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HIGHLIGHTS
A. SLIPPAGE

The estimated slippage rate at the Canada level increased from 5.87 in May to 6.27
in June, The decrease of 0.27 in the estimated number of heads of households mainly
contributed to the increase in slippage.

1. - By province: From May to June, decreases (amounts in brackets) in the estimated
slippage rate were noted in Prince Edward Island (-~ 1.47), Ontario (- 0.1%) and
Manitoba (- 0,17). In New Brunswick, the estimated slippage rate (7.6%) did not
change from last month. The remaining six provinces showed increases in their esti-
mated slippage rates with the largest increases occurring in Newfoundland (+ 2,2%)
and Alberta (+ 1,87),

In Newfoundland, the increase in the estimated slippage rate was mainly due to the
decrease (— 0,0578) in the average size of households. However, in Alberta both
decreases in the average size of households (~ 0.0193) and in the estimated number
of heads of households (— 0,67) contributed to the 1.8% increase in the estimated
slippage rate.

2. - By Ape Group at the Canada Level: From May to June, increases in the esti-
mated slippage rate were noted in the 14-19, 20-24 and 25-44 age groups and
decreases occurred in the 45-64 and 65 and over age groups. The marked changes
(amounts in brackets) were noted in the 20-24 (+ 1.27) and 25-44 (+ 1.47) age
groups,

B. NON-RESPONSE

The overall non-response rate at the Canada level increased from 4,77 in May to
5.8% in June, This month's higher rate was due to increases in the T.A., Nl and
"other" components. The overlap non-response rate increased from 0.47 in May to
0.57% in June and the adjusted overall non-response rate for the June survey was
calculated to be 5.3%.

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 6.87%, this year's
June rate was lower. Decreases in the Nl and N2 components were mainly respon-
sible for the lower rate this year.

C. VARIANCE

At the Canada level the coefficient of variation of the estimate of Unemployed
decreased from 2.41 to 2.36 while the coefficients of variation of Employed and
In Labour Force increased from 0.37 and 0.31 to 0,38 and 0.33 respectively,
between the May and June surveys.

At the provincial levels, three provinces - Prince Edward Island, Quebec and
British Columbia exhibited increases in the coefficients of variation of Employed
estimates while four provinces - Newfoundland, Quebec, Manitoba and Saskatchewan
exhibited increases in the coefficients of variation of Unemployed estimates, from
the May survey to the June survey.

0f the 33 estimates considered (Employed, Unemployed and In Labour Force at the
Canada and province levels) there were 9 estimates for which the published
symbols were assigned a different degree of reliability than that indicated by
their estimated sampling variability., For the estimates of Employed in Prince
Edward Island, Unemployed in Saskatchewan and In Labour Force in Prince Edward
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Island and Ontario the published symbol indicated a higher degree of reliability
than the actual symbol for the June survey whereas the opposite was true for the
three estimates of Employed, Unemployed and In Labour Force in Alberta and the
estimate of Unemployed at the national level and in the province of Ontario,

O the basis of the analysis of sub-provincial contributions to the provincial
variance estimates, two pairs of PSU's and four SRU-subunits were identified as

contributing significantly in excess of their desired contribution.

D. REJECTED DOCUMENTS

The number of rejected documents at the Canada level decreased from 5.8 in
May to 5.6 in June., Significant decreases took place in Toronto and Edmonton
while Montreal, Ottawa and Winnipeg registered increases.

The computer analysis is still showing some duplication of error at the inter-
viewer level, but there will be no attempt to rewrite and de-bug the computer

program because of the limited life span of this survey.

E. ENUMERATION COSTS

The June enumeration cost for the Labour Force Survey at the Canada level was
calculated at $2.96 per sample household, a reduction of 3 cents from the May
rate of $2.99., At the regional level, Ottawa, Winnipeg, Edmonton and Vancouver
registered increases ranging from 3 cents to 7 cents, St. John's, Halifax and
Toronto registered decreases of 8 cents, 23 cents and 4 cents respectively, while
Montreal had no change.






Non-te Rat Re ject nt Ret Enumergtion Cogt Household by Regional Office
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Month-to-Month Change Year-to-Year Change
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Slippage Rates(1), Canada by Age and Provincial Totals
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Non-response Rates, Enumeration Cost and Rejected Documents by Regional Office
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Non-response Rates, by Component

June 1975
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Binomial Factors for the Labour Force, Employed and Unemployed

June 1975
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Slippage by Age Group at the Canada Level
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Slippage by Province
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# The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey.






°
20 -

Total non-response

Montreal

S I

Montreal Regional Office

%
i o=
(2}

i
Montreal i
t '
- A ! wonilsbla ™
| i
o
| d bl S A 0 ]l R
19691 '71 1731 J J J D
\,'L'O_ T 1974 1975 1974 1975
Averages
# Enumeration cost per household
450 — Enumeration cost per household ‘?/ o 450 — by tvpe of areala)
(3} (4)
4.00 — = 400 — N.S.R.U.
h \\ /,f\.-
350 — - 30— AN
\ I\v
] \‘,
3.00 — ! 300 —~ v
Canada
2RSS0 i = 250 —
Canada »
2008 = - 2.00 —
- ' ] T
1.50 — — 1.50 —
IAR0 = — 1.00 —
B0~ — 50 —

o bk Rl el Sialibn e 3 o[ R s
TR S 1974 I e 1974 el - 2
kﬁ——ﬁl (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule.

Averages # The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey

Per cent of rejected documents
(Regular labour force items)

F--—-—--

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey.






ity

Ottawa ngional_ Office

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey.

' o . Total non-response o Per cent of rejected documents
. 9 & {Regular labour force items)
a0, — = 20 —
(1) (2)
|8 — — I8 —
16 - — 16 —
14 — — 14 —
Canada
12 — Canada = e A
i\
'l \
0= — L0l — i \
a [/
BiISS — 8 — :
|
\ / 1
\/ | 1§
6 — — (he :‘—avar:z:ble | b
i I
4 — — 4 — Ottawa | E
|
l :
2 - % e S :
' !
I
IENENERENRNRARENE ARNNEN o —brl LBy g L £ vy
969! ‘71 1’731 () J J
. o . 1974 1975 1974 1975
Averages
§ Enumeration cost per household
4 50 — Enumeration cost per household ‘*! o 450 — DY type of area (a)
(3) (4)
400 — = 4.00 —
BAS0F — 50 T
[
W, UL '“ ,QJ
p“v'\ %,
S0Qe= d — 3.00 — ] \Y
Ottawa N v
2150, — L7 ; — 2.50 —
Canada e T H »
S.R.U.
200 — — 2.00 —
1.50 — — .50 —
1.00 — = 1.00 —
0] - 50 —
J odtEdddd Lol ey o b yegdlipor Gl i by 1
o ARG Lo , 1974 (ohE. . 1974 ih s
e (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule,
Averages # The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey






- .

