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0. BACKGROUND
The EU-SILC Framework Regulation (EC N°1177/2008rticle 16) states the following:

1. Member States shall produce by the end of the Me1l an intermediate
guality report relating to the common cross-seaioBU indicators based on
the cross-sectional component of year N.

Member States shall produce by the end of year fite2 quality reports that
cover both cross-sectional and longitudinal compusen relation to the year
of the survey N, focusing on the internal accurécy]

2. The Commission (Eurostat) shall produce by thd ef June N+2 a
comparative intermediate quality report relating the common cross-
sectional EU indicators of year N.

The Commission (Eurostat) shall produce by 30 Ju#8 a comparative final
quality report that covers both cross-sectional dowlgitudinal components in
relation to the year of the survey N..]

The comparative final quality report for 2005 aimsgathering and summarizing all the
information contained in the 2005 national finaktity reports that the Member States have
sent to Eurostat. The objective here is to evaltla¢equality of the instrument from the

European point of view, i.e. by establishing betmveeuntry comparisons of some of its key
guality dimensions.

The quality aspects described in this documentthose specified in the Commission
Regulation N° 28/2004 (Annex V) about the detaitmhtent of final quality reports to be
produced by Eurostat.

1. RELEVANCE

The relevance of the instrument has to be assesdbe light of the different users of the
instruments. The main users of EU-SILC are:

» institutional users like the Social Protection Coitbee of the Council, in charge of
the monitoring of social cohesion and Open Metho@aordination (OMC) on social
protection and social inclusion set up by the Lissammit;

» other users in Eurostat feeding transversal puidics like Structural indicators at the
basis of the Spring Report to the Council, Sustdem®evelopment Indicators, the
Eurostat yearbook and various pocketbooks, amdmy ogports;

» researchers having access to microdata; and

» end users interested in living conditions and s@xhesion in the EU.



With the 2005 operation covering 25 MS plus Norvaad Iceland, EU-SILC has rapidly
proved to be the main source for comparable indisgbr monitoring and reporting on living
conditions and social cohesion at EU level. Theuwahce of the instrument proved to be very
high among most users although suggestions forawgonent are clearly expressed:

* Institutional users are looking for more timelyuls that can be synchronised with
their annual process of reporting at policy levéley would like the instrument to be
flexible to adapt to specific need of policy moning.

* Internal users are keen to have stable resultsoutithtoo many revisions so that
horizontal publications relying on a long processntain their relevance.

e Researchers ask for clean and harmonised datasetsful documentation and
information on the production process and revision.

» End users would surely like to see the offer o§lirstatistics extended and covering
all the topics included in EU-SILC.

These elements are taken into account in the pamesnprovement of the instrument for
which 2005 operation can be seen as the firststdlle exercise of a complex instrument
which will continue to evolve in the next four/fiyears.

2. ACCURACY

The concept of accuracy refers to the reliabilityestimates computed from a sample rather
than the entire population. This section dwellsnoethodological features of the EU-SILC
samples surveyed in each country and intents tev drapicture of their relevance for
estimation purposes.

2.1. Sample design

In 2005, the EU-SILC instrument covered 27 coustrigvelve, mainly the Member States
that joined the EU in May 2004, carried out theveyrfor the first time, while fifteen did it
for the second (eight countries) or the third tifgeven countries).

The Framework Regulation calls for the selectiomafionally representative probabilistic
sample& The observation units are both households arlithehls. Households are clusters
of individuals and all the members of a selectedskbold are eligible for inclusion in the
sample.

In most of the countries (the so-called 'surveyintoes), both income and non-income
information is collected by interview of all housdth members. In those countries, addresses
are selected every year using direct-element ofi+stalge sampling schemes and then all the

! Except Germany that can use quota samples ur.20



households living at the selected addresses adtelett in the sample. Some countries, which
do not have any reliable frame, have implementethdirect’ selection:

 Some countries (Estonia and Lithuania) select airgample of individuals and all
their households are included in the sample.

* In Luxembourg, the selection corresponds to the higuseholds', which are in fact
groups of persons living in the same dwelling amghethding on the same Social
Security system, complemented by a sample of Elttimarie$. The sample
corresponds to all households living on the setkedteellings.

On the other hand, some countries (mostly the No@tuntries) have population registers
with income information. In those countries, thelésted respondent’ is only one person in
each household and answers to most non-incomeigugstor all household members,

registers provide information for income, educatibousing...In general, a direct-element

sampling from the registers chooses the 'seleetgabndents’.

The next table summarizes the survey designs usii27 countri€s

Table 1: The EU-SILC survey designs

'Survey' countries
Direct-element Multi-stage Indirect sampling 'Register' countries
sampling of el of of addresses
addresses addresses o
Belgium
Czech Republic
. France Denmark
Austria Greece Finland
Gi{?f:;ﬁ HllJtr;gl}ary Estonia Iceland
Maltn y Irela)rl1d Lithuania Norway
: . Luxembourg Slovenia
Slovakia Latvia Sweden
Poland The Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
United Kingdom

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).

In order to ensure both longitudinal and crossiseat representativeness, Eurostat has
suggested using an integrated structure thatfecira rotational panel.

The first year of EU-SILC, the sample includes xedi number of sub-samples, called
rotational groups, each of them representativehefwhole populatich The idea is then to
rotate out one group each subsequent year andavfoliothe persons in the other groups.

The advantage of this structure is that cross<we&kiand longitudinal estimates can be
calculated from almost the same sets of obsenation

2 In Luxembourg, the 'sampling frame' is a comliamabf Social Security registers and a databasairdéd
from the census 2001 covering households withoatab8&ecurity affiliation.

% Annex 1 provides information that is more desivipt

* In order to prevent too high attrition, Eurosetemmends using four rotation groups.



* As a part of it is new each year, the sample regmtssthe new immigrants so is
relevant to cross-sectional estimation.

* On the other hand, a rotational panel enables tiodigial follow-up from the part of
the sample that has not been refreshed (over 2,43years in case of 4 rotational

groups).

Figure 1: The integrated structure as suggested biyurostat

2003 2004 2005 2006 200

Most of the 27 countries have adopted this 4-yetational design recommended by Eurostat
(see annex 2). Norway and France use a longer plamation (8 and 9 years respectively).

However, some of the countries have deliberatghaded a bit from this standard in order to
ensure a minimum sample size, either by keepinghallrotation groups (Austria, Estonia,

Czech Republic...) or by making groups of unequasid he Netherlands, Hungary...).

Some countries are using alternative survey stresfuessentially for integrating EU-SILC

into existing surveys (Finland and Sweden). Toycaut the longitudinal survey in Sweden

and Luxembourg a pure panel is used, which is snpghted every year with a new sample
in order to ensure cross-sectional representatégene

2.2.  Sampling errors

Sampling errors affect any indicator calculatedrfrthe EU-SILC data, caused by observing
only a fraction of the target population. In getedsferent sources of errors affect sample
surveys, which are usually termed as 'sampling' '‘aod-sampling' errors. While sampling
errors only refer to sample-to-sample variatioraaftatistic, non-sampling errors encompass
all the remaining errors, i.e. measurement erpis;essing errors, frame imperfections...

This section focuses on sampling errors for thennt&U-SILC cross-sectional indicators.
Measuring sampling errors is an important step ssessing the accuracy, as confidence
intervals in which the population value lies withhegh probability can be easily derived;
assuming the estimator follows a normal distribuitia confidence interval at 95% is centred



at the estimated value and the half-length is giveri.9@, wheres denotes the sampling
error.

It is implicitly assumed in this development thiagte are no non-sampling errors. However,
their effect can be significant and can distort¢bafidence intervals. Next section examines
non-sampling errors in EU-SILC.

The central indicator of EU-SILC is the at-riskymfverty rate after social transfers, which is
defined as the share of persons with an incomenb&@%6 of the median income (at-risk-of-
poverty threshold). This indicator is used as arerice for determining the minimum level of
accuracy to be achieved.

The next table contains estimated standard eroothé at-risk-of-poverty rate in 2005, based
on the cross-sectional data-files. These valuescal®ilated by the countries. In addition,
95% confidence intervals and the achieved housed®fttple sizes are given.

Besides, Eurostat has been able to yield estinsgtewpling errors for most of the countries
using linearization approximation of the non lineadicators. The software Poulpe,
developed in the French Statistical Office (INSEE)/sed in order to carry out the variance
calculations for most of the countries being inirthiest wave in 2005. For countries having
started in 2003 or 2004, sampling errors were abthiafter linearization using simplified
calculations based on 2004 results, so are flagggd a 'P' (provisional). Variance
calculation appeared to be tedious given the motati design of the instrument. For the
following waves, Eurostat will draw on re-samplingethod for the headline indicators and
the generalised variance function to estimate thiedard error for the full set of breakdown
of the indicators.

Table 2: Estimated standard errors and confidencentervals for the at-risk-of-poverty
rate (2005)

At-risk-of- Standard 95% Achieved Standard
poverty error Cpnfldence househqld error
rate interval sample size | (Eurostat)
Austria 12.3 0.54 11.2;13.4 5148 051
Belgium 14.8 0.75 13.3;16.3 5166 057
Cyprus 16.2 0.36 15.5;16.9 3746 0.56
Czech Republic 104 0.80 8.8;12.0 4351 0.42
Denmark 11.8 - 11.6;12.0 5957 0.08
Estonia 18.3 0.64 17.0; 19.6 4208 0766
Finland 11.7 0.34 11.0; 12.4 11229 0739
France 13.0 0.40 12.1;13.9 9775 0.44
Germany 12.3 - - 13111 -
Greece 19.7 0.37 19.0;20.4 5568 055
Hungary 13.4 0.50 12.4;14.4 6927 0.54




At-risk-of- Standard 95% Achieved Standard
poverty error Cpnfldence househqld error
rate interval sample size | (Eurostat)
Iceland 9.6 - 8.5;10.7 2928 0.55
Ireland 19.7 - 18.4;21.0 6085 0.64
Italy 18.8 0.35 18.1;19.5 22032 0732
Latvia 19.2 0.78 17.7 ; 20.7 3846 0.72
Lithuania 20.5 0.72 19.1;21.9 4441 0.54
Luxembourg 13.0 0.96%%4 11.2;14.8 3622 -
Malta 14.9 0.68 13.6 ; 16.2 3459 0.67
The Netherlands 10.8 - 10.0;11.6 9562 0.42
Norway 11.5 - 10.6;12.4 5996 0.44
Poland 20.6 0.39 19.8;21.4 16395 0.29
Portugal 194 0.79 17.9;20.9 4615 0.70
Spain 19.7 0.63 18.5;20.9 13027 0743
Slovakia 13.3 0.50 12.3;14.3 5414 0.52
Slovenia 12.2 - 11.6;12.8 8287 0.32
Sweden 9.3 - 8.5;10.1 6133 0.41
United Kingdom 19.1 - - 10826 -

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).

Some countries have also provided in their quakfyorts estimated values for the Design
Effect (Deff) in relation to the at-risk-of-povertate. The Design Effect is the ratio of the

variance under the sampling plan actually useti¢osariance that would be obtained under a
simple random sampling without replacement anchofessize. A Deff value greater than one
indicates that the actual sampling design has hdetexiorating effect on the variance, while

a value less than one indicates a positive effect.

Estimating design effect factors is also importandrder to derive the effective sample size,
the ratio of the achieved sample size to the desftgct. The effective sample size is the
sample size that would be required in a simple sandample to provide the same level of
precision as with the actual complex sampling desig

The EU-SILC Framework Regulation has set out mimmaffective sample sizes that
countries have to reach for the cross-sectionab 2(p@ration. Based on the Deff values they
provided, Eurostat checked out whether the minirsizes were attained.

In addition, Eurostat has been able to estimateddsegn effect factor for some Member
States. The resultant values are given in theclalsimn of the table below. The Deff values
that were obtained by Eurostat for the 2004 opamagire also reported (flagged with *) and
were used in order to derive the effective samizle ®r the countries for which we have no



value related to 2005. Effective sample sizes u&ngostat's Deff values are reported in

italics so as to distinguish them from the sizdsutated using national values.

Table 3: Estimated Deffs and effective household sgle sizes in relation to the at-risk-
of-poverty rate (2005)

Achievgd sample Deff Effectivg sample Mir_1imum
size (b) . size effectl\{e sample | Deff (ESTAT)
)] =(a) / (b) size€
Austria 5148 1.15 4477 4500
Belgium 5166 - 4967 4750 1.04*
Cyprus 3746 1.06 3534 3250 1.00
Czech Republi€ 4351 1.18 3687 4750 1.09
Denmark 5957 - 5957 4250 1.00
Estonia 4208 1.05 8806 3500 -
Finland 11229 - 8021 4000 1.40*
France 9775 1.11 8806 7250 -
Germany 13111 - - 8250 -
Greece 5568 1.30 4283 4750 -
Hungary 6927 1.30 5328 4750 1.86
Iceland 2928 1.00 2928 2250 1.00
Ireland 6085 - 4681 3750 1.30*
ltaly 22032 - 15626 7250 1.41*
Latvia 3846 1.17 3287 3750 1.22
Lithuania 4441 1.02 4354 4000 1.00
Luxembourg 3622 - - 3250 -
Malta 3459 1.00 3459 3000 1.00
The Netherlands 9562 - - 5000 -
Norway 5996 - 5996 3750 1.00*
Poland 16395 3.72 16395 6000 1.00

® This minimum effective sample size is specifiedhia Framework Regulation.

® For the Czech Republic, derogation was given t@ tmasmaller sample size the first year of datkection.

" This high value appears because Poland compwestiance under simple random sampling (denomirmdto
the Deff) from the sample of individuals ratherrtithe sample of households, as the other courtiigavhich
makes the denominator lower and then the Deff highkis does not mean Poland has a less efficiesigd
than the other countries, but only they used amatggnition of Deff.




Achieved sample Deff Effective sample Minimum

size (b) size effective sample | Deff (ESTAT)

(@) = (@) /(b) size
Portugal 4615 - 2814 4500 1.64

Spain 13027 - 9110 6500 1.43*
Slovakia 5414 1.00 5414 4250 1.00
Slovenia 8287 - 7892 3750 1.05
Sweden 6133 - 6133 4500 1.00*
United Kingdom 10826 - - 7500 -

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).

Precision as measured by standard error is mafifdgtad by:

* The achieved sample size 'nthis is a basic property (variance of order 1/s}ified
by the numerical results. In particular, the acategample size may explain national
differences, from Latvia (n = 3846, standard esr@.78) to Italy (n = 22032, standard
error = 0.35).

* Design components:ithe Deff values that are reported show that theeryidg
sampling design can have a significant impact. foke following design components
have significant impact on the design effect:

o

Clustering. Clustering generally decreases the accuracy imas because
units in a cluster tend to have similar charadiiess

Unequal weighting. Weighting is necessary to correct selection bias dn
the other hand, it may entail substantial incredseriance if the weights are
too spread. This is expected to become more ane wrdrcal over the next
years because of attrition. To this regard, Eutdsa suggested trimming the
weight distribution in order to prevent extremeues.

Stratification. Inappropriate allocation of units among strata cawerely
increase variance. For instance, Hungary over-saanplban areas in order to
allow for high non-response rate. Relatively, riaedas were under-sampled.
Assuming that urban areas are less 'poor' than aremas, that kind of
allocation is expected to have a negative impadheraccuracy of the at-risk-
of-poverty rate (intuitively, 'rich' people are ovepresented in the sample,
which brings no useful information on poverty).

