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Consumer Expenditure Sugys-2018 Data Quality Profil¢ 1

Overview

In keeping wittBtatistical Policy Directory No,.dovering the Fundanmal Res ponsibilities of Federal Statistical Agencies,

the Consumer Expenditure Surveys Program (CE) is committed to producing data that are of consistently high statistical
quality, i.e., accurate, objective, relevant, timely, and acces$itiienas histically provideddata users witta variety of

metrics to evaluate overalataquality. Official tablegprovide standard errors, theublicuse microdataiser

documentatiorprovides response ratethe program publishedata comparisonwith other household survey estimates

as well as the results obnresponse bias studiggnd the datasets contained in tipeiblicuse microdatgrovide

variables and flags necessary for users to create their own quality measures.

TheData Quality Profile (DQP) provides a comprehensive set of metrics that are timely, routinely updated, and accessible
to users. For data users, the DQP metrics are anindication of quality and cover both the CE Quarterly Interview Survey
(CEQ) and the @rary Survey (CED). For internal stakeholders, they also are actionapleaide a basis for survey
improvements. Since the quality of survey estimates is affected by errorsdimatcurthroughoutthe survey lifecycle, it

is expected that the set @QP metrics will evolve over time as the CE continually researches methods to monitor and
improve dataquality.For each metric, a brief description is provided along with the results, which are tabulated and

graphed. Th®QP Reference Guipeovides detailed descriptions of the metrics, computations, and methodology.

The metrics are reported in quarterly format, where the quarter is the quarter inwhich the sdatayverecollected.

ForexarhJt S>8j g n MSTSNB (2 | ff adNBSea O02ff SObR®MEAY (KS Y2y


https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2014-12-02/pdf/2014-28326.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables.htm
https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd_doc.htm
https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd_doc.htm
https://www.bls.gov/cex/cecomparison.htm
https://www.bls.gov/cex/research_papers/pdf/cesrvymethsking.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd_data.htm
https://www.bls.gov/cex/dqp_reference_guide.pdf
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Highlights

In this sectionwe highlightmetrictrends for ther respectvereporting periods. Subsequent sections describe the

individual metrics wihdetaileddata tables

Trends thatare encouraging

1 Therate of uneditedotal amount of family income before taxesntinued to increase since 2017 for
both CED and CEQ, due to declining rates of bracket imput&iastion .

1 Theincreaseinexpenditure allocation ratethe CE@eginning in 2017 is offset by an equal declinein
expenditure imputation rates because of a process improvement for how missing data on cable, internet,
and telephone bills are handlddat preserves more respondent provided dat&éction 4.

Trends for concern

1 CED and CEQ response rateggtantinued to decline$ection ). This is largely attribukde to the
continuing rise inrefusal rates for both surveys.
1 Other nonresponse rates the CEM@eclined but were partially offset by an increase inthe refusal rate.

New metrics (201®QP)Additional metrics were introduced for the CEQ in #6.8DQP¢an indicator of final
g @S NXaLRYyRSY(aQ deQIHADdS §Ja frepuéncofumyé aliNddrodmationbhaklet
(&ction 3,a measurement of the modgf collection Gection 7), and the median length of timeecessary to
completethe survey Eection §).
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1. Final dspositionrates of eligible sample unitgDiary and Interview Surveys)

Final disposition rates of eligible sample un@portthe final outcome ofi K S ¥ A SurvBy paititipaffoR Q &
recruitment effort amonghe eligible sample. The CE classitiesfinal outcome otligible sample units into four
mainfinal dispogion categoriescompleted intervieywnonres ponse due teefusal nonresponse due to
noncontactandnonresponselue tootherreasonsAmong theother nonresponseategory is a subcategory called
the non-response reclassificatiowhere an edit check redslin reclassifying a completed interview into a
nonresponseMore information on the norresponse reclassification edit, alongwith additional information on

how we calculate response rates canbe founth@DQP Reference Guide

Low response rates, examined with other indicators, may be indicative of potentiabsponse bias of a
survey expenditure estimate if the nonresponse is correlated with that expenditure catégagdition, ligher

response rates are prefred for more precise estimateVe present mweighted respaose ratesn this report.

