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1. Introduction

The first part of Deliverable 7 (D7.0versampling Description - Part I) was devoted to the

description of the state-of-the-art of the EU Slib@ersampling for the Province of Pisa; the
synthetic overview of the local contacts led by #m@vince of Pisa in order to gain access to
administrative data; and the description of thehméblogy for the combined estimation at LAU2
and LAUL1 levels.

In this second part, the oversampling descriptsocoimpleted through a synthetic view of the use of
administrative data in order to improve the quatifythe survey data (82). The following section
outlines the demographic an social profile of thgitory of the Province of Pisa (83,4,5) as it
results from the administrative data sour@®sect estimates of some income and discomfort
indicators based on Eusilc-oversamplarg then provided at a sub-provincial level(86hally, a
contextual reading of administrative and surveyadatbrs is provided (8 7)

2. Data quality enhancement and record linkage strategies in It-Silc and
Pisa survey.

Paolo Consolini (Istat)

This section is devoted to the description of tm@utation and correction process carried out by
Istat on the income target variables. The leadileg iis to exploit administrative data (particularly
the tax agency and the pension database) in oodéH in the survey missing values, correct
outliers or unreliable values, improve the quatifyncome estimates. Whenever the administrative
data source cannot provide useful information, itapon is made through the IVEware maddel
Imputation and correction affect the final estingatef income. A measure of such impact is
provided both for Italy and the Province of Pisa.

The ltalian Eu-Silc survey (briefly I1t-Silc) usesministrative micro-data in order to reduce the
survey measurement errors. Errors can arise insagy of the survey process, i.e. from the
guestionnaire, the respondent and the intervieagewell as from the selected methods of collecting
data (Kish, 1965). Moreover, errors can occur beeaome of the sampled units have not been
actually observed (non-observation error). Pardidyl the “selective non-response” bias is the
typical non-observation error in income surveyscaéding to Van der Laan et al (1997), for
instance, because of “selective-non response” thasNetherlands income is underestimated by as
much as 10%.

Istat uses administrative data in order to suppuetediting and imputation processes of It-Silc
survey thus improving the quality of data on inconTdne process is based on the integration of the
It-Silc and administrative datasets at a micro léRe Consolini, 2008, 2009).

Some basic requirements have to be satisfied.sBtali units are to be defined uniformly in all
sources (harmonisation of units), all sources shoaver the same target population (completion of
populations), all variables have to be defined eadsified in the same way among the considered
data-sources (harmonisation of the variables aasisifications), all data should refer to the same
period or the same point in time (Paul van der L.2800). In other terms, administrative data need
to be comparable with the It-Silc survey data.

1 IVEware was developed by the Survey Methodology Prograthe University of Michigan's Survey Research Centetifutes for Social Research.. It uses a multivariate sequential
regression approach to imputing item missing values. Etaild see "A multivariate technique for multiply imputing missimiues using a sequence of regression models" by

Raghunathan, Lepkowski, Van Hoewyk and Solenbeigiex¢y Methodology, June 2001)



The technique used to link the administrative utatshose from sampling surveys is the so-called
“exact matching”. This technique allows to combthe information related to the same statistical
units by means of a collection of identifiers cdll&match keys”, provided that each unit is
associated with a unique identifier not affectedebsors. Although different typologies of exact
matching techniques could be used, we refer ltetieet simplest “one-to one” relationship, where
every statistical unit is associated with only ameord among the data-sources involved. In
different data-sources, records are matched usiag’ersonal Tax Number. Once the integration
has been carried out identification numbers ammiplited and replaced with an internal codes
system according to the Italian rules and regulatithat protect the “confidentiality” of the
individuals.

2.1. The integration of survey and administrative data at micro level

The integration process can be described througfotlowing steps:

i) Input data: the survey.

Istat checks whether Personal tax numbers are @ohewith respect to the personal items which
are used to generate them (i.e. name, date of bidh). Non coherent tax codes are substituteld wit
automatically generated codes.

ii) Input data: the administrative archives.

Tax agency data and Pensions data (Inps) are tmeniatlative data sources engaged in the
matching process. Personal tax numbers are cheakddcorrected following the procedure
described above. Furthermore information comingnfroultiple records and relating to the same
person is organized in order to avoid duplications.

iii) The exact matching procedure

At this step the survey and the administrative cesirare matched using the Personal tax code
number as the key variable. The result is a filat@ned file) where information on income both
from the survey and the administrative archivespaogided.

iv) Detecting and solving incoherencies on income in the matched file.

Sometimes the survey and the administrative dateceaassign a different kind of income to the
same person. A system of hypothesis and rules das bstablished in order to choose which
income component must be attributed.

V) Reconciliation of incoherent income values.

Analysis of the coherence between administrativee &oirvey data on income and formulation of
hypothesis for reconciling incoherent income values



Figure 1 - A simplified sketch of data integrationprocess inlt-Silc
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2.2. The impact on the Province of Pisa oversampling: main results

The 2008 sample size is 818 households in the peevof Pisa. The units of analysis of Pisa
survey, as well as It-Silc, are households andviddals (persons aged 15 and over), whilst the
main variables collected concern income and baai@bles (poverty, social exclusion and other
living condition). In 2008 edition there are 1,98#mbers belonging to these households units. In
particular, 676 individuals are also included kSilc 2008 sample frame and 1,308 represent the
persons belonging to the Pisa over-sampling uAitthe end of data collection 1,479 persons (aged
15 and over) are required to complete the indiViduegstionnaire in the province of Pisa. This is
the reference group for the analysis of procedtwe®diting/imputation, and integration of data
sources.

At a first stage the It-Silc units are linked t@ tRopulation Register through the Personal tax
number. For the Pisa province, the matching ratbmut 98.4%. Subsequently a record linkage
with the Tax statement Register (Cud, 730, Upfeasformed. Around 78.3 % of Pisa sample is
successfully matched with at least one fiscal foon, in other words, has at least one tax
declaration. The rate of It-Silc interviewees thgport a tax declaration is slightly lower: 76,2 %.
On the other hand, who has got a tax code linked thie Italian Population Register but does not
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file a tax statement is represented by 19.1 an@ per cent respectively for Pisa and It-Silc.
Finally, the remaining 2.6 per cent (3.6 It-Sils)represented by the interviewees whose tax code is
not matchable with Population Register.

Table 1- Main results of the linkage between taxral survey records. It-Silc and Pisa 2008

SURVEY DATA of PISA IT-SILC SURVEY DATA

Sampled % Interviewed % Sampled % Interviewed %
Linked with tax codes
reporting at least one tax
declaration 1,392 70.2 1,158 78.3 | 41,546 67.1 34,139 76.2
Linked with tax codes no tax
declaration 560 28.2 282 19.1 | 18,887 30.5 9,138 20.2
Not linked 32 16 39 2.6 | 1,506 24 1,528 3.6
TOTAL 1,984 100 1,479 100 | 61,939 100 44,805 100

2.2.1 Detecting and solving incoherencies in the matched data set

Some incoherencies stemmed from the comparisoneeaetwncome components in the
different data sources. Generally speaking, anheance occurs when two or more datasets report
different values on the same object (unit).

Table 2 shows the main results of the coherenclysisaarried out on the matched records,
both for Pisa and lItaly.