Calibration. In most countries, the sample weights were adjusieexternal
data sources. Calibration information, which isrefated to the target survey
variables, can make sampling errors much lowers Thiwhat happened in
Denmark where register information on poverty wagdito calibrate the
sample, which justifies the rather low samplingerr
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* Minimum sample size:in some countries (Latvia...) the achieved sample $z
critical, which was probably caused by high norpose rate. In other countries
(Austria, Greece, Portugal...) the design effectdiac high and makes the effective
size lower than the minimum required value. Althougost of the countries did reach
the required minimum, the achieved sample sizeoisggdownwards for some of
them (Spain, France, ltaly).in comparison with the year 2004, probably due to
difficulties to trace out panel persons.

The accuracy achieved for other social inclusiatidators is summarised as:

* The at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which is definasl 60% of the median income, is
estimated with a precision of less than 1%.

* The Gini coefficient is estimated with a relativee@sion of 1-2%, which is better
than for the at-risk-of-poverty rate. In generakquality measures are estimated with
better precision than poverty measures. Howevey; #re more sensitive to extreme
income values.

* Relative standard errors for the relative mediamepty gap, which is the relative
difference between the median income of personswbehe at-risk-of-poverty
threshold and the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, sefatively high (from 4 to 7%)
implying limitation in the use of this indicator.

Standard errors, coefficient of variation and cdefice interval for each wave of the
longitudinal instrumentor the mean for all income components and forbteakdown of the
equivalised disposable income is not available fyein all national quality report and
Eurostat is not able to provide independent calimriaat this moment.

2.3.  Non-sampling errors

The term 'non-sampling error' is a generic one #ratompasses any errors other than
sampling errors. The non-sampling errors discusséuls section are:

* Coverage errors
* Measurement and processing errors

* Non-response errors

2.3.1. Coverage errors

Coverage errors are caused by the imperfectioassampling frame for the target population
of the survey. The target population is the seelements for which estimates are wanted
while the frame population is composed of the unwitsch are eligible for inclusion through a

8 See annex 3 for summary tables with standardseand design effects for some of the referencetolis.
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given sampling procedure. Ideally, there must bene-to-one relation between target and
frame population elements. If not, there are framm@erfections. Two types of frame
imperfections are generally encountered:

(i) Over-coverage

It happens whenever the sampling frame containts wvich are out of the scope of the
survey. For instance, a sample unit has died shmesample was drawn, but this change has
not been reported in time. The consequence of cyesrage is a sample that is drawn from
the sampling frame will have a lower accuracy bseaa part of it won't be usable.
Nevertheless, this shouldn't make it biased pravitie ineligible units can be identified and
then not counted as non-responding units.

(ii) Under-coverage

Under-coverage means units of the target populai@ennot listed in the sampling frame.
This is a potential source of bias particularlyhibse units have specific patterns for the target
survey variables.

The 27 countries that took part in the 2005 EU-Stdg@ration have used different sampling
sources. Two main groups can be defined:

* Some countries have relied on household informatiom population registers. In
order to make the best coverage of the target ptipul registers have to be updated
frequently. It means any modification in the popiola (both people moving in and
people moving out) must be reported as quicklyassible.

* Other countries have used Census databases in twdeelect addresses. The
databases also have to be updated so as to reptiesamits which have come into
being after the Census and thus ensure the croBersd representativeness of the
sample. In some countries (Ireland, Portugal) fetates seem to be limited.

A systematic source of coverage problems is the tag between the reference date for the
selection of the sample and the fieldwork periodhiclv should be made the shortest. In
practice, actions should be taken so that any noadibn in the population during this time
period will be communicated to the interviewers.

Besides, it appears that some countries (The Natits, Hungary) actually carried out EU-
SILC as a sub-sample of the units (addresses) whictessfully cooperated to another
existing survey (Labour Force Survey for The Ndtrets, Income Survey for Hungary).
Assuming selective non-response in these survéys,may entail selection bias (under-
coverage) for these two countries.

2.3.2. Measurement and processing errors

Generally, measurement errors stem from the questice, the interviewer, the interviewee
and the data collection method used.

12



It is vital in a survey like EU-SILC, which collecta multitude of complex income
components, that the questionnaire should be cearistt so the interviewee can provide as
quickly as possible all the correct informationafipears most of the countries took care of
this aspect in designing the questionnaire. Ini@ddr, experiences from pilot surveys and/or
former EU-SILC waves were used in order to optimize data collection process. The
guestionnaires were also tested in order to idepttential sources of problems.

Due to the complexity and the sensitivity of thevsy, the interviewees did not manage or
did not want to give all of their incomes. For srste, capital of self-employment income
may have been under-reported. Besides, EU-SIL@aslinon-monetary income components
(imputed rent, income from private use of compaay..c) which people appear to be not
very familiar with. The risk of confusion as to thrdormation to be reported is then higher
than with the more conventional monetary income pomnents.

The question of the data collection method is gange addressed further in the document.
We can just say that computer-assisted intervieW@?P| or CAT]I) is definitely desirable in
order to prevent measurement problems and faeildata collection. Another advantage of
computer-assisted interviewing is that most of pihecessing errors can be identified and
corrected during the interview.

2.3.3. Non-response errors

All surveys have to deal with non-response in th&irmation is missing for some of the
sample units. Unit non-response happens when aoviatv can be obtained, while item non-
response does when only some of the items arengis&U-SILC suffers from these two
types of non-response:

* Unit non-responsé that a household may refuse to cooperate @wa/ during the
fieldwork period. Other reasons can explain uni-nesponse: the questionnaire has
been lost; the household is unable to respond keaafuincapacity or illness...It may
also happen that a person in a household refusesofmerate although the household
interview has been accepted (individual non-resppns

* Item non-responsegypically happens to questions the intervieweesdoet answer
because she/he considers them as sensitive oasityt enderstandable.

Non-response is a potential source of bias paditulif the non-responding units have
specific survey patterns (non-ignorable non-respprior instance, one might expect persons
with high incomes will be more reluctant to giveathnformation to an interviewer, thus
making the upper income class under-representeédeirsample and estimates downwardly
biased.

The Commission Regulation 28/2004 on the detaitedent of intermediate and final quality
reports has defined indicators aiming at measunmg non-response in EU-SILC: Address
contact rate (Ra), Household response rate (Rtliyittual response rate (Rp).

13



The chart below displays the address contact est@gell as the household and the individual
response rates for each of the 27 SILC couritriekese values refer to the whole cross-
sectional samples.

Figure 2: Address contact rates, household and indidual response rates (whole

sample; 2005)
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O Ra: Address contact ratell Rh: Household response rat@& Rp: Individual response rate

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).

Remarks

» Austria and Spain allowed substitutions, but thevabvalues for these two countries
refer to the original units only.

* The address contact rate is 100% in Ireland beddwgseformation provided relates
only to the successfully contacted units. Actudigre are addresses that could not be
contacted, so the contact rate is lower than 108%we have no information about
their share.

* The German EU-SILC sample is composed of a randatngmd of a non-random one
(quota samples). Germany's reported values refgr tonthe random part of the
sample and do not take into account the selectionegs of the access panel from
which EU-SILC sample is drawn.

For the countries which carried out EU-SILC in 2305 the second or the third time, and
which have been using a rotational structure, the ohart displays the address contact rates,
the household and the individual response rfatethe new entries only(see annex 4).

° See annex 4 for tables with the contact and theorse rates in each country.
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Figure 3: Address contact rates, household and indidual response rates (new entries;
2005)
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ORa: Address contact ratell Rh: Household response rat8& Rp: Individual response r:

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
* There is no information available for Luxembowagd the United Kingdom on the response rates ohéve
entries.

We can say the address contact rates (Ra) arer raitje. Countries selecting persons
(Estonia, Denmark, Sweden...) are the ones that ynpetkent the lowest values; it seems
that it is somehow more difficult to contact a pershan a household.

We have important variations in the overall housghmesponse rates: from Belgium (60%),
Hungary (62%) or Austria (63%) to Cyprus (91%) dov@kia (92%). The seemingly low
response rate for The Netherlands (30%) is caugdidelfact the EU-SILC sample is actually
a sub-sample of the addresses that cooperatec tbatbour Force Survey (LFS). The rates
reported here take into account of both non-regmmsLFS and in EU-SILC.

For the new entries, lower response rates thathéoentire cross-sectional samples seem to
be achieved: in Belgium 47% for the new entries @8% for the whole sample, in Austria
54% and 63%, in Estonia 78% and 87%...

Non-response appears to be an important issueyarty at the first year of a panel. At this

stage, elaborate models controlling many exteroatrol variables are desirable in order to
correct it. Most of the countries did apply eitheerstandard post-stratification based on
homogeneous response groups or a more sophistibagexdic regression model. As to

apparent individual non-response, it appears tmarginal with the noticeable exception of
Poland. Most of the countries have actually imputessing individual income records.

The item non-response is structurally high for sameeme components which are difficult to
collect through interview (capital income, self dayment income) or which can be
adequately reconstructed using auxiliary infornrafichild allowance ...). Eurostat database
provides however full income records because camtare asked to impute missing
component. Section 2.5 briefly describes methodngfutations used by MS. Degree of
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imputation of income records is controlled througtputation index attached to each value
which records the reported amount divided by thdected amount. The impact of
imputation on the EU-SILC data is difficult to asseat the moment because imputation flags
do not proved to be reliably implemented in all mimies. In addition, the current does not
distinguish between the various type of imputatjstatistical imputation, valuation model,
gross/net conversion...). The revision of incomedléy the following waves should enable
deeper analysis.

Imputation can have a significant effect on theralleaccuracy: it generally skews a sample
distribution; estimates are consequently biasedthEtmore, variance estimates drawing on
imputed values as if they were exact values arergdy also biased.

For the panel component in the second wave, holgeln-response is the result of initial
non-response and follow up non-response.

The following table provides information on theléol up of individuals for countries for
which a longitudinal component covering 2004-209available.

Table 4: Follow-up of individuals 2004-2005
a. Out of scope

Moved into
Total Died e collective
abroad
households
Belgium 66 42 13 11
1% 0% 0% 0%
Luxembourg 175 29 124 22
2% 0% 1% 0%
Spain 354 239 65 50
1% 1% 0% 0%
Greece 32 10 19 3
0% 0% 0% 0%
Ireland 137 42 77 18
2% 1% 1% 0%
Austria 102 58 31 13
1% 1% 0% 0%
France 242 97 94 51
1% 0% 0% 0%
Estonia 163 88 52 23
1% 1% 0% 0%
Italy 688 359 216 113
1% 1% 0% 0%
Norway 19 1 9 9
0% 0% 0% 0%
Sweden 170 84 80 6
1% 1% 1% 0%
Finland 150 91 33 26
1% 1% 0% 0%
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b. Interview outcome

Successful . . Total
) . Unsuccessful interview
interview (at+b)
Effective
Not Lost | Refusalto| Other attrition
Total Total | traced | track [ cooperate| reasons rate
Belgium 7140| 2612 43 117 1196 1256| 9818
73% | 27% 0% 19% 12% 13% 27%
Luxembourg 7767| 1427 ol 116 1012 299| 9369
83%| 15% 0% 19% 11% 3% 16%
Spain 26326 6965 106 | 1243 3780 1836 33645
78% | 21% 0% 4% 11% 5% 21%
Greece 12287| 1181 o 474 426 281| 13500
91% 9% 0% 4% 39 2% 9%
Ireland 6868| 1295 169 | 147 533 446 8300
83%| 16% 2% 2% 69 5% 16%
Austria 7974| 3465 99| 244 2089 1033| 11541
69% | 30% 1% 2% 18% 9% 30%
France 19067| 2835 91| 608 1099 1037| 22144
86% | 13% 0% 3% 59 5% 13%
Estonia 9846| 1656 92| 240 893 431| 11665
84%| 14% 1% 2% 89 4% 14%
Italy 39267 6574 238| 831 3360 2145| 46529
84%| 14% 1% 2% 79 5% 14%
Norway 8757| 1176 349| 134 582 111| 9952
88%| 12% 4%, 19% 69 1% 12%
Sweden 11500| 2016 193| 519 613 691| 13686
84%| 15% 1% 4% 49 5% 13%
Finland 13658| 1666 730 20 472 444 15474
88%| 11% 5% 0% 39 3% 6%

Effective attrition rate counts the effective numbgindividuals for which information could
not be successfully collected relative to the tatahber of individuals presumably in scope.
Lack information can be the result of lack of tragirefusal to cooperate, by far the most
important, and other reasons grouped in one categor

Some register countries (Sweden, Finland and Noreagm to have a component which is
systematically not traced because of the spegifioit the follow up rules for selected
respondent data model (the non-selected respohadsnot to be traced out if he/she leaves
the household).

The main factors in a logit model explaining pragignof non response at the second wave
are:

17



 Age

» Activity status (principally regular professionatiaity outside the dwelling)
* The top income and bottom income (financial stress)

* Family type

* Tenure status

* Marital status

Effective attrition rate for the second interrogatiis alarming for five countries with more

than 15 % drop out and for five others with drog batween 10% and 15%. For some
countries, attrition is so high that the durabibfythe panel component over four years might
be in danger, raising concern about the possiliityrasp persistent poverty. It is of primer
importance that models controlling for the selattiwf the longitudinal non response are
used to correct for attrition.

2.4. Mode of data collection

The EU-SILC Regulation allows some degree of fléybto the countries regarding the
mode of data collection:

Paper-Assisted Personal Interview (PAPI)

Computer-Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI)

Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI)

Self-administrated questionnaire

Proxy interviewing has been permitted providedghexy rate is kept as limited as possible.
Some countries that encountered rather high ngyens rates resorted to proxy to ensure a
certain degree of accuracy in their data.

The tables below give for each country the distrdyuof the personal interviews according
to the mode of data collection for the cross-secti@and the longitudinal components.

Table 5: Distribution of the personal interviews bydata collection mode (%)
2005 cross-sectional component

PAPI CAPI CATI Self-administrated
Belgium 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Czech Republic 99.2 0.0 0.0 0.8
Denmark 0.0 0.0 95.2 4.8
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Estonia 9.0 90.6 0.3 0.1
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PAPI CAPI CATI Self-administrated
Ireland 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 72.4 25.9 1.7 0.0
Spain 0.0 95.6 4.3 0.0
France 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cyprus 0.4 99.6 0.0 0.0
Latvia 98.9 0.0 0.0 1.1
Lithuania 97.2 0.0 1.1 1.7
Luxembourg 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hungary 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Malta 11.4 88.6 0.0 0.0
The Netherlands 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Austria 0.0 94.5 5.5 0.0
Poland 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Portugal 7.0 93.0 0.0 0.0
Slovenia 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Slovakia 99.3 0.0 0.0 0.7
Finland 0.0 3.2 96.8 0.0
Sweden 54.9 0.0 45.1 0.0
United Kingdom 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Iceland 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Norway 0.0 0.8 99.2 0.0

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).

