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User information

Symbols

The following standard symbols are used in Statistics Canada publications:

. not available for any reference period

.. not available for a specific reference period

... not applicable

0 true zero or a value rounded to zero

0s value rounded to 0 (zero) where there is a meaningful distinction between true zero and the value that was
rounded

p preliminary

r revised

x suppressed to meet the confidentiality requirements of the Statistics Act

E use with caution

F too unreliable to be published

* significantly different from reference category (p < 0.05)
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About this survey

The 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (FEMS) was conducted to gather information about farming
practices on Canadian crop and livestock operations. The survey focuses on information related to manure
storage and spreading, pesticide application, crop and nutrient management, grazing and the implementation of
environmental farm plans.

The FEMS contributes to Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada’s work on measuring environmental performance in the
agricultural sector. The information generated from this survey is needed to support the industry’s environmental
initiatives, to address federal and provincial policy needs and to guide sustainable development actions in Canada’s
agriculture sector.
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Highlights

• In 2011, 35% of Canadian farms had a formal environmental farm plan (EFP).

• Of the farms with an EFP, the majority had either fully or partially implemented the beneficial management
practices recommended in their EFP (95%).

• The main reason given for not implementing beneficial management practices was economic pressures (55%).

• Almost four out of ten farms in Canada had received financial assistance to implement the beneficial management
practices included in their EFP.

• Approximately 70% of Canadian crop farms applied herbicides to control weeds but only 15% applied insecticides
for pest control.
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Results

Environmental Farm Plan

An environmental farm plan (EFP) is a voluntarily prepared, formal, written assessment of environmental issues or
risks1 on a farm such as soil erosion, potential sources of water contamination or pesticide drift. An EFP contains
an action plan detailing the beneficial management practices (BMP) that should be put in place to mitigate or
eliminate those risks. These potential on-farm agri-environmental risks and BMPs are identified by the farmer in
consultation with agrologists, EFP facilitators/coordinators, and supporting materials (e.g. EFP workbooks and
reference manuals).

A BMP is any management practice that reduces or eliminates an environmental risk.2 There are BMPs for a wide
variety of agri-environmental risks such as pesticide storage and use, fertilizer storage and use, grazing, and surface
water management, to name a few.

In 2011, 35% of Canadian farms had a formal EFP, while 2% indicated they were in the process of developing their
EFP. Sixty percent of Canadian farms did not have an EFP (Table 1).

Only in Quebec and the Atlantic Region did the number of farms with a formal EFP exceed the number of farms
without a formal EFP. Approximately seven out of ten Quebec farms had a formal EFP, possibly because of provincial
legislation that targets nutrient and manure management issues.3 In contrast, fewer than three out of ten farms in
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia had a formal EFP (Chart 1), possibly because the EFP
program is newer in western Canada than it is in other parts of the country.4

1. Statistics Canada, 2012, “Questionnaire(s) and reporting guide(s) – Farm Environmental Management Survey
(FEMS),”http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getInstrumentLink&SurvItem_Id=122432&Query_Id=118847&Query=instance&lang=en&db=
imdb&adm=8&dis=2 (accessed July 17, 2013).

2. Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development, 2006, “Beneficial Management Practices: Environmental Manual for Alberta
Farmsteads,”http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/agdex11114 (accessed May 1, 2013).

3. MacKay, R and J. Hewitt, 2010, “Farm Environmental Management”. Environmental Sustainability of Canadian Agriculture:Agri-Environmental Indicator
Report Series, Report #3, pages 20 to 30.

4. MacKay, R and J. Hewitt, 2010, “Farm Environmental Management”. Environmental Sustainability of Canadian Agriculture:Agri-Environmental Indicator
Report Series, Report #3, pages 20 to 30.
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Chart 1
Farms with an environmental farm plan, 2011–Canada, provinces and region
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management 
Survey (survey number 5044). 

Of the farms with an EFP, the majority had either fully or partially implemented the BMPs recommended in their EFP
(95%). Eastern Canada and British Columbia had the highest proportion of farms with fully implemented BMPs,
while around one in five farms in Saskatchewan and Alberta had fully implemented the BMPs from their EFP (Table
2).