Table 2 - Coherence analysis on income — It-Silejsa and Tax Agency of Italy 2008

Did you earn self-employment or employed income, pensions or unemployment
benefits in 2007?
SURVEY DATA of PISA IT-SILC SURVEY DATA
Tax Agency YES % NO % Total | YES % NO % Total
Income reported | 1,127 93.7 | 12 4.3 1,139 133,178 91.6 | 170 2.0 33,348
Income not | 6 0.5 13 4.7 19 323 0.9 468 5.4 791
LINKED |reported*
No tax | 45 3.7 240 87.0 285 1,630 45 7,508 87.5 9,138
declaration
NOT LINKED 25 2.1 11 4.0 36 1,092 3.0 436 5.1 1,528
TOTAL 1,203 100 276 100 1,479 | 36,223 100 | 8,582 100 44,805

* A tax declaration is present but it does not report any main income component

Dark grey highlights the first type of incoherenaycome is declared in the survey but not to
the Tax Agency (4.2% in Pisa, 5.4% in ltaly).

The second type of incoherency (Light grey) oconbgen income is recorded in the Tax
Agency register but not in the survey (4.3% Pisa,I&ly).

The strategy adopted to solve the incoherenciesridigpon the kind of income. Generally the
administrative data source is assumed to be mbable By removing inconsistencies of the first
and second type is possible to avoid misclassifinabf income components and double counting.
In the following, for each income category details provided on the impact of inconsistencies and
on the method used to solve them.



Employed income

Table 3 shows the results of the linking procedwiéh respect to employed income.
According to the survey results, in Pisa, 558 wiaved individuals have earned employed income
in 2007. With respect to these individuals, the Pagency archive records employed income as
well for around 89% (income reported) whereas dbrds a different category of income for 5%
(income not reported). Furthermore around the 3%sdaot result to have submitted any tax
declaration.

Table 3 - Employed income by result of the linkagend content of the two data sources. It-Silc and

Pisa 2008
Did you earn employed income in 2007?
SURVEY DATA of PISA IT-SILC SURVEY DATA
ADMINISTRATIVE YES % NO % Total YES % NO % Total
DATA
Employed 498 89.2 51 5.5 549 13,594 853 1,863 6.4 15,457
Income
reported
Employed 28 5.0 581 63.1 609 935 59 17,747 615 18,682
LINKED .
income not
reported*
No tax | 16 2.9 269 292 285 777 49 8,361 29.0 9,138
declaration
NOT LINKED 16 29 20 2.2 36 631 39 897 3.1 1,528
TOTAL 558 100 921 100 1,479 | 15,937 100 28,868 100 44,805

* A tax declaration is present but it reports a different kind of income

Inconsistencies of the first type account for ab®ut whereas inconsistencies of the second
type account for 5.5%. Most frequently incoheresicage due to the different kind of income
recorded for the same unit. For example an indaligkdarns employed income according to It-Silc,
whereas the same individual earns self-employedniecaccording to the fiscal data source. In
order to choose the “true” kind of income to beimiefly assigned, several analysis have to be
carried out taking into account the professionalust of the individual as it results in the suraesy
well as other information drawn from the fiscalalaburce.

Only for a small part of the matched units employembme has been reclassified to another
income category, particularly only 663 units (3.7%)It-Silc and 34 units (5.6% ) for Pisa.

Sl f-employed income

Incoherencies of the first and second types aneetgolved not contradicting the decisions
taken for employed income.

Self-employed income includes the remunerationeofigorary workers formally hired as
independent collaborators (labeled as “co.co.cdle difficulty to clearly distinguish co.co.co.
workers from employees is one of the most relevesuises of the self-employed income
incoherencies. For this reason as a first stepassential to detect and solve incoherencies betwe
the survey and the fiscal data separately foresmifloyed income (without co.co.co.) and the
co.co.co. income. Table 2 shows the final results.



Table 4 - Self-employment income by result of thinkage and content of the two data sources. It-Sil
and Pisa 2008

Did you earn self-employment income in 2007?
SURVEY DATA of PISA IT-SILC SURVEY DATA
ADMINISTRATIVE YES % NO % Total YES % NO % Total
DATA
Employed 132 66.7 66 5.1 198 3,391 1,931 5,322
Income
reported 68.7 4.8
LINKED Employed 40 20.2 920 71.8 960 761 28,056 28,817
income not
reported* 15.4 70.4
No tax | 19 9.6 266 20.8 285 602 8,536 9,138
declaration 12.2 21.4
NOT LINKED 7 35 29 23 36 181 3.7 1,347 3.4 1,528
TOTAL 198 100 1,281 100 1,479 | 4,935 100 39,870 100 44,805

* A tax declaration is present but it reports a different kind of income

The coherence of survey and administrative datemsibly lower with respect to employed
income. Only about 69% (67% in Pisa) of interviewbple declaring self-employed income in
the survey, record self-employed income in the adstrative archive as well. Incoherencies of the
first type accounts for over 27% (30% in Pisa)oimerencies of the second type for 4.8% (5% in
Pisa). In order to solve incoherencies, self-emgadioynicome is assigned to other income categories
for 574 units. Once the integration process is deted, 6220 sampled units result to have earned
self-employed income in 2007.

Pensions.

Contrarily to employed and self-employed incomengpens cannot be affected by tax
evasion. As a consequence administrative data)(eugsalways considered as the most reliable
data source, survey being taken into account anlyhfe not-matched units. In It-silc 2008, 14.987
sampled units (479 in Pisa) receive pensions,othwv479 in the province of Pisa. Over 95% of
pensions income (over 96% in Pisa) comes fronatiministrative data source.

2.2.2 Impact of integration/imputation on income estimates

In the previous section we have synthetically dbsdr the procedure adopted by Istat to solve
incoherencies between survey and administrativa. data few cases income is reclassified to a
different category (for example from self-employecmployed income).

In the following step income is estimated througteeonciling process between the survey and the
administrative data source estimates. This regubwiously a preliminary harmonisation aimed at
establishing how to obtain Eu-Silc income categon®ving from the income-related items of the
Tax agency and Inps archives.

For what concerns employed income, the fiscal vadueonsidered the “true” value unless the
survey records a greater value. In this last eesén-depth analysis is carried out. The income
value is finally estimated taking into account theults of the analysis as well as the amountef th
discrepancy between the survey and administratees.

Self-employed income values are generally supghedhe data source which records the largest
amount ofnet self-employed income. It is worth recalling thstak is required to estimate both net
and gross income. The choice of the best data soigrbased on the following considerations:

- Tax returns usually contain exact information oxatde incomes and tax liabilities. They also
provide information on social security contributso herefore, tax records can be used to measure
the net taxable income. In general, neither taxaiteme is identical to gross income, nor net
taxable income is identical to disposable inconee @ggure 5). In principle, if the deductions from
profits are available to the company owners foirtpersonal use, then they should be considered
as components of both the gross and the dispogaikonal incomes. However, not all the tax
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abatements allowed are explicitly shown in the retxirns. By definition, tax evasion is also not
available in the tax files.