Table 6: Distribution of the personal interviews bydata collection mode (%)
2005 longitudinal component

PAPI | CAPI | CATI Self-administrated
Belgium 0.0] 100.0 0.0 0.0
Estonia 56.5 42.5 0.2 0.7
Ireland 0.0| 100.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 59.2 38.9 1.7 0.3
Spain 52.0 43.2 3.4 1.4
France 0.0/ 100.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Luxembourg | 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.0 97.4 2.6 0.0
Finland 0.0 2.7 97.3 0.0
Sweden 0.0 0.0| 100.0 0.0
Iceland 0.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Norway 0.0 0.5 99.5 0.0

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
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CATI is mostly used by the countries which colleatome information from registers (the
'register’ countries) and thus which just need dtiect non-income variables from the
selected respondents. On the other hand, mosteostinvey' countries use either PAPI or
CAPI interviewing.

The advantage of computer-assisted interviewinghad computer programs can identify
inconsistencies in the data instantly, as they akected, and can ask for correction.
However, the interviewer keeps playing the centyld in the data collection process because
he has to get the interviewee to participate instimeey (what computers cannot achieve) and
above all to obtain correct information.

Some countries sent self-administrated questioesabut Germany is the only one where it
was the only mode of data collection used. Thisectbn mode may damage the quality of
the data unless the interviewees receive assistaygdone and the persons who provide
incomplete or inconsistent information are calleglb

Proxy rates are noticeably important in severahtiwes (see table below). Proxy might have
a negative impact on the quality of the individuaformation collected and thus on
comparability. In countries using the full house&hdhata collection model, the use of proxy
can also be seen as an appropriate trade-off betaeaurate measurement and individual
non-response; this choice between accuracy andesmonse has been done in at least two
countries (United Kingdom and Spain) and it can agen household information. For
countries using the selected respondent data mdldel,use of proxy might introduce
selection bias for individual measurement like @coit status or health conditions, but it can
also improve the quality of data collected as axyprimterview can be chosen when the
selected respondent cannot give an accurate artewbe interview questions but another
family member can.

Table 7: Proxy interviews (%; 2005 cross-sectionalomponent)

Belgium 14.3
Czech Republic 9.3
Denmark 49.1
Germany 11.9
Estonia 50
Ireland 31.0
Greece 54
Spain 40.3
France 26.9
Italy 16.1
Cyprus 13.4
Latvia 5.8
Lithuania 14.0
Luxembourg 22.8
Hungary 10.4
Malta 29.5

The Netherlands 39.6
Austria 24.6
Poland 19.3
Portugal 13.9
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Slovenia 24.2
Slovakia 5.9
Finland 23.8Y
Sweden 3.1
United Kingdom 10.8
Iceland 0.0
Norway 28.1

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
(1) The figure in the micro-database (May 2008%1s1% and refers to all household members 16+ whée
figure in the table (23.8%) only refers to seleatespondents.

Table 8: Proxy interviews (%; 2005 longitudinal conponent)

Belgium 13.5
Estonia 2.7
Ireland 30.7
Greece 3.8
Spain 36.1
France 25.9
Italy 16.3
Luxembourg | 24.1
Austria 18.8
Finland 25.3Y
Sweden 51
Iceland 0.0
Norway 33.6

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
(1) The figure in the micro-database (May 2008%1s1% and refers to all household members 16+ whée
figure in the table (25.3%) only refers to seleatespondents.

2.5. Imputation procedure

The non reliability of the imputation flags doed atiow running comparative analysis of the
level of imputation. This section reviews the msiirategies used to impute income records in
EU-SILC. Specific information from countries is giv in the table in Annex 8. More
information can be found in the national qualitgods.

There are basically three contexts for imputation:

First, some income (sub)components in EU-SILC agvdd from auxiliary information
collected at the interview (e.g. gross child alloea can be obtained from the age of the
children; but you also have to be careful as beinigtled to child allowance does not mean
you will take it). This method can prove to be moediable than direct collection of the
component through the household if the legal reémra are straightforward to apply. Many
of the countries rely on this strategy to reduce tbspondent burden and increase data
quality.

Second context of EU-SILC imputation is relatedite conversion from net income to gross
income and vice versa. In some countries, direlieécoon of gross data (at component level)
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proved to be unfeasible and thus income comporastgollected in a net form (net of tax
and/or of social contributions). In this case, teotamodels are build up in order to obtain in
a coherent way (usually iterative procedure areluee gross income components and the
total net disposable income.

The third context for which imputation is usedefated to actual impossibility/refusal for the
individual/household to provide the information wegted. This usually refers to statistical
imputation techniques for which the model is estedausing data collected for the rest of the
sample.

One distinguishes between deterministic and stéichasethods for which random residual
term is included.

Statistical imputation can be quite important fom& income components difficult to collect
(such as self employment income and capital incoriéth the development of the
longitudinal dimensions of the instrument, statstimputation can also include the previous
wave data for the individual/household. This aspsatxpected to improve the quality of
imputation.

2.6. Imputed rent

The imputed rent (HY030) refers to the value thmtisbe imputed for all households that do
not report paying full rent, either because theg awner-occupiers or they live in
accommodation rented at a lower price than the etgkce, or because the accommodation
is provided rent free. This variable is only mawdgatfrom 2007 operation. Nevertheless,
some countries already provide it (see Annex 6).

2.7. Non-cash employee income

The variable PY020 has two parts: 1. "Imputed inednom private use of company car",

which is compulsory; and 2. "Other non-cash emm@oyeome", which is mandatory from

2007. In 2005 comparison of this variable amongntuees is impossible because some
countries provided the two parts of the variablalevibthers only the mandatory one (see
annex 6).

Only from 2007 operation on, we can compare thaevaf this variable.

3. TIMELINESS AND PUNCTUALITY

The first microdata for 2005 operation were recgiveEurostat on 10 April 2006. Reception
of microdata extended up to mid January 2007. RiyarOctober, 11 datasets were finalised
and by end of November, 19. On 18 December 2006¢chamvas the closing date for
indicators calculation, two data sets (Slovenia @nded Kingdom) were not yet final. Key
indicators were released on Eurostat website byldrfuary. Overarching indicators were
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transmitted in time for inclusion in the Joint Repan Social Cohesion and Social Protection
to be released for the spring meeting of the Elaong@ouncil.

4. ACCESSIBILITY AND CLARITY

Apart from releasing microdata to researchers gylegated tables on the Eurostat website,
the dissemination of the SILC information is séillweak aspect of the project. For example,
there is a need for two kinds of analysis (andesponding publications) to be prepared: a
statistical publication (monograph including stids analysis) covering all the available
dimensions of social inclusion and living condisom the EU as well as a series of short
statistical analysis (of four, eight or twelve pgge the format of the Eurostat 'Statistics in
Focus' publications.

Conditions of data access

Eurostat collects EU-SILC data in the form of mdata files, both cross-sectional and
longitudinal. These data aggregated in the forrprefiefined tables or of multidimensional
tables are available free of charge on Eurostatsiteeland can be explored via the data
navigation tree. In addition, in accordance withnm@assion Regulation 831/2002, the
Commission has released 2005 SILC anonymized mataodia CD-ROM to researchers.
Conditions and prices can be downloaded from Eatosebsite. Public information is
available on data coding and methodological deBorip of EU-SILC at
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/dsis/eusilc/hoMereover, a dedicated section on Eurostat
website is containing key information on Living Glton and Social Protection including
EU-SILC information.

Conditions of data publication

Commission Regulation (EC) 1982/2003 states thdovimhg requirements for data
publication:

[...]The Commission shall not publish an estimateig hased on fewer than

20 sample observations, or if non-response fortdma concerned exceeds 50.
The data shall be published by the Commission witlag if the estimate is

based on 20 to 49 sample observations, or if nepaase for the item

concerned exceeds 20 and is lower than or equ&lOto The data shall be

published by the Commission in the normal way whesed on 50 or more

sample observations and the item non-responserdies<ceed 20.

All data publications shall include technical infoation for each Member
State on the effective sample size as well as argkeimdication of standard
error of at least the main estimates.
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5. COMPARABILITY

Comparability refers to a common set of conceptsdefinitions that shall be applied by the

countries when designing the survey and collectimg data. It encompasses both basic
definitions (reference population, private housdhtlousehold membership...) and income
concepts (employee income, self-employment income...)

For EU-SILC, comparability of data between MS risrity as stated in the EC Regulation:

EC Requlation No 1177/2003 - Article 1: Aim

The aim of this Regulation shall be to establisltommmon framework for the
systematic production of Community statistics ocome and living conditions
(hereinafter referred to as EU-SILC), encompassiomparable and timely cross-
sectional and longitudinal data on income and oa tavel and composition of
poverty and social exclusion at national and Eucopéevels.

Comparability of data between Member States shallbfundamental objective
and shall be pursued through the development ofiadelogical studies from the
outset of EU-SILC data collection, carried out ilose cooperation between the
Member States and Eurostat.

Different tools monitor EU-SILC comparability:
* Intermediate and final quality reports
« Methodological studies on key issues for compaitgitat both EU and national level
» Task Forces

Commission Regulation 1980/2003 establishes thadveork for comparability, which has
set out standard definitions as accurately as Iplesg cover most of the cases that might be
encountered in practice. Some degree of flexibibtyllowed regarding the definitions but
countries have to report on deviations and theiimagéed impact in the national quality
report.

Annex 6 summarizes for each country the adhereeciiibn to the standard EU-SILC
definitions as reported in the national final gtyateports.

5.1. Basic concepts and definitions

A. Basic concepts

Sample selection

In survey countries, addresses are selected ey ysing direct-element or multi-stage
sampling schemes and then all households livingeatelected addresses are included in the
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sample, except for four countries (Estonia, Lithearand Luxembourg) that have
implemented an indirect selection:

In the register countries, only one person in damhsehold is selected in order to answer
non-income questions. Concerning income informatibis taken out from the registers for
all household members.

The selection process of the individuals/househotiidd have an impact on the quality of
data and the subsequent comparability. For instattee unequal probability of selection

between household of different sizes (like in Egt@nd Lithuania) has a negative impact on
precision.

Reference period, fieldwork duration and timelag

Income reference period

Fixed or moving reference periods can be used.

The major advantage of using a fixed referenceoges that it provides information related
to the period that is identical for all respondeRespondents are able to consult records that
provide complete data over the 12-month periodravipg data quality. The disadvantage is
that for some respondents the lag between the iec@ference period and the day of the
interview could be too large, and other variablesi@sehold composition, economic activity
status or social exclusion, that are measurededdly of the interview may have changed.

The option of using a 12 month moving referenceiogeimmediately preceding the
interview, has the major advantage of matching netestely with the circumstances of the
household at the time of interview. It is expectedninimise recall problems. However, it
results in information relating to different timés different respondents in the sample, and
to different reference periods for different cowedrdepending on the timing and duration of
fieldwork. If fieldwork is spread over a period,ckuas over all 12 months of the year in a
continuous survey, the differences between theahctierence periods will be maximised
among different respondents within a single country

Additionally, even when all income components aolected from the specified reference
period, reported tax and other deductions may redea different accounting period as
analysed in the next section.

The income reference period for most of countrsethé calendar year previous to the survey
year; with the exception of Ireland where the ineomeference period is the last twelve

months and United Kingdom for which the currenioime is annualised and aims to refer the
current calendar year, i.e. weekly estimates adéphed by 52, monthly by 12...

Taxes reference period

For the reference period for taxes on income ammlakinsurance contributions in 2005,
almost all MS used 2004 but United Kingdom usedstimae as for income.
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To evaluate the income taxes two possibilities eaareisaged: A. Incoméax paid/received
during the income reference period and B. Income paid/received related to the total
incomereceived during the income reference period. 6520

* Fourteen countries followed definition A: Belgiu@zech Republic, Estonia, Greece,
Spain, France, Cyprus, Lithuania, Hungary, Maltaisttia, Poland, Slovenia and
Slovakia.

* Nine countries followed definition B: Denmark, Gemy, Ireland, The Netherlands,
Finland, Sweden, United Kingdom, Iceland and Norway

» Luxembourg is a special case because taxes andl socitributions are those that
were paid in 2004 so they do not always pertaiiméoyear 2004.

» ltaly, Latvia and Portugal in 2005 did not collézx on income (net is computed from
net components).

In addition, for the reference period of taxes ogalth, United Kingdom used in 2005 as
reference period April 2005-March 2006. The resthe® countries used 2004 as reference
period, except for Spain and France, which use@280me countries do not report this item
because taxes on wealth do not exist.

The multiple implementations lead to incomparapilit the data, but the impact of these
differences has been qualified as minor by the odslogical Task Force. The main striking
point is that income tax paid/received during theome reference period can produce
negative income (when tax payment is higher thaornre received during the same year).
The Canberra manual proposes collecting income#d/received due to the total income
received during the income reference period, butesucountries have not followed this
recommendation because sometimes the tax forrited in after the fieldwork is carried out.

Fieldwork duration

The situation for the 2005 operation is depictedhe graph below. Most countries have
opted for one shot fieldwork. United Kingdom, Swedand Ireland have opted for a
continuous survey spread evenly all over the suyeey.
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Fieldwork period for the 2005 EU-SILC operation

January  February March April May June July August September October  November December

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).

The main adverting factors on comparability of 2@@plementation are:

The mixed between continuous survey (United Kingdtreland, Sweden) and one
shot surveys implied systematic shift in incomeerehce period with a possible
measurable effect in countries where income lendlsiructure are changing rapidly.

The persistence of an important lag between theoémagcome reference period and
the interview time. In particular, two countriegaly and Belgium) have a fieldwork
period concentred in the last months of the suyeay.

Worth to be noted at this point is the temporargnaaly of UK fieldwork period
delayed by 3 months for the 2005 implementation emcentrated over 9 months
instead of 12 months as planned.

Time lag

In 2005, the lag, in months, between the incomereeice period and current variables was
the following:

Ireland, as it has a moving income reference perod United Kingdom, as they
measure current income, had a lag of zero months.

Ten countries had a lag below 6 months: Czech Rigp@reece, Hungary, Slovenia,
Slovakia, Poland, Finland, Sweden, Iceland and dgrw

Fifteen countries had an upper limit lag above éitns: Belgium, Denmark, Estonia,

Germany, Spain, France, ltaly, Cyprus, Latvia, Withia, Luxembourg, Malta, The
Netherlands, Austria, and Portugal.
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Gross-net conversion

Depending on the source and on the operationakulifies, income components may be
collected gross, net of social contributions bubsgr of taxes or net of taxes and social
contributions. Until 2007, the gross components rave mandatory. Thus, the components
available might differ from one country to anothgeee table below). Besides, gross-net
conversion is not standardised, which might havemgract on comparability.

Table 9: Form in which income variables at componerievel have been collected (2005)

Belgium Gross and net
Czech Republic | Gross or net
Denmark Gross
Germany Gross
Estonia Gross or net
Ireland Gross and net
Greece Net

Spain Net

France Net

Italy Net

Cyprus Gross

Latvia Net

Lithuania Gross
Luxembourg Gross and net
Hungary Gross

Malta Gross

The Netherlands | Gross

Austria Gross

Poland Gross and net
Portugal Net

Slovenia Gross and net
Slovakia Gross

Finland Gross
Sweden Gross

United Kingdom | Gross and net
Iceland Gross
Norway Gross

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).