The main reason given for not implementing BMPs was economic pressures. More than half of Canadian farms with
an EFP or an EFP under development gave this as the reason for not implementing BMPs. The other major reason
reported for one quarter of Canadian farms was lack of time (Chart 2).
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Chart 2
Main reasons for not implementing beneficial management practices, 2011–Canada
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management 
Survey (survey number 5044). 

Almost four out of ten farms received financial assistance to implement their BMPs. Approximately half the farms in
Ontario, Manitoba and Saskatchewan reported receiving financial assistance to implement BMPs compared to just
over one out of five farms in Quebec (Table 3).

Surface Water

Many farms in Canada have some form of surface water. It is important to manage agricultural lands adjacent to
surface water carefully because the quality of this water can be affected by agricultural activities. Surface water can
be contaminated by nutrient or pesticide run-off, or by livestock. Allowing livestock to have direct access to surface
water can cause soil erosion along stream banks and can further contaminate water with sediment and manure.5

Permanent wetlands as defined in this survey are areas where water is present year-round and can include marshes,
dugouts, and small lakes.6 More than a quarter of Canadian farms reported having permanent wetlands on their
operations in 2011 (Chart 3). Permanent wetlands were most commonly reported by farms in Saskatchewan and
least commonly reported by farms in Quebec. Approximately half of the farms in Saskatchewan and 7% of farms in
Quebec reported permanent wetlands (Table 4).

5. MacKay, R and J. Hewitt, 2010, “Farm Environmental Management”. Environmental Sustainability of Canadian Agriculture:Agri-Environmental Indicator
Report Series, Report #3, pages 20 to 30.

6. Statistics Canada, 2012, “Questionnaire(s) and reporting guide(s) – Farm Environmental Management Survey
(FEMS),”http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getInstrumentLink&SurvItem_Id=122432&Query_Id=118847&Query=instance&lang=en&db=
imdb&adm=8&dis=2 (accessed July 17, 2013).
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Seasonal wetlands are defined as areas that normally have water present until late summer or early fall and are
generally too water-logged to plant crops.7 However, seasonal wetlands may be utilized for grazing or harvesting
hay during drier parts of the year. Three out of ten Canadian farms reported having seasonal wetlands on their
operation (Chart 3). As was the case for permanent wetlands, seasonal wetlands were most common on farms in
Saskatchewan and least common on farms in Quebec. Seasonal wetlands were present on over half of the farms
in Saskatchewan and 7% of the farms in Quebec (Table 4).

Waterways are channels that contain flowing water for at least part of the year and can include streams and drainage
ditches.8 Four out of ten Canadian farms reported having waterways on their operation (Chart 3). Waterways were
most commonly reported by Quebec farms, occurring on just over 70% of farms. Waterways were least common
on Alberta and British Columbia farms, with approximately 30% of farms in these provinces reporting having them
(Table 4).

Chart 3
Farms with surface water, 2011–Canada
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management 
Survey (survey number 5044). 

Extended grazing

Livestock kept in an open field during the late fall and winter period is a farming practice commonly referred to as
extended grazing. Livestock are kept outdoors to graze or feed and are not confined to a paddock or building.
Grazing in an open field setting allows manure to be deposited directly by livestock rather than using a manure

7. Statistics Canada, 2012, “Questionnaire(s) and reporting guide(s) – Farm Environmental Management Survey
(FEMS),”http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getInstrumentLink&SurvItem_Id=122432&Query_Id=118847&Query=instance&lang=en&db=
imdb&adm=8&dis=2 (accessed July 17, 2013).

