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For information items 

1. Recommendation for action by the DIME 

The DIME is invited  

- to take note of the items presented (discussion for clarification only). 

2. Background and brief history 

This agenda item contains a set of issues on which the DIME should be informed, 
but they do not require DIME intervention (in this phase). It covers five items: 

1. Origin, objectives and current work of HLG (former HLG-BAS) 

The high level group (former high level group on business architecture in 
statistics) supports the industrialisation of statistics. For 2013 the priorities 
are the plug-and-play architecture (annex I) and the maintenance and 
coherence of standards GSBPM and GSIM (annex II). 

2. Objectives, progress and current work of Sponsorship on Standardisation 

The Sponsorship on Standardisation will finalise its work with 
recommendations to the September 2013 ESSC. The current current state of 
ideas will be presented to the NTTS conference (annex III). The document 
contains a proposal on the definition of standard, an overview of current ESS 
standards, a proposal on the process of standardisation, reflection on the 
framework for standardisation and a tool for the evaluation of 
standardisation projects.  

In spring a workshop will be organised (by the ESSnet on Standardisation, 
see agenda item 7) to review the work of the Sponsorship and to develop the 
recommendations. 

3. Progress of the Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM) 

The development of the Generic Statistical Information Model was a top 
priority for 2012. With two sprint events and a coordination workshop the 
international statistical community has invested heavily in a common 
information model. Version 1.0 was published according to plan by the end 
of 2012 (annex IV). 

4. Cross cutting legislation 

Eurostat will inform the DIME on the current state of cross cutting 
legislation, e.g. on exchange tools or classifications (presentation at the 
meeting). 

5. ITDG minutes 

The minutes of the Information Technology Directors Group (annex V) will 
not be presented at the DIME. 
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ANNEX I. Plug-and-play project outline 

Fostering Interoperability in Official Statistics: 
 

Common Statistical Production Architecture  
 

 
I. Background 
 
1. At the Workshop on Strategic Developments in Business Architecture in 
Statistics, held in Geneva in November 2012, the High-Level Group for the 
Modernisation of Statistical Production and Services (HLG) and representatives of over 
20 expert groups identified two key priorities for work related to statistical modernisation 
for 2013. One of these priorities is to create a common statistical production architecture 
for the world's official statistical industry. This is often referred to as a “plug and play” 
architecture, as the aim is to make it easier for each country to combine the components 
of statistical production, regardless of where the components were developed, based on 
common standards. 
 
2. This project is important for the official statistics community because many 
organisations have modernisation projects in progress or planned. They are all facing the 
same issues, so there is a strong risk of duplication of effort. If resources are pooled, not 
only will this work be done more efficiently, but it will deliver a major step forward in 
international harmonisation, making future collaboration initiatives easier, thus providing 
both short-term and long-term benefits. The more the project can be aligned with the 
plans and requirements of individual organisations, the greater the benefits will be. The 
project therefore deliberately aims to integrate as far as possible with existing 
modernisation initiatives within participating organisations. 
 
3. To deliver the required results will require a combination of theory and practice. 
The proposed project therefore comprises two important strands. The first strand 
concerns the development of the necessary architecture frameworks, whilst the second is 
concerned with practical implementation and pilot applications, which will serve as a 
proof of concept. The two strands will be complementary, helping to validate each other. 
A project management strand will ensure the necessary coordination and reporting 
activities. 
 
4. This paper outlines the objectives, scope and content of this project, as well as 
some practical project management issues. It was approved by the HLG on 5 February 
2013. 
 
 
II. Project objectives 
 
5. The project has three main objectives: 
 

• To create a standardised architecture for statistical production solutions, including 
processes, information and systems, coherent with the Generic Statistical 
Business Process Model (GSBPM) and the Generic Statistical Information Model 
(GSIM), and to allow specifications and ultimately applications to be re-used 
easily within and between statistical organisations. 
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• To enable and advance the sharing of production processes or components, thus 
reducing costs. 

• To provide the basis for a central inventory or repository with life cycle 
management of sharable production processes and components. 

 
 
III. Scope 
 
6. This project is limited to creating an architectural framework for the enabling of 
statistical production with the use of a common platform, and testing this in a real life 
situation. A platform is a base of technologies on which an organisation's applications 
and processes are built. 
 
7. Work already being done in this area by individual organisations or consortia will 
be used as inputs, to avoid duplication of effort. In particular, the work of the Statistical 
Network and the CORA/CORE projects will provide a good starting point for several 
work packages. 
 
 
IV. Contents  
 
8. This project comprises the following work packages. 

 

Strand 1: Architecture 

 
Work Package 1: High-level architecture 
 
9. This work package delivers the architectural blueprint to build an interoperable 
statistical industry platform. This includes the requirements for the statistical production 
chain to make effective use of a common platform, and the changes needed to statistical 
process designs to incorporate more reuse. It will take into account existing business 
architectures, and will define the levels and depths of architecture necessary to meet the 
project objectives. This work package requires a “sprint” session (Ottawa, Canada, 8-12 
April), to ensure agreement on key principles at an early stage in the project. The 
participants will need sufficient authority to make decisions on behalf of their 
organisations. 
 
Work Package 2: Platform specifications 
 
10. For the technical platform definition to succeed, a number of decisions are 
needed, to guide the specification of the platform. For example, the types of software 
platforms that will be supported, connectivity and data transfer standards, and storage 
capabilities among other things. A common minimum set of requirements will be 
decided in line with the agreed high-level architecture. This work package determines the 
requirements for the platform. 
 
Work Package 3: Theoretical platform definition 
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11. This work package produces a design of the platform. The focus will be on 
modelling needed for the interface design and will be tested against use cases which 
include the current and future statistical production scenarios. 
 

Strand 2: Proof of concept 

 
Work Package 4: Technical platform definition 
 
12. This work package delivers the technical definition of the platform based on the 
theoretical platform definition from Work Package 3, and conforming to the 
specifications from Work Package 2. The platform definition will be independent of the 
actual content of the future processing that is to be done on the platform. Workflow and 
orchestration are to be dealt with. Make, adapt or buy has to be considered in so far as 
this affects the design. The result will be a blueprint that can be used as input for Work 
Package 5. 
 
Work Package 5: Proof of concept 
 
13. While the architectural framework is being developed, this work package will 
produce the first implementations of interoperable components. The work will be 
iterative going hand in hand with the progress being made in the theoretical work 
packages, testing in real life the concepts being developed, and providing the feedback 
needed to refine the architecture.  The Proof of Concept will initially focus on creating a 
small number of components relating to collection and/or dissemination activities. If 
resources permit, the scope of the Proof of Concept will be extended to include additional 
components relating to processing that could be joined together to create a rudimentary 
end to end system. 
 
Work Package 6: User manual 
 
14. For successful deployment of these techniques, a user manual is needed that 
explains how developers should use the specifications when designing applications and 
processes intended to be shared. This manual will be elaborated taking account of the 
lessons learned during the project. 
 
Strand 3: Project Management 
 
Work Package 7: Project management 
 
15. This work package comprises the necessary project management and coordination 
activities to ensure the successful delivery of the other six work packages. 
 
 
V.       Definition of Success 
 
16.      Success is defined for each strand as follows: 
 

• Strand 1: A set of agreed specifications 
• Strand 2: A practical demonstration of the benefits of a common architecture that 

is convincing and inspirational, resulting in investment in implementation 
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• Strand 3: The project delivers results that advance the modernisation of statistical 
production and provide good value for money for the official statistics 
community 
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VI. Expected costs 
 
17. The following table shows an estimate of the minimum resources and other costs 
needed to deliver the different work packages. Each organisation involved in the project 
is expected to cover the costs of their participation (including wages and any travel 
expenses for participants). 
 

Work 
Package 

Estimated 
resources 

Source of resources Other costs 
(in US Dollars) 

1: High-level 
architecture 

6 person months Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat plus volunteer 
external reviewers 

Travel costs for a sprint 
session 

2: Platform 
specifications 

3 person months Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat  

None 

3: Theoretical 
platform 
definition 

3 person months Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat 

None 

4: Technical 
platform 
definition 

3 person months Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat 

None 

5: Proof of 
concept 

18 person months Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat and possible 
consultants 

Up to $50,000 for 
technical consultants, if 
suitable NSO resources 
are not available. 
Possible travel costs for 
sprint session(s) 

6: User 
manual 

3 person months Volunteer NSO(s) plus 
external reviewers 

None 

7: Project 
management 

3 person months A part-time project manager 
working in the UNECE 
Secretariat. Occasional input 
from project steering group 
members, and HLG members 
(in their role as project 
sponsors) 

Up to $500 for 
telecommunications 
and other incidentals 
 

Total 39 person months UNECE Secretariat (12 
person months) 
NSO / International 
organisation staff (27 person 
months) 

$1000-1,500 for 
miscellaneous costs 
Possible consultancy 
costs 
Travel costs of experts 

 
 
 
VII. Timetable 
 
18. The project aims to complete the activities described by the end of 2013, however 
there are various unknowns which may affect the timetable: 
 

• The availability of resources from national and international statistical organisations to 
support this project – if the necessary resources are not available, either the timetable will 
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need to be extended, or the outputs will need to be re-defined (in terms of quality or 
quantity or both). 

• The availability of project management and support resources in the UNECE Secretariat 
– To meet the resource requirements of this project (and the proposed project on 
standards) will require the continuation of the current extra-budgetary post in the 
UNECE secretariat. This is assured for the first half of 2013, but additional donor 
funding will be required for the remainder of the year. As above, if this is not 
forthcoming, either the timetable will need to be extended, or the outputs will need to be 
re-defined (in terms of quality or quantity or both).  

 
19. The following approximate project timetable for the calendar year 2013 assumes 
the necessary resources will be available. The activities for work packages 1 to 4 in 
September and November represent reviews based on the feedback from Work Package 
5. 
 
WP Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
1             
2             
3             
4             
5             
6             
7             
 
 = Peak period of activity  = Lower level of activity 
 
 
VIII. Project governance 
 
20. The project sponsors are the HLG. This is the group that has ultimate 
responsibility for signing off the project deliverables. In practice, this responsibility may 
be delegated to a project steering group. The nature and composition of the project 
steering group will depend to some extent on the establishment of a new governance 
structure for HLG projects and expert groups, though the steering group can be expected 
to be: 
 

• Composed of senior managers from national and international organisations and relevant 
standards bodies 

• Geographically diverse 
• Diverse in terms of the backgrounds and interests of its members, to ensure the project 

outputs are broadly applicable across statistical organisations 
 
21. The project manager has day to day responsibility for the running of the project, 
providing regular updates and signalling any issues to the steering group and the HLG as 
necessary. The loading on this post is approximately half-time over the year, therefore 
the same person will manage the project on “Supporting frameworks and standards for 
statistical modernisation”, helping to ensure coherence between the two projects. 
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Annex II. Standards project outline 

Frameworks and Standards for Statistical 
Modernisation 

 
 

 
I. Background 
 
1. At the Workshop on Strategic Developments in Business Architecture in 
Statistics, held in Geneva in November 2012, the High-Level Group for the 
Modernisation of Statistical production and Services (HLG) and representatives of over 
20 expert groups identified two key priorities for work related to statistical modernisation 
for 2013. One of these priorities is to support the enhancement and implementation of the 
standards needed for the modernisation of statistical production and services. The two 
key standards identified were the Generic Statistical Business Process Model (GSBPM) 
and the Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM). 
 