Comparability studies

Comparability assessment can be performed as gutouom EU-SILC. Most of the studies
are based on the EU-SILC 2004 databases principalllge context of the methodological
contracts launched by EurosfatSeveral countries have launched specific studies
comparability of EU-SILC verging on different issuelated to comparability.

10 Comparative assessment of income reporting in BIG2004, contract report, ISR — V Verma — April(®@0
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Table 10: Ongoing comparability studies

Topic
Impact of self employment income measurement amdcash income
Bulgaria components. Impact of under coverage in agriculifrgrey economic.
Comparability between EU-SILC and NA, administratdlata and other surveys
Czech Republic Impact of panel attrition / Comparability of impdtesnt

Comparability between survey and register datgpalehof selection method
on household delimitation
Estonia Impact of alternative selection design / CoherasfdeU-SILC income data
Comparison of income structure between EU-SILC &imdcture Earnings
Survey, Labour Cost Survey, Annual index of turmawethe retail trade, 2002

Denmark

CIEEES and Social family benefits. Comparison of incomecure between EU-SILQ
andHousehold Budget Survey, poverty indicators usiblg®ELC and HBS data

Spain Impact of Sienna Simulation Model on Gross net eprsion

France Comparability of EU-SILC and fiscal data

Latvia Impact of sampling method on SILC

: Analysis of CATI mode on comparability / Analysisdifferent method for
Austria .
imputed rent
Poland Impact of imputation methods / Impact of imputedtreCoherence between
EU-SILC and HBS

Slovakia Comparability of survey data and administrativeadaCoherence between

SILC and HBS, NA, ESSPROS and LFS
Finland Impact of calibration on income distribution anaisb cohesion indicators
Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).

B. Definitions

An attribute that can hinder comparability ariségew countries use definitions different from
the standard one, as for the reference populatmiyate household or household
membership.

In 2005, all countries followed the standard défom on reference population but four MS
(Germany, Italy, Austria and United Kingdom) usedlightly different private household
definition, and seven MS (the four mentioned abpues Spain, Portugal and Slovenia)
defined the household membership in a different. way

As most of the countries use the standard defmititiere should be little impact on
comparability.

The reference populatioms the private households as well as their curneainbers within
the national territory at the time of the data eclilon. Collective households and institutions
are excluded from the target population.

A private households composed of a group of persons who live inglme dwelling and
share expenses, including the joint provision eféksentials of living.

Eurostat has reviewed the implementation of houselamd household membership in
different Member States. It can have consequentesmparability because household is the
main substantive unit in EU-SILC, which determineguivalised disposable income at
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individual level. Differences can be due to conuoaptdifferences and/or to operational
differences. The latter requires detailed inquiiiyst inquiry for 2004 countriéSshowed that
conceptual differences are not frequent. Insteael,specific treatment of special categories
like lodgers or people temporary away (studentseessmore widespread differences. The
extent of these differences is limited becausectimezerned groups seem to remain limited in
size. However, for the specific group of studenite differences are more evident when
looking at their socio-economic status in differeatintries.

5.2.  Components of income

Regarding the components of income, in additiorthi® source of data (register, survey),
some flexibility has been allowed to the definisoparticularly for taking into account
national constraints.

For instance, there are three main approache®liecting self-employment income:

* The 'entrepreneurial income' that corresponds @octincept of profit/loss normally
used in business accounting.

* The 'net operating benefits/losses' shown on thearax accounts.
* The money (goods) drawn out of the business faqrel use.

The study of Marco Di Marco, ISTAT (Statistics ital "Self-Employment Incomes in the
Italian EU-SILC" clearly shows the impact of diféet concepts on income distribution in
Italy.

Similarly, the study on the comparability of profyemcome by Veli-Matti Térméalehto,
Statistics Finland: "Measurement of property incomeEU-SILC" shows the relative
performance of register and survey countries watpect to this difficult income component.
Nevertheless, the interview versus register issaes chot explain all the differences; the
differences in concentration and income shares gnlom register countries suggest that all
aspects, beginning from conceptual validity andira@t different calibration models, may
come into play.

Eventually, depending on the collection difficu#tiethe coverage of income components
might not be standard or a component or a pattrafly be included in another component.

5.3. Tracing rules

Tracing rules are defined in Commission RegulaiB@h1982/2003. No deviation to common
rules is reported in National quality reports.

1 Assessment of the impact on comparability ofawai differences in the household definitions used”
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It is worth to underline the structural differertmetween selected respondent data model used
by register countries and the standard model usedsuovey countries for which all
individuals 16+ are panel individuals. In the formenplementation, only the selected
respondent is a panel individual and has to bestiramut for the following waves. If the
household splits, only information on the househofdthe selected individuals will be
extracted from register. This model leads thush® gystematic drop out of non selected
respondent in case of household split. This sibndtiolds also for children less than 16 when
the household splits. No information is obtaineddieildren who move with the non selected
respondent and these are thus virtually out ofgheel. Although the weighting system
ensures that the panel remains representativeedgatet population, structural drop out from
the initial sample could decrease the size of #rapde for the individual at stake (children
and split household). This is one of the reasony We sample size for the selected
respondent data model has been increased in theefuark Regulation.

6. COHERENCE

Coherence of different data collections can besagskat two different levels: at the level of
the definitions and at the level of the data. D&bns can be analysed to evaluate their
comparability. Taking into account the disparitieg, can estimate afterwards the discrepancy
on the data related to similar definitions. Finallye can assess if the differences on the data
can be explained by the differences in the detingi

There is a variety of sources to analyse cohereh&®J-SILC. The main sources used by the
countries are: Household Budget Survey (HBS), LabBarce Survey (LFS), National

Accounts (NA), administrative sources and precedtigrSILC data. In each survey or
administrative data variables similar to those iW-&LC can be found and then the
definitions and data can be compared taking asrgggroint EU-SILC variables.

In 2005, some countries performed coherence stagidgpresented the results in the quality
report (see annex 7).

Household Budget Survey

The Household Budget Survey (HBS) is the less harsed EU survey. The focus is on
household expenditure rather than income. Moreottes, design of the instrument is
significantly different from EU-SILC because exp@uacks are seasonal. HBS was often
considered as the reference national source famecpoverty indicators before EU-SILC,;
hence, it is worth comparing poverty rate and ineonequality index.

HBS is not as regular as EU-SILC. However, the 20pération coincides with a new HBS
wave. Ex-post coherence analysis between HBS an®IEOQ are thus possible on an EU
scale basis for a large set of similar variableethdy both instruments. This comparison has
been carried out by Eurostat and is available lfarcantries.
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Labour Force Survey

EU-SILC and the Labour Force Survey (LFS) can bebmarked at EU level with respect to
Education (ISCED level), Self-declared labour statstatus in employment, Occupation in
employment, Economic sector in employment.

EU-SILC data can be compared with LFS yearly avedaa for stable variables or with the
closest quarterly data when the variable is seds@harently, Eurostat is developing a
project to compare ISCED (International Standaras€ification of Education) between LFS
and EU-SILC.

National Accounts

National Accounts (NA) provides data on the incoapproach of the GDP. The sector
accounts can be restricted to households and radit-rganisation serving households
(NPISH). Comparison can be done if:

* Income from NPISH can be estimated

* Income from people residing collective household loa estimated
* Income generated from transfer from reserve cagsbmated

* Income generated from imputed rent can be sepaoaited

The Austrian Quality Report identified capital imee as the main source of differences
between NA and EU-SILC total income. For gross mes of private households, the
difference between data from NA and data from EUESE decreasing from 2004 to 2005.

The paper written by Matthias Thill, Statistics #is "Aggregate wealth and regional
poverty — a new perspective on income poverty limesEurope”, compares aggregate
household disposable income derived from EU-SIL@ alntained from National Accounts.
Results provided show that the EU-SILC type of seuras an impact on the coverage of the
income amounts: survey countries have a largerapancy of disposable income aggregates
from National Accounts than register countries.

ESSPROS

EU-SILC survey data and administrative data lik6SBROS (European System of Integrated
Social Protection Statistics) can be compared erb#sis of total gross amount (of the social
benefits) and the number of recipients when avialabowever, such comparisons first

require reconciliation of definitions.

The reference populations are different: ESSPRQ&rsaall individuals benefiting from a
national social benefit scheme, including peoplgidiag abroad, while EU-SILC covers
individuals residing in private households withire thational territory. Corrections have to be
done to take into account the population livingcallective households, beneficiaries living
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abroad and finally the population residing in tretional territory benefiting from social
benefits from abroad. Further care should be takgarding the exact components included
in ESSPROS function for a particular country.

Eurostat has done a first tentative analysis on dbleerence of these two sources in
November 2006: "Attempt of reconciliation betweeBIPROS social protection statistics
and EU-SILC", Gérard Abramovici. This paper highliggsome differences on the definitions
in both sources that could explain data discrepaswgh as different reference population or
differences on the accounting rules on the compisnaiincome. It concludes that carrying
out a detailed comparison of both sources, couptgduntry, can show up the weakness of
both sources.

Other administrative sources

Countries can also compare EU-SILC data with o8wirces available in their territory,
which many countries did for 2005 operation.

Moreover, countries can carry out studies on dffévariables such as core socio-economic
variables or demographic/census counts.

Core socio-economic variables

EU-SILC gathers all the core socio-economic vadab{Sex, Age, Country of birth,
Citizenship, Marital status, Household compositidlet monthly income) which will
have to be included in EU social surveys from 20d@ards.

Demographic/Census counts

The EU-SILC housing data (dwelling type and numloérrooms, tenure status,
commodities — indoor flushing toilet and bath oowslr) are compared with census data
as most of the definition coincide except for tlaeiable number of rooms because EU-
SILC counts does not include the kitchen as lomgfior the sole use of cooking.

Other key demographic variables like sex, age, ¢looisl size by region are generally
used as control variables in calibration procedukesvever, calibration totals might

differ from official demographic counts becausecohceptual differences on the target
population (persons living in private households).

7. CONCLUSION

This document reviews the main features descrilmethé national quality reports 2005,
namely accuracy, comparability and coherence, atrdduces the study on other common
aspects such as the relevance, the timelinesswaradyality and the accessibility and clarity.

Some aspects that need to be highlighted from 2p@gation are the following:
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* The different data sources for income data are kntevhave an impact on the
estimated income distribution and consequentlyaiional comparability.

« The mode of data collection varies among countded in particular the self-
administrated questionnaires may impact the conayeof the data.

* Proxy rates in 2005 are noticeably important inesalvcountries and it might have a
negative impact on the quality of the individudbimation collected.

* The selection process of the individuals/househaloisid also have a differential
impact on data accuracy.

* The measure of self-employment is another sourcdiffdrences between countries
that have not yet found a common harmonised solutio

» Comparable analysis of income distribution comptsme&annot be carried out given
that, until 2007, gross components are not coltectall countries.

* The mixed between continuous and one shot survapsed a systematic shift in
income reference period with a possible measurefiéet in countries where income
level and structure are changing rapidly.

* The persistence of a significant lag between thee afnincome reference period and
the interview time could also hamper quality anthparability.

In conclusion, the flexibility in EU-SILC is a keaspect allowing for adaptation to national
specificities in terms of infrastructure and measugnt. This flexibility implies that many
characteristics of SILC have to be watched cangf@lery year and assessed their
implications mainly on the accuracy of the data amdthe comparability over time and
between countries.
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Annex 1: The EU-SILC sampling designs

Table 11: Sampling designs by country (2005)

, First-stage Final stage
Type of sampling Number of
design sampling stages | Typeof unit | Selected by Stratification Type of unit Selected by Stratification
. . . . Simple random
Austria Simple random sampling 1 Dwellings sampling N
. Stratified two-stage C . . . .
Belglum sampling 2 Municipalities Pps sampling NUTS2 Region Households| Systematic sampling N
Stratified simple random Simple random Geographical
Cyprus samplliong 1 Households sgmpling crgi]terpi)a
Czech Stratified two-stage . . NUTS4 and number . Simple random
. : 2 Census sections Pps sampling} - Dwellings - N
Republic sampling of residents sampling
) . Simple random
Denmark Simple random sampling 1 Persons 14+ sampling N
. . County level ("big"
Estonia Strau;lgg] sI)i/rs]tematlc 1 Persons 14+ Systematic sampling counties, "small"
ping counties and Hiiu)
. Post-stratified unequal . . Socio-economic
Finland probability sampling 1 Dwellings Pps sampling criteria®
o NUTS2, degree of
Stratified three-stage Groups of . o . . .
France sampling 3 municipalities Pps sampling urbanisation and Dwellings Systematic sampling N
rural/urban
Quota sampling + random
Germany part(1/4)
Stratified two-stage . . NUTS2 and degree of . . .
Greece sampling 2 Dwelling blocks Pps sampling urbanisation Dwellings Systematic sampling N
Stratified two-stage . . Election district and . : .
Hungary sampling 2 Localities Pps sampling number of dwellings Dwellings Systematic sampling N
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, First-stage Final stage
Type of sampling Number of
design sampling stages | Typeof unit | Selected by Stratification Type of unit Selected by Stratification
. . Simple random
lceland Simple random sampling 1 Persons 16+ sampling N
Stratified two-stage . Simple random | NUTS2 and degree 0 . Simple random
Ireland sampling 2 Dwelling blocks sampling Urbanisation Dwellings sampling N
Stratified two-stage Administrative region
Italy ; 9 2 Municipality Pps sampling and number of Dwellings Systematic sampling N
sampling .
residents
- Stratified two-stage . . Degree of . Simple random
Latvia sampling 2 Census sections Pps sampling urbanisation Dwellings sampling N
. . Stratified simple random Simple random Degree of
Lithuania sampling 1 Persons 16+ sampling urbanisation
Stratified simple random e Simple random Social Security
Luxembourg sampling 1 Tax" households sampling data
. . . Simple random
Malta Simple random sampling 1 Dwellings sampling N
The Stratified th.ree-stage 3 Municipalities Pps sampling . CQROP anq Persons 16+ Simple rgndom N
Netherlands sampling interviewer region sampling
Norway Systematic sampling 1 Persons 16+ Systematic sampling One-year agsg
Stratified two-stage . . NUTS2 and degree o . Simple random
Poland sampling 2 Census sections Pps sampling Urbanisation Dwellings sampling N
Portugal Stratified two-stage 2 Census sections Pps sampling} NUTS3 Dwellings Simple random N
g sampling sampling
. Stratified simple random . Simple random NUTS3 and degresd
Slovakia sampling 1 Dwellings sampling of urbanisation
Size of the settlemen
. Stratified two-stage . . and proportion of . .
Slovenia sampling 2 Census sections Pps sampling agricultural Persons 16+ Systematic sampling N
households
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, First-stage Final stage
Type of sampling Number of
design sampling stages | Type of unit Selected by Stratification Type of unit Selected by Stratification
Stratified two-stage Administrative region
Spain samplin g 2 Census sections Pps sampling| and size of the Dwellings Systematic sampling N
pling municipality
Sweden Systematic sampling 1 Persons 16+ Systematic sampling N
l.JnIted Stratified fwo-stage 2 Postcode sectors Pps sampling 2001 Census data linysel Systematic sampling N
Kingdom sampling

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
Pps sampling = proportional-to-size sampling
(1) Stratificationa posteriorj according to socio-economic criteria
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Annex 2: Sampling structures used in each country

Table 12: Sampling structures by country (2005)

Belgium

Integrated design with 4 groups

Czech Republic

Integrated design with 4 groups

Denmark Integrated design with 4 groups
Germany Integrated design with 4 groups
Estonia Integrated design with 4 groups
Ireland Integrated design with 4 groups
Greece Integrated design with 4 groups
Spain Integrated design with 4 groups
Italy Integrated design with 4 groups
Cyprus Integrated design with 4 groups
Latvia Integrated design with 4 groups
Lithuania Integrated design with 4 groups
Hungary Integrated design with 4 groups
Malta Integrated design with 4 groups

The Netherlands

Integrated design with 4 groups

Austria Integrated design with 4 groups
Poland Integrated design with 4 groups
Portugal Integrated design with 4 groups
Slovenia Integrated design with 4 groups
Slovakia Integrated design with 4 groups
Finland Integrated design with 4 groups

United Kingdom

Integrated design with 4 groups

Iceland Integrated design with 4 groups

Norway Integrated design with 8 groups

France Integrated design with 9 groups
Luxembourg Pure panel supplemented with a new sample each

Sweden Pure panel supplemented with a new sample each

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
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Annex 3: Estimated standard errors and design effas

The tables presented in this annex show the estdnsttandard errors and design effects
(Deff) obtained by Eurostat for some of the key SWC indicators. The underlying
methodology is the linearization technique couphth the use of the variance estimation
software Poulpe.