Toronto Regional Office

o Total non-response 9, Per cent of rejected documents
26 -y ' 4 2:) __ (Regular labour force items)
{(n ()
JP 3 — 18 —
16 — — 16 —
14 — - 14 —
l
- B :
N
~,
e 6 — Caneda E \\
: N
E 4 - av::ratble—’i
:
\
s W 5
BEREY ot by
J D J J
1974 1975 1974 1975
Averages
% # Enumeration cost per household
4 50 — Enumeration cost per household ‘! > 4 50 — DY type of area a)
' (3) ’ 4)
4100 - - 400 —
3.50 — e 3,50 — /\
300 s
2.50I= e
Canada
200 =~ =
g R T == | 50 —
.1.00 — — 1.00 —
. B0 == — B0 =
ok oLt T Bl 1 ) S o bl et 10 1900 RE S (TS
R J J D J J D
s Sk 1974 1975 1974 1975
ee—— (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule.
Averages # The variation in the enumeration cost is due t0 a major supplementary survey

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey.






- BBy =

Winnipeg R_egional Oftice

Total non-response Per cent of rejected documents

O/o ) 0/0 .
20 - - 20 — (Regular labour force items)
) (2)
18 - - 18 —
16 - = 16 —
| Q= —_ 14, 4=
-y 12 — ’h‘
= v | B
Car{ada/ ! <
| I\
- | - \’/ r‘_avanlf:ble"d \\
6 v | ! N
I
Winnipeg !
T e | |
i !
! |
L Lo b by LA e et barviisgd 1o g 4F
J J
1974 1975 1974 1975
Averages
i’f * Enumeration cost per household
4 50 — FEnumeration cost per household @/ l 450 by type of area(a
(3) (4)
400 — = 4.00 —
A
3.50 — = 350 — P \T
/
N.S.R.U.
3.00 — — 300 — WA ”\I/
o / \’
250 — Camads - 250 —
20005 = 2 00Re= S.R.U.
-
1.50 — — 1.50 —
1.00 = - 1.00 —
S0 = BOF ==
v breee by ol b L PR L)1 ey s
e D G 1974 1975 0 - 1974 1975
\___Y___4/ {a) Include supplementary guestions appearing on the LFS regular schedule.
Averages # The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey

being conducted in conjunction with the reguiar Labour Force Survey.






s 179

Edmonton Regional Office

9 Total non-response

0]

12 — Canada

Lovvrnririibrren b
J D
1974 1975
_ Averages
4_i0_ Enumeration cost per household ?/ i
{3}
4.00 — —
S50 — |
3 OON== ~~ —
Canada ///
-~
250 — "i —
B Edmonton
W SINIENSNERESNRERANRENA N
R A
o .7'2 ._,'4 1974 1975
USLA S I
Averages

o Per cent of rejected documents
2:.) __ (Regular lsbour force items)
(21
18 —
16 —
14 —
FAS
Y
hgriet o i
Edmonton ,’ : E
8 — ! '= 5
o s
6 — Canada ! ' %
L oo |
| available 1
4 — ) !
' i
I i
Gt € |
! |
0 Jllllllllllllllll ISR ST
J
1974 1975
# Enumeration cost per household
4.50 by type of area!(a)
{4)
400 —
3.50 —
NS.RU.A ,,.../\.
// \\
B0, A /
2.50 —
.00 —
50" —
S TTARDE N TANE AN ASATONE
J D
1974 1975

(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule.
# The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey.






o
20 —
(1)

Total non-response

£ 10~

Vancouver Regional Office

Yo
) b =

Per cent of rejected documents

(Regular labour force items)

\
Canada\\

Lo

#

.50 —
(3)

GO0
50—
a0 —
oM~
200 —
1. S-S
1.00 —

AT =+

1269 '71 1 '73
., TR

Averages

X 1974 -

Enumeration cost per household @/

Vancouver &

Pl e dicda 11

o W[S|SIL (]
D

1975

ST e -

1974

D

1975
{a) include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule.
# The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey

(2)

not
avsilable

___-_-___L_}

|
ottt ot v [0 b ot dager 1t 49

J D
1 1974 1975

Enumeration cost per household
by type of areal(a)

450 —
(4)
4.00 —
3.50 — /
NS.R.U. et
b e
3.00 / \\/N/v
260 —==7 v
.00 = SR ¥
(505
1.00 —
50 —
oLttt bl
7 1974 1975

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey,






18,0

18,0

16,0 -

12.0

10,0

AN OM MY

4.0

.0

19

LABOUR FORCE SURVEY

THE NON-RESPONSE RATES AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL, JANUARY 1966 TO DATE

MONTH 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
JAN. 13.5 10.0 10.0 13.7 1.3 8.9 7.8 7.3 6.0 4.3
FEB. 1.1 1L 9.7 9.9 10.8 8.9 9.2 7.2 6.0 4.7
MARCH 12.3 11.3 8.6 11.8 1.2 9.5 9.8 6.8 6.4 4.6
APRIL 10.8 9.6 10.8 8.8 23 7.9 9.4 7.9 8.3 4.7
MAY 11.8 11.0 10.8 10.7 i1.0 8.5 10.5 7.0 7.0 4.7
JUNE 10.5 10.7 10.7 12.3 10.6 7.7 9.4 8.4 6.8 5.8
JULY 16.6 16.3 17.5 17.0 16.3 13.9 12.4 15.1 10.4
AUGUST 13.6 14.3 12.5 14.0 12.9 10.7 10.1 10.9 8.8
SEPT. 10.8 10.9 8.8 9.9 8.9 7.0 6.1 6.5 5.6
- OCT. 10.6 10.5 8.5 8.9 9.0 7.1 S.1 5.7 5.5
NOV, 11.9 8.2 9.6 9.0 8.3 6.1 5.2 5.2 4.3
DEC. 10.7 8.2 10.1 9.7 9.6 6.3 6.3 6.6 4.6
AVERAGE 12.0 11.0 10.6 1.3 10.8 8.5 8.4 7.9 6.6
WON-RESPORSE AATES AT THE WATIONAL LEVEL, JANUARY 1966 TO DATE.
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Non-response Rates, Canada and Regional Offices