CED
1 Responserates have been declining since atleast 2010, consigtenther federal household surveys
and with voluntary surveys iregeral.
1 Thedipinresponserates in 2013 is attributed to the shutdown of the Federal Government.
Refusal rates increaskhy 6.5 percentage points 2017q1
Despite two quarters of higher CED response rates, theatiteend of declining response rege

continued driven primarily by the continuing increase in refusal rates


https://www.bls.gov/cex/dqp_reference_guide.pdf

Consumer Expenditure Sugys-2018 Data Quality Profil¢ 4

CED final disposition rates

Eligible consumer units
100%

75%

50%

25%

| /\_____/‘-.——— —— =
0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Collection quarter
Interview Other Refusal =— Noncontact

Table 1.1CEDdistribution of final dispositions for eligible CUs (unweighted)

Quarter Number of Interview Refusal Noncontact Other
eligible CUs Nonresponse
Row percent ditribution
2016d 5,050 58.4 16.8 5.8 18.9
2016 5,108 57.6 16.7 6.0 19.8
20168 5,076 57.9 17.9 4.9 19.3
20164 5,157 52.7 18.3 6.1 22.9
20174 4,972 57.1 24.8 6.0 12.0
2017 5,054 59.4 23.3 55 11.8
20178 4,916 59.1 23.3 5.1 125
20174t 5,168 56.3 25.3 6.8 11.6
2018d 5,032 55.5 25.0 6.9 12.7
2018 5,015 55.5 25.9 6.4 12.2
2018 5,014 57.8 24.8 6.2 11.2

2018qt 5,072 51.5 27.9 7.3 13.3
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Talde 1.2CEDprevalence of nonresponse reclassifications (unweighted)
Nonresponse reclassifitians

Quarter ~ Number of Number of = Number of Other Eligible

eligible CUs other CUs nonresponse (% CUs (%)

nonresponse
20160l 5,050 956 218 22.8 4.3
20162 5,108 1,009 257 255 5.0
201608 5,076 978 215 22.0 4.2
2016¢ 5,157 1,181 311 26.3 6.0
20179 4,972 596 225 37.8 4.5
2017 5,054 595 250 42.0 4.9
20178 4,916 615 283 46.0 5.8
20174 5,168 601 227 37.8 4.4
2018aL 5,032 637 227 35.6 45
20182 5,015 613 241 39.3 4.8
20183 5,014 564 247 43.8 4.9
2018c¢t 5,072 677 205 30.3 4.0
CEQ

1 Regonse rates have been declining since atleast 2010, consistent with with other federal household
surveys and with voluntary surveys ingeneral.
The dip in response rates in 2013 is attributed to the shutdown of the Federal Government.

This decline is dven by refusal rates whigtoseto over 30 percenof eligible consurar units in 201d4.
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CEQ final disposition rates

Eligible consumer units
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25%
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Collection quarter
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Table1.3CEQdistribution of final dispostions for eligible CUsnweighted)

Quarter Number of Interview Refusal Noncontact Other
eligible CUs nonresporse
Row percentdistribution
2016dl 10,123 63.5 25.7 6.6 4.2
2016 10,101 62.8 25.7 7.2 4.4
201608 10,037 63.5 25.7 6.0 5.0
20164 10,114 62.3 26.5 6.1 5.1
2017dl 10,113 61.4 28.7 5.3 4.6
2017 9,988 61.8 28.0 55 4.6
20178 9,954 61.2 28.9 5.1 4.9
20174 10,138 59.2 30.7 5.7 4.4
2018dL 10,077 58.7 31.1 5.7 45
2018 10,075 58.6 31.1 55 4.8
2018cB 10,053 57.4 32.6 5.5 45

20184 10,161 54.8 34.7 5.5 5.0
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Table 1.4 CEQ: prevalence of nonresponseassifications nweighted)
Nonresponse reclassifications

Quarter | Number of Number of Number of Other Eligible

eligible CUs other nonresponse CUs nonresponse (% CUs (%)
2016dL 10,123 425 1 0.2 0.01
2016 10,101 441 3 0.7 0.03
20163 10,037 505 4 0.8 0.04
20164 10,114 513 4 0.8 0.04
2017qL 10,113 467 1 0.2 0.01
2017 9,988 462 21 4.6 0.21
2017 9,954 487 21 4.3 0.21
20174 10,138 445 15 3.4 0.15
2018dL 10,077 454 1 0.2 0.01
20182 10,075 486 1 0.2 0.01
20183 10,053 450 8 1.8 0.08
20184 10,161 504 5 1.0 0.05
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2. Recordsuse (Interview Survey)

This metric measurdsow manyrespondents useérecordsin answering the CEQ survey questidsamples of
records include but are not limited to: receipts, bills, checkbooks, and bank statementsdfeseiisecordedby
the interviewer atth@imeoftheintervieww S& L2 YRSY 14 Q dz&d S restitinblerJSy RA (G dzZNB NB O

measurement errgrsca higher prevalence of recosiise is desirable.

