provision aspects. Such instances were 
handled in a professional manner by the contractor, who kept the Census 
Service Management team well informed throughout. 
 

 
Online 
completion 
and Internet 
Data Capture 
 

 
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
online completion 
service and the 
associated Internet 
Data Capture (IDC) 
arrangements. 

 
Is there any evidence to suggest that our Service 
Levels for 2011 may need to be factored 
upwards? 
 

 
The IDC response rate during the Rehearsal was lower than expected and, 
as anticipated, the system coped well with the traffic. 
 
The Service levels for 2011 are kept under review, with work already 
underway to consider the likely split between the paper/ internet response 
channels.  
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Was the data that was derived through the 
Internet Data Capture system in line with the   
requirements laid down in the Route A Data 
Quality Management Plan? 
 

 
Results indicate that the data derived through the Internet Data Capture 
system is in line with the requirements laid down in the Route A Data Quality 
Management Plan. 
 

 
Did anything emerge during Internet Data Capture 
(IDC) that would suggest that we need to revise 
the Data Quality Management Plan (DQMP)? 
 

 
The rehearsal revealed that further consideration would have to be given to 
the issue of ‘special characters’ (e.g. commas, @, “, ? etc) being entered via 
the internet option and the potential implications for the data capture 
operation and supply of data. Further System Integration Tests and 
Operational Readiness Tests are planned and the DQMP will be clarified/ 
amended if necessary. 
 

 
How many web return questionnaires have been 
received and what percentage of total 
questionnaire returns does this represent.  How 
does this compare to the expected value? 
 

 
A total of 1,421 questionnaires were returned, 92 of which were returned via 
the Internet response channel (representing just under 6.5% of all returns). 
While this is somewhat lower than desired (expectation that 15% of returns 
would be via the internet), it needs to be viewed in the context that (a) the 
rehearsal was voluntary and (b) there was no targeted publicity deployed 
during the rehearsal. 
 
Given the success of the Internet option, NISRA plans to actively promote the 
use of the internet response channel in its publicity and advertising strategy 
for the 2011 Census. 
 

 
How many web return questionnaires were (i) 
Authenticated? (ii) Submitted? (iii) Authenticated 
but not submitted? (iv) Underwent forced 
submission? 

 
QT914A.1 for the 2nd January 2010 shows that the respective figures were 
as follows: (i) 92 (ii) 83 (iii) 0 (iv) 9. The forced submission functionality was 
considered to have worked satisfactorily. 
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How many people sought help, either through the 
web self-help or contact centre, with the online 
completion facility? 

 
There were 26 visits to the NI WSH topic ’How to complete online’, 
demonstrating that certain respondents were prepared to seek the 
help/clarification that they needed regarding the use of the internet option. 
While we have no specific records of people contacting the contact centre to 
secure help with the online response option (that level of detail was not 
recorded), it could be that some of the 26 visits to the WSH referenced above 
resulted from the contact centre directing a respondent to the relevant section 
of the WSH. 
 

 
Web self-help 
 
Was the performance of the web self-help in 
accordance with agreed service levels? 
Is there any evidence to suggest that our Service 
Levels for 2011 may need to be factored 
upwards? 
 

 
The performance of the WSH was in accordance with agreed key 
performance indicators, and in some instances exceeded these. There is 
therefore no evidence to suggest that Service Levels need to be changed for 
2011. 
 

 
Was the usage of the web self-help in accordance 
with our expectations? 
 

 
Use of the WSH during the rehearsal was greater than anticipated. This was 
the case in both the NI and E&W rehearsal. Accordingly, both NISRA and the 
ONS are considering (in conjunction with the contractor) how the appropriate 
Public Interface volumetrics might be re-aligned and optimised for 2011. 
 

 
Public 
Interface 
Services 

 
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
supporting public 
interface services, 
namely, the planned 
web self-help system 
and the planned 
contact centre. 

 
Did the material included on the web self-help 
meet user needs (i.e. is there any qualitative 
evidence from calls to the contact centre 
indicating that people tried the web self-help for 
help but were unable to find it)? 
 

 
As agreed, only fulfilment requests and escalations were logged by the 
Contact Centre. As such, there is no real evidence from calls to the contact 
centre that people tried the web self-help for help but were unable to find it. A 
special exercise was carried out between 04/11 and 30/11 by CC advisers to 
ascertain if callers to the Contact Centre had used the WSH before ringing. 
Of 202 calls received, 23 had used the WSH first (note:- these figures related 
to calls Figs broken down by country not available). Clearly this doesn’t 
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necessarily mean these callers could not find the information they required 
through the WSH, but gives some indication that some respondents are 
prepared to use the WSH in advance of ringing the CC.  
 