Month-to-Month Year-to-
1975 1974 Change Year
Change
May to May to ||June 1974
June May June May June June to
1975 1974 June 1975
Total
Canada .coeeesecsciassnoe 958 4.7 6.8 7.0 FAS - 0.2 - 1.0
SEE L TIPS P fot oot o lo¥5 5. o 4.4 3.7 Skl SN2 + 05 - 0.1 - 0,7
Halifax aseraccenvverne 7.& 6.3 6.6 6.9 + 10 —0-3 &+ OA8
MonEnaaills = o sle s o= ohe)s 4,2 258 6 9 8.2 + I'a4 —=l .3 = 22
OEEAWAL JTelote o5/ o o o « 01370 o'e e, 5.1 6,2 7.3 .2 40 el 11 SIS
TARONEON ol ke ois sialalelels olaie 5.4 4.8 /B0 /00 + 0.6 = N6
Winnipeg sececeesveccce 3.8 3.1 3157 3130 Ao 2037 s (U]
Edmonton cssevcescsccne 4.6 38 6.4 s H3. 1083 - 0.9 ali8
VANEOIEL, o s7a:c o s a0 s 5 ofs o 8 Vi 10.5 9.0 o] 0 + 1.5 - 2.0
Temporarily Absent
Canada seeecccsccsccsnnes 2.2 1.2 2.0 L5 - & (o) + 0.5 al)e 2
SE. s JOhnY'sl . Sdeic oo ols sle'e 2l 1.3 1.2 %0 + 0.8 SE 092 LN
Hallfax .coccecssoccesse 2.6 1.3 2.0 Lod - IRHEL + 0.6 206
Montréal es.ececsonvsoe )L 0.3 2.1 5.0 a8 kgl b L)
OLLAWA ceveessecasconse 3.9 1.6 2l a7, i 203 + 0.4 Sl 8
TOronto cecesvscsscccas 2 i 1.4 20 1.7 + 0.8 055 i
Winnipeg ccevvevcovenne 1. 2 0.9 1.5 1.0 + 0.3 HA40RS —10.3
EAmMONREON scesesoavnvasce l.s 0.8 1.9 1.8 + 1.0 + 0kl . O.l
VANCOUVEL ssveevescasve 3.0 2.0 7287} 2.0 ol I, (0) + 0,7 o 0-3
No one home
Canada .cecesevossccssasae 13 1.1 1.8 1.9 FL N2 - 0.1 =r0.55
St SRJohn™s . e afe )2 PR1E 0.4 0.6 ) Ii.8 - 0.2 =l (057 = Ry
"allfax scssrbresncesacs 1.5 1.5 107 2.2 o= _005 _0.2
MORBECAL S oie o ohe)erols ogelererole 1,36 (0-5 1.9 2,0 = (005 - 0.1 — 0.9
OLLtAWA secvcasaavscccss 1.9 it 290 350 &+ 085 =110 =R
TOROBEON fole o cisiaie eiolel B 1.4 155 1.6 V7 =10m] - 0.1 =02
Winnipeg essecccscacanse 0.5 0.4 089 0.8 0.3k 0L — 0.4
Edmonton ..eecesosesscas ¥ 0 (7 2.4 2.3 5053 + 0.1 =y
VaNCoOUVEr .eesessscacses 2.4 201 203 252 = 08 + 40,41 =r (08
Refusals
Canada ..cececoocssnssese 1.4 1.6 203 24, = L0842 =0kl — 0.9
St. John's ...eeevcacce 0.9 1.0 Ih33 102 b (U + Okl - 0.4
Halifax secoensversrene i%.8 2-0 243 2k 2 = 092 gt (O - 0.5
Montreéal ...eecicocsces | W 1.3 V) 2.6 + 0.1 - 0.4 TR0 8
OLLAWA ceevevossscsaces s 1.6 %57/ 2.0 = - 0.3 — 0.4
EOEDNCO" %t oo Aenle s1ore] 12 1.5 1.6 2.5 2.6 - 0.1 - 0.1 - 1.0
winnipeg Sgevsseosennese 0.8 l-3 1.2 0.9 F— 0-5 + 0.3 - 0.4
EdmOnton ...scecesvccone 0.9 1l 1.8 y =02 - 0.3 - 0.9
Vancouver scsvscsvescns 231 22 A.l 4.1 I O.l = = 2510
Other
CanAdAl < als oaia.s o <) Nl state & 010 0.9 0.8 0.7 12 10 3 - 0.5 e (02
SERIOhT s ey, Nore s« belblole 1520 0.8 19255 157 o OL2 = (87 = (Y AG
Halifax eseeRrssRcvenERY 1.5 | 55 0.6 l.l i “0.5 +0.9
MoRErealill, ¥ Jetalelale = e A7) (o)) 0.7 2.16 = - 1.9 =
OttAWA veecccscasoooses 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 =401 = 0),E} 7 (OR L
TOrOREON SR AT 51t of Fetetessls ons 0.3 0.7 1.0 o TR0y - 0.4
Winnipeg soecaeocscacsss L. 3 0.5 0.1 0.3 4408 - 0.2 ST 2
Edmonton ...eveesesvaas 0.9 O 7 0’3 Ll HH0E2 — 0.8 2 OR(6
Vancouver ciceccecseses 1.0 1.0 1.4 0.7 iy =087 - 0.4
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FIELD DIVISION = DIVISION DES OPERATIONS REGIONALES

LABOUR FORCE SURVEY ENQUETE SUR LA POPULATION ACTIVE :,3“, No 305
| tTE. 2
ANALYSIS OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS — ANALYSE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES »
SUMMARY — SOMMAIRE CANADA ST JOHN'S HALIFAX MONTRE AL OTTAWA TORONTO WINNIPEG | EDMONTON | VANCOUVER
TOTAL DOCUMENTS RECEVED / TOTAL DES DOCUMENTS REGUS 72522 4561 13316 12950 4214 13673 7017 8547 8244
S N e T U IR rd S 30 N 541 o = - i Ty imes 00 i — <100 s T R e e ; e AR D o .

