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Co-ordination meeting ESSnet Big Data in Sofia, Bulgaria, on 16 May 2018 

 

Participants: 
Peter Struijs (Chairman) √ Albrecht Wirthmann (Eurostat) √ 

Martin van Sebille (Secretary) √ Fabio Ricciato (Eurostat) √ 

Nigel Swier (PL WP 1) √ Galya Stateva (BNSI) √ 

Monica Scannapieco (PL WP 2)  √ Valentin Chavdarov (BNSI) √ 

Toomas Kirt (PL WP 3) √ Olav ten Bosch (CBS) √ 

Anke Consten (PL WP 4)  √ Natalie Rosenski (Destatis) √ 

David Salgado (PL WP 5) √ Peter Stolze (DK) √ 

Tomaž Špeh (PL WP 6) √ Janusz Dygaszewicz (GUS) √ 

Anna Nowicka (PL WP 7)  Sónia Quaresma (INE_Portugal) √ 

Piet Daas (PL WP 8, Review Board)) √ Miguel Vidal (INE_Spain) √ 

Marc Debusschere (PL WP 9) √ Benjamin Sakarovitch (INSEE) √ 

Lilli Japec (Chair of Review Board)  Elise Coudin (INSEE) √ 

Anders Holmberg (Review Board)  √ Julie Djiriguian (INSEE) √ 

Faiz Alsuhail (Review Board)  Dan Wu (SCB) √ 

 

 

1. Opening and agenda 

Peter welcomes everybody to the 27th meeting of the Co-ordination Group of the ESSnet Big 
Data (CG). This meeting is a back-to-back meeting to the BDES 2018 Conference in Sofia, 
Bulgaria. The meeting is attended by representatives from 15 partner countries and Eurostat. 

The meeting is about the finalization of SGA-2 and looking back at the BDES 2018, SGA-2 and 
the ESSnet as a whole in order to learn from it and use the lessons learned to have a good 
starting position for the follow-up in the ESSnet Big Data II.  

 

2. Conclusions from BDES 2018  

The BDES 2018 Conference was not only very well organized but the message to the 
audience was very well received as well. All workpackages were well prepared and the 
interaction with the audience was of a high level.  

 

3. SGA-2 Finalization    

a: Resources used and budget reallocations 

Resources used 

The overview of resources used shows us that almost every country has an overspending in 
days and euros compared with the (proportional) budget. This will increase even more 
because workpackages have to finalize the last deliverables. Although work remains to be 
done after May for the final report of this ESSnet, those days will not be reimbursed as the 
contract of SGA-2 ends by the 31st of May. 

One of the remarks of the participants was if it was necessary to ask so many times for 
resources spent. The main reason for this was managerial, in order to see if the resources 
used are in line with the work done. This doesn’t mean that information was collected at the 
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level of deliverables per workpackage per country, but more general whether the spending is 
in line with the timeline of the deliverables. To make a good comparison possible, the 
financial overview contains columns for the proportional budget, in which the actual starting 
date of each workpackage has been taken in to account. However, the proportional budget 
does not take into account that meetings etc. are not evenly distributed over time.  

The request for resources used was made before (almost) every CG meeting so that at the 
meeting itself every workpackage leader was informed, including Eurostat. The workpackage 
leaders were familiar with the overviews, but this is mostly not the case for the other 
participants. It was stated by one of the participants that it would be very helpful if these 
overviews, or the previous ones, were received together with the request. This will be taken 
into account in the next ESSnet project. 

Individual issues at this meeting were discussed bilaterally during the breaks or will be 
followed up as soon as possible.  

As SGA-2 will end this month there will be one final request at the beginning of June. If there 
are any individual issues per country these will be solved bilaterally. But it works also the 
other way around, if members have issues or questions please don’t hesitate to ask. 

The timeline is to have the final figures, in draft, before an extra CG meeting on June 20th. 

Budget transfers 

Sometimes it is necessary to reallocate the budget. Those budget transfers can be done 
without any amendment of the contract if they do not affect completion of the contract, 
they do not change the actions as such, they are done between items of eligible direct costs, 
do not concern lump sums and do not involve implementation contracts. For those budget 
transfers a request must be done with a clear justification and the (estimated) amount of 
money involved. After approval from the coordinator and then Eurostat, the request is 
carried through. Overspending (and underspending) may also relate to differences in staff 
level during the project. 

In addition, a transfer can only be agreed upon within the guidelines (rules) of ESSnet 
projects. For example, in this project no more than 90% of the costs will be reimbursed.  