 
Did anything emerge during the rehearsal that 
would suggest that we need to revise either (i) the 
structure of the web self-help facility or (ii) the 
content contained within it? 
 

 
The view from the rehearsal, drawing on feedback from Contact Centre 
advisers, is that some of the content could have been better structured and 
that we should seek to avoid duplication of content wherever possible. As 
anticipated, some content will need to be updated from Rehearsal to 2011. 
This will be expedited through the planned review of the WSH content, which 
will involve all of the different Business Areas within Census Office at various 
stages. 
 

Contact Centre 
 
Was the performance of the contact centre in 
accordance with agreed service levels? 
Is there any evidence to suggest that our Service 
Levels for 2011 may need to be factored 
upwards? 

 
The performance of the CC was in accordance with the vast majority of the 
agreed key performance indicators, and in some instances exceeded these. 
There were only 2 instances where the performance fell very marginally 
below the agreed KPI, both of which relate to the availability of operators 
dipping during evacuations when the fire alarm went off. Accordingly, there is 
no evidence to suggest that Service Levels need to be changed for 2011. 
 

 
Was the usage of the contact centre in 
accordance with our expectations? 
 

 
The split between the use of the CC and the WSH to gain assistance did not 
align with the ratio anticipated. This was the case in both the NI and E&W 
rehearsal. Accordingly, both NISRA and the ONS are considering (in 
conjunction with the contractor) how the appropriate Public Interface 
volumetrics might be re-aligned and optimised for 2011. 
 

 
Was the contact centre able to deal with the 
queries that arose? 
 

 
There was a small volume of NI calls (84). However, only 2 were escalated 
which provides evidence of the CC effectiveness. 
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How many calls had to be escalated to Census 
office and what was their nature? 
 

 
2 calls were escalated, 1 of these was a CCS query and was a test call from 
NISRA. The other escalation was re: addresses not found, further 
investigation revealed that the adviser performed an inaccurate search – 
therefore not an issue with the address register. 
 

 
Did anything emerge during the rehearsal that 
would suggest that we need to revise either (i) the 
approach to the IVR scripts and/or answers to 
general questions or (ii) the services provided 
through the contact centre? 
 

 
The indications from the rehearsal are that the IVR approach was successful. 
However, in keeping with best practice and in the interest of continuous 
improvement, NISRA and the ONS plan to update the IVR used in the 
rehearsal to tailor it for 2011 Census purposes. 
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Was the performance of the Paper Data Capture 
System in accordance with agreed service levels? 
 

 
For the most part yes, data capture during the Rehearsal did not accrue any 
service credits. In instances were Rehearsal accuracy service levels were not 
met issues have been identified and improvements to training for keyers and 
coders, data capture reports as well as the system are being put in place. 
These will be tested during SIT and ORT. 
 

 
Is there any evidence to suggest that our Service 
Levels for 2011 may need to be factored 
upwards? 
 

 
There is no indication from the rehearsal that the planned 2011 Service 
Levels need to be revised. 
  

 
Was the data that was derived through the Paper 
Data Capture system in line with the   
requirements laid down in the Route A Data 
Quality Management Plan? 
 

 
The quality of the data provided through the PDC system was considered to 
be of an acceptable standard. Problems did however arise with the image 
management system (IMS), with the result that it could not be used to view 
images. The problems with the IMS are being addressed for 2011. 

 
Processing 
 

 
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
paper data capture 
(PDC) arrangements. 
 

 
Did anything emerge during Paper Data Capture 
that would suggest that we need to revise the 
Data Quality Management Plan? 
 

 
Nothing specific emerged during the rehearsal. However, in keeping with best 
practice and in the interest of continuous improvement, both the ONS and 
NISRA are planning to undertake a review of the DQMP that underpins the 
capture operations. 
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Were all printed materials produced on time and 
in accordance with the Print Quality Management 
Plan? 
 

 
Questionnaires were delivered in accordance with the timetable with only 
minor quality issues observed. Further minor defects were discovered during 
the document preparation phase at the processing site e.g. variations in 
margin width and fold/trim defects. 
 
Delivery of leaflets was delayed due to lack of understanding between the 
third party designer (Bray Leino) & Route A Print team. Initial quality was 
unacceptable requiring several attempts before satisfactory quality was 
achieved. 
 
Delivery of envelopes was significantly delayed due to the delay in the Postal 
Contracts being awarded. Again several revisions were submitted before a 
satisfactory product was delivered. 
 
In keeping with best practice and in the interest of continuous improvement, 
both the Service Provider (SP) and ONS/NISRA are planning to undertake a 
review of the PQMP that underpins the printing processes 
 

 
Printing 

 
 

 
Did anything emerge during the production 
process which would need to be addressed in the 
Print Quality Management Plan (PQMP)? 
 