REJECTED DOCUMENTS / DOCUMENTS REJETES 4096 172 803 569 297 799 446 547 463
$ OF TOTAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED L

§ P45 DUCUMNTS REQUS | 5E65 3.77 6,03 4.39 yL 105 S B4 £ 1A 6.40 P62
TOTAL ERRORS/ TOTAL DES ERREURS 6429 260 1209 910 471 1361 700 823 665
kel e e 1.57 1.51 1.50 1.60| 1.59 i 70 1 57 1.50 |  1.50

e R T S b o—— o — — —

ERROR  DREAKDOWN / REPARTITION DES ERREURS § '

NG. OF CARELESS ERRORS **

T riics. o i 3785 110 657 567 292 918 S14 a6 2
7, 06 10taL_earors/ 7, 0u_TOTAL_DES ERREWRS 58.9 - 42,3 54.3 628341 62.0 67.4 73.4 55,464 39.0
gy o .924 639 g1al . - eéel .og3 | 7.140l. 1,152 834 .585
R e hakd i, 124 s 543 32 109 70 33 88 45 78 88
1o torat exrors/ 7 ou TOWL DES ERReuss 8.4 18.4 9.0 Tak Jull 6.5 6.4 g 8 0" 7
e e D] 186 136 23] 111 .110 .101 Jd42 ! 190
A 1843 99 385 234 128 325 125 252 295

T of 1014 erzors | 7o ou TOTAL DES ERREURS 28.7 38.1 31.9 2E T 27 23.9 17%..9 30,6 UG
A .450 .575 .479 411 - 431 407 280 caban | 7 4RE
B s Al el 4 B 205 18 46 32 15 22 6 31 35

7o or 1ora. ensons/ Jo DU TOTAL DES ERREURS 302 6.9 318 3,5 3.2 AL 0.9 Binten S
ijf;jf“;ﬁ‘fjijﬂ i .050 .105 .057 .056 .051 .027 .013 .057 @75
1 Db ) 4T 53 1 12 7 3 8 10 6 6
Zoor 1oras exrors/ o DU TOTAL DES ERREURS 0.8 0.4 & 20 0.8 0.6 0.6 1.4 8.% g .
Sy - 4014 . 006 .015 L& .010 .022 LQady, .03
LG-‘OOO: 3-3-7% # THIS ANALYSIS REPRESENTS THE MACHINE RFADASLE ERRORS ONLY.

# CETTE ANALYSE REPRESENTE LES ERREURS LiSIBLES PAR MACHINE SEULEMENT.
R A B R R ot B e
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Enumpration Cost per Household by Regionsl Office, S,R,U, and N.S.R,U,
1975 1974
June May lAer March Fab. I Jan. Juan May April March | Feb, Jan,
All Arecas

CATAAE) felate o ARefarele iR e e ke 0.0 +'o)ofoso 45 & 2.96 2.99 3.02 2.94 2.84 2.7 2,56 2.51 2.53 2.38 2.38 2.40
SEINOHOUBE N, T51. 51s Folsidis)s sfe sia SJefeier 3 3.59 3.67 3,67 3.45 3.5 3.41 3.04 3.0l 2461 " 2.72 2.75 2.78
HRULEAKR .. .ccabeacssionosevsnnacac 2.78 3.01 2.99 3,09 3.04 2.86 2.32 2,41 2.48 2.32 2,24 2is BiL
MONEERAL +ooeaomesasesasesesesse § 3.19 3.19 3.32 3.00 3.00 2.88 2,45 2.69 2.67 2.43 2,53 2.52
OLLAWE vococsnasansasssssoncnsscs $ 3.07 3.03 2.96 2.98 2.65 2,78 2.68 2.49 2.61 2.57 2,57 2,66
TOLONEO tvsevnsonoveaconsnoscncee 9 2.92 2.96 3.06 2.83 2.85 2.76 2,67 2,49 2.43 2.35 2.39 2,42
WinNipeR ceoeevosscnccssssrcvacene $ 2.90 2.83 2.93 2.91 2.80 2862 2.61 2.51 2,64 2.41 2,43 2,42
EAmONLON suucescencssassccsssasss $ 223 2,70 2.78 2.72 2.68 2.66 2,53 2.40 2.54 2.26 2,21 2,24
VBNCOUVEr sisssesecocassoserconce $ 2.91 2,87 2,64 2.81 2.59 2,47 2,58 2.3 2.39 2.26 219 2,19

S.R

R S Ob -8 o 1 ACATI S P 2.55 2.55 2.504n = 2:520 T 12069 k38 IN2. 17 2.16 2,34 B NOGELE 2 108 S g
S e 00 K S TR e T 2.60 2624 3, (s 2,78y, LB2A00) i B.66 1] 2.8 . 2.35 2:54 ° W00, 5 2:280 2527
HABMERK Jslic o7 o ataiel afsii s 3 sjs o,smin Soraje; § 2.34 2.51 2.35 2.55 2.60 2.58 1.94 2.10 2,20 2.10 2,0, 2.1l
MONtréal eevisccocoscsnssasssance $ 2.79 2,79 2.89 2,57 2259 2,44 1.92 2,17 2,41 2.09 2.25 2.25
DEEAWA e. s aasenassoseseseasnnsaie § 2.85 2.90 2,68 VaRe i) 2.36 2.51 2.3 2.29 2,44 2.39 2.43 2,51
O CONZO N (s fale) aso e o o134 o =lolwiain o'n/« oTsLsTs] 9 212 2.70 2,82 2.66 2.1 2.57 2.47 R 39 2.39 2,24 2,28 2,31
WENNiIPeR svesessesoncvscscanconas § 2.40 2.21 2,12 2,20 2,22 2.00 2.19 2,19 2.43 2.01 2,05 2.02
EAmONEON! siete o's o 51uis swias wis'ais u sioia/aiae S 2.10 1.97 2.02 2.12 2.02 2.01 1.86 1.68 2.10 1.63 1.56 1.56
VANCOUVET ousvsncessssescsesvoncs 3 2,49 2.52 2.31 2.47 2.31 2.11 2.26 2.03 2.26 2.04 1.99 1.97