2. This project is important for the official statistics community because a lot of 
effort has gone into the development of standards such as the GSBPM and the GSIM. To 
realise the full benefits of this investment, it is necessary to ensure continued 
coordination during the implementation phase, and to ensure that the lessons learned 
during implementation are shared, and reflected in enhanced versions of the standards 
and their associated documentation. 
 
3. This project outline includes the objectives, scope and content of this project, as 
well as some practical project management issues. It was approved by the HLG on 5 
February 2013. 
 
 
II. Project objectives 
 
4. The project has four main objectives: 
 

• To ensure that the international statistical community has access to the standards needed 
to support the modernisation of statistical production and services 

• To increase coherence between these standards 
• To provide support mechanisms for the practical implementation of these standards 

within national and international statistical organisations 
• To ensure effective promotion and maintenance of the GSBPM and the GSIM, including 

the release of new versions as appropriate 
 
 
III. Scope 
 
5. This project concerns the models and frameworks needed to support 
modernisation activities within official statistics. It focusses on the implementation and 
integration of the models and frameworks that concern the statistical infrastructure and 
facilitate the management of statistical data and metadata (e.g. GSBPM, GSIM). It does 
not cover standards that are specific to individual subject-matter domains (e.g. System of 
National Accounts). 
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6. The project includes liaison with relevant standards bodies in the wider data 
industry where appropriate, for example the Data Documentation Initiative (DDI) 
Alliance. 
 
 
IV. Contents  
 
7. This Project comprises the following nine work packages. 
 
Work Package 1: Support for the implementation of the GSIM 
 
8. This work package includes providing support for a community of GSIM “early 
adopters”, such as setting up forums for the exchange of experiences, case studies and 
other documentation. It uses the UNECE wiki platform, and includes facilitation of 
virtual meetings between implementers. 
 
Work Package 2: Enhancement of the GSIM 
 
9. This work package initially focuses on gathering feedback from the users of the 
GSIM, based on their experiences of practical implementations. It also actively seeks 
feedback from other potential user groups within and outside official statistics. Based on 
the feedback gathered by September 2013, a recommendation will be made to the HLG 
as to whether a revised version of the GSIM is needed, and if so, whether this would be a 
minor revision (version 1.1), or a major change (version 2.0). In parallel, some feedback 
may be addressed by improving the supporting documentation for the GSIM, without 
changing the model itself. 
 
10. The timetable for any resulting revision will be agreed with the HLG, and the 
revision would then be managed within this project.  
 
Work Package 3: Update of the GSBPM 
 
11. This work package will result in a revised version of the GSBPM. The first task is 
to gather feedback from users on potential changes to the model. This will be started at 
the Work Session on Statistical Metadata (METIS), Washington, 8-10 May 2013. As a 
minimum there will need to be minor terminology and documentation changes to reflect 
the existence of the GSIM. Other changes will be kept to a minimum, and will need to be 
supported by a good business case, so that the impact of the new version on the user 
community is kept to a minimum. The expected output is a version 4.1 of the GSBPM (or 
a version 5.0 if major changes are necessary).  
 
Work Package 4: GSIM / DDI / SDMX mapping 
 
12. This work package includes a detailed mapping between the information objects 
in the GSIM, with those in the information models of DDI and SDMX. It aims to identify 
any issues affecting the coherence of these standards, and propose solutions where 
possible. The main output will be a mapping between these standards. Mapping of the 
GSIM to other data and metadata management standards may also be carried out in this 
work package if there is a sufficient business case, and the necessary resources are 
available. This work package will provide inputs for work packages 1 and 2.   
 
Work Package 5: Training, advocacy and communication 
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13. This work package includes all activities to communicate and promote the idea of 
standards-based modernisation, and to encourage the adoption and implementation of the 
GSIM. It will build on, and implement the HLG Communication Strategy, in relation to 
standards. It includes the preparation and dissemination of training materials, giving 
presentations to expert groups and conferences, preparing brochures, posters and other 
promotional materials, and exploring the use of technology such as wikis and webinars to 
enhance communication.  
 
Work Package 6: Links to geo-spatial standards  
 
14. This work package provides an initial assessment of the role of geo-spatial 
standards in the modernisation of official statistics, including how they may relate to the 
GSBPM and the GSIM. 
 
Work Package 7: Set up a virtual standards helpdesk 
 
15. This work package establishes a central point for information relating to the 
standards necessary to support statistical modernisation. This virtual helpdesk facility is 
likely to link to the United Nations Statistical Division’s Global Inventory of Statistical 
Standards, but has more of a focus on supporting the integration, mapping and 
implementation of standards. If successful, this virtual helpdesk is expected to become 
an on-going activity, therefore this work package should consider and recommend how 
this facility could be supported in future years in a way that maximises usefulness for 
minimal cost. 
 
Work Package 8: Mapping GSBPM to the Fundamental Principles of Official 
Statistics 
 
16. This requirement was identified during a high-level seminar for leaders of 
statistical organisations in SPECA (Special Programme for the Economies of Central 
Asia) countries. It should be relatively quick and easy to complete such a mapping, 
which will contribute to the sense of integrated standards, and is likely to be of interest to 
chief statisticians. 
 
Work Package 9: Project management and coordination 
 
17. This work package comprises the necessary project management activities to 
ensure the successful delivery of the other eight work packages. 
 
 
V. Definition of success 
 
20. This project will be successful if it results in successful implementations of 
modernised statistical production processes based on the GSBPM and GSIM, as well as 
enhanced versions of those standards and accompanying documentation. Improved 
mapping between standards, and the establishment of a single point of reference for 
information on the standards needed for the modernisation of statistical production and 
services, will also be ensured.  
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VI. Expected costs 
 
21. The following table shows an estimate of the minimum resources, and other costs 
needed to deliver the different work packages. 
 

Work Package Estimated 
resources 

Source of resources Other costs 
(in US Dollars) 

1: Support for the 
implementation 
of the GSIM 

3 person 
months 

UNECE Secretariat plus 
volunteer NSOs 

None 

2: Enhancement 
of the GSIM 

9 person 
months 

Volunteer NSOs plus UNECE 
Secretariat plus volunteer 
external reviewers 

Possible travel 
costs if a workshop 
or sprint is needed 

3: Update of the 
GSBPM 

3 person 
months 

METIS group plus UNECE 
Secretariat, plus volunteer 
external reviewers 

None 

4: GSIM / DDI / 
SDMX mapping 

3 person 
months 

External contractors1 plus 
volunteer standards experts 

None 

5: Training, 
advocacy and 
communication 

3 person 
months 

Volunteer NSOs plus the 
UNECE Secretariat and the 
HLG Secretariat Team 

Up to $1000 for 
technical solutions 
for webinars and 
distance learning. 

Travel costs of 
presenters / 
participants to 
relevant meetings / 
training events. 

6: Links to geo-
spatial standards 

2 person 
months 

Volunteer NSO(s) plus external 
reviewers 

None 

7: Set up a virtual 
standards 
helpdesk 

2.5 person 
months 

The UNECE Secretariat and the 
HLG Secretariat Team 

Possible software 
costs, if existing 
platforms (e.g. the 
UNECE wikis) are 
not used 

8: Mapping 
GSBPM to the 
Fundamental 
Principles of 
Official Statistics 

0.5 person 
months 

The UNECE Secretariat and/or 
the HLG Secretariat Team, plus 
volunteer external reviewers  

None 

                                                 
1 This work will be started by Arofan Gregory and Chris Nelson of Metadata Technologies, under their 

existing contract with the UNECE. 
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9: Project 
management and 
coordination 

3 person 
months 

A part-time project manager 
working in the UNECE 
Secretariat. Occasional input 
from project steering group 
members, and HLG members (in 
their role as project sponsors)  

Up to $500 for 
telecommunications 
and other 
incidentals 

Total 29 person 
months 

UNECE Secretariat (12 person 
months) 

NSO / International 
organisation staff (15 person 
months) 

Contractor (1 person month) 

Other standards bodies, e.g. 
DDI Alliance (1 person month) 

$1000-1,500 for 
miscellaneous 
communications 
costs 

Travel costs of 
experts 

 
 
 
VII. Timetable 
 
22. The project aims to complete the activities described by the end of 2013, however 
there are various unknowns which may affect the timetable: 
 

• The extent of the revisions needed to the GSBPM and the GSIM – if these are greater 
than expected, more time and/or resources may be necessary. This will not be known 
until user requirements have been gathered and assessed. 

• The availability of resources from national and international statistical organisations to 
support this project – if the necessary resources are not available, either the timetable will 
need to be extended, or the outputs will need to be re-defined (in terms of quality or 
quantity or both). 

• The availability of project management and support resources in the UNECE Secretariat 
– To meet the resource requirements of this project (and the proposed “plug and play” 
project) will require the continuation of the current extra-budgetary post in the UNECE 
secretariat. This is assured for the first half of 2013, but additional donor funding will be 
required for the remainder of the year. As above, if this is not forthcoming, either the 
timetable will need to be extended, or the outputs will need to be re-defined (in terms of 
quality or quantity or both).  

 
23. The following approximate project timetable for the calendar year 2013 assumes 
the necessary resources will be available, and the revisions to the GSBPM and the GSIM 
are not significantly more extensive than expected: 
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WP Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
1             
2             
3             
4             
5             
6             
7             
8             
9             
 
 = Peak period of activity  = Lower level of activity 
 
 
VIII. Project governance 
 
24. The project sponsors are the HLG. This is the group that has ultimate 
responsibility for signing off the project deliverables. In practice, this responsibility may 
be delegated to a project steering group. The nature and composition of the project 
steering group will depend to some extent on the establishment of a new governance 
structure for HLG projects and expert groups, though the steering group can be expected 
to be: 
 

• Composed of senior managers from national and international organisations and relevant 
standards bodies 

• Geographically diverse 
• Diverse in terms of the backgrounds and interests of its members, to ensure the project 

outputs are broadly applicable across statistical organisations 
 
25. The project manager has day to day responsibility for the running of the project, 
providing regular updates and signalling any issues to the steering group and the HLG as 
necessary. The loading on this post is expected to be approximately half-time over the 
year, therefore the same person will also manage the “plug and play” project, helping to 
ensure coherence between the two projects. 
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Annex III. Sponsorship on Standardisation: state of ideas 
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Abstract  
 
The Sponsorship on Standardisation is a strategic task force in the European Statistical 
System. The Sponsorship will advise the ESS how to pursue standardisation and 
integration. This paper contains work done thus far on four related areas: 

• the current state of the art of ESS standards, including a proposal on the definition 
of standard; 

• a proposal on the process of standardisation; 
• a framework for standards and standardisation; 
• a tool for the qualitative evaluation of merits and costs of standardisation projects.  

The Sponsorship will finalise its work in the second half of 2013 with recommendations 
to the ESSC. 
 