The tables below also report estimated confidentervals at 95 for the indicators. They
have been calculated assuming the estimators ameaiy distributed.

The values of the indicators presented in the sab&tow correspond to the ones computed
from the cross-sectional micro-database in May 200tese values could differ from data
published previously, or in other reports, or nagilodata due to methodological adjustments
by Eurostat and/or revisions by the countries.

Table 13: Estimated standard errors and design eftas by country (2005)
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Confidence interval at

Czech Republic 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 104 10333 0.45 0.42 9.5 11.2 40| 1.09
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 9.7 4916 0.46 0.42 8.9 10.5 43| 1.04
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 11.0 5417 0.54 0.51 10.0 12.0 46| 110
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 17.7 1705 1.10 1.02 15.7 19.7 58| 1.01
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 12.0 1176 0.88 0.85 104 13.7 71| 1.05
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 10.9 3435 0.49 0.45 10.0 11.8 41| 1.02
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 6.1 2303 0.50 0.49 5.1 7.1 80| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 5.3 1714 0.71 0.68 4.0 6.6 12.8 | 1.09
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 8.9 8628 0.39 0.37 8.2 9.7 41| 114
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 9.7 6914 0.41 0.39 8.9 104 40| 111
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 11.2 8619 0.49 0.45 10.3 12.1 40| 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 2539 10333 22.74 18.97 2502 2577 0.7 1.36
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 5333 10333 47.76 39.84 5255 5411 0.7 1.36
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 18.2 906 1.04 1.02 16.2 20.2 56| 1.12
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 18.9 385 1.14 1.12 16.7 21.1 59| 1.13
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 175 521 1.13 1.12 15.3 19.7 6.4 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 18.3 269 1.57 1.55 15.3 21.3 85| 1.07
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 19.0 542 1.07 1.04 17.0 21.0 55| 1.20
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 7.8 95 1.21 1.19 5.5 10.1 153 ] 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 17.8 637 0.94 0.93 15.9 19.6 5.2 1.11
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 3.7 10333 0.08 0.07 3.5 3.8 19| 1.13
Gini coefficient 26.0 10333 0.48 0.44 25.1 26.8 1.7 1.18
Mean equivalised disposable household income 4834 10333 47.19 39.93 4755.7 4912.2 08| 134
Median equivalised disposable household income 4232 10333 37.90 31.62 4170.4 4294.4 0.7 1.36
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Confidence interval at

Denmark 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 11.8 15321 0.39 0.08 11.7 12.0 0.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 11.6 7707 0.43 0.07 114 11.7 0.6 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 12.1 7614 0.48 0.10 11.9 12.3 0.8 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 10.1 3420 0.74 0.21 9.7 10.5 2.1 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 28.9 1631 1.25 0.21 28.5 29.3 0.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 9.7 5423 0.43 0.07 9.6 9.8 0.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 4.6 3172 0.45 0.01 4.6 4.7 0.2 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 17.6 1675 1.26 0.23 17.1 18.0 1.3 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 12.3 11901 0.40 0.06 12.1 124 0.5 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 11.0 10226 0.35 0.05 10.9 111 0.5 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 10.8 13646 0.38 0.08 10.7 11.0 0.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 13274 15321 89.19 10.00 13255 13294 0.1 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 27876 15321 187.29 21.00 27835 27917 0.1 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 15.6 910 0.76 0.65 14.3 16.9 4.2 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 155 410 0.96 0.82 13.9 17.1 5.3 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 15.9 500 0.86 0.76 14.4 174 4.8 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 18.2 176 1.70 1.58 15.1 21.3 8.7 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 21.6 504 1.13 0.99 19.6 23.5 4.6 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 8.1 230 0.63 0.57 6.9 9.2 7.1 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 15.6 734 0.73 0.60 14.4 16.7 3.9 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 3.5 15321 0.10 0.09 3.3 3.7 2.6 1.00
Gini coefficient 23.9 15321 0.46 0.40 23.1 24.7 1.7 1.00
Mean equivalised disposable household income 23294 15321 168.45 118.88 23060.6 23526.6 0.5 1.00
Median equivalised disposable household income 22124 15321 148.65 16.67 22091.2 22156.6 0.1 1.00
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Confidence interval at

France 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 13.0 24245 0.45 0.44 12.1 13.9 3.4 1.13
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 12.3 11745 0.48 0.47 11.3 13.2 3.8 1.14
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 13.7 12500 0.49 0.48 12.7 14.6 3.5 1.11
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 14.1 5297 0.91 0.89 12.3 15.8 6.3 1.03
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 17.8 2917 0.97 0.94 16.0 19.7 53| 0.98
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 10.6 8129 0.48 0.47 9.7 115 4.4 1.15
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 10.1 4434 0.59 0.58 9.0 11.3 5.7 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 16.5 3468 0.86 0.82 14.9 18.1 5.0 1.30
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 12.7 18948 0.42 0.40 11.9 135 3.1 1.16
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 11.8 15480 0.43 0.42 11.0 12.6 3.6 1.10
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 12.3 20777 0.49 0.48 114 13.3 3.9 1.09
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 9562 24245 75.89 62.54 9440 9685 0.7 1.27
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 20081 24245 159.36 131.33 19824 20339 0.7 1.27
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 16.6 3271 0.85 0.83 14.9 18.2 5.0 1.09
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 16.7 1499 0.96 0.95 14.8 18.5 5.7 1.10
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 16.5 1772 0.87 0.86 14.8 18.1 5.2 1.06
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 14.8 830 1.50 1.49 11.9 17.7 10.1 1.07
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 174 1892 0.96 0.95 155 19.3 5.5 1.06
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 14.8 549 0.97 0.95 13.0 16.7 6.4 1.11
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 16.9 2441 0.78 0.77 15.3 18.4 4.6 1.07
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 4.0 24245 0.07 0.07 3.9 4.2 1.7 1.23
Gini coefficient 27.8 24245 0.36 0.34 27.1 28.4 12| 1.15
Mean equivalised disposable household income 18199 24245 141.89 117.49 17968.4 18429.0 0.6 1.25
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 15937 24245 126.48 104.23 15733.1 16141.7 0.7 1.27
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Confidence interval at

Cyprus 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 16.2 11541 0.58 0.56 15.1 17.3 35| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 14.6 5675 0.62 0.61 134 15.8 4.2 | 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 17.7 5866 0.63 0.60 16.5 18.9 34| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 125 2523 1.03 1.02 10.5 145 8.2 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 115 1664 0.93 0.92 9.7 13.3 80| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 10.1 3974 0.54 0.54 9.0 111 54| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 14.2 1968 0.95 0.92 12.4 16.0 6.4 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 50.7 1412 1.77 1.71 47.3 54.0 34| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 17.1 9018 0.57 0.54 16.1 18.2 32| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 11.4 7606 0.52 0.51 104 12.4 45| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 11.7 10129 0.57 0.56 10.6 12.8 4.8 | 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 7894 11541 78.59 73.68 7750 8039 09| 0.98
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 16578 11541 165.04 154.73 16274 16881 09| 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 194 1949 0.91 0.90 17.7 21.2 46| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 174 861 0.98 0.97 15.5 19.3 56| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 21.1 1088 0.97 0.95 19.3 23.0 45| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 17.1 336 1.86 1.84 135 20.7 10.8 | 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 19.1 895 1.18 1.17 16.8 21.3 6.1 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 21.3 718 1.11 1.07 19.2 23.4 50| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 20.4 1613 0.88 0.86 18.7 22.1 4.2 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 4.3 11541 0.10 0.10 4.2 4.5 23| 1.01
Gini coefficient 28.7 11541 0.51 0.50 27.8 29.7 1.7] 101
Mean equivalised disposable household income 15055 11541 155.80 148.10 14764.4 15344.9 1.0| 0.99
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 13157 11541 130.98 122.80 12916.2 13397.6 09| 0.98
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Confidence interval at

Latvia 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 19.2 9699 0.76 0.72 17.8 20.6 3.7 1.22
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 18.3 4301 0.85 0.79 16.8 19.9 43| 1.29
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 20.0 5398 0.89 0.85 18.3 21.7 43| 121
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 20.3 1620 1.61 1.50 17.3 23.2 741 119
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 19.5 1317 1.44 1.35 16.9 22.1 69| 1.17
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 17.1 3158 0.77 0.72 15.7 18.6 4.2 1.15
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 20.3 1782 1.33 1.24 17.9 22.8 6.1 1.20
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 21.2 1822 1.71 1.56 18.2 24.3 74| 1.16
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 19.0 8079 0.74 0.70 17.6 20.4 3.7 1.19
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 18.5 6257 0.74 0.70 17.1 19.8 38| 1.23
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 18.8 7877 0.80 0.75 174 20.3 40| 124
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 1322 9699 22.10 19.90 1283 1361 15| 1.39
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 2777 9699 46.41 41.79 2695 2859 15| 1.39
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 27.2 2035 1.64 1.57 24.1 30.2 58| 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 33.3 851 2.20 2.12 29.2 37.5 6.4 1.02
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 23.4 1184 1.56 1.50 20.4 26.3 6.4 1.02
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 31.3 371 3.46 3.37 24.7 37.9 10.8 | 0.95
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 32.7 1272 1.84 1.80 29.2 36.2 55| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 10.8 392 1.09 1.07 8.7 12.9 99| 110
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 25.9 1664 1.51 1.46 23.1 28.8 56| 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 6.7 9699 0.26 0.24 6.2 7.1 36| 1.15
Gini coefficient 36.1 9699 0.70 0.67 34.8 37.5 19| 112
Mean equivalised disposable household income 2733 9699 45.40 41.20 2652.0 2813.5 15| 132
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 2204 9699 36.83 33.17 2138.8 2268.9 15| 1.39
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Confidence interval at

Lithuania 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 20.5 12102 0.55 0.54 19.5 21.6 26| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 19.7 5608 0.59 0.58 18.6 20.9 29| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 21.3 6494 0.66 0.65 20.0 22.5 31| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 27.1 2100 1.31 1.30 24.6 29.7 4.8 | 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 22.5 1754 1.00 0.99 20.6 24.5 44| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 19.0 4018 0.61 0.61 17.8 20.2 32| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 17.9 2337 1.10 1.09 15.8 20.1 6.1 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 17.0 1893 1.38 1.37 14.3 19.7 81| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 19.0 10002 0.51 0.51 18.0 20.0 2.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 19.5 8109 0.53 0.52 18.4 20.5 27| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 21.2 10209 0.59 0.58 20.0 22.3 27| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 1235 12102 12.30 12.30 1211 1259 1.0| 0.95
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 2593 12102 25.83 25.83 2542 2644 1.0| 0.95
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 28.4 906 0.74 0.74 27.0 29.9 26| 0.99
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 31.1 385 0.79 0.79 29.5 32.6 25| 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 26.3 521 0.84 0.83 24.7 27.9 32| 0.99
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 29.6 269 1.42 1.42 26.9 32.4 4.8 | 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 31.7 542 0.73 0.73 30.3 33.2 23| 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 12.8 95 0.81 0.81 11.2 14.3 6.3| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 27.7 637 0.67 0.67 26.4 29.0 24| 0.99
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 6.9 12102 0.17 0.17 6.6 7.3 24| 1.01
Gini coefficient 36.3 12102 0.42 0.42 35.4 37.1 12| 1.05
Mean equivalised disposable household income 2554 12102 27.50 27.20 2500.9 2607.6 11| 0.99
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 2058 12102 20.50 20.50 2017.8 2098.2 1.0| 0.95
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Confidence interval at

Hungary 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 134 17969 0.59 0.54 12.4 145 40| 1.86
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 13.8 8344 0.67 0.62 12.6 15.0 45| 1.93
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 13.1 9625 0.58 0.54 12.0 14.1 41| 1.62
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 19.6 3178 1.25 1.18 17.3 21.9 6.0 | 1.45
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 16.7 2007 1.28 1.19 14.4 19.0 71| 1.70
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 14.1 6076 0.61 0.57 13.0 15.2 40| 154
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 10.1 3624 0.64 0.63 8.9 11.4 6.2 1.37
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 6.5 3084 0.51 0.50 5.5 7.5 7.7 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 12.1 14791 0.50 0.47 11.2 13.0 39| 1.83
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 134 11707 0.58 0.54 12.3 145 40| 1.89
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 14.7 14885 0.67 0.61 135 15.9 4.2 1.88
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 2066 17969 16.96 12.80 2041 2091 06| 1.75
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 4339 17969 35.62 26.88 4286 4391 06| 1.75
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 18.8 2304 0.99 0.98 16.8 20.7 5.2 1.44
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 19.3 1095 1.22 1.20 17.0 21.7 6.2 1.63
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 17.9 1209 0.93 0.92 16.1 19.7 51| 1.23
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 18.8 623 1.47 1.44 15.9 21.6 7.7 1.35
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 19.9 1487 0.98 0.97 18.0 21.8 49| 1.30
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 9.3 194 1.11 1.10 7.1 11.4 119 ] 121
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 18.7 1681 0.93 0.92 16.9 20.5 49| 1.36
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 4.0 17969 0.09 0.08 3.9 4.2 20| 117
Gini coefficient 27.5 17969 0.46 0.43 26.7 28.4 16| 1.02
Mean equivalised disposable household income 3910 17969 36.20 28.75 3853.7 3966.4 0.7 1.25
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 3443 17969 28.27 21.33 3401.6 3485.2 06| 1.75
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Confidence interval at