- Survey data on self-employment income may be aftebly under-reporting to an unknown
extent. Moreover, gross income is usually unknowrthe interviewees and the collection of the
additional information needed to compute it (tavee®l social security contributions) puts an
excessive response burden on the respondents. ySdata should therefore be integrated by
external sources and/or microsimulations. In baBes, the amount of taxes and contributions
could be added to the net income reported in tineeguo get a ‘survey based’ measure of gross
income. If taxes and contributions are correctlyasuged, the result of such an addition gives gross
income net of survey under-reporting (this showdkbpt in mind when assessing the international
comparability of the data). Therefore, the ‘sunb@ged’” measure of gross income would be equal
to taxable income only if survey under-reportingua&g the sum of tax avoidance and of tax
evasion.

Table 5 - Employed income: income by groups of uts generated by the matching procedure —
It-Silc and Pisa 2008

Inclusion/exclusion” of records on
the employed income database
Included Excluded Total
SOURCE OF DATA NI % Mean NI % NI
income
It-Silc
a. Employed Income reported
both in Survey and Tax data 13,582 79.4 17,487 12 1.7 13,594
b. Employed Income reported in
Survey but not in Tax data 520 3.0 13,956 415 60.3 935
LINKED c. Employed Income reported in
Survey, No Tax declaration 711 4.2 11,846 66 9.6 i
d. Employed Income reported in
Tax data but not reported in | 1,681 9.8 7,753 182 26.5 1,863
Survey
NOT e. Employed income reported in
LINKED the Survey only 618 3.6 16,100 13 1.9 631
TOTAL 17,112 100 16,139 688 100 17,800
Pisa
a. Employed Income reported
both in Survey and Tax data 498 868 17,725 - ) 498
b. Employed Income reported in
Survey but not in Tax data 10 1.7 17121 18 514 28
LINKED c. Employed Income reported in
Survey, No Tax declaration 14 24 8,962 2 5.7 16
d. Employed Income reported in
Tax data but not reported in | 37 6.5 7,069 14 40.0 51
Survey
NOT e. Employed income reported in
LINKED the Survey only 15 2.6 13,502 1 2.9 16
TOTAL 574 100 16,704 35 100 609

* It concerns the decision to include (or exclude) the contribution of a specific record on (from) the integrated database of employed income receivers
** Not weighted

Tables 5 and 6 analyse the contribution of a spe@cord on the employed/self-employed
database by source of data. The first distinctsobetween matched (or linked) and not matched (or
not linked) units. Matched units are further gradigecording to the data source from which the
income value is taken:

Groupa: income is estimated on the basis of informatiecorded by both the survey and the
administrative data source;

Groupsa andb: income is estimated exclusively on the basisuney data;

Groupd: income is estimated on the basis of administeadiata only.
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The second distinction concerns the decision tludetexclude a specific record on/from the
integrated database of employed or self-employeode receivers

Income is on average higher for taggroup both for employed and self-employed income.
Furthermore, income estimated on the basis of gutata only is higher than income estimated
using exclusively fiscal data. Cases excluded feanployed income database are mainly referred
to incomes reported in survey but not in tax d&aJ3 per cent). In other words, tax registers seem
to be a more reliable source on employed incoma tavey data. Cases excluded from self—
employed database are equally represented by eseeported in survey but not in tax data or
vice versa.

Table 6 - Self-employed income: income by groups ahits generated by the matching procedure-
It-Silc and Pisa 2008

Inclusion/exclusion of records on
the self-employed income database
Included Excluded Total
SOURCE OF DATA NI % Mean N, % N
income
It-Silc
a. Self-employed Income reported
both in Survey and Tax data 3,383 54.4 24,767 8 1.3 3,391
b. Self-employed Income reported
in Survey but not in Tax data 491 7.9 11,783 270 418 761
LINKED c. Self-employed Income reported
in Survey, No Tax declaration 526 8.4 12,682 76 118 602
d. Self-employed Income reported
in Tax data but not reported in | 1660 26.7 10,160 271 419 1,931
Survey
NOT e. Self-employed income reported in
LINKED the Survey only 160 2.6 16,990 21 3.2 181
TOTAL 6,220 100 18,622 646 100 6,866
Pisa
a. Self-employed income reported
both in Survey and Tax data 131 57.7 23,956 1 2.7 132
b. Self-employed income reported
in Survey but not reported in Tax | 23 10.1 9,278 17 46.0 40
data
LINKED c. Self-employed income reported
in Survey with No Tax| 16 7.1 10,362 3 8.1 19
declaration
d. Self-employed income reported
in Tax data but not reported in | 51 225 14,215 15 40.5 66
Survey
NOT e. Only reported in Surve 6 2.6 16,542 1 2.7 7
LINKED & PMYTeP y : ' :
TOTAL 227 100 19,126 37 100 264

* Not weighted

Table 7 analyses the impact of imputation on engadapcome target variable.

The no-response rate is low both for It-Silc (3.2 Pisa (2.5%). Outliers and not reliable values
concern a limited number of cases: 4.5% in It-$id 4.7% in Pisa. Anyhow, the imputation for
missing or unreliable values has a valuable impacthe yearly average income. In fact average
income is 1200 euro lower (2400 euros in Pis&raftputation.
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Table 7 - The impact of imputation on employed incme target variable - It-Silc and Pisa 2008

meUtEd by ADM* Imputed Imputed Total
Valid ngtc?tg?aeble or outlier by lveWare by ADM o8
: utl because because Bef Aft
Before after missing missing . elore Alter
imputation  imputation
It-Silc
Number of cases 14,118 701 161 451 14,819 15,431
% (after imputation) 91.5 4.5 1.0 2.9 96.0 100
:\r’]'gg:qe of employed 44555 38,805 13,959 13,398 14,342 17,290 16,034
Pisa
Number of cases 499 25 3 10 524 537
% (after imputation) 92.9 4.7 0.6 1.9 97.6 100
:\r’]'gsrrr‘]e of employed 44579 63,388 14474 4311 14545 18,526 16,151

* ADM stands for Administrative data source

Table 8 - The impact of imputation on self-employeécome target variable - It-Silc and Pisa 2008

Imputed because Imputed Total
valid not reliable or outlier because
before after missing* Before After
imputation _ imputation
It-Silc
Number of cases 3,515 449 885 3,963 4,848
% (after imputation) 72.5 9.3 18.2 81.8 100
Mean —of self-empl. g 59 15227 16,570 12,413 18,013 17,116
income
Pisa
Number of cases 128 19 42 147 189
% (after imputation) 67.7 10.1 22.2 77.8 100
Mean of self-empl. ¢ o, 17,536 20,518 13,510 16,794 16,364
income

* As a result of the integration process 288 units of the It-Silc (13 of Pisa survey) have been reclassified as self-employed and their incomes
have been imputed.

Tables 9 and 10 present the main results of compindministrative and survey data. The
final (merged) data can be divided into four distigroups on the basis of the original source of
income: 1) income is present solely in the tax @eh2) income is present only in the survey; 3)
income comes from the tax records, being greatar the corresponding survey income; 4) income
comes from survey since the value is greater thahe administrative source. For each group, the
table displays the annual mean income and the nuamuakthe percentage of percipients.

As results from data (table 9), the number of elygdoincome receivers increases of about
11% in It-silc (7% in Pisa) whereas employed incanoeeases of about 0.7% (3.4% in Pisa).