8. Statistics Canada, 2012, “Questionnaire(s) and reporting guide(s) – Farm Environmental Management Survey
(FEMS),”http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getInstrumentLink&SurvItem_Id=122432&Query_Id=118847&Query=instance&lang=en&db=
imdb&adm=8&dis=2 (accessed July 17, 2013).
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

spreader. However, BMPs such as regularly moving feed, shelter, and bedding sites need to be implemented to
ensure nutrient deposits are spread throughout the landscape while avoiding environmentally sensitive areas.9

In Canada, close to four out of ten livestock farms used extended grazing practices. This practice was most common
in Saskatchewan and Alberta, where more than 60% of livestock farms reported this practice. This practice was least
common in Quebec, with 6% of livestock farms having livestock in an open field setting during this time (Table 5). A
primary reason for this difference between provinces is that this practice is most suited for beef livestock, and much
less for dairy cattle.

Pesticide Use

Pesticides are used by farmers to protect their crops from pests such as weeds, insects, fungi and parasites.
However, these chemicals can pose environmental and health risks if they are not properly managed. Pesticides
should be applied and stored according to label instructions to reduce risk of soil or water contamination. In most
provinces, pesticide application must be undertaken by someone who is licensed or certified to do so. Agricultural
operators are also advised to apply pesticides only when necessary.10

Herbicides are used to combat weeds. In 2011, approximately 70% of Canadian crop farms reported applying
herbicides (Chart 4). Herbicide use wasmost common inManitoba and Saskatchewan, with more than three quarters
of crop farms in these provinces applying herbicides. Herbicide use by crop farms was least commonly reported in
British Columbia (40%) (Table 6).

Insecticides are used to protect crops from insects. In 2011, the majority of crop farms in Canada did not apply
insecticides (85%) (Chart 4). Insecticide use was most common in the Atlantic Region and British Columbia
(approximately 30% of crop farms) and least common in Quebec and Alberta (approximately 10% of crop farms)
(Table 6).

Fungicides are used to prevent the growth of fungus on crops. In 2011, almost one quarter of Canadian crop farms
applied fungicides to their crops (Chart 4). Fungicide use was most common in Manitoba, with 42% of crop farms in
this province applying fungicides, and least common in Quebec (10% of crop farms) (Table 6).

9. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2013, “Grazing Livestock Management: Farm Environmental Management Survey
(FEMS), 2006,”http://www4.agr.gc.ca/AAFC-AAC/display-afficher.do?id=1287066862621 (accessed May 2, 2013).

10. MacKay, R and J. Hewitt, 2010, “Farm Environmental Management”. Environmental Sustainability of Canadian Agriculture:Agri-Environmental Indicator
Report Series, Report #3, pages 20 to 30.

Statistics Canada – Catalogue no. 21-023-X 11
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Chart 4
Pesticide use on crop farms, 2011–Canada
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management 
Survey (survey number 5044). 
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Map 1
Sub-provincial regions–ecozones and ecoregions
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Sources: Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008, A National Ecological Framework for Canada, 
http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/nsdb/ecostrat/intro.html (accessed February 19, 2010).
Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, Statistics Canada, custom compilation.

Note: Only 27 of these sub-provincial zones were included in the survey sample frame.

 2. PE: Atlantic Maritime Ecozone
 3. NS: Atlantic Maritime Ecozone
 4. NB: Atlantic Maritime Ecozone
 5. QC: Atlantic Maritime Ecozone
 6. QC: St. Lawrence Lowlands Ecoregion
 7. QC: Boreal Shield Ecozone
 8. ON: St. Lawrence Lowlands Ecoregion
 9. ON: Manitoulin-Lake Simcoe-Frontenac Ecoregions
10. ON: Lake Erie Lowland Ecoregion
11. ON: Boreal Shield Ecozone
12. MB: Boreal Plains Ecozone
13. MB: Boreal Shield Ecozone
14. MB: Black Soil Zone
15. MB: Lake Manitoba Plain Ecoregion

16. SK: Boreal Plains Ecozone
17. SK: Boreal Shield Ecozone
18. SK: Brown Soil Zone
19. SK: Dark Brown Soil Zone
20. SK: Black Soil Zone
21. AB: Boreal Plains
22. AB: Montane Cordillera Ecozone
23. AB: Boreal Shield Ecozone
24. AB: Brown Soil Zone
25. AB: Dark Brown Soil Zone
26. AB: Black Soil Zone
27. BC: Boreal Plains Ecozone
28. BC: Montane Cordillera Ecozone
29. BC: Pacific Maritime Ecozone
30. NT: Boreal Plains Ecozone