 
Problems were encountered during production resulting in a number of 
quality issues which have been addressed in a revised PQMP. 
 
Additionally, the SP has appointed a dedicated Quality Manager to review 
and modify processes/ procedures such as spoils destruction, remake 
process and automatic camera quality checking, to improve overall 
production quality and efficiency. 
 
Other operational issues such as smudging labels and envelope wash 
bleeding onto questionnaires when damp have also been remedied by 
selecting water resistant inks. 
 
The PQMP also recommends creation of a revised algorithm for the 
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production of 2011 Internet Access Codes (IACs) to ensure IACs from the 
2009 Rehearsal will not be reproduced.  

 
Are there any changes to the Northern Ireland 
print volumetrics following the Rehearsal 
experience and revised population estimates? 
 

 
A review of volumetrics for NI has taken place resulting in some modest 
increases/reductions to address revised operational requirements. 
The overall requirement for Household questionnaires has not changed from 
that originally specified in schedule 2.1 of the contract. 
 

 
Did the Supplier successfully meet Targets, 
adhere to Timetable and achieve Milestones? 
 

 
Initially the SP failed on a number of occasions to deliver documents 
according to the timetable of deliverables. Some deliverables, whilst arriving 
on time were clearly rough drafts and the SP argued this met their contractual 
obligation. At other times documents arrived with invalid product numbers. 
Some deliveries comprised of obsolete versions redelivered. The SP 
sometimes changed milestone delivery dates in highlight reports without prior 
consultation with the Authority. However, as both service management teams 
experience and working relationship matured the frequency of these 
problems diminished. The Authority and SP will build on the successful 
aspects of the Rehearsal and improve the areas which were less effective to 
build a comprehensive set of service management processes capable of 
delivering the 2011 services. 
 

 
Service 
Management 

 
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
Service Management 
processes. 

 
Did the Supplier deliver all requirements to the 
requisite quality?  
 

 
Availability Service Levels (ASL) – all were met with exception of ASLs 17 
and 19 which required 100% availability of contact centre advisors. This was 
due to an unexpected fire alarm incident which led to an evacuation of the 
contact centre. 
Although all other ASL targets were met there were various outages across 
QT, IDC and WSH which were contained within service levels. 
 
Performance Service Levels (PSL) - PSL 25 failed on day one. A report 
produced by the Contact Centre was not loaded into the reporting application. 
The application administrators failed on a number of occasions to meet the 
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deadline for this report. The manual process used during Rehearsal will be 
reviewed and improved for 2011. 
 
The Major Incident Report was often not received in a timely fashion as the 
SP would not commit to when they could provide them.  The report also 
lacked important information about what is being done to ensure the problem 
does not happen again. 
 
Whilst it had been agreed that Rehearsal performance failures by the SP 
would not attract service credits (financial penalties against the SP) both SP 
and the Authority agreed to calculate the level of service credits that would 
otherwise have become due in accordance with Schedule 2.2 of the contract. 
There were many differences of opinion between the SP and Authority in 
respect of the detail around how the service credits were being calculated. 
Both the Authority and Service Provider have agreed to a broad review of the 
approach to service levels for 2011 and this is subject to on-going discussion 
and negotiation.  
 

 
Did we encounter any relationship issues with the 
supplier during development or operations? 
 

 
During a difficult operational period the Authority managed to maintain a good 
working relationship with both System Admin staff (Steria) and the SP 
(Lockheed Martin). 
Steria did not fully understand the requirement for communication on outage 
reporting and the Authority was not always informed if a partner had 
encountered an incident as the Steria Manager didn't deem it necessary. 
Lack of progress on setting up the incident management tool was a thorny 
issue. The Service desk needed an organised administrator to manage the 
desk to keep the Authorities up-to-date with incident statuses.  This is to LMs 
advantage to ensure the timing of incidents is accurate and will be addressed 
for 2011. 
 

 
Were there any security issues which culminated 

 
There were no significant security threats experienced during the Rehearsal 
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in loss of data, threatened loss of data, or security 
threat to the census? 
 

operational period and no security breaches were reported. 
Some minor changes were introduced to the movement of NI questionnaires 
between the NI mail centre at Mallusk and the processing centre at Hellaby to 
improve consignment tracking information. 
There were no security incidents at the processing site and all processed 
data was delivered without loss to the Authority in accordance with the 
contractual security requirements. 
In addition to the security testing undertaken by both the Authority and the SP 
ahead of Rehearsal and planned ahead of the 2011 Census, the UK Census 
offices have commissioned an Independent Information Assurance Review to 
provide stakeholders with additional assurance that the Census is adequately 
protected and that respondent information remains confidential. 
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Census 
Coverage 
Survey 
 

 
To assess the 
effectiveness of the 
field work that will be 
deployed in the 2011 
Census Coverage 
Survey. 
 