Table 9 - Employed income: the main results of thdata source integration - It-Silc and Pisa 2008

Units  with  employed Units with employed income

income in only one data- in both data-sources Total

source

before after

Only tax Only survey Tax= Survey Tax <Survey integration integration

It-Silc
Number of cases 1,681 1,849 8,661 4,921 15,431 17,112
% (after integration) 9.8 10.8 50.6 28.8 90.2 100
Employed ~ income 7 ;53 13,861 17,448 17,555 16,034 16,139
(yearly mean)

Pisa
Number of cases 37 39 320 178 537 574
% (after integration) 6.4 6.8 55.7 31.0 93.6 100
Employed ~ income 7 564 12,800 17,513 18,107 16,151 16,704
(yearly mean)
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Coming to self-employed income (table 10) we obsetivat the 1,372 records coming
exclusively from the tax file reduce the overallangncome. In effect, the mean of self-employed
income present solely in the tax records is lov&B95 euros) than the average of all survey
incomes after editing and imputation (17,116 eurdx)r 1,177 percipients, self-employment
income is reported solely in the survey. The memome of this group is 12,893 euros, again a
value lower than the average income computed omwlizde of the survey data. As already noticed,
the majority of this group is made of taxpayers whed a tax return without reporting self-
employment incomes or did not file a tax return.dkg the group of percipients who have reported
self-employment income in both sources, 1,712 dispin higher amount in the tax data, whilst
1,959 persons reported a larger income in the gutha¢a. For what concerns the former group,
mean income of the (selected) tax data (26,513) esiiapproximately twice that of the (discarded)
survey incomes of the same group (15,593 euro)il&lyy among the group of percipients with
higher survey incomes, the mean of the (selectadey income (21,280 euros) is nearly twice as
great as the mean income of the (discarded) nabtexincomes (13,764 euros).

Table 10 - Self-employed income: the main resultd the data source integration - It-Silc and Pisa 208

Units with S.E. income in Units with S.E. income in Total
only one data-source* both data-sources*
before after
Only tax Only survey Tax= Survey Tax <Survey integration integration
It-Silc
Number of cases 1,372 1,177 1,712 1,959 4,848 6,220
% (after integration) 221 18.9 27.5 315 77.9 100
Mean —of self-empl. g gqq 12,893 26,513 21,280 17,116 18,622
income
Pisa
Number of cases 38 45 68 76 189 227
% (after integration) 16.7 19.8 30.0 33.5 83.3 100
Mean —of self-empl. 59 10,632 29,492 19,683 16,364 19,126
income

(*) As a result of the integration process 288 units of the It-Silc (13 of Pisa survey) have been reclassified as self-employed and their incomes have been
imputed

Merging administrative and survey data brings abmuise of 28.3 % in the number of
percipients and an increase of 8.8 % in the avechgelf-employment income compared to the
exclusive use of survey data. When both sourcesrtrépformation on self-employment incomes,
there is some evidence of a higher under-estimatite on the tax data compared to the survey
data.

3. The territory of the Pisa Province: an introduction to its demographic
and social profile
UROPS, Province of Pisa

3.1. The division in Health Societies

Within the Pisa Province there are 39 municipaigeouped into 5 Health Societies (HS).

The Health Societies are public organisations whielve the function of social and sanitary

planning and management at supra-municipal leveeyTrepresent one of the most important
innovations in the integration of health programs aocial assistance. Their role is to encourage
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the involvement of local communities, social paitiehird sector associations, and volunteers in
identifying health-related needs (according toWidO definition) in the planning process. For the
HS, local action is an essential element in théored strategy to promote health. It is not limited
just to social and health issues, but also includesmprovement of health through an integrated
inter-sectorial policy capable of influencing thetermining factors affecting the health of
populations and the quality of the environment.
The Health Societies of the province of Pisa are:
* AREA PISANA, which includes 9 municipalities: CaldCascina, Fauglia, Lorenzana,
Orciano pisano, Pisa, San Giuliano Terme, Vecchigimpisano.
 VALDERA, which includes 15 municipalities: BientinaButi, Calcinaia, Capannoli,
Casciana Terme, Chianni, Crespina, Lajatico, LRalaia, Peccioli, Ponsacco, Pontedera,
Santa Maria a Monte, Terricciola.
* ALTA VAL DI CECINA, which includes 4 municipalitiesCastelnuovo Val di Cecina,
Montecatini Val di cecina, Pomarance, Volterra.
* BASSA VAL DI CECINA, which includes 6 Municipalitee Casale Marittimo, Castellina
Marittima, Guardistallo, Montescudaio, Ribarbefanta Luce.
« VALDARNO INFERIORE, which includes 4 MunicipalitieCastelfranco di Sotto,
Montopoli Valdarno, Santa Croce sull’Arno, San Nitw.
Some particularities:
* Some municipalities of Bassa Val di Cecina are uride competence of another Province
(Livorno).
* In the Pisa Province there is a little Municipaliionteverdi Marittimo) which is under the
competence of HS Val di Cornia (Livorno Province)

3.2. Population

The Province's population is concentrated in theaAPisana (47,3%), which is the area with the
higher density of population (352,3 inhabitants gerq). In this Health Society there is the

municipality of Pisa, the provincial capital, whibbsts an important University.

The second area is Valdera (29,02% of total praven@opulation and a density of 184,1

inhabitants per kmq).

The third area is Valdarno Inferiore (15,9% of tqieovince’s population and a density of 330,4

abitanti per kmq), an industrial area with impottenlustrial tanneries.

The last two areas are: Alta Val di Cecina (5,2%atél population) and Bassa Val di Cecina
(2,3%). In these areas the population is distribute many hamlet apart from each other. The
density of population is around 40 inhabitantskreq.
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Graph 1. Population of Pisa province by Health’s Sdeties. Year 2008
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In terms of population growth the most active ar@@sBassa Val di Cecina, which had a crude rate
of increase (2007/2008) of +25,8%. and Valdera (3%8, Alta Val di Cecina is the only area with

a crude rate of total increase of -6,5%.. In thisaawe register the population aging and also the
depopulation of little towns.

In the Pisa province, the population growth is duelusively to immigrants components: the crude
rate of natural increase is -1,7%o0 and the crudeghtnigration increase is 12,5%o.

3.3. Foreign citizens

At the end of 2008, the number of foreign citizamshe Pisa province was 30.524, which is 7,4
per cent of the population. From 2007 to 2008 tivedase was 3.702 foreign citizens (+14%).

The area with the higher percentage of foreigreeits is Valdarno Inferiore (9%), followed by
Bassa Val di Cecina (7,4%), Area Pisana (7,2%)AdtadVal di Cecina e Valdera (7,1%).

The higher growth between 2007 and 2008 was inéral@15% circa); the lower in Alta Val di
Cecina (7,74%),

4. Social and sanitary indicators by Health Societies
UROPS, Province of Pisa

The Pisa Province (UROPS) is part of the Regionatwerk of Social Observatory (RNSO)

coordinated by the Regional Social Observatory. Gfrile aims of the Regional Network was to
create a regional common set of indicators in $oara sanitary policies and a common
methodology for the data acquisition (see “Sampmgaddic Report”, pag 14 and Annex 1). These
indicators will be used to monitor and to evaluthte performance of Health’'s Societies. After a
long work UROPS created two groups of indicatorsmeimum set (155 indicators) and a
complementary set (151).