N,S,R, U,

Canada ssevevoncnssacscsracracnssas $ 3.42 3.51 3.57 3.47 3.40 3.29 3.05 2.97 218" IS 2,70 .75
St, JOhN'® cecasesssscocsesoasnes § 3.94 4,04 3.87 3.72 3.78 3.68 3.28 3.25 2.64 2,89 2.92 2.95
Hal1FBX sesessescscotsnarccsaseasa 3 3,06 3.31 3.38 3.42 3.39 3.04 2.56 2.61 2.65 2,46 2,30 2,45
MONLTAB] svesonsasssctsscsccuoase $ 3.76 3.75 3.90 3.78 3.76 3.64 3.38 3.64 3.13  3.07 3,06 3.00
O T TIESAGOR - ORGS0 - Aot 3.37 3.26 3.36 3.34 3.20 3.30 3.27 2.85 2,91 2.89 2.81 2.89
ITOTONEON +1% 5less/ais's efors b nis sheiess simmatal cun it 330 ar Sil 3.56 3.30 3.22 3.27 2)gl L 2.89 2. 55 2.67 2.70 2.69
WIRDHP R o5 of¢ 3)6le VETeka/ s1lae 8o SRIS1o) 3.39 3.45 3.72 3.61 3.36 3.21 2.99 2.80 2.83 2.80 2.79 2.81
FRIBROE DN 40 sne oot saivoseasneen S S 3.3 3.43 3.55 3.33 3.37 3.39 3 17 ol 2.99 2.9 2.89 2,96
MATREEITNT: 5 st ae o v o caro srere wud o i ) 3.60 3.45 3.25 3.30 3.01 3.08 3.08 2579 2557 2.60 2.52 2.52

Month-to-Month Change Year-to-Year Change
1975 1974 June May April March
1974 1974 1974 1974
1 May April | March Feb. May April | March Feb, to to to to
to to to to to to to to June May April March
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DEFINITIONS

RELATED TO SECTION 1A

Slippage - population slippage is defined as the percentage
dlfserence between the Census population projectlon, Pp (prelimi-
nary projections based on the 1971 Census) for a given month and
the population estimate Pp derived from the Labour Force Survey
sample for the same month. It is given by

Pal
Pp - Pp <~ 100

Pp

RELATED TO SECTION 1B

Total non-response - proportion of households which were not
interviewed due to lack of co-operation or their unavailability
to the survey interviewer.

RELATED TO SECTION 1C

. Variance ~ There is a certain amount of error present in any
estimate obtained from a sample, (due to the lack of complete
information about the population). The average of the estimates,
obtained from the various possible samples, is called the ex-
pected value of the estimate. If the difference between an esti-
mate and its expected value is squared and this squared difference
is averaged over all possible samples which could be selected from
the sample frame, we obtain the sampling variance. The square
root of the sampling variance is called the standard deviation.

The coefficient of variation of an estimate 1s defined to be the
standard deviation of the estimate divided by the estimate times
100 to convert to a percentage. If the expected value of an esti-
mate is not equal to the true population value then the estimate
is said to be biased. Among the causes of this bias are non-
response, slippage and processing errors. The square of the differ-
r ence between an estimate and the true population value averaged over
all possible sampleq from the sample frame is called the mean square
error. The variance estimate for a characteristic is influenced by
. changes in the population size, the sample size, and the frequency
of the characteristic being considered. For these reasons the vari-
ance estimates should be standardized; the binomial factor is one
such standardization. The binomial factor is defined to be the
ratio of the variance estimate to an estimate of what the variance
would be if a similar sample has been obtained through a simple
random sampling procedure. The binomial factor measures the be-

. haviour of the sample design relative to a simple random sample as

far as the characteristic is concerned.







. RELATED TO SECTION 1D

Percentage of Rejected Documents - The Summary Table and Charts
give the percentage of labour force documents requiring clerical
edits due to missing or inconsistent entries in the regular labour
force items.

Careless Frrors - The term '"careless errors" refers to omissions,
poor marks and inconsistent entries on the Labour Force schedule
for identification, sex, marital status, relationship to head and
aqe as taken from the entries on the Household Record Card, plus
the failure to answer item 26, "Was this person interviewed?"

RELATED TO SECTION 1E

Fnumeration Cost per Household - The per household costs are
calculated usina the total number of households sampled for

the survey in relation to the cost incurred to do the interviewing,
in terms of fees paid to the interviewer (hourly rated employee)

and the interviewer expenses to cover the assignment (mileage, etc.).

Interviewing refers to obtaining the information by personal visit

to the household, or by telephoning the household to obtain the

information, for the LF survey and for supplementary questions added
. to the LF document for the current month. j
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Variances in the Lahour Force Surwey

Introduckion

Another important quality measure pertaining to the statistics

is that of sampling variance, defined by the mean square deviation
of statistics over all possible samples from the expected value
over all possible samples which may be selected from the sample
frame. Due to the well designed sampling procedure and to careful
processing of the data, the bias of this statistic should be small.
The estimated variances, the standard deviations, and the coeffi-
cients of variation are calculated each month for a set of charac-
teristics. From the estimated standard deviations and the coeffi-
cients of variation confidence intervals for published statistics,
ignoring the effect of non-sampling errors, may be obtained under
the assumption that estimated totals are normally distributed about
the true population value. Thus if it is found that an unemployed
estimate possesses a coefficient of variation of 3 % then an unem-
ployed estimate may vary 6 % (2 standard deviations) about the true
population value in either direction in 95 % of the samples that
could be drawn from the LFS frame.

Rough confidence intervals may be obtained from the lettered sym-
bols given in the monthly publications (The Labour Force: Cataloaue
71-001). Due to time deadlines for the release of these publications
the lettered symbols are bhased on the average of the monthly coeffi-
cients of variation for the previous year. The lettered symbol,
which indicates a range in which the coefficient of variation is
expected to fall, gives the user an indication of the reliability of
the estimate.

From any particular survey the obtained coefficient of variation

will not necessarily fall within the range indicated by the lettered
symbol found in the publication because of 1) the sampling variance
of the estimated coefficient of variation and 2) the seasonal effects
which are not reflected in the published lettered symbols.

Example: For an estimate of 175,000 with a coefficient of variation
of 2.47 % then in 95 % of all different samples that could be selected
from the sample frame, the estimate would deviate from the true popu-
lation value by not more than 8,645.

The complexity of the formulas for the theoretical variance based on
the multi-stage sampling procedure for the lLabour Force Survey make

it difficult to determine from the calculations alone if the variances
are high considering the sample design or the frequency of the charac-
teristic even if they are high for purposes of analysis. Because
coefficients of variation decrease with increases in the population,
the sample size and the frequency of the characteristic, the calculated
variances should be compared with some standard values.
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Assuming a similar number of persons were drawn at random in
each province one such standard value is the correspondina
random sample variance, which is a function of the population
size, the sample size, and the frequency of the characteristic.
The ratio of the estimated variance from the computer programs
to this random sample variance or the hinomial factor is
calculated monthly for each characteristic.

The higher the factor th worse the sample desian relative to

a simple random sample as far as the characteristic is concerned.
A high factor may be the result of limitations imposed by cost
restrictions and not the result of a bad sample design.