CEQ
1 Records usagemporarilytrended upthroughout 2016most noticeably fowave 1 respondentShis
waslikelydue toa monetanjincentive giverio a subset ofespondentdor usingrecordsas part of a field

testduring this period.

CEQ records used by interview wave
Respondents

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%
2016q1 201692 201693 2016q4 201791 201792 201793 2017q4 2018q1 201892 201893 2018q4
Collection quarter

Wave 1 Waves 2 & 3 Wave 4
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Table 2.1CEQ: pvalence of records use among respondents

Collection Wave Number of Records None Missing
quarter eligible CUs
Row percent distribution

2016q1 wave 1 1,631 43.0 55.9 1.1
2016q1 wave 2&3 3,172 41.7 57.8 0.5
201691 wave 4 1,623 42.0 57.2 0.9
201692 wave 1 1,633 423 56.1 1.6
201692 wave 2&3 3,102 40.3 59.2 0.5
201692 wave 4 1,607 41.8 57.6 0.7
201693 wave 1 1,688 69.9 29.6 0.5
201693 wave 2&3 3,087 49.0 50.5 0.5
201693 wave 4 1,597 50.8 48.6 0.6
201694 wave 1 1,660 70.3 29.0 0.7
201694 wave 2&3 3,108 53.8 45.8 0.5
201694 wave 4 1,533 49.2 49.5 1.2
2017qg1 wave 1 1,557 51.3 47.4 1.3
201791 wave 2&3 3,078 55.1 44.3 0.6
201791 wave 4 1,573 50.3 49.0 0.7
201792 wave 1 1,573 52.7 46.5 0.8
201792 wave 2&3 3,003 50.9 48.6 0.5
201792 wave 4 1,601 56.2 43.3 0.5
201793 wave 1 1,581 49.1 50.1 0.8
201793 wave 2&3 2,933 45.8 53.6 0.6
201793 wave 4 1,576 53.2 46.0 0.8
201794 wave 1 1,592 48.2 50.5 13
201794 wave 2&3 2,935 49.2 50.3 0.5
201794 wave 4 1,477 49.2 50.1 0.7
2018qg1 wave 1 1,501 53.7 45.2 1.1
2018qg1 wave 2&3 2,951 49.5 50.0 0.5
2018qg1 wave 4 1,464 52.7 46.4 0.9
201892 wave 1 1,529 50.2 48.7 11
201892 wave 2&3 2,884 47.4 52.0 0.6
201892 wave 4 1,486 50.1 49.4 0.5
201803 wave 1 1,494 50.3 48.9 0.9
201893 wave 2&3 2,815 48.8 50.9 0.4
201893 wave 4 1,464 48.9 50.2 0.9
201894 wave 1 1,399 53.3 45.7 0.9
201894 wave 2&3 2,782 48.7 50.8 0.4

201894 wave 4 1,390 515 47.4 11
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3. Information book wse Diary and Interview Survey$}

The information bookis a recall aide the interviewer can provide the respondent. For the GEQidées
examples that can clarify the kinds of expenditures #eath section/item code is intended to colleEbr both
CED and CE@provides the response options for demographic questions andtbemebracket response
options.Thismetric measures the prevalence of information book useage among the res pondagtier Irhtes of

usage are preferred since the use of such recall aides may alleviate-tepieting.

CED
1 The prevalence of information book use among CED respondents has dé@ispdrcentage points
since 2016.

CED infobook use

Respondents
100%

75%

50%

25%

0%
2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Collection quarter

Yes No Missing
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Table 31 CED: pevalence of infemation book useamong respondents

Quarter Number of No Yes Missing
eligible CUs
Row percent distribution
2016q1 2,951 51.8 425 5.8
2016q2 2,942 51.0 41.8 7.2
2016493 2,939 497 443 6.0
201694 2,720 48.3 44.6 7.1
201791 2,841 50.8 451 4.1
201792 3,003 52.7 439 3.4
201793 2,904 53.1 43.6 3.2
201794 2,910 57.3 39.7 3.0
201841 2,791 54.3 420 3.8
201892 2,781 59.2 37.7 31
201893 2,896 56.5 395 4.0
2018q4 2,611 58.6 38.3 3.1
CEQ