The minimum set must be updated every year, theatupd of the complementary set is not
mandatory. The indicators are calculated at supnaicipal level (Health’s Societies).
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The institutions involved in data collected andadapdating are: Social Observatories, Regional
Health Agency, Tuscany Region and Zancan Founddtoprivate foundation that collaborates
with the Tuscany Region).
The indicators are divided intol1l sections:
1. Demographic profile;
2. Determinants of Health Status (social determindikis income,
sanitary determinants);
3. Health Status (death rate, travel accidents, halggation, diseases);
4. Territorial Assistance: essential level of teri@brhealth care (indicators about sanitary
services);
Territorial Assistance: social area (indicatorsiglsmcial services);
Social and Sanitary Assistance: elderly personslifimeindicators, socio-demographic
indicators, not self sufficiency);

labour data, etc, and

oo

© o N

Social and Sanitary Assistance :
10 Social and Sanitary Assistance:

11.Social and Sanitary Assistance:

Social and Sanitary Assistance:
Social and Sanitary Assistance :

families and yotangs
immigrates;
disability;

mental health;
dependences.

In March 2010, for the first time, UROPS starteddapa collection and gathered the first results. In
the next tables it will be described the terrabprofile that results from the collection of sowfe
these indicators. We have selected only the ingiisahat are more useful in order to compare the
results with data coming from the EU SILC 2008 saenpling.

4.1. Indicators for demographic profile

Next table reports some indicators about the deapdgc profile of Health Societies. It results that
the area with a larger ageing population is Altd MaCecina (ageing ratio is 274,9 while provincial
average is 176,5). The areas with lower ageing lptipn are Valdarno Inferiore e Valdera
(respectively 150,4 and 155,2).

Within the Minimum Set there are many other inddcatabout population ageing because it is a

phenomenon that produces important effects in b@ahcies, especially concerning the public
social expenditure (see next paragraph).

Table 1: Main demographic index by Health’'s Socie&s. 31/12/2008

Ageing Age Indice di Indice di
ratio dependency  struttura pop. ricambio
ratio attiva pop. attiva

Health Societies
Area Pisana 190,2 54,4 125,1 173,6
Val d'Era 155,2 52,4 108,0 147,3
Alta Val di Cecina 274,9 63,5 141,0 179,2
Bassa Val di Cecina 1994 52,6 122,8 177,3
Valdarno Inferiore 150,4 52,2 110,0 134,8
Total (Province) 176,5 53,9 118,0 159,5

Ageing ratio: of population aged 65 and over toylation aged 0-14, per 100
Age dependency ratio: 1st variant (Population dyéd and 65 and more to pop. aged 15-64)
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In table 2 there is another important indicatorefage number of people per household). Within the
Pisa province the average number is 2,4 peopleviery household (we go from the 2,2 of Bassa
Val di Cecina to the 2,6 of Valdarno Inferiore).

Table 2 - Average number of people per householdytHealth Society. Year 2008
Average number

of people
Area Pisana 2,3
Valdera 2,5
Alta Val di Cecina 2,3
Bassa Val di Cecina 2,2
Valdarno Inferiore 2,6
Total (Province) 2,4

4.2. Determinants of Health Status

4.2.1. Income and pensions indicators

Within the Minimum Set there are many indicatorsc@rning the determinants of Health Status.
Health Status is the result of the incidence of yntattors (income, job, housing, environment,
etc.) that produce a direct or indirect impact bis status. In Minimum and Complementary sets
there are many indicators about these determiniietd. tables report the main ones.

In table 3 and graph 1 we can see that the ardhsthé higher level of mean taxable income, in
2007, were Area Pisana (more then provincial leaat] Valdarno Inferiore. We can also see the
tendencies in the last three years.

Table 3 - Mean Taxable Income by Health Society. Yaes: 2005-2006-2007
Mean Taxable Mean Taxable Mean Taxable

Income 2005 Income 2006 Income 2007
Area Pisana 21.905,3 22.660,4 23.427,4
Val d'Era 18.096,3 18.954,0 20.517,7
Alta Val di Cecina 18.722,3 19.218,9 20.353,5
Bassa Val di Cecina 17.188,3 18.289,8 19.781,7
Valdarno Inferiore 19.020,6 19.806,1 21.323,0
Total (Province) 20.131,1 20.894,1 22.031,2

Mean Taxable Income=Total Taxable Income/Numbedaxpayers
Source: Minimum Set of Indicators— Section 2 Defaents of Health
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Graph 1 Evolution of mean taxable income. Year 2002007
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In our Social Security System there is a type afspen assigned to people without a minimum
income. The amount of this pension is around 35@&0M. Next table reports the number of
pensions to population over 65 in the five areahld 5 reports the mean monthly amount of other
pensions: retirement, disability, survivor. Here van see that the area with the higher level of
retirement pensions is Alta Val di Cecina.

Table 4 — Proportion of Pensions supplemented by guanteed minimum income to population over
65. Year 2008

Pensions/population

over 65
Area Pisana 5,0
Val d'Era 4.4
Alta Val di Cecina 3,0
Bassa Val di Cecina 4,3
Valdarno Inferiore 4,1
Total (Province) 4,5

tax pensions supplemented by guaranteed minimuamiagpensions/population over 65 years old
Source: Minimum Set of Indicators— Section 2 Deiaents of Health

Table 5 —Mean amount of pensions by typology and byealth Society. Monthly amount. Year 2008
Guaranteed

Retirement Disability ~ Survivor N~ Total
minimum .
. pensions
income
Area Pisana 974,0 566,9 540,4 356,7 736,7
Val d'Era 874,9 529,7 499,8 317,3 696,8
Alta Vval di 1.033,0 519,4 582,3 332,6 800,8
Cecina
Bassa Val di 860,9 580,6 502,2 491,0 695,2
Cecina
Valdarno 851,0 532,8 479,6 359,7 685,6
Inferiore

Source: Minimum Set of Indicators— Section 2 Defaants of Health
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4.3. Housing indicators

Tuscany Region every year grants contribution fardeholds that cannot afford to pay a rent. Not
all requests may be accepted because the amowntsrated but we do know the number of
families that make a request. This may be a godidator to measure housing problems.

Next table reports this indicator and here we @ that the higher level is in Area Pisana and
Valdera.

Table 6 - Requests for rent contribution (1000 howholds) by Health Societies. Year 2008

Comune Requests/househo
Ids*1000

Area Pisana 21,7

Val d'Era 20,6

Alta Val di Cecina 11,0
Bassa Val di Cecina 10,1
Valdarno Inferiore 16,0
Total (Province) 19,7
Source: Minimum Set of Indicators— Section 2 Detfaents of Health

5. Indicators about local policies
UROPS, Province of Pisa

In order to comprehend the health status of atoeyrit is also important to know and to measure
the policies against social problems realised bgllostitutions.

Next table and graph report important data aboaitdiltribution of the public social expenditure:
households and young people, disability, dependeratders (hospices and residential assistance),
immigrates, poverty and different users. How we saa from the table and from the graph, the
expenses for elders people absorb the majoritybligresources.