 
Keywords: integration, industrialisation, SWOT  
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1. Introduction  

  
 
In modern society, the demand for statistics is ever growing. At the same time, we have 
fewer resources to meet this demand. Our challenge as statistical institutes is to stay 
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relevant to society and to keep providing quality statistics at acceptable cost. This calls 
for innovative and efficient approaches. 
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The last few years, new technologies and communication facilities have sprung up and 
are reforming the landscape in which we do our business. The rise of storage capacity 
and processing power is staggering; the amounts of raw data available are mind boggling. 

In order to benefit optimally from these developments, the production ways of statistics 
should be reconsidered. They should be based on common and standardised processes, 
transforming raw data into statistical products according to generic and commonly 
accepted information concepts. Reusable and modular building blocks are a prerequisite 
for flexible and cost effective production processes. International agreements may 
promote further harmonisation of production methods, processes and IT solutions. 

The community of statistical offices can be considered the Official information industry. 
Like any mature industry, it needs its own industrial standards. Standards are a tool for 
exchange and collaboration. As such they are very valuable in environments where 
different entities collaborate. On the one hand, they will provide a necessary foundation 
for exchangeability of production means among statistics producers. Moreover, 
duplication in different institutes could be reduced because solutions from one office can 
be applied in another without much trouble. Statistical institutes are already starting to 
acknowledge that it is becoming too expensive to individually maintain their own 
tailored production systems. On the other hand, standards will consolidate the use of our 
statistical products in the global information community, improving their accessibility, 
interpretability and comparability. 

The European Statistical System (ESS) has a long tradition in harmonising statistical 
products and regulating requirements within the different statistical domains. 
International cooperation has not put much effort on harmonizing production methods, 
processes and systems, however. In 2010, the highest ESS governance body, the ESSC, 
adopted a Joint Strategy2. This Joint Strategy envisages further integration of the ESS 
and states –among other things– that this will require more harmonisation and 
standardisation of statistical methods, of the IT infrastructure and IT tools, and of 
metadata. All of this will eventually lead to better quality and higher productivity of the 
statistical data processing. 

 

1.1 The Sponsorship on Standardisation 

The ultimate goal of perfect interchangeability of statistical production processes, 
methods and tools is far away and probably not realistic. What we can do, however, is 
move a long way in that direction and mark a point on the horizon. This is where the 
Sponsorship on Standardisation comes in. 

A Sponsorship is a high-level ESS task force, consisting of strategic managers, which is 
set up for a limited time in order to discuss a strategic issue and identify an approach and 
way forward. Over the past few years, ESSC Sponsorships have been established on 
subjects like Quality, Dissemination and on Measuring Progress, Well-being and 
Sustainable Development. These task forces are called Sponsorship because members 
invest some of their resources for the common cause. 

                                                 
2 ESSC 2010/05/6/EN - Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council 
on the production method of EU statistics – joint strategy paper 
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In 2011, the ESSC established the Sponsorship on Standardisation and approved its 
Mandate3. According to this mandate, the Sponsorship is created for a period of two 
years and is expected to 1) define the scope and the business case for ESS 
standardisation; 2) review the state of the art, identify barriers and propose remedies; 3) 
set up an action plan and mechanism for standardisation in the ESS; 4) liaise with 
external initiatives and actively involve stakeholders. Six EU Member States agreed to 
participate, together with Eurostat, in the Sponsorship: Germany, France, Italy, Latvia, 
Hungary and The Netherlands. The Sponsorship is co-chaired by Eurostat and The 
Netherlands, who also share secretarial duties. 

The core body of work by the Sponsorship was carried out during the year 2012. That 
work, emphasising the general ideas developed, is presented in this paper. It builds upon 
the preparatory work done by the ESSNet Preparation of Standardisation, presented in 
[ISI 2011 paper by Raoul Depoutot]. It is essential to share these ideas with a broad 
audience, in order to receive feedback and create support from subject matter 
statisticians, methodologists, information technologists, process designers and managers 
alike. 

Thus, the benefits of standardisation are linked to efficiency gains and quality 
improvement, but at the same time there are some caveats that should be considered. 
Excessive standardisation is counterproductive and can be incompatible with business 
strategies of stakeholders (e.g. Member States) or their national contexts. Moreover, 
standardisation requires significant investments. Costs and benefits could also be spread 
in an uneven way. Standardisation efforts in the ESS should therefore be carefully 
designed to address these issues. 

 

1.2 Structure of the paper 

This paper contains work on four related areas that is described in the next four chapters. 
In Chapter 2 the current state of the art of ESS standards is discussed. It is argued that in 
fact we should consider a slightly broader set of so-called normative documents, which 
ranges from strictly binding instruments like EU regulations, through standards and 
quasi-standards that are agreed upon by ESS partners, up to non-binding 
recommendations. In this chapter, it is also argued that the ISO definition of a standard 
can be adopted and interpreted for ESS purposes. Based on this definition, a list of 
normative documents including suitable attributes can be drawn up. A formalised process 
for setting and implementing standards currently does not exist in the ESS. Therefore, 
Chapter 3 presents a possible process, including the necessary formal bodies that should 
play a role in the standardisation process. The subject of Chapter 4 is a framework for 
standards. It aims to classify standards according to areas of interest inspired by ideas 
originating from business architecture. The underlying idea is that standardisation in 
some areas is easier, more cost-effective and more useful than in other areas. In order to 
assess merits and costs of standardisation in different areas we need some instrument. A 
quantified business case for each standardisation effort seems unrealistic. Therefore, in 
Chapter 5 we present a more qualitative approach based on a systematic SWOT analysis. 
In the final Chapter 6, the results of the core of this paper are briefly discussed and put in 
a broader international context. The concluding remarks also sketch a possible way 
forward. 

                                                 
3 ESSC 2011-09-04-EN Mandate of the Sponsorship on Standardisation 
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2. The state of the art of ESS standards 
 

This paragraph presents the results achieved so far on stocktaking of ESS standards: 

• Definition of fundamental concepts (normative document, standard, regulation) 
• Interpretation of these concepts in the ESS context 
• Definition of the set of criteria to be met by a normative document to be 

considered as a ‘standard’ 
• Draft list of normative documents 
• Structure of the proposed inventory 
• Comparison to similar inventories 
• Template for description of normative documents 
• Draft categories 
• Proposal for follow-up 

 
The keyword ‘standard’ is very broadly used in everyday statistical work, but it is also 
understood in various ways, as covering ‘proper’ standards, guidelines, policies, 
recommendations, current best methods, etc. To start a systematic approach one needs to 
clarify the concepts used (the overarching concept of normative document, the more 
restricted concepts of standard or regulation, etc.). An accurate register and repository for 
normative documents is necessary. Such inventory, open to the public, will provide 
knowledge and references to the standards adopted and used by the ESS. The inventory 
will help to identify the normative documents that fulfill the requirements to be 
considered a standard in the ESS. Moreover an inventory will provide useful feedback 
when starting the development of a new standard. At present there exists no formal 
system of ESS standards; as a consequence, the approach followed is broad. The aim of 
stocktaking of standards is to draw up an annotated and structured inventory of normative 
documents, including potential standards, that gives a systematic overview of the current 
state of the art, including an assessment of the quality and maturity levels of ESS 
normative documents compared to accepted definitions in the domain of standardisation. 
Identification of ‘white spots’, that is areas where standards are clearly lacking, might be 
considered facilitated by an inventory. 
The high resource-demanding nature of standardisation activities was clear from the 
beginning. So, at this moment, the work done concerning the inventory is limited to a) 
international normative documents actually used in ESS statistical processes and b) IT 
tools supporting statistics. Striving for completeness, additional potential standards 
(including technical ones) presently under development will also be included in the 
inventory. 
 
 
2.1 Selection and interpretation of the ISO definition of the word ‘standard’ for use 
in the ESS environment 

After thorough investigation, the ESSnet project Preparation of Standardisation (ESSnet 
STAND PREP 2011 WP1) proposed to use the ISO (International Organisation for 
Standardization) concept of "standard"; this proposal was approved by the Sponsorship 
on Standardisation. However, it proved necessary to provide a precise interpretation of 
the ISO definition of ‘standard’ in order to facilitate its use in the ESS environment.  
The ISO definition  (ISO/IEC 2004 page 12)of ‘standard’ reads as follows: 
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‘A standard is a document, established by consensus and approved by a recognized body, 
that provides for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or characteristics for 
activities or their results, aimed at the achievement of the optimum degree of order in a 
given context.  Note: Standards should be based on the consolidated results of science, 
technology and experience, and aimed at the promotion of optimum community benefits.’ 
The concept of standard shall be analysed in relation to a related concept, the ‘normative 
document’. ‘A normative document is a document that provides rules, guidelines or 
characteristics for activities or their results.’ ‘Normative document’ is a generic term 
that covers documents such as standards, pre-standards4, regulations and others. One of 
the main differences between a standard and a regulation is the adoption procedure. ‘A 
regulation is a document providing binding legislative rules that is adopted by an 
authority.’  
The compulsory nature of a regulation entrusts existing persons or institutions with 
responsibilities, mostly with sanctions in case of non-performance. The implementation 
of standards is not mandatory but highly desirable. In this sense consensus (ISO/IEC 
2004 page 8) means general agreement, characterized by  

• the absence of sustained opposition to substantial issues by any important part of 
the concerned interests  

• a process that involves seeking to take into account the views of all parties 
concerned and to reconcile any conflicting arguments.  

Consensus need not imply unanimity. If needed, legal acts can prescribe mandatory 
application of the referred standards. However, currently there are a number of 
regulations which include the standards themselves, like classifications, nomenclatures or 
indicators. Once a clear procedure is in place to adopt standards in the ESS (see 
paragraph 3), the need to legislate standards will be less. In addition to standards and 
regulations the ESS makes use of a number of ‘other’ types of normative documents, e.g. 
code lists, templates or validation rules, which are provided for by Eurostat, but not 
adopted in a formal way.  
Concerning the concept of ‘standard’, the Sponsorship proposes the interpretation of 
standard in the ESS environment as presented in Figure 2.1. 

                                                 
4A pre-standard is a document that is in the adoption procedure, but the procedure is not finished yet. 
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Figure 2.1 Interpretation of the ISO definition of ‘standard’ in ESS environment 

 

According to the ISO definition the standards should be aiming at the achievement of the 
optimum degree of order in the mission of the ESS. The interpretation of this aspect can 
be based on the Code of Practice and any other document establishing the strategy of the 
ESS. 