 1. NL: Boreal Shield Ecozone
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Table 1
Environmental farm plans on Canadian farms—Provinces and region

Environmental farm plan

Yes Under
development/review

No

percent

Canada 35 2 60
Atlantic region 53 2 42
Quebec 72 3 23
Ontario 38 1 E 58
Manitoba 28 4 66
Saskatchewan 26 2 69
Alberta 23 1 73
British Columbia 21 3 72

Note(s): Percentages may not add up to 100, due to rounding and/or non-response.
Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).

Table 2
Beneficial management practices on Canadian farms with an environmental farm plan1—Provinces and region

Fully
implemented

Partially
implemented

Not
implemented

percent

Canada 43 52 5
Atlantic region 41 53 4
Quebec 76 22 2
Ontario 38 56 6
Manitoba 25 68 7
Saskatchewan 18 76 6
Alberta 20 73 6
British Columbia 58 36 4

1. Excludes farms that do not have either an established environmental farm plan, or an environmental farm plan that is under review.
Note(s): Percentages may not add up to 100, due to rounding and/or non-response.
Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Table 3
Financial assistance for implementing beneficial management practices on Canadian farms1,2—Provinces and region

Financial assistance to offset beneficial management practice costs

Yes No

percent

Canada 39 60
Atlantic region 39 60
Quebec 22 77
Ontario 48 50
Manitoba 49 51
Saskatchewan 53 46
Alberta 34 66
British Columbia 45 53

1. Percent of farms that received financial assistance to offset the costs for implementation of the beneficial management practices identified in the environmental
farm plan.

2. Excludes farms that do not have either an established environmental farm plan, or an environmental farm plan that is under review.
Note(s): Percentages may not add up to 100, due to rounding and/or non-response.
Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).

Table 4
Seasonal and permanent wetlands and waterways on Canadian farms—Provinces and region

Seasonal wetlands Permanent wetlands Waterways

Yes No Yes No Yes No

percent

Canada 30 70 27 73 41 59
Atlantic region 16 84 24 76 44 56
Quebec 7 93 7 93 71 29
Ontario 12 88 14 86 39 61
Manitoba 48 52 35 65 42 58
Saskatchewan 56 44 48 52 37 63
Alberta 39 61 34 66 30 70
British Columbia 18 82 17 83 32 68

Note(s): Percentages may not add up to 100, due to rounding and/or non-response.
Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).

Table 5
Proportion of livestock farms practising extended grazing—Provinces and region

Livestock farms practising
extended grazing

percent

Canada 39
Atlantic region 17
Quebec 6
Ontario 17
Manitoba 54
Saskatchewan 65
Alberta 62
British Columbia 45

Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).
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Farm Environmental Management Survey – 2011

Table 6
Pesticide use on Canadian crop farms—Provinces and region

Application of herbicides Application of insecticides Application of fungicides

Yes No Yes No Yes No

percent

Canada 69 31 15 85 23 77
Atlantic region 57 43 34 66 34 66
Quebec 62 38 11 89 10 90
Ontario 70 30 16 84 25 75
Manitoba 77 23 15 85 42 58
Saskatchewan 79 21 14 86 24 76
Alberta 65 35 11 89 15 85
British Columbia 40 60 28 72 29 71

Note(s): Percentages may not add up to 100, due to rounding and/or non-response.
Source(s): Statistics Canada, 2013, Environment Accounts and Statistics Division, 2011 Farm Environmental Management Survey (survey number 5044).
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Data concepts & methods

Introduction

The Farm Environmental Management Survey (FEMS) is conducted on behalf of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
to provide information about farming practices on Canadian crop and livestock operations. The survey collects
detailed information on environmentally-related management practices that take place on Canadian farms. This
third iteration of FEMS was conducted following the 2011 Census of Agriculture.