High factors do indicate where further analysis should be under-
taken and where there is potential for improvement in the present
sample design. High variances at provincial levels are fre-
quently attributable to one or two PSUs so that for cuality
studies, the analysis will often centre around studies of sub-
provincial contributions to the total variance. In tahle 1 are
included the binomial factors and the coefficients of variation
for several estimates.

Definitions

Sampling variance: The average of squared deviations of statis-
tics over all possible samples from the average value of the sta-
tistics over all possible samples (neglecting the effect of non-
sampling errors).

Non-sampling errors: Deviations from the true (but usually un-
known) value of a statistic caused by factors other than sampling
(such as non-response, slippage, coding errors).

Standard deviation: The square root of the sampling variance.

Coefficient of variation: The standard deviation expressed as a
percent of the estimate of a quantity, sometimes termed percent
standard deviation.

Confidence intervals: The intervals in which the unknown value
of the population to be estimated from a sample may bhe expected
to lie a given percent of the time (commonly 95 % of the time).

Binomial Factor (design effect): The ratio of the variance of

a statistic as estimated from the sample considering the sample
design compared with the variance of a statistic obtained in a

gimple random sample of the same size.
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Ralidbdlity: Mot really's Statistical terk bat referring in
general to the standard deviation, variance of a statistic, and

confidence interval. 1In Table 1, the coefficient of variation
is used as a measure of the reliahility of estimates.

The following table presents some results of the monthly Labour
Force Survey. Included are estimates, coefficients of variation
and binomial factors for the characteristics Employed Unemployed
and "In Labour Force",.

Table 1: Estimates, Their Coefficients of Variation, and Their Binomial
Factors for Canada and by Province for survey 300, June 1975

Popuiation Emp ioyed Unemp ioyed In Labour Force

EsgiBAze "l cimiee oW 01T, 8 elinate Gav. Ca?Y:bglb'd B.F. |Estimate C.V. ca?Y:bglb'd B.F.
Canada 17,00k 20is o8 TR A L UeAh e 3 sl L . vits [emogma o 3R~ A0 HAT igE
Nfld. 389 02082775 A% E=_.2.04 B "Bhpn e e 389 i LS o ) Lsh2g
BT 84 W8 5.7% e T oriasibe 3 19.83 ¢ 6 1.82 SN .39 € .0 8
N.S. 583 - Tl B b b < E. Wil e I e
N.B. 489 250 1 6oamwed” * of Y\mET & 5.9 BEF R aw YT T R R
Que. b,722 350" cuioth F b i el 45T ol B T T2,700 HuTd T | 2 eale
ont.’ 6,215 WeBE el B B Polalut sgce %25 ot - B Wi | ofSeT NESe- B RA <098
Man. 736 420" k2 £ €Y sead 1%, TR73. 8 - SE . ke 133 L3 9 9
Sask. 666 3794 a7 o % Weke 100 B B €t P o 386 X400 10 . 128
Alta. 1,261 908 . 0. G50AE" O, -iRGE s 6 T Sais Rilg 000 B4 & P4
B.C. 1,859 1,061 0.96 B B 1.19 B dvoanr gl e Gk T iss . odeeenTle . sagad

C.V. =~ (oefficient of Variation

Bof | 8

Binomial Factor
Estimates in Thousands

Alphabetic Symbol One Standard Deviation
A Olle= 0.53
B 0.9 T O
G L1 AN 52
D 28 + 520%
E 5.k =~ 1050%
F L8yl "~ 416 53
G 16.6" =n25.04%
H 2%, L+ =i gl 3%
J 33.4 - 50.0%
K 58 1=t

Percent of Fstimates at
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Analysis of Sub-Provincial Contributions to the Variance

On the basis of the binomial factor corresponding to the esti-
mated total of a characteristic, the decision is made whether
to study sub-provincial contributions to the variance of this
characteristic or not. A hiagh binomial factor or a substantial
increase in the factor over the corresponding factors for the
previous months indicate that a study should be carried out to
determine the origins of the high variance or increase in the
factor.

A portion of the provincial variance is contributed by each
subunit or pair of PSUs and these contributions tallied over
all subunits and pairs of PSUs yield the variance estimate of
the characteristic total at the provincial level. The purpose
of the analysis of subprovincial contributions to the variance
is to determine those subunits or PSUs where the portion of the
variance contributed is excessively large relative to a desired
portion based on the population and sampling ratio in the sub-
provincial area. Such "problem areas" are determined by a
statistical test of hypothesis.

The results of the analysis for those characteristics and
provinces, as determined by their binomial factors, are presented’
in Tables 2a, 2b, etc. The percentage of the variance contributed
is simply the contribution by the pair of PSUs or subunit expressed
as a percentage of the provincial variance. The desired percentage
contribution is the ratio of a weighted population estimate of the
subunit or stratum to a weighted total population estimate of the
province expressed as a percentage. The weights (a weight of 1 for
NSRU PSUs and a weight of 1.5 for SRU subunits) adjust the popula-
tion estimates to take into account the difference in sampling
ratios between NSRU and SRU parts of the province.
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Adjusted Binomial Factors

The binomial factor or the ratio of the variance of a Labour Force esti-
mate to the variance of this estimate if similar results had been ob-
tained from a simple random sample is a measure of the quality of the
variances of Labour Force estimates. For those estimates where the bino-
mial factor is large, either absolutely or relative to previous months,

a detailed study of the subprovincial contributions to the variance is
carried out. This analysis essentially separates the subprovincial areas
into two groups:

1) Those strata and subunits which contributed significantly in
excess of the desired contribution by the area.
and 2) Those strata and subunits which contributed more or less the
desired contribution by the area.

The question may arise as to what the binomial factor would have been if
the strata or subunits in (1) contributed more or less the desired contri-
bution, based on the estimated population. The adjustment which is pro-
posed and which is being tried out for analysis is as follows:

( i) The variance remains unchanged in (2)

(ii) The variance is reduced in (1) and the combined variance in (1)
and (2) is reduced so that the contribution in (1) and (2) are in direct
proportion to weighted sample takes.

A more detailed write-up and algebraic development is presented in LFSP-
74-119 (Nov. 1974) entitled "Binomial Factors in the Labour Force Survey".

The adjusted binomial factor reduces the binomial factor to a value it
would have been had the variance contribution by the areas identified by
(1) contributed in the same proportion as the areas identified in (2).