The clear interpretation of the concept of standard requires a formal procedure of 
standardisation, nominating the recognised body and requiring consensus in the process 
(see paragraph 3 on the process of standardisation).  
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2.2 Proposal for minimum criteria for being a standard and process to establish 
which criteria are met 

There are many ESS documents available for the development of statistics in general: 
regulations, methodological manuals, handbooks, etc. Different concepts existed when 
they were developed. There is no direct correspondence between these concepts and the 
concept of ‘standard’ as defined above. 
Therefore, it is necessary to analyse each candidate document in detail to check whether 
the necessary criteria for being a standard are met. Fortunately, the chosen ISO definition 
is quite structured and offers a clear basis for such an assessment process. 
First, minimum criteria for being a standard in the ESS context were identified. Most of 
these criteria are related to attributes describing items (potential standards) in the 
inventory. For example, who adopted the potential standard, which body approved it, 
does it relate to production of EU statistics, etc. Other criteria need further, sometimes 
demanding, investigation like the identification of rules, guidelines and characteristics in 
the body of the document. 
The results of the assessment will be inserted as attribute of the item in the inventory. 
The pilot tests carried out gave rise to various concrete proposals for future standards 
management, e.g. in the future methodological manuals should clearly separate standards 
from the other elements of the manuals (introduction, explanatory notes, best practices, 
etc.). 
Some of these criteria need further, sometimes demanding, investigation like the 
identification of rules, guidelines and characteristics in the body of the document. The 
pilot tests carried out gave rise to various concrete proposals for future standards 
management, e.g. in the future methodological manuals should clearly separate standards 
from the other elements of the manuals (introduction, explanatory notes, best practices, 
etc.). 
 
 
2.3 Preliminary list of normative documents; structure of the inventory 

A preliminary list of normative documents has been compiled based on a) RAMON, 
Eurostat’s server for statistical metadata and b) a list of international IT tools used in the 
Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO). 
The highest level of items to be included in the inventory will be the normative 
document. The different versions of the document will not appear as separate items, but 
as versions under the parent normative document. Example: NACE is a normative 
document with several versions; NACE Rev. 2 will be included as version. 
Various supporting instruments can be attached to a given version of a normative 
document; this supporting material provides additional information relating to the 
implementation of the normative document: e.g. a discussion forum, training 
opportunities, helpdesk, certification, etc. 
A template has been compiled with the mentioned attributes to characterise normative 
documents.  
For supporting instruments only the most important characteristics, name, type, 
description and availability are included in the template. 



23 
 

Figure 2.2 Structure of the intended inventory 

 

 
 
A template has been compiled with attributes to characterise normative documents.  
The attributes are broken down in the following categories: 

� Identification attributes (name, full name, short description and version). 
� Classification attributes (mapping of normative documents against relevant 

dimensions (e.g. for constructing a hypercube GSBPM x Domain). 
� Organisational issues (forums where the normative document was elaborated, and 

approved, validity dates, etc.). 
� Availability (contact to the owner and maintenance, language). 
� Links with other normative documents (with description of their nature in order to 

assess consistency between these documents). 
� Use of the normative document (which will inform about penetration in practice). 
� Assessment whether the criteria for being a standard are met. 

 
For supporting instruments only the most important characteristics, name, type, 
description and availability are included in the template. 

 

2.4 Comparison of similar existing inventories 

The analysis confirmed that the intended inventory is different in scope, purpose and 
contents from other similar tools, like GISS (United Nations Global Inventory of 
Statistical Standards)(Committee for the Coordination of Statistical Activities 2011), METIS 
(UNECE Metadata Concepts, Standards, Models and Registries) (UNECE 2011) and 
RAMON (Eurostat’s server for statistical metadata) (Eurostat 2013). The intended 
inventory offers a larger spectrum of metadata categories and the widest range of 
attributes describing the entries. The content is focussing on ESS. The inventory clarifies 
in what sense the document is a standard in the ESS. Template for the description of 
normative documents  
 
 

2.5 Draft categories of normative documents 

The interpretation of standards defined according to the ISO definition is far from trivial 
for statisticians. The intention is to use easily understandable categories of normative 
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documents, designated in terms used in practice by statisticians. At the same time the 
consistency with the ISO definition has to be kept (in the background there should be a 
link between the statistical types with the ISO types). It is not intended to provide a 
systematic classification, but to indicate some common types only. The statistical types 
cover categories such as guidelines and principles, classifications, code lists, vocabulary 
and glossary and thesauri, statistical products, methods, IT tools. These can be used as 
labels allowing more than one classification as the categories are not mutually exclusive. 

The proposals were tested set of different types of potential standards. One of the lessons 
learned so far is that the involvement of subject-matter experts in the work is important. 
They have the necessary information to properly document and assess the normative 
documents in their respective professional fields. 

 
3. A process for setting and implementing ESS standards 
   

The integrated production of European statistics (COM 2009) needs a set of tools, 
normative documents; standard is only one of them. The normative document provides 
rules, guidelines or characteristics for activities or their results. It should be always 
considered, that for the given purpose which the most convenient tool is: regulation, 
standard or other type of normative documents.  Only a consistent system of different 
tools assures smooth functioning. The setting of different tools follows different 
procedures. This section deals with the process for setting and implementing ESS 
standards.  

 

3.1 Standardisation process 

The standardisation process should provide guarantee on meeting the requirements of the 
ISO standard definition (ISO/IEC 2004 page 12): it should be “established by consensus 
and approved by a recognised body”. The basis of the proposal has been laid down in the 
ESSnet STAND PREP workpackage 2 (ESSnet STAND PREP 2011). We have taking 
into account practice of standardisation bodies (ISO 2012, CEN 2012, EU 2012) and 
experiences (Blyth 2012, Com 2011). Figure 2 below presents the proposal for a 
standardisation process that can be used for setting and implementing ESS standards. The 
process consists of five main phases, each contains a number of activities. It describes the 
full lifecycle of a standard and is cyclical, i.e. a standard may become obsolete and then 
needs to be replaced by a new standard. 

The key turning points of standards' lifecycle are:  

• start of development based on a decision approving the need,  

• the ratification/approval of the newly developed standard, 

• withdrawal.  

 
These crucial decisions should be formally approved. 



 

1 
 

Figure 3.1 The standardisation process 

 

The standardisation process should be managed in a formal and structured way according 
to the principles listed below: 

� Consensus. Acceptance by consensus ensures that all views are heard and the 
resulting standard is generally agreed to by those involved. 

� Transparency and openness. Involvement of all parties ensures transparency of the 
process, and provides a public notice of a proposed standard in advance.   

� Balance means that no one group’s interest dominates the approach. 

� Due process ensures that anyone with a ‘direct and material interest’ has a right to 
express a position and to have that position considered (where necessary including 
the right to appeal). 

 

 

 

 

The preconditions and infrastructure for a standardisation process are the following: 

 

A) Organisation and responsibilities 



EUROSTAT  
  
 -2-  
  ITDG 2012/Final Minutes/EN 

The proposal is for the ESSC to be responsible for strategic issues and approval, and for 
DIME in close cooperation with the ITDG to look after managerial tasks. DIME could be 
supported by a steering group on standardisation and a secretariat. Tasks requiring 
special expertise can be delegated. Decisions on funding are made by Eurostat and 
Member States as regards EU and national resources respectively. The initiative of 
setting up a new standard can be bottom-up (e.g. it comes from working groups or NSIs) 
or top-down (e.g. it comes from the ESSC, Eurostat or a directors group).  

The stakeholders are identified and their role and responsibilities in the development and 
adoption procedure are assigned according to the characteristics of the given standard. 

The new standardisation procedure also has to deal with the transition. A set of potential 
standards currently in use has to be adopted formally as ‘standard’. A similar question is 
the adoption of standards developed by other organisations. In these cases a shorter 
procedure can be used, e.g. starting with the adoption phase. 

B) A standards repository (inventory/register) 

An accurate register and repository for standards and pre-standards (for which the 
process is ongoing) and an archive of standards withdrawn is necessary. Preferably – 
supporting the whole system this would be the core but integrated part of the inventory of 
normative documents.  A previous section gave detailed information on this. 

The inventory provides background information on related normative documents when 
starting the development of a new standard. The key turning points of the lifecycle of 
standards are registered in the inventory. Finally the approved standards are registered in 
the inventory and information on them kept updated even until the withdrawal. 
 
 
3.2 The standardisation process as part of the system 

The formal process of standardisation is intended to be an integrated part of the system. 
The strategic bodies are supported by the results of the analysis of the inventory of 
normative documents as state of the art and the vision of the future described as scenarios 
by the architecture. Based on the strategy they can initiate the development of new 
standards. In the same time the subsidiarity is not threatened as the right of bottom-up 
initiatives is assured as well. SWOT analysis can support the decision process. The 
inventory is closely linked to all main steps of the process as described above. 
 
 

4. Towards a Framework for ESS business processes 

integration and standardisation 

 
 

4.1. The need of an Enterprise Architecture approach to foster the change 
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One of the most relevant obstacles to the success of such an ambitious project as 
standardization and industrialization of the ESS lies in the fact that the ESS is presently 
characterised by multiple organisational models that tend to be incongruous  among 
organizations and sometimes within the same organization. The use of different 
vocabularies and terminologies can lead to conflicting descriptions.  

This heterogeneity of language and organisational approaches makes the dynamics of 
change unnecessary expensive and complex; it draws the attention to the need for the 
ESS to have a degree of common understanding and a common language in order to  
conceptualise both the given situation (“as is”) and the one to be reached at the end of the 
change process (“to be”) together. 

The description of the two states (present and future) allows to design a path towards the 
'to be' state in a more rational and measurable way, defining specific actions, involving 
different organizations, and human resources that need to interact within a shared view of 
a tangible progress. 

The scenario just outlined brings out the relevance of adopting an Enterprise Architecture 
(EA), which allows a standard approach for the representation and management of 
organisational changes. EA can be defined as the reference model by which an 
organisation operates and is structured to achieve its objectives, whereby each lower 
layer is governed by the higher one by means of a requirement chain and of modelling 
processes. In this way, it is possible to move from the level of conceptual representation 
to more and more operational and technological ones.  

An interesting example of this model in the reality of a National Statistical Institute is 
produced by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE, 2011); it 
underlines that the conceptual layer of the EA, usually denoted as Business Architecture 
(BA), plays a central role in a programme as complex as that of industrialisation and 
standardisation of statistical information production.  

The need to develop a BA model which could represent a framework to organise, 
prioritise and implement the integration and standardisation of ESS processes to produce 
statistics was immediately recognised by the Sponsorship on Standardisation.  

The framework should aim to cover the production and processes of both European and 
national statistics. The European organizations that are mainly involved are Eurostat and 
the National Statistical Institutes (NSI). However the framework should be able to cope 
with other European organizations like the EU Commission and UNECE. 

As stressed in Radermacher and Hahn (2012), ‘looking at individual production 
processes and grouping them into larger entities is not enough. All processes will need to 
be tackled in a holistic approach with a view to enabling their integration and modularity 
within the whole statistical authority, across statistical authorities and with international 
organisations. Thus, there is a need to enlarge the scope of standardisation with meta-
processes — going beyond the GSBPM — that allow for a bird’s eye view on 
production’. The following picture illustrates the scope of a statistical ‘factory’. 
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Figure 4.1. The statistical factory5 

 

 

 

4.2. An adapted approach to the definition of ESS EA 

A traditional "top-down" Enterprise Architecture (see Unece, 2011) approach creates, 
step-by-step, progressively more-detailed, future-state architecture contents, in line with 
the enterprise context. This traditional EA approach process produces highly prescriptive 
content that serves to guide a decision making consistent with the "master plan" 
embodied in the architecture. This approach can be successfully applied in organizations 
that are relatively simple. However, the ESS is a complex system/organization with 
multiple lines of business which operate in multiple geographies. Eurostat, the 
coordinating body of the ESS, does have neither the mandate nor the resources for 
defining a prescriptive top-down Enterprise Architecture at all ESS levels. An ESS EA 
should take into account the subsidiarity principle6and should be developed taking into 
account the autonomy of NSIs over aspects required to support the distinct needs of their 
national business. 