Information on the 2006 and 2001 iterations of the FEMS can be obtained by contacting Statistics Canada
at 1-800-263-1136 or at infostats@statcan.gc.ca.

Reference period

The information contained in this report reflects farm environmental management practices for the calendar
year 2011.

Survey frame and coverage

The target population for the survey consisted of all Canadian farms that were identified as active on the 2011 Census
of Agriculture. Due to operational constraints and respondent burden considerations, some specific types of farms
were excluded from the target population to obtain the survey population. The exclusions were:

• Farms from the 2011 Census of Agriculture with less than $10,000 in sales from agriculture activities;

• Institutional farms (prisons, research stations, colleges);

• Farms located on First Nations reserves;

• Farms for whom more than 50% of the gross income in 2010 came from sales of greenhouse, sod and nursery
products;

• Farms included on the 2012 Greenhouse, Sod and Nursery Survey frame;

• Farms without livestock inventory or crop area at the time of the 2011 Census of Agriculture;

• Farms located in the Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut;

• Farms that are part of the Large Agricultural Operation Statistics (LAOS) program.

Two main sources of frame under-coverage existed: new farms that started their activities after the 2011 Census of
Agriculture and farms with sales less than the $10,000 threshold in 2010 (the reference year for the 2011 Census
of Agriculture) but which had surpassed the threshold since then.

Stratification, Allocation and Sample selection

This was a sample survey with a cross-sectional design.
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Stratification of the List Frame

The survey is designed to produce estimates at the sub-provincial level. The combination of 12 ecological regions
(described below) and 10 provinces produced 27 different sub-provincial regions, with agricultural activity, defined
by similar agronomic, climatic and soil attributes in the Canadian eco-stratification system (Map 1).

The 12 ecological regions by which the survey frame was stratified are as follows:

1. Atlantic Maritime ecozone1

2. St. Lawrence Lowlands ecoregion

3. Manitoulin- Lake Simcoe - Frontenac ecoregions

4. Lake Erie Lowland ecoregion

5. Boreal Shield ecozone

6. Brown Soil Zone (ecoregions Mixed Grassland and Cypress Upland)

7. Dark Brown Soil Zone (ecoregions Moist Mixed Grassland and Fescue Grassland)

8. Black Soil Zone (ecoregions Aspen Parkland and Southwest Manitoba Uplands)

9. Lake Manitoba Plain ecoregion

10. Boreal Plains ecozone

11. Montane Cordillera ecozone

12. Pacific Maritime ecozone

The first step was to determine whether each farm in the sampling frame was a candidate for the Crop module, for
the Livestock module, or for both (a mixed farm). The farms were assigned to one of the three groups (crop, livestock
or mixed) according to their contribution to cropland and to livestock production in their province. The population
was then stratified according to the province and ecological region.

Distributions of the gross farm income and the crop type (wheat, grain, oilseed, potatoes, fruits, vegetables, hay,
other field crop and mixed crop) and/or livestock type (cattle, hogs, poultry, mixed livestock) included on the frame
were compared to distributions of the final sample, to ensure that each type of farm was well-represented. The
sample stratification was designed to produce accurate proportional estimates.

Sample allocation

Based on the available budget, the expected response rate and a targeted level of precision, the total sample size
was set at 20,000 farms, roughly 10,000 for each module. The sample allocation was designed to produce accurate
estimates of proportions at the province and ecoregion levels.

1. Ecozones cross administrative boundaries and represent large and generalized ecological units with homogeneous hydrographic, climatic, ecological and
topographic characteristics. Ecozones are further broken down into ecoregions, characterized by distinctive regional ecological factors, including climate,
physiography, vegetation, soil, water, fauna, and land use.
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Sample Selection

Farms were randomly selected within each stratum. The sampling strategy ensured that a farm could not be selected
for both the Crop and Livestock modules. For the Crop module, the sample was selected so that the distribution
between mixed farms and farms with only crops was the same as in the target population. The same strategy was
used for the Livestock module.