1 Information bookuseage which for CEQ begins in 2@fl6is conditioned by wave. For wave 1,
information bookusers represent almost half of res pondents for the initial quarter; treejigmp in users
in 201603 to 58 percenbut usage during wave 1 has declined since, and ik®percent for 2018g4.
Usage durigwaves 2 and 3 andwave 4 is considgrialer, at around 3&40 percent; this could be due
to higher rates of telephone interviews after the first interviewespondents becoming more familiar

with the survey
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CEQ infobook used by interview wave
Respondents

100%

75%

25%

0%
2016q1 201692 201693 2016q4 2017q1 201792 201793 2017q4 2018q1 2018q2 2018q3 2018q4
Collection quarter

— Wave 1 — Waves2 &3 — Wave 4
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Table 3.2Prevalenceof infobook useage among CEQ respondents

Quarter Wave No. CUs Used Did notuse No Infobook Missing
Row percent distribution

201691 wave 1 1,631 48.9 18.9 31.1 1.1
201691 wave 2&3 3,172 35.0 17.3 47.2 0.5
201691 wave 4 1,623 335 16.8 48.9 0.9
201692 wave 1 1,633 47.6 19.7 31.2 1.6
201692 wave 2&3 3,102 34.9 18.2 46.4 0.5
201692 wave 4 1,607 34.8 16.9 47.6 0.7
201693 wave 1 1,688 58.2 15.2 26.1 0.5
201693 wave 2&3 3,087 39.3 16.1 44.1 0.5
201693 wave 4 1,597 35.3 14.6 495 0.6
201694 wave 1 1,660 56.1 13.1 30.1 0.7
201694 wave 2&3 3,108 40.1 14.8 44.7 0.5
201694 wave 4 1,533 35.6 16.8 46.3 1.2
201791 wave 1 1,557 49.6 15.4 33.7 1.3
201791 wave 2&3 3,078 39.6 12.7 47.1 0.6
201791 wave 4 1,573 33.8 14.8 50.7 0.7
201792 wave 1 1,573 53.8 17.0 28.4 0.8
201792 wave 2&3 3,003 38.9 154 45.2 0.5
201792 wave 4 1,601 39.0 13.4 47.1 0.5
201793 wave 1 1,581 52.6 16.6 30.0 0.8
201793 wave 2&3 2,933 38.3 16.2 44.9 0.6
201793 wave 4 1,576 38.5 13.9 46.8 0.8
201794 wave 1 1,592 50.1 15.9 32.8 1.3
201794 wave 2&3 2,935 37.1 15.4 47.0 0.5
201794 wave 4 1,477 35.2 14.8 49.3 0.7
201891 wave 1 1,501 50.2 16.5 32.2 1.1
2018q1 wave 2&3 2,951 37.2 14.5 47.7 0.5
2018q1 wave 4 1,464 34.4 13.9 50.9 0.9
201892 wave 1 1,529 475 17.7 33.6 1.1
201892 wave 2&3 2,884 36.4 16.3 46.7 0.6
201892 wave 4 1,486 34.5 16.8 48.1 0.5
201893 wave 1 1,494 48.1 20.6 30.5 0.9
201893 wave 2&3 2,815 36.8 15.9 47.0 0.4
201803 wave 4 1,464 33.9 14.9 50.3 0.9
20184 wave 1 1,399 49.0 17.3 32.8 0.9
201894 wave 2&3 2,782 35.6 15.9 48.1 0.4

201894 wave 4 1,390 324 16.7 49.9 11
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4. Expenditure edit rates Qiary and Interview Survey$}

This metric measures the prevalence of reported expenditure data that are editgenditure data edits are
defined as changes made to the reported expenditure data by CE data processing, exclutjeg doa to
calculations (e.g. conversion of weekly value to quarterly value) andadmg/suppression of values for
respondent confidentialitmputation allocation as well as manual edits are gerformed for boththe CEQ and
CED:
1 Imputationreplaces missingor invalid responses with a valid value
1 Allocationedits are applied when respondents provide insufficient detail to meet tabulation
requirements. For example, ifa respondent provides a-itemized overall expenditure report for the
category dfuels and utilities, that overall amount will be allocated to the target items mentioned by the
respondent (such as natural gas and el ectricity).
1 Manualedits occur whertertain cases are manually edited by CE economists based on research and

expertjudgment

Almost all edits in CED are allocations. The other edits category encompasses all other expenditure edits including
manual edits.