In this context, a federated approach to an Enterprise Architecture (Gartner, 2012), seems 
to provide an adequate framework to cope with the system complexity and with the 
specificities of the ESS.  The basis for the development of the federated approach is the 

                                                 
5 Inspired from Radermacher, UNECE HLG Workshop – Geneva – October 2011 

6Under the principle of subsidiarity, in areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Union 
shall act only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved 
by the Member States, either at central level or at regional and local level, but can rather, by reason of 
the scale or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved at Union level. 
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definitions of a generic business process for which supporting services and capabilities 
are clearly identified. 

The model of management of the federated approach defines whether the business 
processes have to be kept distinct, or be consolidated or coordinated at the ESS level or 
possibly for distinct subsets of the ESS organizations.  

 

4.3. The choice of a reference model of the BA 

In order to fully develop a federated EA for the ESS, it is necessary to start from the 
definition of the Business Architecture which can be viewed as model for the conceptual 
description of statistical processes, that can be considered as common reference by the 
different ESS organizations. This kind of model allows finding an agreement on the 
definition of the different scenarios of integration: as for instance the role played by each 
organization, the level of autonomy; the common standards; the shared infrastructures, 
etc.  

In view of the current limitation of GSBPM, the model proposed here is a simplified 
version of the business process model of Central Bureau of Statistics Netherlands (CBS) 
(Bredero et al., 2009). The business process model clearly identifies 4 main business 
functions which are all relevant at ESS level highlighting the importance of the 
governance split into policy and management. It gives also more visibility on the design 
activities with respect to the production oriented activities in comparison with GSBPM. 
The design activities are particularly relevant and important for industrialization which 
requires standardisation and optimisation of processes. An industrialized process is based 
on the independence of the process’s implementation of the high competence of human 
resources (in statistical methods, ICT techniques and modelling of processes) involved in 
its design. The model has been used by CBS demonstrating its relevance for describing 
actual business process. In the approach proposed, the model does not separate business 
process for Eurostat and NSIs although the intensity of their respective involvement 
might differ significantly along the process.  This characteristic allows full flexibility in 
the design of scenarios of the different levels of integration allowing for instance the 
creation of centre of competence in a MS servicing the whole system. 

The 4 business areas defined in the CBS model are:  

• Policy: provides the frameworks for the control and organization of the statistical 
process. Policy products include regulations, agreements, strategy, etc.. 

• Design: provides the metadata that lays down specifications with regard to the 
functional organization and control of the statistical process. The products include 
designs, models, instructions, indicators and descriptions. 

• Management: provides control so that the statistical process can be carried out. 
The products include schedules, quality standards, results, descriptions, progress 
reports, quality reports improvements and adjustments. 

• Implementation:  provides products to satisfy the agreed output. Products of 
implementation are databases, statistical products and descriptive metadata.  
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Each Business Area is characterized by activities which transform the information 
objects in input into the desired information objects in output. If this transformation is 
not a purely technical change of format, some value is added in the information and thus 
the logical chain of the process may be viewed as a value chain. In this sense each 
activity defines an abstract business service which needs to be supported by appropriate 
solutions (services and infrastructures) for which different levels of integration are 
possible, namely, sharing standards, information sharing, replicated solutions or single 
instances of solutions. 
 
At this stage, the model retains the following main 18 activities: 

• Policy: Budgeting, Management of external sources, Policy lay down in relation 
to the process improvement, Capacity management. 

• Design: Determination of statistical information requirements, Designing of 
statistical products, Designing of data sources, Designing of the process model, 
Formulation of rules (of methods and processes). 

• Process chain management: Planning, Monitoring, Adjusting and adapting. 

• Process chain implementation: Data collection, Standardisation and verification, 
Linking, deriving and editing, Aggregation, estimation and integration, 
Disclosure control and making data publishable, Making statistics and Web 2.0 
services available for fostering interaction with users and stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4. The different scenarios of integration 

Starting from the conceptual model of integration, the following four scenarios can be 
devised based on four levels of coordination of the different ESS organizations: (Gartner, 
2012): 

A) Autonomous: Business processes and systems are designed and operated without 
coordination with processes or systems in the ESS. This applies to those 
architecture components that are distinct.  

B) Interoperable: Coordination is through interoperability. The NSIs have the 
autonomy to design and operate their own solutions, as long as they have the 
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ability to exchange information and operate together effectively by appropriate 
use of standards.  

C) Replicated: Coordination is through duplication. All NSIs have implemented 
identical business processes, solutions and information.  

D) Shared: There are common business processes, a single instance of a solution 
and information that is shared by all the bodies. This level corresponds to a fully 
integrated view of ESS. 

In such a federated approach, a possible (and arbitrary) integration pattern is represented 
in Figure 4.2. For each activity in the 4 business area, one has to define the part of 
supporting ESS common infrastructure and which scenario (A, B, C, D) is taken for 
implementing it.   

In particular the model should help to characterise the "as is" situation and the target 
situation or "to be state". Different approaches and different levels of integration can be 
chosen for different activities and business functions. For instance, the ESS 'as is' 
situation the ESS is characterised by a high degree of autonomy (scenario A) of NSIs in 
the management and implementation business areas. Interoperability requirements 
(scenario B) are at stake for the latest steps of implementation through for instance the 
use of SDMX for transferring statistical standards. Some instance of replicated 
infrastructure (scenario C) occurs when tools are shared across ESS partners (e.g. 
Demetra+ or EDIT building block). Finally scenario D is at stake for some well-
established common process for establishing the ESS work programme.  

 

Figure 4.2. An architectural view of the business process for producing EU statistics 
and the supporting federated architecture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In particular the model should help to characterise the "as is" situation and the target 
situation or "to be state". Different approaches and different levels of integration can be 
chosen for different business activities. For instance, the ESS 'as is' situation the ESS is 
characterised by a high degree of autonomy (scenario A) of NSIs in the management and 
implementation business areas. Interoperability requirements (scenario B) are at stake for 
the latest steps of implementation through the use of SDMX for transferring data sets. 
Some instance of replicated infrastructure (scenario C) when tools are shared across ESS 
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partners (eg. Demetra+ or EDIT building block). Finally scenario D is at stake for some 
well-established common process for ESS work programme for EU official statistics.  

Since the abstract services are defined at level of business activity , the specification of 
the integration level and approach should be developed at that level. The scope of the 
paper does not allow giving a complete description of the different scenarios for each 
activity and thus we limit the scenarios description to the two examples presented in the 
Tables 4.1. and 4.2. below. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.1. Example of Different integration scenario for Budgeting in the Business 
Area Policy 

Budgeting (No correspondence with GSBPM) 

A. Each entities has its own project funding mechanism resulting in an 
uncoordinated set of projects run at ESS level optimising individual interests 

B. ESS members exchange information of respective funding and map them 
according to their contribution to the relevant "to be state". 

C. A part of the organisation budget is devoted to the funding of projects of ESS 
common interest according to a coordinated procedure  

D. This is on single EU budget for operating the ESS. 

 

As is situation : Part of EU budget is covering projects of common interest (ESSnets). A 
bottom up approach of project funding was principally used: most projects which met 
requirements received requested funding. 

Supporting infrastructures and standards (to be developed) 

Scenario Infrastructure, standard 

B "To be state" definitions and template for exchange of budget spending 
and mapping  

C A single procedure for allocation of budget to common interest 
projects 

D A unique process for financial planning at ESS level 
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Table 4.2. Example of Different integration scenario for Designing the solutions for 
the Business Area Design 

Designing the solutions (GSBPM Phase:Design) 

A. The design function is carried out at organisation level on the basis of organisation 
current best methods optimising process with respect to business requirements 
established in many cases at ESS level  

B. The design function is carried out at organisation level. The current best methods are 
documented for the most relevant domains at ESS level. Some constraints of 
operability (e.g. process output) are taken into account. The process design 
documentation is made available at ESS level. 

C. The design function is highly standardised: the set of ESS recommended methods is 
limited; ESS guidelines and template provide rules for the design of process that 
ensure compatibility with existing standards and metadata requirements; a central 
repository stores ESS processes; tools instance are available for most services . There 
is a well-defined governance ensuring the maintenance of the platform. 

D. The design function is operated at central level. Processes can be operated in a 
distributed way on a service based platform. 

As is situation:  in some areas ESS guidelines exist. They are based on a ranking of a 
limited numbers of options in view of quality improvement: the design function are 
operated at organisation level.  

 
Supporting infrastructures and standards (to be developed) 

Scenario Infrastructure, standard 
B Standard of Methods 
C Metadata model for designing processes 
D Central body for process design – Shared platform for process execution 

 
 
The framework needs certainly to be further developed and tested for its relevance in 
concrete situation.  The framework proposed will be successful if it enables the detection 
of good business case for standardisation and integration of ESS business process and the 
management of gaps.  It is one component of the architecture recommended by the 
Sponsorship of Standardisation to be implemented in the coming years. 
 
 

5. A SWOT analysis method for evaluation of 

standardisation scenarios 

On various occasions, for example at ESSC and PG meetings, there has been a clear 
demand for the business case to be provided for further ESS standardisation. In 
particular, we need a tool to assess the relative merits and costs of the main investments 
for building the infrastructure necessary for the different scenarios proposed above and 
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for comparing the impact of these scenarios on each of the previously described 
activities. This assessment involves many different factors, most of which are not easily 
quantified. In order to overcome these difficulties it would be useful to consider the 
categories (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) of a qualitative SWOT 
analysis. This SWOT instrument7 consists of two key components: 

A) A fixed list of concrete SWOT aspects to be assessed. Proposed aspects are: 

Strengths 
� Improved process and systems quality (less risk) 
� Easy development of new statistical processes and systems 
� Easy incorporation of new data sources 
� Easy incorporation of new dissemination channels 
� (Re)use of existing ESS standards, systems and/or approaches 
� Reduced personnel costs 

Weaknesses 
� Costs of development (one-off) 
� Costs of transition (one-off) 
� Costs of support and maintenance (recurring) 
� Loss of autonomy (enforced vs. voluntary standards) 
� Lack of flexibility (rigid standards) 
� Lack of room for differences between parties (e.g. national differences) 

Opportunities 
� (Re)use of standards, systems and/or approaches from non-ESS parties 
� Improved quality of individual data sets for strategic and other users 
� Increased consistency of data over statistical domains 
� Easier development of new statistical products 
� Reduced burden on respondents 
� Better communication with users and stakeholders 

Threats 
� Loss of identity for ESS partners 
� Proprietary standards that hamper cooperation with non-ESS partners 
� High entry costs for new parties 
� Lack of coherence with national (government) policies 
� Lack of synergy with other statistical communities (UN, OECD, …) 
� Lack of support from stakeholders/ funding providers 

B) A scale for scoring each aspect. We propose a scale composed of two factors: 
� Relevance. For example, the threat ‘High entry costs’ might be considered less 

relevant than ‘Lack of support’ (or vice versa). 
� Effect. For example, a scenario with a lot of law-enforced rules has a large impact on 

the aspect ‘High entry costs’. 