Malta 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 14.9 10282 0.67 0.67 13.6 16.2 45| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 14.2 5102 0.71 0.71 12.8 15.6 50| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 155 5180 0.73 0.72 14.1 17.0 4.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 21.9 2036 1.36 1.34 19.3 24.6 6.1 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 111 1346 1.02 1.02 9.1 13.1 9.1 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 12.7 3302 0.76 0.75 11.2 14.1 59| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 13.1 2141 0.92 0.91 11.3 14.8 69| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 16.3 1457 1.40 1.39 13.6 19.0 85| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 13.2 8246 0.60 0.60 12.0 14.4 46| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 125 6789 0.61 0.61 11.3 13.7 49| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 14.6 8825 0.71 0.71 13.3 16.0 48| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 4747 10282 55.93 54.55 4640 4854 11| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 9969 10282 117.46 114.55 9744 10193 11| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 17.7 1546 1.04 1.04 15.6 19.7 59| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 19.2 743 1.20 1.20 16.8 215 6.3| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 17.0 803 1.06 1.05 14.9 19.0 6.2 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 20.3 455 1.63 1.62 17.1 23.4 80| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 17.7 856 1.14 1.13 15.5 19.9 6.4 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 135 235 1.55 1.54 10.5 16.5 114 ] 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 17.2 1091 0.99 0.98 15.2 19.1 5.7 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 4.1 10282 0.09 0.09 3.9 4.3 2.2 1.00
Gini coefficient 27.9 10282 0.42 0.41 27.1 28.7 15| 1.00
Mean equivalised disposable household income 8926 10282 89.32 87.14 8755.2 9096.8 1.0| 1.00
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 7912 10282 93.22 90.91 7733.5 8089.9 11| 1.00
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Confidence interval at

The Netherlands 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 10.8 23756 0.54 0.42 10.0 11.6 39| 2.38
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 10.7 11713 0.58 0.50 9.7 11.7 4.7 2.51
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 10.9 12043 0.59 0.45 10.0 11.8 41| 2.44
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 15.7 5904 1.38 1.08 13.6 17.8 69| 272
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 15.7 2044 0.94 0.92 13.9 175 58| 2.25
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 10.0 8781 0.58 0.41 9.2 10.8 41| 2.53
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 8.0 4419 0.69 0.66 6.7 9.3 8.2 1.97
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 5.4 2608 0.57 0.44 4.5 6.3 81| 203
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 9.5 17852 0.41 0.33 8.9 10.2 35| 210
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 10.3 15244 0.46 0.36 9.6 111 35| 217
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 11.6 21148 0.62 0.46 10.7 125 39| 248
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 10189 23756 101.06 60.52 10071 10308 06| 262
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 21397 23756 212.22 127.10 21148 21646 06| 262
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 21.1 1853 1.51 1.41 18.3 23.8 6.7 2.24
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 22.4 880 1.79 1.64 19.2 25.6 73| 248
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 20.0 973 1.48 1.46 17.1 22.8 73| 216
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 20.8 670 2.57 2.60 15.7 25.9 125 | 2.30
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 22.2 1088 1.55 1.35 19.6 24.9 6.1 | 245
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 12.3 95 1.38 1.26 9.9 14.8 10.2 1.62
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 21.3 1183 1.36 1.17 19.0 23.6 55| 237
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 4.0 23756 0.13 0.07 3.8 4.1 18| 2.69
Gini coefficient 26.7 23756 0.51 0.34 26.0 27.4 13| 282
Mean equivalised disposable household income 18797 23756 187.22 46.80 18705.5 18889.0 02| 312
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 16982 23756 168.43 100.87 16784.3 17179.7 06| 262
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Confidence interval at

Poland 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 20.6 49044 0.30 0.29 20.0 21.1 14| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 21.3 23706 0.33 0.33 20.6 21.9 16| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 19.9 25338 0.32 0.31 19.3 20.5 16| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 29.0 9378 0.63 0.62 27.8 30.2 2.2 1.01
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 26.2 7584 0.63 0.63 25.0 275 24| 1.02
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 21.1 16733 0.33 0.32 20.4 21.7 15| 0.98
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 16.2 8975 0.43 0.43 154 17.1 2.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 7.3 6374 0.35 0.34 6.6 8.0 4.7 1.01
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 18.7 39666 0.28 0.27 18.2 19.2 14| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 20.9 33292 0.31 0.31 20.3 215 15| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 22.6 42670 0.33 0.33 21.9 23.2 15| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 1520 49044 8.99 8.40 1503 1536 06| 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 3192 49044 18.87 17.64 3157 3226 06| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 30.1 10805 0.66 0.66 28.8 31.4 22| 0.95
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 30.8 5355 0.72 0.72 29.4 32.2 23| 0.95
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 29.8 5450 0.69 0.68 28.5 31.2 23| 094
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 325 2912 1.02 1.02 30.5 34.5 31| 094
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 30.2 7390 0.65 0.65 29.0 315 21| 0.95
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 16.6 503 0.99 0.99 14.6 18.5 6.0 0.93
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 29.5 7893 0.64 0.64 28.2 30.7 22| 0.96
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 6.6 49044 0.10 0.10 6.4 6.8 15| 1.10
Gini coefficient 35.6 49044 0.26 0.25 35.1 36.1 07| 1.14
Mean equivalised disposable household income 3040 49044 18.93 17.82 3005.0 3074.8 06| 1.18
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 2533 49044 14.98 14.00 2505.6 2560.5 06| 1.00
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Confidence interval at

Portugal 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 194 12878 0.71 0.70 18.0 20.8 36| 164
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 18.7 6159 0.73 0.73 17.3 20.1 39| 153
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 20.1 6719 0.77 0.75 18.6 215 3.7 1.62
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 22.8 2131 1.30 1.29 20.3 25.4 5.7 1.38
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 18.8 1538 1.29 1.26 16.4 21.3 6.7 1.31
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 15.3 4273 0.68 0.67 14.0 16.6 44| 141
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 17.2 2459 1.10 1.09 15.0 19.3 6.4 1.29
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 27.7 2477 1.62 1.58 24.6 30.8 5.7 1.47
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 18.7 10747 0.68 0.67 174 20.0 36| 158
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 16.4 8270 0.66 0.65 15.1 17.7 40| 152
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 17.7 10401 0.72 0.70 16.3 19.1 40| 156
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 4312 12878 68.40 64.29 4186 4438 15| 2.06
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 9055 12878 143.64 135.02 8790 9319 15| 2.06
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 25.9 2804 1.11 1.10 23.7 28.0 4.2 1.06
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 25.5 1302 1.20 1.20 23.2 27.9 4.7 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 26.2 1502 1.17 1.16 24.0 28.5 44| 113
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap — 0-15 years 27.1 542 1.99 1.98 23.2 31.0 73| 1.15
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 27.9 1547 1.37 1.37 25.2 30.6 49| 112
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 17.3 715 1.24 1.22 14.9 19.7 70| 1.09
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 25.1 2262 1.06 1.06 23.0 27.2 4.2 1.06
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 6.9 12878 0.37 0.37 6.2 7.7 53| 1.91
Gini coefficient 38.1 12878 1.01 0.99 36.1 40.0 26| 1.86
Mean equivalised disposable household income 9377 12878 259.92 255.34 8876.4 9877.3 27| 241
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 7186 12878 114.00 107.15 6976.3 7396.3 15| 2.06
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Confidence interval at

Slovenia 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - total 12.2 27679 0.33 0.32 115 12.8 26| 1.05
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 10.6 13697 0.34 0.33 9.9 11.2 31| 1.05
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 13.7 13982 0.42 0.39 12.9 145 28| 1.03
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 12.1 3817 0.72 0.71 10.7 135 59| 1.06
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 104 4604 0.56 0.55 9.3 115 53| 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 9.3 10347 0.35 0.34 8.7 10.0 36| 1.05
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 12.6 5367 0.64 0.61 11.4 13.8 48| 1.03
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 20.4 3544 0.96 0.87 18.7 22.1 4.3 | 0.98
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 12.2 23862 0.32 0.30 11.6 12.8 25| 1.04
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 104 20318 0.32 0.31 9.8 11.0 30| 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 10.7 24135 0.34 0.34 10.1 11.4 3.2 1.07
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 5278 27679 27.11 20.15 5238 5317 04| 112
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 11083 27679 56.94 42.31 11000 11166 04| 112
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 19.1 2538 0.63 0.62 17.9 20.3 3.2 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 20.4 1141 0.89 0.89 18.7 22.1 44| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 18.5 1397 0.64 0.63 17.3 19.7 34| 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 17.3 384 1.41 1.41 14.5 20.0 81| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 19.3 1623 0.74 0.73 17.8 20.7 38| 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 19.6 531 0.93 0.92 17.8 21.4 4.7 | 0.99
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 194 2154 0.60 0.59 18.2 20.5 3.0 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 3.4 27679 0.04 0.04 3.3 3.5 1.2 1.02
Gini coefficient 23.8 27679 0.24 0.20 23.4 24.2 08| 1.01
Mean equivalised disposable household income 9535 27679 52.88 15.71 9504.2 9565.8 0.2 1.17
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 8796 27679 45.19 33.58 8730.3 8861.9 04| 112
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Confidence interval at

Slovakia 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers — total 13.3 15418 0.53 0.52 12.3 14.3 39| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 13.2 7386 0.59 0.57 12.0 14.3 43| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 135 8032 0.55 0.54 12.4 145 40| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 18.5 2500 1.09 1.05 16.4 20.5 5.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 16.8 2719 1.06 1.05 14.8 18.9 6.2 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 14.1 5535 0.64 0.63 12.8 15.3 45| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 8.3 2966 0.67 0.66 7.0 9.6 80| 1.01
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 7.1 1698 0.69 0.67 5.8 8.4 94| 0.99
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 12.3 12918 0.50 0.49 11.3 13.3 40| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 13.2 11220 0.56 0.55 12.1 14.3 4.2 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 14.2 13720 0.59 0.57 13.1 15.3 40| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold — single 1698 15418 14.17 13.07 1672 1724 0.8 0.98
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 3566 15418 29.76 27.45 3512 3620 0.8 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap — total 23.5 2042 1.46 1.44 20.6 26.3 6.1 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 25.5 964 1.84 1.81 21.9 29.0 71| 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 22.8 1078 1.37 1.35 20.1 25.4 59| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 24.0 464 2.28 2.24 19.6 28.4 93| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 24.6 1468 1.63 1.60 215 27.8 65| 1.01
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 16.2 110 1.55 1.53 13.2 19.2 94| 0.98
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 23.5 1578 1.44 1.42 20.7 26.3 6.1 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 3.9 15418 0.11 0.10 3.7 4.1 26| 0.98
Gini coefficient 26.2 15418 0.51 0.50 25.2 27.2 19| 0.98
Mean equivalised disposable household income 3113 15418 29.20 27.28 3059.9 3166.8 09| 0.96
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 2830 15418 23.62 21.78 2787.5 2872.9 0.8 0.98
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Confidence interval at

Iceland 95 %
Achieved Standard
sample Standard | error (after

Indicator Value size error calibrating) Lower Upper CV (%) | DEFF
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers — total 9.6 8832 0.55 0.55 8.5 10.7 5.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - men total 9.8 4443 0.61 0.60 8.7 11.0 6.1 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - women total 9.4 4389 0.67 0.66 8.1 10.7 7.0 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-15 years 10.3 2170 1.00 1.00 8.3 12.3 9.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-24 years 154 1467 1.39 1.34 12.8 18.0 8.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 25-49 years 8.9 3031 0.66 0.66 7.6 10.2 74| 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 50-64 years 5.8 1340 0.80 0.80 4.2 7.4 13.7 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 65+ years 8.5 824 1.42 1.41 5.8 11.3 16.5 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16+ years 9.4 6662 0.51 0.50 8.4 10.3 5.3 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 16-64 years 9.5 5838 0.53 0.52 8.5 10.5 5.5 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers - 0-64 years 9.7 8008 0.59 0.58 8.6 10.9 6.0 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - single 14051 8832 115.74 109.36 13837 14265 0.8 1.00
At-risk-of-poverty threshold - 2 adults, 2 children 29507 8832 243.03 229.68 29057 29957 0.8 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - total 20.8 700 1.66 1.65 175 24.0 7.9 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - men total 23.1 362 1.95 1.94 19.3 26.9 84| 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - women total 17.9 338 1.85 1.84 14.3 215 10.3 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 0-15 years 25.3 206 3.01 3.00 194 31.1 11.9 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16-64 years 20.7 443 1.63 1.61 175 23.8 7.8 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 65+ years 9.7 51 1.76 1.74 6.3 13.1 17.9 1.00
Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap - 16+ years 18.8 494 1.46 1.45 16.0 21.6 7.7 1.00
Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income quintile share ratio 3.5 8832 0.11 0.11 3.3 3.7 3.1 1.00
Gini coefficient 25.1 8832 0.73 0.72 23.7 26.5 29| 1.00
Mean equivalised disposable household income 26048 8832 312.19 304.38 25451.1 26644.3 1.2 1.00
Median of the equivalised disposable household income 23418 8832 192.93 182.27 23061.1 23775.6 0.8 1.00
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Annex 4: Contact and response rates

Address contact rate (R):

R = Numberof addressesuccessfuy contacted_ > {DB120=11
: Numberof valid addresseselected > {DB120=all}- > {DB120=23

Household response rate (R:

_ Numberof householdnterviewscompletecandaccepted 2 {DB135=1}
Numberof eligible householdsitcontactedhddresses Z{DBlSO: all}

h

Individual response rate (R):

_ Numberof personainterviewscompleted
Numberof eligibleindividualsin thehouseholdsvhoseinterviewswerecompletedandaccepted

p

_>'{rRB250=11+12+13
~ Y {RB245=1+2+3

Table 14: Contact and response rates for the whokample and new entries (2005)

Whole sample

Ra Rh Rp
Belgium 99 60 98
Czech Republic 100 65 100
Denmark 90 70 100
Germany @ 97 67 99
Estonia 93 87 98
Ireland 100 72 100
Greece 99 83 99
Spain 97 74 97
France 100 84 99
Italy 99 86 100
Cyprus 99 91 100
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Whole sample

Ra Rh Rp

Latvia 96 74 98
Lithuania 99 72 99
Luxembourg 94 71 100
Hungary 100 62 100
Malta 92 74 100
The Netherlands 87 30 100
Austria 98 63 100
Poland 99 71 95
Portugal 98 90 100
Slovenia 100 64 100
Slovakia 93 92 100
Finland 100 85 100
Sweden 93 80 100
United Kingdom 100 70 100
Iceland 100 75 100
Norway 100 72 99

25 EU countries 97 71 99
27 countries 97 71 99

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
(1) The 2005 German SILC survey is divided in atgusampling (3/4 of the sample) and a random saugppli
part, which is the one taken into account to assessesponse rate.