The expenditure for poverty is about 2.692.227ravipcial level which correspond to the 5% of
the total expenditure.

About this there are some differentiations at Ideakl: in Valdarno Inferiore it is the 12% of the
total, in Valdera it is the 0,7%. We have to unisherkhat in Valdarno there isn’t the expenditure fo
elders hospices that is the higher one in the @heas.

Table 1 Distribution of public social expenditure br social. Year 2007

Area Pisana Valdera Alta Val di Cecina | Bassa V. di Cecina | Valdarno Inferiore

Expendit.. | % Expendit % Expendit % Expendit % Expendit %

Households | 2.643.775 | 8,0 944.991 13,1 217.368 4,6 1086. 21,1 | 924.974 22,4

and young

people

Disability 4.855.466 | 14,7 2.536.735 35 1.888. 23,3 | 1.465.001 29,3 1.209.256 29
Dependences 150.222 0,5 73.149 10 53.043 1,47.965 1,0 9.379 0,2
Elders 16.564.934| 50,0 | 1.973.798 27,4/ 2.051.728 43)7 315.823 3 6

(hospices)

Elders 1.424.874 | 4,3 164.198 2,3 144.759 31 522.56210,5 | 169.273 4,1
(residential

assistance)

Elders 2.050.080 | 6,2 1.117.126 15,5 713.323 15,2 620313 23,3| 951.218 23,0
(other)

Immigrates 1.670.651| 5,0 61.000 0,8 58.686 1|2131.641 2,6 46.383 1,1
Poverty 1.759.120| 5,3 49.938 0,7, 113.487 2/4274.345 55 495.337 12,0
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Area Pisana Valdera Alta Val di Cecina | BassaV. di Cecina | Valdarno Inferiore
Expendit. | % Expendit. % Expendit. % Expendit. % Expendit. %
Different 1.988.439 | 6,0 276.010 3,8 252.375 54 20.000 0,4 331.469 8,0
users
Total 33.107.561 100,0 7.196.945 100,0 4.700.153 100,0 4.995.732  100,0 4.137.289  100,0
expenditure

Graph 1 Distribution of public social expenditure.Total Province. Year 2007
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6. Direct estimates using oversampling data
Caterina Giusti, UNIPI-DSMAE

In this section we present and comment the dirstinates computed using data coming form the
EU SILC 2008 oversampling for the Province of PiEae estimates comprehend some income and
some economic discomfort indicators, such as thennaed median equivalised household income
in 2007, the rate of households declaring to bélen face unexpected financial expenses, and so
on. All these estimates are computed at provirieiad|, that is for the Province of Pisa, and also a
a finer geographical level, namely for the five t&a della Salute” or “Health Societies” of the
Province of Pisa. To be noted that for the momerg not possible to compute the estimates of
interest also for the Tuscany Region and for theesitalian territory using data coming from the
same survey. It will be possible to compute alses¢hestimates, comparing them with those
regarding the Province of Pisa presented in thp®nte only when all the data coming from EU
SILC 2008 will be available.
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In order to compute the direct estimates, the hHwoaldeweights have been calibrated on the
distribution of the households in the domains tériest, the Province and the Health Societies.

As concerns the variance of the direct estimates)ave considered different approaches: a simpler
approach based on the linear approximation of #tenators’ variances, and a more refined
approach based on resampling techniques (see rsettad SAMPLE Consortium - Deliverable
7.1). Since the variances computed using the diftetechniques resulted to be equivalent, the
variances presented in this section are those cupunder the first approach.

Table 1 — Mean of the equivalised household inconie Euros, by Health Society and household
characteristics, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error
Health Society
Area pisana 18279,76 1149,43
Valdera 19406,27 899,54
Alta Val di Cecina 17744,79 979,5
Bassa Val di Cecina 15205,46 927,29
Valdarno inferiore 20579,19 2140,38
Educational level of the head of the household
Primary school 15016,19 656,72
Secondary school (10-13 years) 19142,39 1129,01
Secondary school (14-19 years) 20013,59 762,58
University degree or Phd 28194,79 4265,77
Number of household members
1 17242,12 1316,12
2 18298,42 760,67
3 22361,31 2373,97
4 18681,26 933,25
5 or more 15859,40 1202,94
Gender of the head of the household
Male 19566,06 809,97
Female 15475,41 1152,84
Total (Province of Pisa) 18819,62 695,85

The mean of the equivalised household income, dowgrto the Eurostat guidelines (see the
Manual UDB variables description version 2007-Infr61-03-09), was equal to 18820 Euros, in
the Province of Pisa in 2007 (Table 1). If we cdesisome income quantiles (Table 2) we can see
that the 20% of the households in the Provincedradquivalised income under 11000 Euros, the
50% under 16707 Euros (median value) and the 808érn28576 Euros.

Considering the same estimates for the five He@tihieties in the Province we can see that for
“Area Pisana”, “Valdera” and “Valdarno inferioreli¢ mean and percentiles estimates are in line
with those at provincial level, especially takinga account the estimated standard errors. On the
contrary the household equivalised income estimatgained for “Alta Val di Cecina”, and in
particular for the “Bassa Val di Cecina” Health ®ties, seem to be slightly lower with respect to
the provincial ones.
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Table 2 — 20" percentile, median and 88 percentile of the equivalised household income iBuros, by
Health Society, year 2007.

Percentile Estimate Standard
Error
Health Society
Area pisana 20th 11162,38 828,77
Median 16900,04 757,99
80th 22434,01 834,02
Valdera 20th 10703,25 882,18
Median 17486,95 862,32
80th 24761,65 1203,7
Alta Val di Cecina 20th 10502,11 687,13
Median 15553,79 1039,58
80th 23678,66 1408,33
Bassa Val di Cecina 20th 9203,92 664,46
Median 13453,65 638,26
80th 19793,88 1416,62
Valdarno inferiore 20th 11044,17 898,89
Median 16027,63 1093,59
80th 25157,04 1552,71
Total (Province) 20th 10981,23 416,76
Median 16706,96 564,74
80th 23575,20 561,91

As far as concerns some of the main household ctegistics, we can see form Table 1 and 3 that
in the Province of Pisa an increasing level of atioa of the head of the household corresponds to
an higher level of household income, both in teafnsiean and percentile estimates.

The estimated mean household income for the Preusialso differentiated when we consider the
gender of the head of the household: where the ieadmale, the estimated mean household
income is significantly higher, around 19500 Euresth respect to the nearly 15500 Euros
estimated for the households where the head isnalée This gap is confirmed also in terms of
estimated income distribution values (see TableH#):50% of the households with a female as the
head had in 2007 an income under 13400 Euros, stgdwe 17600 Euros obtained for the
households with a male head. Note that the estdnstandard errors allow to consider these
differences as significant ones.

Finally, the number of household members does mggest any particular conclusion with respect
to the estimated values, especially when consigéehia estimated standard errors.