A final reallocation exercise can only be asked for after having received all figures. Given the 
overspending, the suggestion is to get as much of the estimated budget reimbursed and in 
principle the reallocation will be directed to where the percentage for reimbursement is the 
lowest (in SGA-1 for some countries the rate was initially lower than 75%). But we take into 
account not only the country as a whole but we also have to look at the resources used per 
workpackage before reallocating the budget. 

b: Preparation of the final report on the results of SGA-2 (report on contents) 

This report is about the content produced on the basis of the SGA-2 contract. As the final 
report on content was fully accepted by Eurostat for SGA-1, the lay-out and structure of this 
report can be used for SGA-2 as well. 

The summary and introductory chapter will be written by the coordinator. Further there is a 
chapter for cross-cutting issues, about two pages in general (e.g. the use of the Sandbox; in 
SGA-2 only WP 4 used it), one page about issues encountered per workpackage and a two 
pages annex for dissemination and communication (WP 9). 

The workpackage leader is responsible for the written (draft) version of the text for the 
workpackage.  
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Criteria: 

 Please do not repeat the text from SGA-1 because this report only covers work done 
in SGA-2. 

 The number of pages per workpackage is about 7 (no less than 5 and not more than 
10). 

 Issues; not only the positive ones but also failures and how you tackled them. 

 Stick to the structure as in the final report of SGA-1 (see wiki). 
 
After asking each workpackage leader about their time restrictions, considering the 
finalisation of the final deliverables, the following is agreed: 
 
Time frame: 

 6th of June; input from all workpackage leaders, taking into account the above 
mentioned criteria (exception is WP 5, which may need time up to the 8th of June). 

 15th of June; 1st draft of the final report prepared to be discussed at the CG meeting 
on the 20th of June.  

 30th of June; submission of the final report to Eurostat by the coordinator, adjusted 
for the comments at the CG meeting and afterwards. 

c: Preparation of the final report on the execution of SGA-2 (administrative report) 

This report concerns the justification of the work done compared with the SGA-2 contract. 
This justification and clarification must be submitted before or at the 60th day after the end 
of the contract, so the date is 30th of July.  

This report is needed for the final payment and together with this report also the realization 
of the budget in Annex III will be reported. As the report for SGA-1 was also accepted by 
Eurostat, this lay-out will be used as well. 

The first chapter is about the conducted work by each workpackage as requested by the 
SGA-2 contract. Each workpackage will consist of 2 pages maximum. Draft texts will be 
provided by the workpackage leaders. The second chapter is to justify the eligible costs 
declared and the last chapter is about the involvement of the partners; these chapters are 
written by the coordinator. In the annex a summary of the deliverables in SGA-2 is provided, 
taken from the other report. 

Due to holiday season the effort is to submit this final report much earlier than 30th of July, 
and to utilise the CG meeting of 20 June for discussing the first draft. 

  Time frame: 

 1st of June; final request for resources used. 

 11th of June; deadline for providing information on resources used (additional 
questions can be asked afterwards). 

 13th of June; deadline for providing drafts (max. 2 pages) for the texts for the 
workpackages.  

 18th of June; draft of the final report to be discussed at the CG meeting of 20th of June 
including proposal for final reallocation of the budget. 

 27th of June; second draft version to country coordinators (financial part). 

 11th of July; submission of the final administrative report adjusted with the 
comments at the CG meeting and afterwards. 

 28th of October (or earlier); agreement from Eurostat expected (if needed after 
providing extra clarification on request of Eurostat). 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/mwikis/essnetbigdata/images/3/32/ESSnet_Big_Data_SGA-1_Final_Technical_Report_31_08_2017.pdf
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As soon as the final report and figures are accepted and payment from Eurostat is received, a 
request for an invoice or request for final payment with the exact amount will be sent to the 
partners. Payments will be done speedily; the intention is to pay the countries before the 
end of this calendar year. 

 

4. Evaluation of the ESSnet Big Data (with an emphasis on SGA-2)    

For the evaluation 4 questions were asked to the partners and response was received from 
13 countries with no item non-response. The evaluation is not only aimed at what was 
experienced but also what lessons were learned. The evaluation and the additional 
comments in this meeting will be used for the final report on SGA-2 and as input to write a 
better proposal for the ESSnet Big Data II. 

In the meeting a summary of the answers was presented: 

First question:  
Have the objectives of the ESSnet been realized for your NSI? Have your expectations been 
met? If not, please explain. 