1f this adjusted binomial factor has approximately the same value as
previous binomial factors in which a subprovincial analysis was not
deemed necessary, then the subprovincial areas identified in (1) were

the cause of the high variance. 1f the adjusted binomial factor is still
in excess of previous binomial factors then the subprovincial areas iden-
tified in (1) although part of the cause of the high variance were not
the only causes of a high variance; other causes might be a general clus-
tering of the characteristic throughout the whole province, gradual dete-
rioration of the stratification or other reasons. These binomial factors
do possess a sampling variance and this results in rigorous interpretations
of these binomial factors being impossible to make.

In the quality report variance, write-up, the adjusted binomial factors
will be calculated to determine whether or not the subprovincial areas
identified appear to be the main cause for the high variance.
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Analysis of the Subprovincial contributions to the Provincial Variance
Estimates for the June 1975 Survey

For the estimate of Unemployed in Newfoundland the binomial factor
increased from 1.88 for the May survey to 2.89 for the June survey. An
analysis of the subprovincial contributions to the provincial variance
estimate for this characteristic revealed two pairs of PSU's for which the
actual contribution significantly exceeded the desired percentage contribu-
tion.

Table 2a. Actual versus Desired Contribution to the Provincial
Variance Estimate of Unemployed in Newfoundland by
PSU's and subunits

PSUs or Subunits Actual Percentage Desired Percentage
ldentification - Location Contribution Contribution
00021-00023 - Hermitage 12.44 25N
Bay area

03003-03006 - Notre Dame Bi7 23y 1.98
Bay area

All other PSUs and Subunits 50.19 95.31

The adjusted binomial factor with a value of |.52 indicates that
although these subprovincial areas are the causes of the high variance
estimate there has been some over compensation for the excessive variance
contribution by these areas in the calculation of an adjusted variance.
Detailed analyses which have been carried out in February and April of
this year to determine the causes of excessive contributions by PSU's
03003 and 03006 have shown that the weighted and unweighted sample takes
differ substantially between the two PSU's due to the removal of persons
in sampled areas of PSU 03006 under the Government Resettlement Program.

The binomial factor for the estimate of the total number of persons
employed in Prince Edward island was unusually high with a value of 5.25.
However, no subprovincial areas were found to contribute significantly in
excess of their desired contribution and this indicates the excessive
variance for the June survey was spread among most areas of the province.
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In Saskatchewan the binomial factor for the characteristic
Unemployed increased from 0.95 for the May survey to 1.94 for the June
survey. The analysis of strata contributions to the provincial variance
estimate resulted in the identification of four SRU-subunits for which
the actual contribution greatly exceeded the desired contribution.

Table 2b. Actual versus Desired Contribution to the Provincial
Variance Estimate of Unemployed in Saskatchewan by
PSU's and Subunits

PSUs or Subunits Actual Percentage Desired Percentage
ldentification - Location Contribution Contribution
72101 - Saskatoon [l [ R 2.42
72102 - Saskatoon 8.68 2.56
72107 - Saskatoon 24,57 241083
72108 - Saskatoon 3.38 1.23
All other PSUs and Subunits 52.23 91.66
The adjusted binomial factor with a valuae of 1.11 is in line with

binomial factors for the same characteristic for previous months and it can
be concluded the above subprovincial areas are mostly responsible for the
increased variance estimate.

Detailed analysis to determine causes of excessive contribution by selected
strata

For the subunit 72107 in Saskatchewan the actual percentage
contribution to the provincial variance of Unemployed was 24.57% compared
to a desired contribution of 2.13%. An examination of the half-stratum
estimates from each component of the subunit of labour force status by
industry reveals an unequal distribution of industries between the two
components with a clustering of unemployment in the second component. The
result was that the unemployment rate based on half-stratum estimates for
the first component was 0% compared to 35.7% for the second component. It
should be noted that the number of weighted and unweighted samples takes
differs substantially between the two components. Component 1 includes
rotation groups 1,3,5 while component 2 includes rotation groups 2,4,6.
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. Table 3. Estimates and Sample Takes by Characteristic and
Component for Subunit 72107 for June 1975
Employed Unemp loyed In Labour Force

Industry Component 1| Component Component | Component 2}Component 1] Component

Est. # Esl. # Est. # Est. # Est. # EsBauf
Agricul ture Oty (0] 0,0 O 10 G0 O 0 0F o (0
Other Pri- (O (0, R {0 (O3 () @ | 10 () 0] 0 0
mary Ind.
Manufactur- (57058 5] 2535 4 0 0 264 1 674 3 517 2
ing
[constructiod 560 3 B4::0 0 o0 0 0 560 3 02540
Transporta- 984 4 226" 1 08", 0 55 984 4 226 1
tion &
other
Utilities
Trade 02§ 2 L3y 2 O (0] 95 D HA% "2 62948
Finance IS0 il 0y © 0) =0, -+ %40 K96 il () S (0
Services 913 § 368 2 ORI 253 1 G % 5 621 3
Public 436 2 0= [0; 0 0 0 ¢ W% r2 o =0
Administra-
tion
iTotal 4185 20 2830 Ol (0 Tai2E53 4185 20 1993 9
Est) denotes half-stratum estimates based on the PSU

# ) denotes unweighted sample takes.







Appendix 111

NON-RESPONSE

The contents of this appendix are taken from publication NR 75-06
(June 1975), Non-response in the Canadian Labour Force Survey,
prepared by J.R. Norris, Household Surveys Development Staff,

and E.T. McLeod of Field Division,
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- HMer-Response in the Canadian
. l.abour Force Survey

1. Introduction

There are a number of ways of measuring the quality of the Labour Force
Survey. One such method is the calculation of non-response rates. The
sampling variability of weighted up statistics is inversely proportional
to the response rate so that published figures based on a sample with

only 807 response rate (207 non-response rate) will have 90/80 or 1.125
times the sampling variability of corresponding figures based on the

same sample with 907 response rate (107 non-response rate). Together

with the increase in sampling variability caused by higher non-response
rates there is also a possible increase in the mean square error as a
result of the non-response bias. If the characteristics of non-respondents
are significantly different than those of respondents, then the higher the
non-response rate, the greater the contribution to the mean square error
by the non-response bias, The extent of this bias is unknown at present
but must be obtained from outside sources of similar data or from special
experiments on non-response characteristics.

Non-response follows a marked pattern seasonally, generally peaking in the
summer months and declining in the spring and autumn (Graph Gl). The
seasonality effect is caused by the "temporarily absentl" component which

. increases sharply during the summer months when people are generally away
on vacation (Graph Gl).