Table 3 — 2¢' percentile, median and 88 percentile of the equivalised household income iBuros, by
household characteristics, year 2007

Percentile Estimate Standard
Error
Educational level of the head of the household
Primary school 20th 8764,26 489,21
Median 13657,67 642,04
80th 18897,27 891,34
Secondary school (10-13 years) 20th 11542,13 649,31
Median 17434,58 990,33
80th 23598,69 1237,6

22



Percentile Estimate Standard

Error
Educational level of the head of the household
Secondary school (14-19 years) 20th 14349,86 894,08
Median 19347,87 566,24
80th 24082,51 1022,11
University degree or Phd 20th 14013,01 1345,65
Median 22281,99 1836,88
80th 38037,88 4192,58
Number of household members
1 20th 8537,47 533,65
Median 14037,73 982,91
80th 20544,66 1042,38
2 20th 11812,46 641,22
Median 16417,14 854,89
80th 24037,62 1085,37
3 20th 12865,34 1344,4
Median 18992,77 1095,79
80th 25143,84 1193,8
4 20th 11399,38 1194,66
Median 18608,41 978,79
80th 23103,75 1282
5 or more 20th 10171,4 2136,37
Median 14604,77 1699,31
80th 20386,54 2666,58
Gender of the head of the household
Male 20th 11465,01 503,32
Median 17569,58 475,39
80th 24030,44 513,87
Female 20th 9077,05 828,68
Median 13381,56 704,76
80th 20917,72 2268,36
Total (Province) 20th 10981,23 416,76
Median 16706,96 564,74
80th 23575,2 561,91

Table 4 reports the estimated values of the HeathCRatio (HCR) oat-risk-of-poverty-rate, that

is of the percentage of households with an equgdlincome under the poverty line. If we consider
as poverty line the 60% of the median equivalisedme in the Province of Pisa in 2007 (10024,18
Euros), we obtain for the Province an HCR equal3@3%. The HCRs estimated for four out of
the five Health Societies in the Province are venmyilar to the provincial estimate, even if
characterised by higher estimated standard erftwes.only exception is the HCR estimated for the
“Bassa Val di Cecina”: the value is over the 24%l&khe corresponding standard error is only
slightly higher than the others. To better investiigthis gap we also computed the HCRs using as
poverty line the 60% of the median equivalised mean the Tuscany Region in 2006 (EU SILC
survey 2007). The results, not reported here, ssergially the same of those in Table 4. Thus, we
can say that considering the HCR and the housedtpldvalised income estimates, the “Bassa Val
di Cecina” Health Society represents a criticaharethe Province.
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Table 4 — Head Count Ratio (%) by Health Society,gar 2007.

Estimate Standard Error
Health Society
Area pisana 15,52 3,05
Valdera 15,46 3,08
Alta  Val di
Cecina 15,94 4,16
Bassa Val di
Cecina 24,77 4,78
Valdarno inferiore 15,87 3,54
Total (Province) 15,83 1,82

Table 5 reports the estimates of the proportiomaiseholds with the house owned (without a
mortgage) by one or more household members. Asanesee, a higher proportion of households
with house owned by household members do not alwagespond to a higher household income
in the area. For example, the relative high meash lawmusehold income estimates of the “Area
pisana” Health Society correspond to a relative poaportion of households with ownership of the
house; note however that the standard error ofAhea pisana” estimate in table 5 do not allow to
consider this estimate as significantly differentnf the mean provincial value (65.8%) .

Table 5 — Proportion of households with house ownedaly household members (without a mortgage), by
Health Society, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

| Health Society |
Area pisana 61,17 4,17

Valdera 75,38 3,44

Alta Val di

Cecina 77,43 4,57

Bassa Val di

Cecina 68,34 5,14

Valdarno

inferiore 58,56 4,60

Total (Province) 65,84 2,41

As concerns some of the main EU SILC economic digod indicators, Table 6 highlights that the
“Area pisana” is characterized by a high proportainhouseholds with arrears on utility bills,
around the 17% against a provincial value of 12,6&tver estimated proportions characterize the
remaining Health Societies, with the exceptionhef 11,3% of the “Alta Val di Cecina”.

Table 6 — Proportion of households with arrears onitility bills, by Health Society, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 16,93 3,12
Valdera 7,96 2,09
Alta Val di Cecina 11,33 3,79
Bassa Val di Cecina 7,77 3,16
Valdarno inferiore 8,18 2,50
Total (Province) 12,59 1,71
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Also in terms of ability to make ends meet (Tablafd to afford to go for a week’s annual holiday
away from home (Table 8), the “Area pisana” is elstarized by the higher estimate, that is by the
higher expressed discomfort. On the opposite, tléa“Val di Cecina” is characterized by the
lower estimates. Note that the proportions of hbakis that cannot afford to go away from home
for a week's annual holiday is particularly high &l the areas, with a provincial estimate eqoal t
nearly 41%.

Table 7 — Proportion of households able to make esdmeet with great difficulty, by Health Society,
year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 18,41 3,36
Valdera 13,49 2,95
Alta Val di Cecina 12,11 3,68
Bassa Val di Cecina 13,01 3,89
Valdarno inferiore 16,55 3,66
Total (Province) 16,27 1,94

Table 8 — Proportion of households that cannot affal to go for a week's annual holiday away from
home, by Health Society, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 44,55 4,23
Valdera 36,29 4,01
Alta Val di Cecina 33,25 5,18
Bassa Val di Cecina 40,52 5,32
Valdarno inferiore 40,47 4,57
Total (Province) 40,91 2,48

The 15,89% of the households in the Province dedléan not be able to keep home adequately
warm (Table 9). For what concerns the Health Smsetve can see that the estimated proportions
are differentiated, even if the estimated stan@ardrs suggest to be cautious in this discrimimatio
process. Anyway, in this case the higher levelis€amfort is expressed by households living in
the area “Valdarno inferiore” and “Area pisana’, il@h‘Bassa Val di Cecina” has the lower
estimate.

Table 9 — Proportion of households not able to keepome adequately warm, by Health Society, year
2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 17,60 3,59
Valdera 11,56 2,75
Alta Val di Cecina 9,52 3,25
Bassa Val di Cecina 7,93 3,05
Valdarno inferiore 22,23 4,06
Total (Province) 15,89 2,04
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Another indicator of economic discomfort expresbgdhe interviewed households is represented
by the ability to face unexpected financial expsns®rresponding in Italy for EU-SILC 2008 to
750 Euros. As we can see from Table 10, the estoinatoportion of households that declared to be
unable to face these expenses is equal to 31%iRrbvince. Note that in this case a relative low
proportion characterizes the two Health Societiegted in the Val di Cecina.

Table 10 — Proportion of households that cannot facunexpected financial expenses (750 Euros), by
Health Society, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 36,96 4,19
Valdera 23,63 3,53
Alta Val di Cecina 18,77 4,45
Bassa Val di Cecina 25,17 4,73
Valdarno inferiore 32,70 4,49
Total (Province) 31,29 2,42

Table 11 — Proportion of households that cannot affd a meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian
equivalent) every second day, by Health Society, 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 8,30 2,70
Valdera 2,94 1,32
Alta Val di Cecina 6,03 2,95
Bassa Val di Cecina 7,59 2,95
Valdarno inferiore 14,47 3,52
Total (Province) 7,57 1,49

Finally, the 7,57% of the households living in ta@vince declared to not be able to afford a meal
with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalesgry second day. For this indicator the results
are really differentiated between the Health Seesetnote in particular the low estimate obtained
for “Valdera” (2,94%) and the high estimate for ‘&farno inferiore” (14,47%). In this case, the

differences are significant even considering themeded standard errors.