Yes, largely, fully or beyond expectations. Good way to obtain knowledge, also from more 
experienced countries. Positive knowledge (e.g. methods and IT) was gained, and also 
negative (what not to do). Results are highly relevant and capabilities increased. However, in 
some cases data access was less than anticipated, leading one respondent to answer that 
expectations were “partially” met. Use of the Sandbox was less than expected, as was the 
development of IT infrastructures.  

Second question:  
To what extent can the outputs of the ESSnet be used by your NSI? Have they opened 
possibilities for implementation, for new domains, etc.? 

Generally the outputs are considered useful. Examples mentioned: job vacancies (4), 
webscraping enterprises (3), mobile phone (2), early estimates (2), WP7, methodology of 
WP8, exchange of IT tools (2), semi-simulated data, start of experimental statistics. One 
country mentioned that on their own they would never have been able to develop the 
ESSnet results. Some remarked that it is too early to answer this question. One remarked 
that results can also be applied in other areas. Another remarked that results are not ready 
to be incorporated in production – but are still useful. Moreover, the results point directly to 
colleagues with relevant experience. 

Third question:  
In your opinion, do the benefits surpass the costs, for your NSI and for the ESS as a whole?  

Clearly yes, without exception. The answers all seem to refer to at least the NSI level; five 
countries said explicitly that this was also true for the ESS level. The knowledge developed is 
seen as very important, and this way of acquiring the knowledge is seen as better than any 
alternative way. This includes IT. One country mentioned that the cost of NOT doing this 
would be high, and another mentioned that the level of budget and activity should be much 
higher, saying that the budget “is probably nowhere near enough to achieve the 
transformation required”. 

Fourth question:  
Other lessons learned, e.g. on the organization of the ESSnet, meetings, communication, …. 

There were very many lessons learned. The positive include: being part of a network of 
experts is very good (3), the knowledge-sharing (wiki, etc.) is very cost-efficient (2), virtual 
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meetings were effective and in good balance with physical meetings, general management 
was good and finances well organized, it all worked because the participants felt their 
responsibility.  

Suggestions for improvement included: reimburse more persons for meetings (2) and 
reimburse external academics, reduce the number of requests about resources spent, better 
and more detailed division of roles in WPs needed (2), more small physical meetings needed 
(2), too much coordination burden for WP leaders, the wiki could be improved, the tools for 
sharing results are insufficient, there are too many communication channels, the project 
required more time than budgeted, too many partners in one of the WPs (and not always 
really committed), there was a conflict between involving as many countries as possible and 
delivering quality outcomes. 

After the presentation additional comments were asked to the participants. In general all 
participants fully agree with the summarized answers. In random order the additional 
comments which can be taken into account in the next ESSnet are: 

- Glad to see that awareness of the use of big data is improving and also within the NSIs. It 
can be used in other areas as well, but do it in small steps, then there will be less 
resistance. 

- Be aware, especially decision makers, that investment is huge when implementing pilot 
cases to full production (IT, process, culture etc.).  

- It took a while for the groups to really start work, as was to be expected. However, the 
community network in this working field is now more sustainable after this project so in 
the next ESSnet there can be even more focus on the European aspect. 

- If there are many partners in a workpackage (e.g. WP 1) you might think of a two layer 
model, an active layer and a passive layer (input, review). 

- Disseminate not only in this way but also to a larger audience such as the academic 
world, private companies, other conferences (e.g. NTTS). Show what we are doing not 
only at the end of the project. There is a lot of knowledge to share but also to gain. 

- Disseminate also at a more detailed level for those who really work with big data in the 
field (how you did the job).  

- Lift communication to a higher level, not only by more structuring of the wiki and better 
navigation and standardization but maybe by a more professional website as well (better 
look and feel). 

- You have to cope with bureaucracy, this is new statistics. It depends how far you will go 
on implementation how high the hurdles are you have to cross. 

- WebEx for meetings is a good instrument but there is a dependency on two people. It 
would be helpful if workpackage leaders can arrange them to. 

- Broaden the use cases in other domains where that is possible, and combine more 
sources not only within one domain but also crossing domains. 

- The cross-cutting workpackage is highly dependent on the deadline of other 
workpackages. Therefore the results of those workpackages must become available 
some time before the end of the project. 

- If the Sandbox is not to be used in the next ESSnet, is there an alternative? (There will be 
an alternative by the end of 2018 provided by Eurostat.) 

- Mutual expectations between the workpackages and the Review Board must be known 
in front.  

- Improve the findability of the project by making use of social media. 
 

5. Any remaining issues and closing 
None. 