In this report, non-response data are summarized at the economic region,
regional office and Canada levels in the form of tables and graphs. For
Canada and each of the regional offices, non-response data are given for
each of the four componentsl of non-response as well as for total non-
response, Furthermore, month to month and year to year changes in non-
response rates are also included. At the economic region level, global
non-response rates and the actual and expected percentage contributions
to the total non-response of the regional office are specified for every
economic region within each regional office. The line graphs indicate
the trends in non-response rates over the current year and the previous
two years.

II. Monthly Meeting on Non-Response

A meeting on non-response with J.,R. Norris, Household Surveys Development
Staff, and E.T. McLeod, Field Division, is held every month to discuss the
more pronounced movements in the current non-response data. The points
covered during this meeting are incorporated in the analysis given in the
next section.

. 1. See definitions at end of non-response report.






I11-2

AR tie (Rnagdh TRve]
The overall non-response rate at the Canada level increased from 4.77
in May to 5.87 in June. This month's higher rate was due to increases
in the T.A., N1 and "other" components. The overlap non-response rate
increased from 0.4% in May to 0.57 in June and the adjusted overall
non-response rate for the June survey was calculated to be 5.37.

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 6.8%, this

year's June rate was lower. Decreases in the N1 and N2 components were
mainly responsible for the lower rate this year.

B. At the Regional Office Level

1. St. John's Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the St. John's Regional Office
increased from 3.77 in May to 4.47 in June. This month's higher rate
was due to increases in the T.A. and "other" components. No change was
recorded in the overlap rate of 0.77 from May to June and the adjusted
overall non-response rate was computed to be 3.77 in June.

Compared with the 5.17 overall non-response rate for June 1974, this
vear's June rate was lower. At the component level, decreases in the
NL, N2 and "other" rates accounted for this year's lower rate.

2. Halifax Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the Halifax Regional Office increased
from 6.3% in May to 7.47 in June. The higher rate this month was duc
to a 1.37 increase in the T.A. component. No change was recorded this
month from the 0.97 overlap rate in May and the adjusted overall non-
response rate for June was calculated to be 6.5%.

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate (6.67%), this
year's rate was higher. 1Increases in the T.A. and "other" components
accounted for this year's higher rate.

The refusal rates for Economic Regions 30 and 31 still continue to be
high. These refusal rates over the past four months for both of these

regions are shown in the table below:

Refusal Rates

Economic Region 30 (%) Economic Rezion 31 (7)
March i 2 1.8
April 298 gl
May 388 3183
June 37 3.0
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The overall non-response rate for the Montrecal Regional Office increased
{rom 2.87 In May to 4.27 in June. The higher rate this month was due to
increases in the T.A., N1 and N2 components. The overlap rate did not
change in June from the 0.57 rate recorded in May and the adjusted over-
all non-response rate was computed to be 3.77 in June.

Compared with the 6.97 overall non-response rate last year, this year's

June rate was much lower. The lower rate this year was attributed to
decreases in the T.A., N1 and N2 components.

4. Ottawa Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the Ottawa Regional Office increased
from 5.17 in May to 7.57 in June. At the component level, increases in
the T.A. and N1 rates were responsible for this month's higher rate. No
change was noted in the overlap rate of 0.17 from May to June and the
adjusted overall non-response rate for the June survey was calculated to
be 7.47.

Compared with last year's 6.27 overall non-response rate for June, this
year's rate was higher. The higher rate this year was mainly due to a
1.87 increase in the T.A. component.

Sy 2dronté Regiopal Of fide

The overall non-response rate for the Toronto Regional Office increased
from 4.87 in May to 5.47 in June. The increase of 0.87 in the T.A. com-
ponent resulted in the higher rate this month. There was no overlap rate
recorded this month in the Toronto Regional Office even though 1 house-

hold was listed in the N6 category.
Compared with the 7.07 overall non-response rate one year ago, this year's

rate was lower. Decreases in the N1, N2 and "other'" components were re-
sponsible for this year's lower rate.

6. Winnipeg Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the Winnipeg Regional Office increased
from 3.17 in May to 3.87 in June. At the component level, increases in
the T.A., N1 and "other" rates were responsible for this month's higher
rate, The overlap rate increased from 0.47 in May to 0.77 in June and
the adjusted overallnon-response rate was calculated to be 3.17 for June.

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 3.77Z, this
year's rate was slightly higher. However, the "other'" component increased
by 1.27 while the T.A., N1 and N2 components decreased by 0.37, 0.47 and
0.47 respectively.

A non-response rate of 17.47 was noted in Economic Region 63. This high
rate was the result of documents for 19 households having been lost in the
wmail and therefore were coded in the N3 category.
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7. Edmonton Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the Edmonton Regional Office increased
from 3.3% In May to 4.6% in June. This month's higher rate was due to
in¢reases in the T.A., N1 and "other'" components. The overlap rate in-
creased by 0.27 from May to June and the adjusted overall non-response
rate for the June survey was computed to be 4.07.

Compared with last year's overall non-response rate (6.47) for June, this

year's rate was lower. This year's lower rate was attributed to decreases
in the T.A., N1 and N2 components.

8. Vancouver Regional Office

The overall non-response rate for the Vancouver Regional Office increcased
from 7.37 in May to 8.5Z in June. This month's higher rate was mainly due
to incrcases in the T.A. and Nl components. The overlap rate increased
from 0.47 in May to 0.57 in June and the adjusted overall non-response
rate for the June survey was calculated to be 8.07.

Compared with the 10.57 overall non-response rate in June 1974, this
year's rate was lower. Decreases of 2.07 and 0.47 in the N2 and "other"
components respectively accounted for this year's lower rate.

The non-response rate for Economic Region 97 increased from 13.97 in May
to 14.4% in June. However, a decrease was noted in the '"no one home"
(%1) component of 3.5Z.

The higher rate this month was actually due to increases in the T.A. and

"other" components, as shown below:

Non-Response Rates (E.R. 97)

June (7) May (2) Change (2)
Overall 14.4 13.9 +0.5
‘Cas Ay 4.8 A +2.4
N 1 4.8 88 -3.5
N 2 2.5 sl -
"other" 234 0.8 +1.6
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Appendix 1
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. Table 1(b)

Non=Rasponse Data at the Regional Office Level
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Appendix 2
ST. JOHN'S REGIONAL OFFICE
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Appendix 3
HALTFAX REGIONAL OFFICE
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HALTFAX REGIONAL OFFICE
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Appendix 4

Month to Month and Year to Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates
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Appendixz 5
OTTAYA REGTONAL OFFICE

. Table 5(a)

fonth co #onth aoad Year to Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates
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. Table 5(k)

Non=Rasponse Data at the Economic Region Level
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