
Data Accuracy Measures for the 2002 SAEP 
 
 
Response Rates 
 
The following table summarizes the response counts and rates to the Labour Force Survey (LFS) and the 
Survey of Approaches to Educational Planning (SAEP). 
 

 
For October 2002 

 
LFS Household 

Response Count;   
Rotations (1,2,3,5,6) 

 
LFS Household 

Response Rate (%); 
Rotations (1,2,3,5,6) (*1) 

 
SAEP 

Child Response Count 
(*2) 

 
SAEP 

Child Response Rate (%) 
(*3) 

 
 

Newfoundland & Labrador 1,545 94.7 480 80.9 

Prince Edward Island 1,130 95.2 351 80.3 

Nova Scotia 2,676 95.6 685 79.8 

New Brunswick 2,446 95.0 697 81.0 

Québec 8,258 93.9 1,983 73.0 

Ontario 12,501 93.9 3,018 65.9 

Manitoba 3,128 96.6 847 74.7 

Saskatchewan 3,130 94.5 823 75.2 

Alberta 3,678 94.5 996 69.4 

British Columbia 4,170 93.8 908 65.9 
CANADA 42,662 94.4 10,788 71.5 



 
(*1) The LFS response rate is the number of households responding to the LFS as a percentage of the 
number of eligible households. LFS responding households include LFS respondents carried forward 
from the previous month. 
 
(*2) While LFS counts are in terms of households, SAEP counts are in terms of children, which is 
equivalent to households since only one child per household was selected.  
 
(*3) The SAEP response rate is the number of children (households) for whom a response to the SAEP 
supplement was received as a percentage of the number of children (households) who were eligible 
among those children (households) selected for the SAEP (a maximum of 1 child per household could 
be selected).  Only LFS responding households in rotation groups 1,2,3,5 or 6 which had given 
permission to be contacted by telephone or in person and had at least one child between the ages of 0 
and 18 years were eligible for the SAEP supplement. 
 

 
Release Cut-off's for the SAEP 
 
The following table provides an indication of the precision of population estimates showing the release 
cut-offs associated with each of the three data quality levels. These cut-offs are derived from the 
coefficient of variation (CV) tables discussed in Chapter 10 of the User’s Guide. 
 
For example, the table shows that the quality of a weighted estimate of 5,000 people possessing a given 
characteristic in Newfoundland and Labrador is marginal. 
 
Note that these cut-offs apply to estimates of population totals only.  To estimate ratios, users should not 
use the numerator value (nor the denominator) in order to find the corresponding quality level.  



 
 

Province and Region

Newfoundland and Labrador 12,000 & over 3,000 to < 12,000 under 3,000
Prince Edward Island 4,500 & over 1,000 to < 4,500 under 1,000
Nova Scotia 16,500 & over 4,500 to < 16,500 under 4,500
New Brunswick 11,000 & over 3,000 to < 11,000 under 3,000
Quebec 62,000 & over 15,500 to < 62,000 under 15,500
Ontario 66,500 & over 16,500 to < 66,500 under 16,500
Manitoba 17,500 & over 4,500 to < 17,500 under 4,500
Saskatchewan 15,500 & over 4,000 to < 15,500 under 4,000
Alberta 43,000 & over 11,000 to < 43,000 under 11,000
British Columbia 58,000 & over 15,000 to < 58,000 under 15,000
Atlantic Provinces 13,500 & over 3,500 to < 13,500 under 3,500
Prairie Provinces 32,500 & over 8,000 to < 32,500 under 8,000
Canada 55,000 & over 13,500 to < 55,000 under 13,500

Unacceptable
CV > 33.3%

Marginal
CV 16.6% – 33.3%

Acceptable
CV 0.0% – 16.5%

 
Imputation Rate 
 
The SAEP imputation process worked well, with minimal impact on the final estimates for the 6 key items 
in terms of bias and variance. Overall, the process helped fill incomplete responses using the experience 
of other respondents with similar or identical characteristics, and adds to the number of units available for 
researchers to analyze.  
 
The table below show the rates of imputation for household income and the six items: 
 



Item Imputed Total Rate (%)  

DE_Q18  916 10,788 8 %
PS_Q13 286 2,152 13%
PS_Q15 133 841 16%
PS_Q17 418 2,604 16%
PS_Q22 654 4,372 15%
PS_Q24 1,008 4,070 25%
OS_Q03 708 1,494 47%  

 
 
Note that the Master file contains imputation flags. These flags indicate which of the 6 key items and lead-
ins, if any, were imputed using the process described above. 

 