Data collection

Response to the FEMSwas voluntary. Data were collected directly from survey respondents using computer assisted
telephone interviews (CATI).

As suggested by participants during questionnaire testing, February-March 2012 was chosen for data collection
because it had the least impact on farming operations (before spring planting). The survey was also able to take
advantage of the frame information collected with the 2011 Census of Agriculture completed in the summer of 2011.

Data entry and editing

Data entry

Data were entered using a computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) program.

Editing

It is possible to implement edit procedures at the time of the interview by using the CATI program. Computer
programmed edit checks in the CATI system informed interviewers during the interview of possible data errors,
which could then be corrected immediately by the interviewer and respondent.

Sampling and non-sampling errors

Sampling error

This type error occurs because only a subset of the population is surveyed instead of the entire population. The
type of error was reduced by using efficient stratification, allocation and sample selection processes. For the FEMS
survey, the sampling error at the province and ecoregion level was controlled to get estimates of good quality for
proportions.

Non sampling error

Data response error may be due to questionnaire design, the characteristics of a question, inability or unwillingness
of the respondent to provide correct information, misinterpretation of the questions or conceptual problems. These
errors were controlled through careful questionnaire design and testing and the use of simple concepts and
consistency checks.

Processing errors may occur at various stages of processing such as data entry, editing and tabulation. Measures
were taken to minimize these errors.

Non-response errors result when respondents refuse to answer, are unable to respond or are too late in reporting.
Total non-response occurred when mandatory questions were left unanswered. Partial non-response occurred when
the mandatory questions were answered, but other questions were left unanswered.
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Data accuracy

The accuracy of the estimates was measured using the coefficient of variation (CV) which quantifies the sampling
error. The CV, defined as the standard error divided by the survey estimate, is a measure of precision in relative
terms and is expressed as a percentage.

CV Rating

0.01% - 4.99% A -- excellent

5.0% - 9.99% B -- very good

10.0% - 14.99% C -- good

15.0% - 24.99% D -- acceptable

25.0% - 34.99% E -- use with caution

35.0% and more F -- too unreliable to be published

Response rate

The response rates for the Crop and Livestock modules of the survey were 76.9% and 77.7%, respectively.

Error detection

Non-sampling error could be introduced into the survey by respondents misinterpreting questions, or errors being
introduced during the data capture or tabulation process. Every effort was made to reduce the occurrence of such
errors in the survey.

Data were verified using the edits in the capture software. These edits verify that all mandatory cells have been filled
in, that certain values lie within acceptable ranges, and that totals equal the sum of their components. If an edit was
triggered, collection officers asked follow-up questions to the respondent in order to resolve the edit.

Further data checking was performed by subject matter officers who reviewed the survey data that were identified
as outliers and compared them to data from the 2011 Census of Agriculture to determine their validity.

Imputation

No Statistical imputation of the survey data was performed to address non-response. Total non-response (that is,
when mandatory questions are left unanswered) was dealt with by adjusting the weights assigned to the responding
units, such that one responding unit might also represent other non-responding units with similar characteristics (that
is, province, ecozone or ecoregion, farm type).

Estimation

The collected survey data were weighted in order to produce unbiased estimates which were representative of the
population. These weights reflected the sample design and the non-response observed during collection. Estimates
were produced at the province and ecoregion levels where there was sufficient response to produce reliable statistical
aggregated data.

The estimates were produced using Statistics Canada’s Generalized Estimation System.
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Quality evaluation

The data collected from the survey were compared to the Census of Agriculture data. Estimates were also compared
to other comparable published estimates and analyzed by subject matter experts.

Disclosure control

Data confidentiality is ensured under the Statistics Act, which prohibits the divulging of individual or aggregated data
where individuals or businesses might be identified. In the case of the FEMS this is ensured by a process known as
tabular data suppression. Individual cells in a published table which are at risk of providing identifiable information
about a respondent are suppressed and replaced with an x. In some cases additional or secondary cells may need
to be suppressed to maintain the confidentiality of the originally suppressed cell.
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