For each activity, relevance might be scored for every SWOT aspect on a scale from 1 to 
4, regardless of the scenario, while effect might be scored on a scale from 0 to 3 for each 
aspect depending on the possible scenarios. For a given scenario, the value of an aspect is 
the product of both factors. 

                                                 
7 The current proposal is based on a similar SWOT instrument by Kloek, Szűcs and Vereczkei (2011) 
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After fixing the SWOT aspects and scales, different standardisation scenarios/initiatives 
can be scored and analysed. For example, their relative performance can be compared. 
An important open question is at what level of detail the SWOT instrument should be 
applied. A too detailed level may require a lot of work without providing a lot of insight. 

A major strength of the SWOT instrument is that many aspects can be studied 
simultaneously in a standardised, but still flexible, way. The key weakness is that the 
approach is very qualitative and does not provide insight into the various cost categories 
of a standardisation scenario. An important opportunity is that SWOT results can be 
presented in an easy and intuitive way to stakeholders to give them a flavour of the 
directions taken. On the other hand, a threat is that the SWOT aspects can be criticised as 
incomplete or the SWOT scores considered arbitrary. 

It is possible to combine the SWOT instrument with more quantitative ways to present 
business cases for standardisation, for example by calculating ‘guesstimates’ of 
development and maintenance costs or expected efficiency gains. 

Lastly, the SWOT analysis should be carried out by the different organisations involved, 
and aggregated to a European business case, also identifying the underlying spread in 
merits and costs. 

This kind of approach can be adopted for building a business case both, for each 
innovation project and for evaluating the different scenarios. The second case must be 
assessed through the evaluation of each activity. 

To put in practice the approach above illustrated, we need to consider how to attach 
scores to each standardisation scenario to be analysed. A scenario with the structure 
currently proposed has three hierarchical levels: the scenario level, the business area level 
and the activities level. Scores could be attached to either of these levels. The most 
transparent strategy for scoring is probably the following 

0) Attach relevance scores to each SWOT aspect, taking into account that their relative 
values are balanced. 

1) Attach effect scores to each activity for a given scenario. This gives a fingerprint per 
activity. 

2) Aggregate activity scores belonging to a given business area (by simple addition or 
some sort of weighted addition) to end up with scores and an associated finger print 
for each business area 

3) Aggregate business area scores belonging to a given scenario (by simple addition or 
some sort of weighted addition) to end up with scores and an associated finger print 
for each scenario 

4) The second and third step might be combined in a single step if scores for each 
business area are considered to be not useful. 

 
Of course, this analysis strategy requires a lot of scoring work: 18 activities organised 
into 4 business areas for each scenario, times 24 SWOT-dimensions. Moreover, there 
might be a need to introduce additional weights in steps 2) and 3) above. Simpler scoring 
strategies are to attach scores to each scenario, or to their business areas directly, without 
further breakdowns. 



EUROSTAT  
  
 -12-  
  ITDG 2012/Final Minutes/EN 

In order to reduce arbitrariness, scores and weights might be constructed as averages over 
a group of people or they might be agreed upon in a negotiation process. 
After this quantitative part of the analysis is done it is possible to compare the 
performance of two or more scenarios. For example, aspects that discriminate between 
scenarios can be identified and it can be explained why they differ. 
As an example of 0 and 1 steps, let us consider the budgeting activity in the policy 
business area. Budgeting is described in the scenario A (as is – no integration) as “bottom 
up approach of project funding” and in D (to be – full integration) as “EU budget for 
operating the ESS”. 
 
 
Table  4.1. SWOT scores scenario A and D 
 

Relevance Effect Score Effect Score
Improved process and systems quality 1 1 1 2 2
Easy development of new statistical processes and systems 2 1 2 2 4
Easy incorporation of new data sources 2 1 2 2 4
Easy incorporation of new dissemination channels 2 1 2 2 4
(Re)use of existing ESS standards, systems and/or approaches 2 1 2 2 4
Reduced personnel costs (what if loss of efficiency?) 3 2 6 2 6
Costs of development (one-off) 2 2 -4 2 -4
Costs of transition (one-off) 1 1 -1 2 -2
Costs of support and maintenance (recurring) 1 1 -1 2 -2
Loss of autonomy (enforced vs. voluntary standards) 1 1 -1 2 -2
Lack of flexibility (rigid standards) 1 1 -1 2 -2
Lack of room for differences between parties (e.g. national differences) 1 1 -1 2 -2
(Re)use of standards, systems and/or approaches from non-ESS parties 1 0 0 3 3
Improved quality of individual data sets for strategic and other users 3 2 6 3 9
Increased consistency of data over statistical domains 2 0 0 3 6
Easier development of new statistical products 3 2 6 3 9
Reduced burden on respondents 1 0 0 3 3
Better communication with users and stakeholders 1 0 0 3 3
Loss of identity for ESS partners 1 0 0 2 -2
Proprietary standards that hamper cooperation with non-ESS partners 3 2 -6 1 -3
High entry costs for new parties 4 3 -12 1 -4
Lack of coherence with national (government) policies 1 0 0 2 -2
Lack of synergy with other statistical communities (UN, OECD, …) 4 3 -12 0 0
Lack of support from stakeholders/financers 2 2 -4 0 0

Weakness

Opportunity

Threat

Scenarios
Scenario A

Strength

Scenario D
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These scores can be represented by fingerprints as follows: 
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This simple graphic representation can already be a good tool to support strategic 
decisions. In the current situation, it is clearly shown that there are high level risks 
(negative bars) and low level opportunities (+6 is the maximum bar value). The full 
integration situation is more balanced than the current situation, and the most interesting 
point is that risks are mitigated and opportunities exploded. 
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6. Conclusion and way forward 

 

This paragraph contains concluding remarks on links with other initiatives and the way 
forward. 

 

6.1 Link with other initiatives  
 

The need for standardisation in statistics has also been acknowledged on a worldwide 
level. The High Level Group on Modernisation of Statistics (HLG) was established by 
the UN/ECE in 2010 and has received wide acclaim for its Vision and Strategy. 

As a first step to enable statistical organisations to move towards standardised production 
we need to find one another at the conceptual level. This is already a very high ambition 
which will take time. Models like the Generic Statistical Business Process Model 
(GSBPM) could help to define a common language. We are lost if we cannot 
communicate properly. 

It is obvious that the current version of the GSBPM is only a starting point which needs 
to evolve further, the same way common industrial standards evolve. This holds even 
stronger for its newborn companion the Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM), 
for which a first version has been released in December 2012 under responsibility of the 
High Level Group on Business Architecture in Statistics (HLG-BAS). 

The difference between global initiatives and initiatives in the context of the European 
Statistical System is that the system offers a common legal environment and a structure 
for financing initiatives. The system offers sufficient opportunities for financing research 
and development projects, but instruments for financing structural tasks are largely 
lacking. 

 

6.2 Way forward 

 
Standardisation is a long-time effort. We have only just begun when the two-year 
mandate of the Sponsorship ends. The work of the Sponsorship tries to point out viable 
approaches, identifies issues and suggests ways to deal with them. Many issues, however, 
are clearly too big for quick and easy solutions. They will need continued attention. 

One issue that has already been identified is that of governance. Existing standardisation 
experiences show that a strong and dedicated governance structure is needed to oversee 
and manage the whole standardisation and integration process. Such a governance 
structure currently does not exist within the ESS. A related issue is that of maintenance 
and support of standards, which also need a permanent ESS solution. 
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Another issue is that of the business case for standardisation. Expected benefits and 
resources needed can be quite unevenly distributed among ESS partners. The SWOT tool 
presented here may help to identify apparent asymmetries. A one-size-fits-all solution 
does not exist, so we need to listen carefully to concerns from ESS partners and look for 
compromise solutions that are acceptable to all stakeholders. For example, we may have 
to develop new ways to share costs. 

The Sponsorship results presented here will be followed up in several ways. During the 
first half of 2013, discussions will be organised among ESS stakeholders. This should 
lead to a set of recommendations for ESSC discussion and adoption later in 2013. This 
may lead to future work on standardisation, both on strategic and operational levels. At 
the same time, the ESSNet on Standardisation has been established which will follow up 
some standardisation work on a more operational level, e.g. completing the inventory of 
standards that are currently in use in the ESS according to the directions given by the 
Sponsorship. Another important ESS initiative is the establishment of an implementation 
program for the ESS Vision mentioned in the Introduction. This program may also 
benefit from the Sponsorship work. 
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Annex IV. The Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM) 

 
 

Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM):  
Communication Paper for a General Statistical 

Audience 
 

(Version 1.0, December 2012) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
About this document 
This document provides an overview about the information represented in GSIM, and 
summaries of how the model will benefit statistical organizations and relationships to 
other models and standards.  
 
 
 

 

 
 

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 
Unported License. To view a copy of this license, visit 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/. If you re-use all or part 
of this work, please attribute it to the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe (UNECE), on behalf of the international 
statistical community. 
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Introduction 

 
1. Across the world statistical organizations undertake similar activities albeit with 
variations in the processes each uses. Each of these activities use and produce similar 
information (for example all organizations use classifications, create data sets and 
publish products). Although the information used by statistical organizations is at its core 
the same, all organizations tend to describe this information slightly differently (and 
often in different ways within each organization). There is no common way to describe 
the information that is used. This makes it difficult to communicate clearly within and 
between statistical organizations and without this there is no foundation for in-depth 
collaboration, standardization, or the sharing of tools and methods. 
 
2. The Generic Statistical Information Model (GSIM) is the first internationally 
endorsed reference framework for statistical information. This overarching conceptual 
framework will play an important part in modernizing, streamlining and aligning the 
standards and production associated with official statistics at both national and 
international levels.  
 
3. GSIM is a reference framework of information objects, which enables generic 
descriptions of the definition, management and use of data and metadata throughout the 
statistical production process. It provides a set of standardized, consistently described 
information objects, which are the inputs and outputs in the design and production of 
statistics. As a reference framework, GSIM helps to explain significant relationships 
among the entities involved in statistical production, and can be used to guide the 
development and use of consistent implementation standards or specifications.  
 
4. GSIM is one of the cornerstones for modernizing official statistics and moving 
away from subject matter silos. It is a key element of the strategic vision prepared by the 
High-Level Group for the Modernization of Statistical Production and Services (HLG), 
and endorsed by the Conference of European Statisticians8. 
 
5. The modernization of statistical production is needed in order for statistical 
organizations are to remain relevant and flexible in a dynamic and competitive 
information environment. It is hoped that statistical organizations will adopt and 
implement GSIM and the common language it provides. However, a model alone cannot 
transform an organization or its processes. In order to meet the future needs of statistical 
organizations, GSIM is designed to allow for innovative approaches to statistical 
production to the greatest extent possible; for example, in the area of dissemination, 
where demands for agility and innovation are increasing. At the same time, GSIM 
supports current approaches of producing statistics. 
 