As concerns social benefits, in Tables 12, 13, &d &5 we finally consider some pension

indicators, that is some indicators based on thegm¢age of population living in the Province of

Pisa declaring they were receiving a pension ir7200

As we can see, the estimated proportion of indaislueceiving a pension in 2007 is equal to
approximately the 35% of the total population lyim the Province. This percentage is poorly
differentiated among the Health Societies, with ¢leeption of the “Bassa Val di Cecina”, which

seems to be characterized by a higher proportioatwéd people.

Table 12 — Proportion of individuals declaring theywere receiving a pension, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error
Health Society
Area pisana 33,58 2,78
Valdera 38,21 2,76
Alta Val di Cecina 39,44 3,62
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| Estimate Standard Error
Health Society

Bassa Val di Cecina 43,44 4,02
Valdarno inferiore 31,13 2,79
Total (Province) 35,09 1,61

Considering the different types of social benefttger the 70% of the individuals receiving any
type of social benefit declared they were receivifd age benefifs(Table 13). In this case the
estimated standard errors suggest to be cautialisériminating among the different areas.

The percentage of retired people declaring theyeeeiving survivors’ benefits is approximately
equal to 25% in the Province (Table 14), while ¢tberesponding percentage is lower in the “Alta
Val di Cecina” and “Valdarno inferiore” areas. Higawe can note that considering the percentage
of retired people declaring there are receivingisaldlity pension (Table 15), the “Alta Val di
Cecina” Health Society is again characterised lpner estimate if compared with the other areas.
Thus, this area seems to be characterized by lameunts of social benefits especially dedicated
to survivors and people with disabilities.

Table 13 — Proportion of individuals receiving anytype of social benefits declaring they were receivy
old age social benefits, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 70,10 4,53
Valdera 77,54 3,90
Alta Val di Cecina 78,20 4,93
Bassa Val di Cecina 73,88 5,20
Valdarno inferiore 73,32 4,70
Total (Province) 73,52 2,48

Table 14 — Proportion of individuals receiving anytype of social benefits declaring they were receivy
survivors’ social benefits, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 28,48 4,60
Valdera 25,59 4,33
Alta Val di Cecina 18,31 4,61
Bassa Val di Cecina 26,98 5,50
Valdarno inferiore 19,91 4,35
Total (Province) 25,68 2,57

% 0ld age benefits include old age pensions, amtieipold age pensions, partial retirement pensitars, allowances,
survivor’'s benefits paid after the standard reteatrage, disability cash benefits paid after thadard retirement age,
lump-sum payments at the normal retirement dateottmet cash benefits. More details are availabEurostat, 2008.
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Table 15 — Proportion of individuals receiving anytype of social benefits declaring they were receiv

disability social benefits, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 35,05 4,88
Valdera 29,65 4,25
Alta Val di Cecina 12,87 3,92
Bassa Val di Cecina 21,93 4,93
Valdarno inferiore 27,14 4,70
Total (Province) 30,49 2,67

Summing up the main results standing from the @areping direct estimates, we can say that the
economic, poverty and social benefits indicatortheffive Health Societies of the Province of Pisa
are characterized by certain variability. Thus, patmg the direct estimates only at provincial leve

would mask the important differences emerging whegpeating the analysis at a more detailed

geographical level.

Another interesting result is the variability betmethe different computed indicators. In particular
areas characterized by low mean and median housélmmme estimates can be characterized by
low estimated discomfort indicators. That is, direcome estimates and indicators of perceived
economic discomfort can give different indicatiointiee poverty and living conditions in a given
area. Thus, it is important to always consider bggies of indicators when analysing the areas of

interest.
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7. Comparison between EU-SILC indicators and administrative data
UROPS, Province of Pisa

The poverty of a territory and people who livetimsideeply influenced by demographic, social
and economic development of this territory. Indicatfrom administrative data, referred to in
paragraph 5, identify the local context of EU-SIE@vey. These are environmental variables that
describe the discomfort situations of municipaditier aggregation of municipalities but can not
measure the individual or household discomfort.

The results of EU-SILC sometimes confirm the sttkagand weaknesses of the territory that
emerge from territorial analysis and sometimesresiing with it.

If we try to compare EU-SILC indicators with adnsitmative data and indicators can detect a
certain correspondence that concerns the econanticaitors: the lower income areas are Alta and
Bassa Val di Cecina.

But the oversampling analysis can emphasize an riao point which is the divergence
between economic indicators and discomfort indisatand, sometimes, this discrepancy is
confirmed by administrative data such as for Altd 8assa Val di Cecina.

For example, Valdarno is a typical area with goodome but with high indicators of
discomfort, especially with regard to the propartiof households that are unable to keep home
adequately warm and the proportion of households @&dn not afford a meal with meat, chicken,
fish every two day. This situation is particuladigvious for Bassa Val di Cecina which is the area
with the highest poverty rate and a lower levallisfress indicators.

Looking at the regional indicators, we realize tA#ta and Bassa Val di Cecina are the areas
with the lower percentages of requests for renttrdmution (another indicator of the regional
network). This is a good indicator of social disadtage because the contribution is restricted to
households with very low income.

About pensions, there is a good consistency betwleempercentage of people who declared
they receive a pension (35,09% at provincial lewlyl the percentage reported by INPS data
(31,35%). The same correspondence exists when comgpthe percentages of people with
survivor’'s pensions (25,68% in EU-SILC and 21,5%NPS data).

Finally, it may be interesting to analyze the sbdistribution of public expenditure in the light
of survey results.
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Figure 1 Public social expenditure per habitant (Ew). Year 2007

Public social expenditure per habitant (Euro). Year 2007
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From EU-SILC we can see that in the Province ofaRis 2007, there was a 15,83% of
households with an income below the poverty lineatTsame year public spending on “Poverty”
was € 2.692,77 at provincial level that correspandse 5% of total expenditure, to which we must
add the cost for Families and Young People (10, %)ch include also social assistance spending
and Immigrants (3,6%). In total, the public expémadi on social disadvantage was approximately
19,3% (€ 10.447.778). Instead 54,2% of the exparalivas absorbed by the interventions for the
elderly.

In Figure 1 we can observe the distribution of pulekpenditure per capita. Compared with
Table 1, we find that the Bassa Val di Cecina hiasvecapacity for action on social discomfort

Table 1- Head Count Ratio (% by Health Society, year 2007.

Estimate Standard Error

Health Society

Area pisana 15,52 3,05
Valdera 15,46 3,08
Alta Val di Cecina 15,94 4,16
Bassa Val di Cecina 24,77 4,78
Valdarno inferiore 15,87 3,54
Total (Province) 15,83 1,82

In this context, it is important to evidence thiag tsocial expenditure of Bassa Val di Cecina
includes also the expenditure for 4 municipalitteat are of the competence of Province of
Livorno (Bibbona, Cecina, Castagneto Carducci, uano Marittimo). It is possible that the area
of discomfort of Bassa Val di Cecina relates toraater extent than the municipalities of the
Province of Pisa.
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