The need foexpendituredata imputation results from missing data (item or price nonresponse). Thus, lower
imputationrates are desirabl&he need foexpendituredata allocationis a consequence of responses that did
not containthe required details of the item asked by the survey. Likewise, lower allocation rates are also
preferred, and in general, lower data ediginates are preferred since that lowers the risk of processing error.
However, edits based on sound methodology can improve the completeness of the data, and thereby reduce the
risk of measurement error and nemsponse bias in survey estimatéslditionalinformation on expenditure edits

are available in th®QP Reference Guide

CED
1 The rate of edited reported expenditure records has besatively constant aroundO percent since
2016.


https://www.bls.gov/cex/dqp_reference_guide.pdf
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CED expenditure edit rates

Reported expenditures
25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Collection quarter

Allocated Other Edit

Talle 4.1 CEDreported expenditure ecords

Type of edit
Allocated Other edit Unedited
Quarter Number of Row percent distribution
expn reports

2016d 87,411 11.0 0.1 89.0
2016 84,232 114 0.1 88.5
20168 82,285 111 0.1 88.8
20164t 80,515 10.9 0.1 89.0
2017d 88,654 10.6 0.1 89.4
2017 92,985 10.9 0.1 89.0
20178 89,370 11.0 0.1 88.9
2017at 92,031 10.3 0.1 89.7
2018d 86,798 9.8 0.1 90.1
2018 87,649 9.9 0.1 89.9
20183 88,342 10.0 0.3 89.7

2018¢t 80,129 10.3 0.2 89.5
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CEQ
1 Overall expenditure edit rates remain constant with their 2015 levels
1 Beginning in20132, CE changed how cabletdgrnet, and telephone utilitexpenditures are processed

from imputing these expenditures, to allocating reported totals billss peserves more of the

respondent provided data.

1 Thus, imputationrates declined 6.7 percentage points while allocationrates increased by 6.5 percentage
points.

CEQ expenditure edit rates

Reported expenditures
25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

I i

e —
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Collection quarter

Allocated Imputed Imputed & Allocated — Other Edit
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Table 42 CEQ reported expenditure recordsedit type rate

Type of Edit
Allocaed Imputed & Imputed Other Unedited
allocated edit
Quarter  Number ofexpn Row percent distribution
reports

2016d 273,729 4.8 0.1 11.7 0.7 82.7
2016 268,405 4.7 0.1 12.1 0.7 824
20164 279,542 4.8 0.1 10.9 0.9 83.2
2016¢t 276,290 4.9 0.1 10.5 0.8 83.6
20174 272,929 51 0.1 11.0 0.7 83.1
2017@ 276,568 11.6 0.2 4.3 0.5 834
20178 281,533 11.9 0.2 4.4 0.7 82.9
2017¢ 277,032 11.8 0.2 4.3 0.6 83.0
2018d 275,949 11.3 0.2 4.4 0.4 83.7
2018 270,726 115 0.2 3.9 0.5 83.9
20188 269,909 115 0.2 3.9 0.6 83.8

2018q¢t 259,508 115 0.2 3.8 0.5 84.0
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5. Income imputation ates(Diary and Interview Survey$

CKA&a YSGUNRO RSaONXO0SE (KS NI GS 2 Ftotdl Rdorfebafore tabdFNSF 2 NY SR
editis based on three typed omputation methods, applicable to both the CEQ and CED:

1. Modektbasedmputation: when the respondentindicates an income source but failsto reportan amount
ofincome received.

2. Bracketresponsenputation: when the respondentindicates the receipt ofiaoome source, fails to
report the exact amount of income but does provide a bracket range estimate of the amount of income
received.

3. Allvalid blank conversiowhen the respondent reports no receipt of income from any source, butthe CE

imputes receiptifom at least one sourashen there is evidence that the CU has some income

Since thaneed for imputation reflects item nonresponse or that insufficient item detail was provided, lower
imputationrates are desirable for lowering measurement error. Howawaputation based on sound

methodology canimprove the completeness of the daral reduce the risk of neresponse bias.