6. This paper provides an introduction to GSIM, summarizing the key points for a 
relatively general statistical audience. For more technical detail, please see the 
Specification document and the User Guide, available on the UNECE web site9.  
                                                 
8 See: www1.unece.org/stat/platform/display/hlgbas 

9 See: http://www1.unece.org/stat/platform/display/metis/Generic+Statistical+Information+Model+(GSIM) 
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Scope 
 
7. GSIM provides the information object framework supporting all statistical 
production processes such as those described in the Generic Statistical Business Process 
Model (GSBPM)10, giving the information objects agreed names, defining them, 
specifying their essential properties, and indicating their relationships with other 
information objects. It does not, however, make assumptions about the standards or 
technologies used to implement the model. 
 
8. GSIM does not include information objects related to business functions within 
an organization such as human resources, finance, or legal functions, except to the extent 
that this information is used directly in statistical production. 
 

What is GSIM? 
 
9. GSIM contains objects which specify information about the real world – 
‘information objects’. Examples include data and metadata (such as classifications) as 
well as the rules and parameters needed for production processes to run (for example,  
data editing rules). GSIM identifies around 150 information objects, which are grouped 
into four top-level groups, and are explained in more detail in the specification 
documentation. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. GSIM Top-level information object Groups 
 
10. The four top-level groups are: 
 
The Business group is used to capture the designs and plans of statistical programs. This 
includes the identification of a Statistical Need, the Acquisition, Production and 

                                                 
10 See: www.unece.org/stats/gsbpm 
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Dissemination Activities that comprise the statistical program and the evaluations of 
them.  
 
The Production group is used to describe each step in the statistical process, with a 
particular focus on describing the inputs and outputs of these steps. 
 
The Concepts group is used to define the meaning of data, providing an understanding of 
what the data are measuring. 
 
The Structures group is used to describe and define the terms used in relation to data 
and its structure. 
 
11. Figure 2 shows a simplified view of the information objects identified in GSIM. It 
gives users examples of the objects that are in each of the four top-level groups. 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Simplified view of GSIM information objects 
 
12. Figure 3 shows another simplified view of GSIM. This is a slightly more 
technical view. The figure is not the formal model of the entire set of information objects 
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(which can be found in the more detailed specification document). Both figures 2 and 3 
can, however, be used as a means for communication with users who are interested in 
examples of the objects and relationships in GSIM. 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Alternate simplified view of GSIM information objects 
 
13. Figure 3 tells a short story about some of the information that is important in a 
statistical organisation. Information objects in the GSIM model are given in italics. 
 

“A statistical organization recognises a Statistical Need to investigate a 
set of characteristics for a given Population. This may lead to the 
drafting of a Business Case. If accepted, the Business Case leads to the 
creation of a Statistical Program or the re-design of a Statistical 
Program Design.  
 
The Statistical Program will include a set of Statistical Activities that 
identify the required resources including the Data Channel and Data 
Resource that it will be needed. If the identified Data Resource is not 
sufficient for the purposes, an Acquisition Activity will be initiated 
which will add Data Sets to the Data Resource.  
 
Statistical Activities consist of a number of Process Steps. These 
Process Steps have Process Inputs and Process Outputs. Process 
Inputs and Process Outputs will often be pieces of information that 
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refer to Concepts and Structures (for example, Classification, Variable, 
Population, Data Structure, and Data Set).  
A particular Data Set from the Data Resource can be used in a 
Dissemination Activity to deliver one or more Products or services to 
users.” 

 
Benefits of GSIM for the organization as a whole 

 
14. It is intended that GSIM may be used by organizations to different degrees. It 
may be used in some cases only as a model to which organizations refer when 
communicating internally or with other organizations to clarify discussion. In other cases 
an organization may choose to implement GSIM as the information model that defines 
their operating environment. Various scenarios for the use of GSIM are valid, although 
those organizations that make use of GSIM to its fullest extent may expect to realize the 
greatest benefits. 
 
Long term benefits 
 
15. GSIM provides a set of standardized information objects, which are the inputs 
and outputs in the design and production of statistics. By defining objects common to all 
statistical production, regardless of subject matter, GSIM enables statistical organizations 
to rethink how their business could be more efficiently organized.  
 
16. GSIM could be used to direct future investment towards areas of statistical 
production where the common need is greatest. It could also enable some degree of 
specialization within the international statistical community. For example, some 
organizations could specialize in seasonal adjustment, time series analysis or data 
validation, and other organizations could take advantage of this expertise. 
 
17. Implementation of GSIM, in combination with GSBPM, will lead to more 
important advantages. GSIM could: 
• Create an environment prepared for reuse and sharing of methods, components and 

processes; 

• Provide the opportunity to implement rule based process control, thus minimizing human 

intervention in the production process;  

• Facilitate generation of economies of scale through development of common tools by the 

community of statistical organizations. 

 

Immediate benefits 
 
18. A significant benefit of using GSIM is that it provides a common language to 
improve communication at different levels: 
 
• Between the different roles in statistical production (business and information technology 

experts); 

• Between the different statistical subject matter domains; 

• Between statistical organizations at national and international levels. 
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19. Improving communication will result in a more efficient exchange of data and 
metadata within and between statistical organizations, and also with external users and 
suppliers. 
 
20. GSIM can be used by organizations now to: 
• Build capability among staff by using GSIM as a teaching aid that provides a simple easy to 

understand view of complex information and clear definitions 

• Validate existing information systems and compare with emerging international best 

practice and where appropriate leverage off international expertise 

• Guide development or updating of international or local standards to ensure they meet the 

broadest needs of the international statistical community 

 
GSIM and GSBPM 

 
21. GSIM and GSBPM are complementary models for the production and 
management of statistical information. GSBPM models the statistical production process 
and identifies the activities undertaken by producers of official statistics that result in 
information outputs. These activities are broken down into sub-processes, such as 
“Impute” and “Calculate aggregates”. As shown in Figure 6, GSIM helps describe 
GSBPM sub-processes by defining the information objects that flow between them, that 
are created in them, and that are used by them to produce official statistics. 

 

 Input 
- Any GSIM Information 

Object(s) 
(e.g. Data Set, Variable) 
- Process parameters 

Output 
- Transformed (or new) 

GSIM Information 
Object(s) 

- Process metrics 

 
GSBPM 

 
Sub-process 

 
  

Figure 4. GSIM and GSBPM  
 
22. Greater value will be obtained from GSIM if it is applied in conjunction with 
GSBPM. Likewise, greater value will be obtained from GSBPM if it is applied in 
conjunction with GSIM. Nevertheless, it is possible (although not ideal) to apply one 
without the other.  In the same way that individual statistical business processes do not 
use all of the sub-processes described within GSBPM, not every information object in 
GSIM is necessarily required to be used and/or produced in the course of every statistical 
business process. 
 
23. Good metadata management is essential for the efficient operation of statistical 
business processes. Metadata are present in every phase of GSBPM, either created, 
updated or carried forward unchanged from a previous phase. In the context of GSBPM, 
the emphasis of the over-arching process of metadata management is on the creation, 
updating, use and reuse of metadata. Metadata management strategies and systems are 
therefore vital to the operation of GSBPM, and are facilitated by GSIM. 
 
24. Applying GSIM together with GSBPM (or an organization-specific equivalent) 
can: 
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• Facilitate the building of efficient metadata driven collection, processing, and dissemination 

systems. 

• Help harmonize statistical computing infrastructures. 

 

25. GSIM supports a consistent approach to metadata, facilitating the primary role for 
metadata envisaged in Part A of the Common Metadata Framework "Statistical Metadata 
in a Corporate Context", that is, that metadata should uniquely and formally define the 
content and links between objects and processes in the statistical information system. 

 
What does it mean for me? 

 
The Business view 

 
26. GSIM will help you to improve your communication with colleagues (both 
locally and internationally).  
 
27. Communication of subject matter between domains is often poor, making the 
sharing of concepts, variables, and design components difficult without a complex 
mapping exercise. GSIM can serve as a common language and will ease communication 
between: 
 

• Subject matter specialists, methodologists and information technologists. 

• Statisticians in different domains of a statistical organization. 

• Statisticians in different organizations. 

 
28.  GSIM will help you design and understand your processes (and their inputs and 
outputs) better.  
 
29. For a production cycle, a statistician can design the input and the output, and the 
process in-between. In GSIM terms, the output and the input can be designed in terms of 
structures and concepts information objects, and the process in-between can be designed 
using the production information objects. The structures and concepts objects are 
provided by subject matter specialists.  
 
30. As seen in Figure 4, if the GSBPM is considered as a frame of reference for 
statistical production processes, the first level can be considered as equivalent to the 
statistical production process as a whole. The next level corresponds to a phase of the 
statistical production process (for example phase 5 of the GSBPM). The third level 
corresponds to a sub-process (for example sub-process 5.3 of the GSBPM – Review, 
validate and edit). The fourth level consists of the individual building blocks within the 
sub-process, such as detecting financial values that might be expressed in thousands 
rather than units.  
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Figure 5. GSIM information objects in context of GSBPM 
 
31. An important issue for statisticians is the problem of single-use design 
components, which are often recreated or at least modified for each production cycle. 
GSIM facilitates the description of inputs and outputs at each level of the GSBPM, 
following the same pattern thus providing a consistent structure to design statistical 
processes. It supports the design, specification and implementation of harmonized 
methods and standard technology to create a generalized statistical production system.  
 
32. Using GSIM will enable producing reusable and flexible process building blocks 
which can be used by statisticians to produce final products of varying complexity, 
facilitating the production of a wider variety of products and responding more easily to 
changing client needs. 
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33. The use of GSIM will reduce workloads as many processes can be repurposed 
and reused. This means less time spent on repetitive work and more time for innovation. 
 
34.  In the long term, GSIM will make statisticians less reliant on information 
technologists.  
 
35.  Statisticians are very much concerned today about the applicability, usability and 
stability of their methods and technical solutions. In the “stove-pipe” approach to 
statistical production, subject matter is heavily dependent upon the information 
technologists in the design, build and production of statistical systems.  
 
36. Statisticians will gain greater control over the design of their processes making 
them more self-supporting in the design and production of their statistics.   
 
37. Production will be based upon more standardized applications that are more 
robust to change and less vulnerable to changing personnel. An increase in the use of 
standardized applications, which can easily be shared across domains, will enable 
statisticians to more easily work in different domains.   
 

The Information Technology view  

 
38. A main concern for information technologists is the duplication of effort due to 
the “stove-pipe” organization of statistical production. Unstable and differing 
requirements from these “stove-pipes” lead to tailor made one–off solutions, whilst a 
high turnover of IT staff can result in poorly documented and non-standard applications. 
 
39. The introduction of GSIM both at the national and at the international level can 
already bring short term benefits for information technology specialists. GSIM will 
provide a common language for information technologists to talk to clients and 
colleagues both locally and internationally.  
 