New entries
Ra Rh Rp
Belgium 99 47 99
Czech Republic 100 65 100
Denmark 90 70 100
Germany 97 67 99
Estonia 85 78 98
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New entries

Ra Rh Rp
Ireland 100 63 100
Greece 99 73 100
Spain 97 59 97
France 99 70 99
Italy 99 83 100
Cyprus 99 91 100
Latvia 96 74 98
Lithuania 99 72 99
Luxembourg No information | No information| No informatior

Hungary 100 62 100
Malta 92 74 100
The Netherlands 87 30 100
Austria 98 54 100
Poland 99 71 95
Portugal 98 91 100
Slovenia 100 64 100
Slovakia 93 92 100
Finland 100 79 100
Sweden 93 80 100

United Kingdom

No information

No information

No informatior

Iceland 100 75 100
Norway 99 72 99

25 EU countries 97 71 99
27 countries 97 71 99

Source: Micro-database (May 2008).
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Annex 5: Mean interview durations

Table 15: Mean interview duration (minutes; 2005)

Mean Interview duration
Belgium 51
Czech Republic 90
Denmark 9
Germany™ 103
Estonia 58
Ireland 38
Greece 62
Spain 61
France 54
Italy 68
Cyprus 41
Latvia 58
Lithuania 55
Luxembourg 53
Hungary 51
Malta 40
The Netherlands 12
Austria 36
Poland 94
Portugal 66
Slovenia 34
Slovakia 80
Finland 29
Sweden 20
United Kingdom 50
Iceland 20
Norway 20

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
(1) This figure is a rough estimation by the regpants as the interview is carried out by mail.
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Annex 6: Basic concepts and definitions

Table 16: Basic concepts and definitions: are théandard EU-SILC definitions used? (2005)

Reference period

Reference

Lag (months)

Duration

Private for taxes on incomg : between income
Reference Household | Income reference . period for : (months)
. household . . and social reference period
population o membership period . taxes on of the data
definition insurance and current .
o wealth . collection
contributions variables
Czech F F F 2004 2004 2004 - -
Republic
Denmark F F F 2004 2004 2004 4-6 3
Estonial F F F 2004 2004 2004 3-9 4
Finland F F F 2004 2004 2004 0-5 5
Germany F L L 2004 2004 2004 4-7 3
Greece F F F 2004 2004 2004 3‘6 3
Hungary F F F 2004 2004 2004 4-5 15
Iceland F F F 2004 2004 2004 0-3 3
12 months prior 12 months prior
ezt F F F interview date interview date NA 0 12
Italy F L L 2004 NA 2004 10 2
Latvia F F F 2004 NA 2004 4-9 5
Lithuania F F F 2004 2004 2004 4-7 2.5
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Reference period Lag (months) .
: . Reference . Duration
Private for taxes on incomg : between income
Reference Household | Income reference . period for . (months)
. household . . and social reference period
population o membership period . taxes on of the data
definition insurance and current .
L wealth . collection
contributions variables
Luxembourg F F F 2004 2004 2004 2'11 9
Malta F F F 2004 2004 NA 6-10 4
The F F F 2004 2004 NA 5-10 5
Netherlands
Poland F F F 2004 2004 2004 4-5 1.75
Spain F F L 2004 2003 2004 3-6 3
Sweden F F F 2004 2004 2004 0-12 12
Financial
United F L L (?entrgd around (?entrgd around | year Apr 0 9
Kingdom interview date interview date 05-March
06

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
F (fully comparable), L (largely comparable), Prpacomparable), N (not comparable), NA (Not appble, the country does not have to send this data)
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Table 17: Household income components: Basic conds@nd definitions: are the standard EU-SILC defintions used? (2005)

Total
disposable
household Interest,
- Total . L
income . Social Regular dividends,
disposable . . - . . Income Regular
Total Total before Imputed Income | Family/Chi | exclusion inter- profit from Interest ' .
. . household p . . ) received Regular inter-
household | disposable social . rent® from rental Idren payments | Housing | household capital paid on
income . by people | taxes on | household
gross household| transfers of property related not allowances cash investments| mortgage
. : before all : ) aged under]  wealth transfers
income income other than . or land allowances| elsewhere transfers in ;
social o . . 16 paid
old-age classified received | incorporated
transfers ;
and businesses
survivors'
benefits
Not Not
AT L L L L collected — F L F F F F collected F NA F
NA — NA
Not
BE F F F F collected — F L L L F F F F NA F
NA
Not Not
CY F F F F collected — F F F F F F collected F F F
NA — NA
Not
Ccz F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F F F
NA
DK F F F F P F F F F F L F F F F
Not Not
EE L L L L collected — F F F F F L collected L F F
NA — NA
Fl F F F F L@ F F F F F F F F F F
FR Not F F F F F F F F L F F F F L
collected
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Total
disposable
household Interest,
- Total . L
income . Social Regular dividends,
disposable . . - . . Income Regular
Total Total before Imputed Income | Family/Chi | exclusion inter- profit from Interest ' .
. . household p . . ) received Regular inter-
household | disposable social . rent® from rental Idren payments | Housing | household capital paid on
income . by people | taxes on | household
gross household| transfers of property related not allowances cash investments| mortgage
. : before all : ) aged under]  wealth transfers
income income other than . or land allowances| elsewhere transfers in ;
social o . . 16 paid
old-age classified received | incorporated
transfers ;
and businesses
survivors'
benefits
Not
DE F F F F collected — L F F F F L F F F F
NA
EL Not F F F F F F F F F F F F F F
collected
Not
HU F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F F F
NA
Not
IS L F F F collected — L F F F F F F F F F
NA
Not
IE F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F NA F
NA
Not Not Not
IT collected F F F collected — F F F F F F collected F F F
NA — NA
Not Not Not
LV collected F F F collected — F F F F F F collected F F F
NA —NA
Not
LT F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F F F
NA
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Total
disposable
household Interest,
- Total . L
income . Social Regular dividends,
disposable . . - . . Income Regular
Total Total before Imputed Income | Family/Chi | exclusion inter- profit from Interest ' .
. . household p . . ) received Regular inter-
household | disposable social . rent® from rental Idren payments | Housing | household capital paid on
income . by people | taxes on | household
gross household| transfers of property related not allowances cash investments| mortgage
. : before all : ) aged under]  wealth transfers
income income other than . or land allowances| elsewhere transfers in ;
social o . . 16 paid
old-age classified received | incorporated
transfers ;
and businesses
survivors'
benefits
Not Not
LU F F F F collected — F F F F F F collected F F F
NA — NA
Not Not
MT F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F F
collected
NA
NL L L L L F F L F F L F F F Not L
collected
Not
NO F F F F collected — F L F L F F F F F F
NA
Not Not
PL F F F F collected — F F F F F F collected F F F
NA —NA
Not Not
PT L L L collected — F F F F L F F N F L
collected
NA
Not
SK F F F F collected — F F L L F F F F F F
NA
Not
Sl F F F F collected — F F F F F F F F F F
NA
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Total
disposable
household Interest,
- Total . L
income . Social Regular dividends,
disposable . . - . . Income Regular
Total Total before Imputed Income | Family/Chi | exclusion inter- profit from Interest ' .
. . household p . . ) received Regular inter-
household | disposable social . rent® from rental Idren payments | Housing | household capital paid on
income . by people | taxes on | household
gross household| transfers of property related not allowances cash investments| mortgage
. : before all : ) aged under]  wealth transfers
income income other than . or land allowances| elsewhere transfers in ;
social o . . 16 paid
old-age classified received | incorporated
transfers ;
and businesses
survivors'
benefits
Not
ES ot F F F | collected—| F F F F F F Not F F F
collected collected
NA
Not
SE F F F F collected — F F F F N F F F F N
NA
Not
UK F L F F collected — F F F F F F F F F F
NA

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).

F (fully comparable), L (largely comparable), Prfhacomparable), N (not comparable), Not collecteNA (country does not send this data but it isammpulsory)
(1) Mandatory from 2007 onwards.

(2) Finland's figure covers owner-occupied dweBiranly. Dwellings rented at a lower price than akeaprice from a public, municipal, voluntary comprofit agency
have not been included in the calculations.
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Table 18: Individual income components: are the stadard EU-SILC definitions used? (2005)

Income Employers' ) Value of
Cash or . Other non- ; Cash profits .
from private social goods . , . o Education- | Gross monthly
near-cash cash . or losses Unemploym | Old-age | Survivors Sickness | Disability .
use of insurance produced for . : - : : related earnings for
employee employee I from self- ent benefits | benefits benefits benefits benefits )
h company ; contribution own allowances | employee$’
income income employment .
car S consumption
AT L L Not Not L Not recorded L L F F F F F
collected collected
BE F F Not Not F Not collected L L L L L L L
collected collected
CY F F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collected
cz F F F Not F P F F F F F F F
collected
Not
DK F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collected
collected
EE L F F F L Not collected L F L F F F Not collected
Not
FI F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collected
collected
Not
FR L L F F F F F F F F F Not collected
collected
Not
DE F F F L L L F F F F F Not collected
collected
EL F F Not Not F Not collected F F F F F F F
collected collected
Not
HU F F F F F F F F F F F Not collected
collected
Not
IS P F F F Not collected P P Y P F F Not collected
collected
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Income Employers' ) Value of
Cash or . Other non- ; Cash profits .
from private social goods . , . o Education- | Gross monthly
near-cash cash . or losses Unemploym | Old-age | Survivors Sickness | Disability .
use of insurance produced for . : - : : related earnings for
employee employee I from self- ent benefits | benefits benefits benefits benefits )
h company ; contribution own allowances | employee$’
income income employment .
car S consumption
IE F F F F F F F L F F F F F
T F F Not Not F Not collected F F F N F F F
collected collected
Not
LV F L F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collecte
collected
LT L F F Not F F F F F Not F F Not collected
collected collected
Not
LU F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collecte
collected
Not
MT F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collecte
collected
Not
NL L F F F Not collected L F F F F F Not collecte
collected
Not
NO L F F F Not collected F L L L L F Not collected
collected
PL F F Not Not F Not collected F F F L F F F
collected collected
PT F F Not Not F Not collected F F F F F F F
collected collected
SK F L Not Not L L F F F F F F Not collected
collected collected
SI F L Not Not L L F F F F F F Not collected
collected collected
Not
ES F F F F Not collected F F F F F F F
collected
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Income Employers' ) Value of
Cash or . Other non- ; Cash profits .
from private social goods . , . o Education- | Gross monthly
near-cash cash . or losses Unemploym | Old-age | Survivors Sickness | Disability .
use of insurance produced for . : - : : related earnings for
employee employee I from self- ent benefits| benefits benefits benefits benefits )
h company ; contribution own allowances | employee
income income employment .
car S consumption
Not
SE F F F F Not collected F F F F F F Not collecte
collected
UK F F F Not F F F F F F F F F
collected

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
F (fully comparable), L (largely comparable), Prfhacomparable), N (not comparable)
(1) Sickness benefits could not be separated frash or near cash employee income and are recondied the variable PYO010.
(2) Variable mandatory only for countries that sémelgender pay gap.
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Annex 7: Coherence

Table 19: Comparison EU-SILC versus 'other sourceg2005)

Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with
administrative

Comparison with

EU-SILC 2004 HBS LFS National Accounts other sources
sources
Belgium N N N N N N
Czech Republic NA N N N N N
Denmark N N N N N N
Germany NA N N N N Y (Socio-economic
panel)
Estonia N Y Y Y Y Y (Wage Statistics)
Ireland N N N N Y N
Greece Y Y Y N Y N
Spain N N N Y Y N
France N N N N Y Y (Tax Statistics)
Italy N N Y Y Y N
Cyprus NA Y N N N N
Latvia NA Y Y N N Y (Wage Statistics)
Lithuania NA Y N N Y Y (Wage Statistics)
Luxembourg N N N N N
Hungary Y N N N Y (Income Sunvey -
Malta NA N N N N N
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Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with

Comparison with
administrative

Comparison with

EU-SILC 2004 HBS LFS National Accounts other sources
sources
Y (Income Panel
Survey and
The Netherlands NA N N N N Continuous Survey
on Living
Conditions)
Austria Y N N Y N Y (Wage Statistics)
Poland NA Y N N N N
Portugal N Y N N N N
Slovenia NA Y N N N N
Slovakia NA N Y N Y N
. Y (Income
Finland N N N Y Y Distribution Survey)
Sweden N N N N N N
United Kingdom NA N N N N N
Iceland N N N N N N
Norway N N N N Y N

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest amd version in August 2008).

Y (Yes), N (no), NA (Not applicable)
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Annex 8: Imputation procedures explained in the 20D Quality Reports

Belgium The use of IVE method for imputation based on matiate estimation techniques in presence of missilues (Durbin) has th
abandoned because the significant reduction ofitineber of case where deductive imputation cannabéed out. For this case, standard
regression imputation technique is used. Standawhded regression imputation technique is usedgfoss imputation given for
sufficient number of cases, gross and net informnadire collected jointly.

For a limited number of cases where regressiomiqak is not possible, median imputation is cardet

Individual non response:

The method chosen for Belgium was imputation ofrexome for each member of the household who didanstver the questionnaire.
Imputation is based on the variable RB210 (basiiviac status) of the individual given in the Rdil When the answer is missing or 4
(other inactive person), it is chosen not to impang income. The method for imputation differs witle categories: imputation based onh a
regression for the wages (no difference betweernl@me and employer, independent variables are adegander), imputation of a sup-
category median for the unemployment and retirenmecames. Net incomes were computed with a grossetomodel, based on the
imputed gross incomes.

HY025 is calculated as total net disposable incorokiding these individual imputed incomes dividgdHY020.

0]

D

[¢)

Czech Income component non response concern only 18.cBeeshese persons, the income was imputed bgithple hot-deck method (using
Republic randomly chosen person with similar characteridtios another household).

Denmark No imputation required (register information).

Germany Gross net conversion is applied for cash emplopekeself-employed income or pensions with existiatadabout income related amounts.

There are three types of converting derived incosteted amounts back to (gross) income. At firsttaegross conversion in case that the
net amount was available. Social contributionsrtmsg conversion for small incomes since small irepiare tax free. And at third tax [to
gross conversion as the second best solution fiir inicomes since social contributions are limitgdalmaximum amount. If both, socigal
contributions and tax were available; the maximunoant of both conversions was taken.
Besides conversion methods deductive imputationapatied by using regulations for social transfé@itsis was possible for most types|of
social transfers like family or housing allowaneesl often joined by data editing using the samestul

Statistical imputation is used within groups of kémhouseholds reflecting by statistical coherengetween auxiliary variables.
Complexity of modelling for this method of imputani is depending on the importance of the imputddesg Mean ratio is applied to
subcomponents proportional to other significanbine components, e. g. for additional employee irecbke thirteenth month. For major
income components where extensive modelling wasfigds and possible (e.g. for cash employee incamithout any income data)
deterministic regressions were applied using aflatifferent models, each based on a differenbéeimilarity variables and, as its wholg,
guaranteeing preservation of variation based ondifferences between the models. For every respuntte be imputed the most
homogenous model was chosen by using that onethdthighest coefficient of determination. In cagditficulties in finding well fitting
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models, stochastic regressions with error compenerdre applied (e.g. for inter-household transfelishecessary, e. g. to avojd
unreasonable values due to outliers, also somedsowas added to the regression models in ordesttoduce minimum or maximum
values.
For household and person specific persistencyewshst model are based on some household and persoificsimformation from data
collected previously and was very similar to presionethod imputation methods described above. 606 ave this was only applicable
for the “household inflation factor” using self-assed total disposable household income from aqueyguestionnaire.

Estonia

Use of last year information in imputation model sofficiently persistent variables.

Random regression method and software IVEware wszd for imputation for remaining cases. As moshodéme variables have a
skewed distribution, imputation was conducted anltiy-scale. In general, empirical bounds of vajuesent in the dataset were used in
IVEware to bound imputed values.

If an income component was collected only net (Fof@2y 035, PY080, PY090, PY100, PY110, PY120, HY(39140, HY145), then
missing net values were imputed and then conveéotgdoss using net/gross conversion algorithm, e/imeicessary. Respectively, if an
income component was collected only gross (HYO600FO, HY080, HY090, PY130, PY140), then a grossigakas imputed and then
converted to net.