CED

1 Between 2016 and 2018, thieclining rate of moddased imputation has drivenrésing rate of

unimputedtotal income before tax.
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CED income imputation rates
Respondents

100%
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50%

25%

—————— e

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Collection quarter

Unedited Model Bracket — Model & Bracket — AVB

Tale 5.1 CEDincome imputation rates for total amount of family income before taxes

Quarter Number Valid Bracket Model Model & bracket

of blank imputation  imputation only imputation

eligible converted only
CUs (AVB)
Row percent dstribution

20160 2,951 3.2 18.0 215 6.0
2016 2,942 3.4 19.2 26.6 4.1
2016¢3 2,939 3.2 19.4 22.4 55
20164 2,720 3.6 18.2 235 5.8
20171 2,841 1.8 19.4 19.7 5.9
2017 3,003 25 20.2 18.2 5.8
20178 2,904 1.8 19.2 18.8 4.8
2017c4 2,910 1.8 19.7 19.4 4.7
20180t 2,791 1.9 18.9 18.7 4.1
20182 2,781 1.9 17.4 19.6 45
2018c3 2,896 1.5 18.4 21.3 5.1

20184 2,611 2.4 19.1 18.3 6.0

2018

Not imputed

51.3
46.7
49.4
48.9
53.2
53.3
554
545
56.5
56.7
53.8
54.3
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CEQ

1 Overallthe declining rate of moddbased impuation has drivertherising rate ouinimputedtotal income
before tax since 2015.

CEQ income imputation rates
Respondents

100%

75%

50%

25%

D e e —
0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Collection quarter
= Unedited — Model — Bracket — Model & Bracket — AVB
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Table 52 CEQincome imputation rates for total amount of family income before taxes

Year  Number Valid Bracket Model Model & bracket
of blank imputation only = imputation only imputation
eligible converted
CUs (AVB)
Row percent distribution
2016 6,426 1.6 19.4 18.6 4.6
20162 6,342 15 18.3 19.2 45
20168 6,372 1.6 19.2 17.6 4.6
2016¢ 6,301 1.7 18.4 17.1 4.6
2017d 6,208 19 19.6 17.2 4.3
2017 6,177 1.1 18.4 17.7 4.0
2017¢3 6,090 1.3 17.4 18.6 4.3
20174 6,004 1.7 17.6 18.8 4.6
2018aL 5,916 15 17.5 18.0 4.6
2018 5,899 1.2 16.8 17.1 5.2
2018¢3 5,773 1.4 17.9 16.6 4.7

20184 5,571 1.4 18.2 17.3 4.5

Not imputed

55.8
56.4
57.1
58.2
57.0
58.8
58.4
57.4
58.4
59.8

59.4
58.5
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6. Respondenburden (Interview Survey)

CKA& YSGNRO YSI &adzNBa (GKS LINSGI t Sy OPer@iVedromdeNFySy o0 ay 2y Sé
participated in the final wavenave 4) of the CEQhe CEQ began continuouslydking seHreported respondent

burdenin 20178.A caveat to the interpretation of this metric is theihcethe burden question is asked of

respondents only in thefinal wave (vave 4) of the CE@his measure likelynderestimates survey burden due to

survivorship bias.

CEQ

1 Since 201792, the levels of respondent burden have fluctuated within a couple percentage points.

CEQ respondent burden

Respondents
100%

75%

50%

25%

0%
201792 201793 2017q4 2018q1 201892 201893 2018q4
Collection quarter

Missing None Very — Some
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Table6. 1CEQNB a4 L2 Yy RSY (1 4Q LISNDSAPSR 0dz2NRSY Ay (K¢S
Collection Number of Unanswered Notburdensome Some burden Very burdensome
quater  eligible CUs
Row percent distribution

20172 1,601 3.2 34.2 52.5 10.0
201763 1,576 3.5 32.7 51.8 12.1
20174 1,477 2.6 33.6 52.7 11.0
2018aL 1,464 3.2 31.7 52.7 12.4
2018 1,486 2.6 32.4 52.8 12.2
20183 1,464 1.9 33.7 51.4 13.0
20184 1,390 2.9 34.2 50.8 12.1

*Unanswered duetovalidblaniR2 y Qi 1y 26 kK NBXTFdzal f
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7. Survey node (Interview Survey)

This metric measures the prevalencditéd modeof data collectionThe interviewer can collediata for the CEQ in
person, over the phone, or there can be a combination of the two motlesCEQvasdesigned to be an in
person interview. Higher prevalence ofperson data collection is preferred since the interviewer can actively
prompt the respoment, as well as encourage the use of recall didseby reducing the risk of measurement

error.

CEQ
1 Survey Mode alsobegins in 2@l&ndis conditioned by wave. Theeferred collection method for the
CE Interview Survey isfperson, but there isame leeway to ollect respondent data by phonehen
necessary. The percentage of surveys collected in person is high for first interviews] tzetgieen
about 75 and 80 percent for the three years presented. The percentages drop consideraleicond
and third wave interviews, hovering around 60 percentin person, and they drop again for wave four
interviews, ranging between about 55 and 60 percent, presuyreblespondents become more familiar

with the survey.


