 
CCS Helpline 
  
How many calls did the helpline receive regarding 
the CCS? 
 
How many calls did the CSU receive when the 
helpline calls were diverted to them? 
  
How many calls were escalated to Census Office 
to deal with? What was the nature of these calls 
and what resource was required to deal with 
them? 
  
How many visits were there to the NISRA CCS 
URL? 
 
CCS Fieldwork 
 
Were there any households outside of the CCS 
Rehearsal Areas that were interviewed or 
received a questionnaire? 
 
How many attempts were needed to achieve a 
successful interview? 
 
How many households refused to take part?   
 
Were any households not approached due to 
health and safety concerns? 
 
How many pre-arranged appointments were 

 
 
 
2009 CCS fieldwork cancelled. 
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Area of 
Evaluation 

Assessment 
Objective Key Evaluation Questions Answers/Evidence 

made?  How many of these were completed? 
 
How many interviews with households were 
completed?  How many man-hours were spent on 
the field-work? 
 
How many interviews with communal 
establishments were completed?  How many 
man-hours were spent on the field-work? 
 
How many encounters with non-English speaking 
households?  How were these handled? 
 
How many post-back questionnaires were 
delivered?  How many post-back questionnaires 
could not be delivered? 
 
CSU Field Staff 
Note: A detailed evaluation plan will be developed 
with NISRA’s Central Survey Unit. It is anticipated 
that it will include 
How did the field staff rate the training provided? 
Did the field staff have any difficulty navigating 
their way around their CCS area? 
How did the field staff rate the supporting 
materials provided? 
Did the field staff have any suggestions regarding 
how the CCS exercise might be improved? 
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Annex – Item non-response rates from rehearsal 
 
 

Question_no Variable(s) Total Possible 
Responses 

Total Item Non-
Response 

% Item Non-
Response 

I1 PERNAME1 3329 128 3.84
I1 PERNAME2 3329 145 4.36
I1 PERNAME1 & PERNAME2 3329 122 3.66
I2 SEX 3329 155 4.66
I3 DOB_Day 3329 144 4.33
I3 DOB_Mon 3329 144 4.33
I3 DOB_Year 3329 144 4.33

I3 
DOB_Day & DOB_Mon & 
DOB_Year 3329 141 4.24

I4 MARSTAT 3329 257 7.72
I5 STUDENT 3329 347 10.42
I6 TERMIND 738 113 15.31
I7 COB 2830 31 1.10
I8 OUTSIDENI 2830 55 1.94
I9 COUNTRY 284 32 11.27
I10 YRARR_Mon 284 49 17.25
I10 YRARR_Year 284 42 14.79
I10 YRARR_Mon & YRARR_Year 284 40 14.08
I12 INTENTION 5 3 60.00
I13 ADD1YR 2830 44 1.55
I14 CITIZENSHIP 2830 35 1.24
I15 IDENTITYNI 2830 35 1.24
I16 ETHNICNI 2830 59 2.08
I17 RELBELNI 2830 42 1.48
I18 RELBRUPNI 132 2 1.52
I19 MAINLANG 2830 47 1.66
I20 LANGPRF 31 1 3.23
I21 IRISH ULSTER SCOTS_Irish 2830 186 6.57

I21 
IRISH ULSTER SCOTS_Ulster 
Scots 2830 529 18.69

I21 IRISH ULSTER SCOTS 2830 90 3.18
I22 DISABILITY 2830 66 2.33
I23 HEALTH COND 2830 118 4.17
I24 HEALTH 2830 45 1.59
I25 CARER 2830 113 3.99
I27 QUALS 2296 103 4.49
I28 VOLWORK 2296 105 4.57
I29 EMPLOYED 2296 111 4.83
I30 LOOKWORK 847 42 4.96
I31 AVAILWORK 847 70 8.26
I32 WAITWORK 847 76 8.97
I33 OTHACT 847 31 3.66
I34 EVERWORK 847 33 3.90
I34 LASTYRWK 621 61 9.82
I36 EMPSTAT 2131 118 5.54
I37 OCC_Job_Title 2131 128 6.01
I38 OCC_Job_Description 2131 194 9.10
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I39 SUPERMAN 2131 151 7.09
I40 BUSINESS 2131 250 11.73
I41 EMPLOYER 2131 342 16.05
I42 HOURS 2131 124 5.82
I43 WKPLADD1 2296 324 14.11
I44 TRANSPORT1 1611 261 16.20
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