For income components, which were collected botland gross (PY010, PY050, HY040, HY110, HY120g finocedure was as follows,.
If only gross value was obtained, it was first certgd to net using gross/net conversion algorithtvoth net and gross value were
obtained, the net value was used, since it is \adiehat people know this value better. Missingvadties were imputed using IVEware.
Gross components of EU-SILC variables were obtawi¢ul net/gross conversion algorithm. In this wafen only gross value was
obtained, a value recorded in gross component gaal €0 the collected gross value, since net/garosisgross/net algorithm are in
accordance with each other. Also, it allows ba&ioth net and gross recorded values on the sanectall value.

Net/gross and gross/net conversion algorithms Wwased on local tax system.

Ireland

In the case of missing values for PY010 and nomfRiY050, imputation was based on the occupationirahastry of the respondent, the
number of weeks worked in the income referenceodethe number of years worked in the job and timaber of hours worked per week.
For example if the PY010G and PYO10N values wergsimg for a teacher. We took the point (from ashlincome look-up file) on the
pay scale for a teacher that corresponded to th#euof years the respondent worked as a teaclleinguted this amount in respect |of
the missing PY010G. If the respondent had an ouwvark period in the income reference period and rspondent did not receiye
employment income during the absence from histe(ije. no sick pay) then the PY010G value wassidp.
Gross net conversion is based on a calculator dpedl by the Irish Department of Finance to estintate and social insurange
contributions of individuals. We used the calcutato estimate PYO10N where PY010G values were ci@te but the tax and socigl
insurance values were missing and also in casesewiah PY010G and PYO10N were missing (i.e. Kirate imputed PY010G). This
calculator takes into effect tax credits based lo& tircumstances of the individual. For exampleglse working parents, married
individuals where the spouse doesn’'t work and wsl@amd widowers receive additional tax credits dreftdfore pay less tax than an
income-equivalent single person. We took theseunigtances into account when imputing the tax awothsmsurance liability of SILG
respondents.
In the case of farmers we categorised farms by &re farm system and soil type we then used ieconefficients (supplied by the Irish
farm authority) to estimate PY050G.
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Payments received from the Department of SocialFanrdily Affairs e.g. old age payments or unemplogtr®ipports were mostly taken
from registers. In the cases where they were r@téspondents gave us the weekly payment recaiedils of the scheme under which

the payment was received and the number of week®imcome reference period in which a paymenteeasived.

Greece

No imputation was made in the data as systematallref household is implemented.

Spain

If missing item cannot be imputed directly fromateld and collected information (e.g. from last yetire method used is the IVE-ware

approach consists of a multivariate model involvéngultiple regression sequence. For each varthbldest regression method is chosen

according to the nature of the variable being iragufThe continuous variable, that is the case @orire variables, is imputed with
normal linear regression model. Interval restrictis used on the basis of information collectedhi@ questionnaire or calculated usi
information of the distribution of the collectedwes.

The construction of within-household non-respomdiation factor (HY025) is based in the imputatioiha personal income to the persg
without individual questionnaire. The imputed per@ancome is the mean of personal incomes of tbamto which the person belong
Groups are formed with available information (uskdile) for all persons (sex, age, activity, et&hen the calculated within-househg
non-response inflation factor is very high, i.eere is an important lack of information due toiwdual non-response, the variable HYO
is set to missing.

France

Standard regression technique are used to impuie imzome components When available, informatianmfrlast year are used in t

regression equation Separate model are usedfferatit strata based on sec, level of qualificatgmctor of activity, public/private sector

For some income components like non salaried inc@ady retirement is based homogeneous class imgautation. Self employmern
income is imputed using hot deck method. Childmeh lsousing allowance, income supports are builtkgal regulations.

Italy

The imputation procedure for each quantitative aldg is implemented by using the IMPUTE module ld software Iveware, 3
recommended by EUROSTAT.

The imputation procedure for the qualitative valéabis based on a ‘hot deck’ stochastic technidwes tmputes each missing
inconsistent answer by replacing it with a corneadtie, taken from a ‘nearest donor’ (i.e. from eore randomly selected within a group
statistical units similar to the one that presenissing or erroneous answers). In a preliminarp,steset of explicit consistency rules
used to check for logical inconsistencies betwéenreported answers. The set is then expandediby the Fellegy-Holt algorithm, ir
order to account for all the implicit rules (i.bose logically implied by the explicit ones).

Cyprus

No specific imputation procedure was applied, sitimxe were no non-response items. Only in the f@gycases where gross income
taxes on income at source or social insurance iboititns were impossible to collect, the interviesverere instructed to collect at least
value for the specific income component. It wasntl®nverted to gross by applying the existing tggteam and social insurang
contributions rules.

a
ng

ns

Id
25

ne

—

of
is

N

or
het
e

Latvia

Missing values of income components were fillechgsimputation methods. Multiple imputation methadciombination with Hot Dec
method was chosen for imputation of missing vaineSU-SILC survey. The main principle of the HotdBemethod is to use the curre
data (donors) to provide imputed values for recasith missing values. Before imputation data of $eholds was divided in similg
groups by type of dwelling, year the dwelling waslttand number of rooms in dwelling. Data of inidivals were divided in similar groug

by sex, person’s family status and person’s saatiius. After this distribution we obtained all gps of households and persons wi

similar income level.
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Lithuania

Item non-response is mostly related employee castear cash income (PY010), cash benefits or logses self-employment (PY05Q)

and tax on Income and Social Contributions (HY148s0 few cases are related disability benefits XB®), family/child relateg
allowances (HY050) and interest, dividends, etc QBQ).

Deterministic statistical methodgere used for PY010G, PY050G (mean/median imprigtPY0130G, HY090G (distance matching).
Deductive methodsere used for HY050G, HY140G (deductive imputafion

Luxembourg

Imputation target subcomponent income components.

IVE method is for most income components (Earniogjser work income and household income),

Deductive methods based on taxation rules and tegalations are used for social contribution, medax, housing allowance and inco
in kind.

Predictive regression is used for regular tax oalilie

ne

Hungary

Deterministic method was covering the cases whemilssing value can be determined by the availbatkground information at the

given record. Practically it was used for sociaomes and benefits. Most of the benefit income stéiand got fixed amount according

the corresponding governmental measures and remdatWhen the respondents were not able to givith@isexact value of childcare

benefit Csaladi potlék)we imputed the value of childcare benefit acauydp the information about the number, age anidipcstatus of
the children at the household. Similar imputaticesvdone, when the respondent did not report theevafl his unemployment benefit.
this case we imputed the value the official unemmient benefit minimum to this variable.

Stochastic method was covering the cases of itemregponse for work related income items. The edions were based on linear

logarithmic regression models built up for the imeoitems. We tested several models and chose tewith the highest?? If we could
not assign a regression model to describe the myigsformation, the mean value of the group wasluse

or

Malta

Item-non response in essential variables was tddki®ugh estimations by means of auxiliary vagaktiaking benefit of income bracket

collected in the questionnaire for tax adjustmeirtspme from self-employment, income from interestal dividends and profit fron
property rental and the use of register informatitrere available.

Missing values on children’s allowance were est@daising legal regulation and a calculator maddabla by the Ministry for the Family

and Social Solidarity.

Missing income for employees who only gave infoliorabn the amount of tax paid was estimated udirgdx band register.

Insurance registers were used to estimate the asimemployee income component related to the poovif a company car, van or oth
vehicle that was available for private use. Thaigatan be estimated if the vehicle’s make, moddlyaar of registration are known.
fact these variables were collected through th&Sjuestionnaire.

The
Netherlands

The EU-SILC database includes full information ba income variables. As a result, further imputaibave not been implemented.

Austria

The imputation procedures in EU-SILC 2004 and EUCSR0O05 are very similar except for the applicatmilongitudinal imputation
procedures in EU-SILC 2005. Imputation refers topabcedures to estimate and insert variable valhasare missing due to item n
response.

Statistics Austria replaces missing personal idevs of persons which could not be interviewed heeaof temporary absence, becaus
refusal of cooperation or because of other reasidmes general idea was to apply a distance fund¢tatetermine an appropriate donor c
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to complete the information for the missing intewi The distance function uses a given set of blgato compute the similarity ¢

interviews and ranks the interviews accordinglyeiftthe nearest neighbour was determined as a dgiven that a set of minimum

requirements is fulfilled:
When the person was interviewed in the precedimgesy the information of the last years’ intervievas used to calculate the distarn
function. The interviews of the previous year wemeked and the nearest neighbour was identifiedeadonor for the missing interview.

f

ce

The information of the donor in 2005 was then usedmpute the required information. The variableattwere used to compute the

distance function are listed below.
However, for EU-SILC 2004 only 60 and for EU-SILGO5 only 55 interviews were imputed.

As far as item non-response is concerned, Staigticstria in general only imputed net income vadgapmissing gross variables were

calculated by the net-gross conversion.

The question of missing income values received iapeattention. Basically, the respondents had ntbesn one possibility to provide

information about their income: they could provather the gross or the net income amount, or tioeyd provide information about theli

income by declaring an income category. The lapessibility was foreseen to reduce the number afsing income values. The
interviewer presented income category tables tp@ughe respondent to remember the income amaumit,in case of unwillingness to

r

respond, to reduce the burden to give an answan iicome variable was missing but either thegyosghe net amount was declared, fthe
corresponding missing value was computed accordirggmodel based on Austrian tax data. If the nedpot declared an income category

to give the information about the income receiv@i@tistics Austria then assigned an income valugebscting a random value from withi
this income category.

If the respondent refused to give any informatidowd the income, Statistics Austria applied dedegtistochastic and deterministic

methods of imputation. For other missing incomeiinfation Statistics Austria applied cross-sectiomglutations.
For EU-SILC 2005 — based on the income informatdriollow-up households and persons from the previgear — also longitudina
imputation were applied.

n

The longitudinal imputation procedure is based lw row-and-column-method of Little and [StAs suggested by the name, the method
uses the row effects and the column effects ofittta to identify an appropriate donor case. Theefiect, then, is the development of the

variable between waves, and the column effect dfiesithe relation of one case to all other obsgons in the sample. This results in
total effect that is used to sort the data file.
The nearest neighbour is then used as a donor.value

As cross-sectional imputation Statistics Austriadusegression models as estimation procedureseStimated values were then added
with a residual term to prevent the attenuatiornhef variance. This estimation procedure requiredsgbecification of several regression

models per income component to ensure that a wehseestimated regardless of the case of missingesadf predictor variables in the

most sophisticated models.

Poland

In the situation where:
- a target variable includes components of differgrdracter (e.g. taking different but highly predide values, like benefits, ¢
dependent on explanatory variables and thus e@asier modelled separately),

- there are many components of a target variablatasddften the case that in some of them thereng@ssing data, while in others

there are correct ones which could be lost dutiegitnputation of the aggregated variable, imputaisocarried out at the level ¢
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particular components of target variables, fregyesitthe level of questionnaire variables. In sareses the target variables are

identical with the questionnaire variables.
In the case of imputation at the target variablell®@r imputation of their most significant compai® stochastic imputation is applied
order to retain the variable properties distributas required by Decision 1981/2003.
In the majority of cases, the hot-deck method diag.
Regression imputation with randomly generated tegdalis applied to incomes from hired employmesit, a

- itis an important category of income, declaredalsignificant percentage of respondents and, ggnt having a significant share

in the total household’s income,
- this category can be successfully modelled withutbee of the variables included in the questionnaire
- there is a large (absolute) number of missing dampercentage, however, being rather small; gelaumber of correct recor
makes it possible to design a well-fitted model.
Deterministic imputation is applied where missiradadconcern less significant components of targatbles (taxes, burdens to the m

component, additions, etc.) and the main compoimgeinown. In such cases deterministic regressioputation is usually applied.

Gross/net conversion is carried out with the usthefdeterministic regression method. Deductionutaon is employed in rare cases
obvious relationships and can be treated as aamgpitary stage of data editing.

The explanatory variables in the models and themny ones in the case of hot-deck method have bektted so as to represent
relationships which, according to logics and knalgke about the phenomena studied, should occureirddita set, taking into accoy
availability of the potential variables in the qtiesnaire. The relationships have been tested eriilih of correct data and in the major
of cases they proved to be significant. Some ofdékplanatory variables, when expressing an ecoraiyiemportant relationship
or providing a grouping condition (interpretationterion) in the calculation algorithm, have beatained, even if their effect on th
imputed variable has not been statistically sigatifit.

Individual non response

The imputation of the missing individual questiomes is made with the use of hot-deck method.

The data on the donor’s total income: gross, nettares as well as those on the sums of indivicu@me components used for t
calculation of the obligatory target variablests household level are transferred to the takecend.

Portugal

Slovenia

first stage we imputed the allowances for transpmiftom work and lunch allowance. In the secorastwe imputed the incomes
employed and self-employed persons who receivethoame. When we imputed wages we calculate theageewages according
different categories (gender, age, education) amdwputed the average instead of missing valuessé&lbemployed persons without a
income we imputed the income in the level of mirlisaial benefit.

Use of different types of the imputations for diffat kinds of variables. In incomes variable we siseeral stages of imputations. In 1q(r;e
r
to
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Slovakia

Slovakia use deterministic mean imputation on thsebof groups: — for imputation of income variablefiousehold data file based
region (NUTS3) HHO30, POCL (number of household iners). — for imputation of income variables in paa data file based on regig
(NUTS3) Age, Sex.

olpl
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Finland

Imputing was used for an interviewed income itert¥0D90G, and for the variables HY30G, HY022 and 230
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Interest income taxed at source which is counted¥090 was imputed by the hot-deck method to theskbolds that answered that they
had received income, but did not answer the moyelue in the interview. The data was groupedliasses by domicile code (dwelling
location), socio-economic status and the numbéroolsehold members, from within donor values (inesred amount) were selected|to
recipient households (missing amount) randomly.
For HY030G, the stratification method was usedmpute market rent values to households’ equivatkwellings from external data

source.
For HY022 and HY023, deductive imputation was useconvert taxable social transfers in gross amfmtet amount.

Sweden Calculations of income variables are based on adtrative register data. Imputation procedurescaresequently not necessary

United The strategy used to impute UK EU-SILC is a dorasdal imputation methodology:

Kingdom All donor-based imputation processing was conduatedanceis. Canceis was developed to perform nummhange nearest neighbqur
imputation (NIM). NIM was developed by Mike Bankief Statistics Canada in 1992.
Where whole income records were missing (see se@i8.3), donor imputation was used at a unit lelrelother words, the missing
income record was filled with a copy of the incoraeord belonging to another individual with simiraracteristics.

Iceland Tax register is use for all income variables exdeptHY080 and HY130 (Regular inter-household casimsfer received and paid). For
those two variables information are collected tigiothe interview. Those are also the only incomé&wtes where imputation was used.

Norway In 2005 there were 23 household members who caetidbe linked to the income register. The personebmes for these were imputed.

The sample was stratified by age (16-24, 25-29%5@8@nd 67 +) and employed/self-employed and noteachverages of the variables for
personal income were calculated, and the imputégevaf the personal income variables was set equtide average for the stratum the
person belonged to.

Source: National Quality Reports 2005 (latest add version in August 2008).
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