40. At the national level, statisticians will become more self-supporting in the design 
(see Figure 5) and production of their statistics reusing and repurposing harmonized 
components GSIM will enable more flexible and modular production systems. 
Production will be based upon more standardized applications that are more robust to 
change and less vulnerable to changing of IT personnel. An increase in the use of 
standardized applications, which can easily be shared across domains, will enable the IT 
specialists to more easily work in different domains. 
 
41. The use of GSIM will reduce the workload as many components can be 
repurposed and reused. This means less repetitive work and more time for innovation. 
 
42. This will free the IT staff to make more robust applications and explore new ways 
to better meet the changing needs of the statistical organization and their clients at large. 
This will include more time for creation of robust, modular, harmonized, well 
documented processes that “plug and play”. 
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Figure 6. Design your own imputation process 
 
43. At the international level there will be increased possibilities for co-design and 
co-development of common components based upon more robust user-requirements from 
a wider user-community. The IT developers will also have access to a larger 
development community that all speak the same language to describe their statistical 
information. 
 

SDMX, DDI and other standards 
 
44. As a reference framework of information objects, GSIM has a complementary 
relationship with standards, such as SDMX (Statistical Data and Metadata eXchange) 
and DDI (Data Documentation Initiative), which are commonly used to represent and 
exchange statistical data and metadata. 
 
45. The information objects within GSIM are conceptual; no specific physical 
representation of the information is prescribed. As a simplified illustration, the “street 
address” of a person’s home can be defined as the same concept regardless of whether 
the information is recorded in a database, in a spreadsheet, in a CSV file, in an XML file 
or handwritten on a piece of paper.   
 
46. GSIM allows organizations to start with a common language related to the data 
and metadata used throughout the statistical production process.  The next step, which 
will be undertaken internationally on a collaborative basis, is to map (or relate) 
information objects from GSIM to relevant representations in SDMX and DDI.   
 
47. This will help statistical organizations to describe and manage statistical information 
using a common language while, at a systems level, the information is represented and 
exchanged in an appropriate and standard technical format. 
 
48. While GSIM information objects can be mapped to SDMX and DDI (and 
substantial business benefit can be obtained from harnessing these standards), GSIM 
does not require these standards to be used.  Some producers and some users of statistics 
may decide to use alternative standards for particular purposes.  In other cases, producers 
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of statistics may be open to using SDMX and/or DDI but have legacy information 
systems which are not economical to update to use these standards. 
 
49. Describing statistical information using GSIM as the common point of reference 
helps users identify the relationship between two sets of statistical information which are 
represented differently from a technical perspective.   
 
50. For example, a statistician may receive some data described in DDI and some 
described in locally created format. The statistician can relate both of these to GSIM. The 
statistician will be able identify which differences are purely technical and which reflect 
underlying conceptual differences.  
 
51. Once the nature and extent of the differences can be understood, it commonly 
proves straightforward to transform the information into a common technical 
representation (for example, SDMX or DDI) which allows the content to be integrated 
and explored.  This approach ensures that the results of the technical conversion to a 
common standard are accurately understood, and are sound, from a conceptual 
perspective. 
 
52. There are a number of synergies between use of GSIM as a reference framework 
and the application of representation standards such as SDMX and DDI.  These synergies 
have been maximised by design.   
 
53. For example, when determining the set of definitions to be used for information 
objects within GSIM, existing standards and models were harnessed as key reference 
sources.  While none of these existing sources had the same purpose and scope as GSIM 
– that is a reference framework of information objects spanning the full statistical 
production processes – the development of each entailed analysing and supporting 
particular needs and scenarios related to particular types of statistical data and metadata.   
 
54. In this way GSIM benefited from the investment of time in analysis, modelling, 
testing and refinement when developing these standards and models to their current level 
of maturity.  It also means GSIM does not vary “for no reason” from terms and 
definitions which are used in existing standards and models.  Where it does vary it is for 
reasons such as existing relevant standards and models being inconsistent internally, with 
one another and/or statisticians reporting that alternative terms or definitions are more 
relevant to their business needs. 
 

Summary 
 
55. This paper introduces GSIM to people working in statistical organisations. It 
outlines the benefits of the model as well as how the adoption of the model might impact 
staff in statistical organisations. The paper also discusses the interaction of GSIM and 
other frameworks and standards such as GSBPM, DDI and SDMX. 
 
56. For more information on how a statistical agency might implement GSIM, the 
GSIM User Guide introduces the steps that need to be undertaken. 
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57. For more detailed information on the information objects in GSIM, their 
definitions, attributes and relations, the GSIM Specification document provides a fine 
level detail and also discusses the relationship between GSIM and other standards and 
models. 
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Opening 

Introduction 

Daniel Defays, Director A.I. of Corporate statistical and IT services, and chairperson of 
the meeting, welcomed the ITDG participants and introduced the agenda. He explained 
that ESSC decided to increase the importance of the Directors Group within the ESS, and 
thereby ITDG is instructed to prepare decisions. This is the reason behind the structural 
change in the 2012 agenda, divided in topics for discussion and topics for information. 
Member States were invited to explain the current status of frameworks in their 
countries, and to participate and comment the several topics presented. 
The chairman also contextualized this meeting within the major economic crisis, with 
serious statistical implications. The new ESS VIP programme was also mentioned as a 
vehicle to gain efficiency at the production of European Statistics. 
The chairman also stressed the challenges for the official statistics community, with the 
need of the industrialization of statistics, plug and play architecture, solutions for mobile 
devices and the need for standards as examples of issues to be tackled. 
 The chairman concluded by stating the 3 main objectives of this meeting: 

1. Ensure the exchange of information between the ITDG representatives. 
2. Prepare and follow-up common actions, agreeing on the orientation and work 

programme for the coming years. 
3. Supervise and coordinate the work of working groups reporting to ITDG. 

Approval of the agenda 

The agenda of this meeting was adopted without change.  

IT governance and related issues 

ITDG mandate and rules of procedure 

Presentation 
Eurostat introduced this topic by mentioning that a standard template for rules of 
procedure had been proposed at ESSC in order to streamline decision making at 
European level. Concordantly, ITDG's role was to verify the adequacy of the proposed 
document, having in mind the nature of the group. 
The main impacts in the functioning and structure were presented, mainly in the 
timeliness of the documentation, the formalization of written consultations, the 
enforcement of commitment of the Member States' representatives within ITDG, the 
categorization of the items of the agenda (topics for discussion vs. information), the 
usage of a functional mailbox ESTAT-ITDG@ec.europa.eu for communication within 
ITDG and the adaptation of CIRCA group to reflect the changes implied by the rules of 
procedure. 
The last topic under this item of the agenda covered the updates made in the ITDG 
mandate, according to the 5-years programme of 2013-2017, as well as reference to the 
rules of procedure.  
The ITDG was asked to comment and approve the rules of procedure and mandate. 
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Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The empowerment given to ITDG as a decision body and the role of ESSC were 
debated. It was clarified that within the current legal framework the decisions 
must be formally taken at ESSC level, but ITDG plays a decisive role as an 
advisory group. Adaptations to the rules of procedure were proposed to reflect 
this role more precisely. 

• The precision of calendar of the meeting for electronic exchange views was 
questioned. Amendments to article 5 were suggested to guarantee at least 2 
weeks. 

• The number of needed members for triggering the termination procedure, 
expressed in article 9.2, was discussed. Some countries wished to terminate it if a 
single country requested. Clarifications upon this topic were promised by the 
chairman. 

• The number of languages supported both for the ITDG meeting and the 
production of minutes was questioned. Suggestions were made to support 
translation in at least 6 languages for the minutes. Eurostat mentioned that ESSC 
decided that only English could be supported but for exceptions duly justified. 

• The clarity of article 13 mentioning the correspondence within ITDG was 
questioned. Amendments were proposed in order to improve clearness. 

• The confidentiality of deliberations (article 15) within ITDG was discussed with 
some Member States questioning the semantics of the word "deliberation" versus 
the word "discussions" which seemed more appropriate; this would imply a 
renaming of the article.  

• The need of a simple majority to open the discussions to the public (article 15.2) 
was also discussed with some countries preferring unanimity.  

• The chairman mentioned that the scope of article 15 would have to be clarified as 
well as the possibility to rename it. 

• In what regards the mandate, the role of ESAC and their presence within the 
ITDG representatives was clarified. 

Conclusion 
1. Corrections in the articles 

� Article 5 – Exchange of views launched at least 2 weeks before the 
meeting 

� Article 9.2 – Verify if one member is enough for termination 
procedure 

� Article 11.2 – Concern regarding the minutes being only in 
English (noted but no modification is proposed) 

� Article 13 – Regrouping of points 13.1 and 13.2 needed 
� Article 15 – Renaming of the article (to be verified) 

2. Rules of procedures and mandate adopted – reserve from Spain due 
to article 11.2 
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Group structure working under the ITDG and DIME (in cluding the IT user 
groups) 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the group structure working under ITDG and DIME, focused on the 
need to strengthen the role of the Director Groups in the decision preparation for the 
ESSC and setting up new ESS user groups for shared services and shared IT applications. 
The level decomposition of the groups was highlighted, and 3 levels were identified 
according to their role. The results of the Edamis User Group meeting were also 
presented, and special concerns were given to the apparent complex structure of the 
groups, the lack of service-oriented groups, and a suggestion to merge the Edamis User 
Group with the Validation Services User Group. ITDG was asked to comment the group 
structure and validate the proposal made. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The scope of the Metadata Working Group and the need of common coordination 
were questioned, focused in how it could articulate with DIME and ITDG.  

• The support given by ITDG to the newly developed Seasonal Adjustment tool 
was asked. 

• The 3-level decomposition of the groups was questioned. Since the reporting of 
all the groups goes to DIME and ITDG, 2 levels were perceived as more 
adequate. 

• It was suggested that ITDG and DIME should cooperate more closely via a 
combined Steering Committee meeting. Volunteers were asked for this purpose. 

• The proliferation of technical working groups was highlighted as an emerging 
problem. Assessments on a possible restructuration of the groups were asked. 

Conclusion 
1. Stronger coordination for ITDG and DIME requested. Creation of a 

common steering group suggested and volunteers asked. Interest to 
participate should be communicated with the next 2 weeks. 

2. To limit the proliferation of technical working gro ups is needed. 
Proposal of merging EDAMIS and the Validation Technical Group is 
accepted.   

3. The Seasonal Adjustment group should be added. 

4. Two different types of working groups are considered: one dealing 
with IT tools and another one dealing with topic-related issues. They 
all report to ITDG or/and DIME. There is however no hierarchy 
between these two different types of groups.    

5. A reorganization of the ESS working groups related to corporate 
statistical and IT services should be reconsidered to better support 
the ESS work program and joint ESS strategy. 
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Coverage of security issues 

Presentation 
Eurostat contextualized this topic by stating that 2 recent regulations oblige the Member 
States and Eurostat to ensure the principles and guidelines to guarantee data protection 
and that Eurostat should protect by all means any data that could prejudice the European 
Union interests. In order to commit to these, Eurostat presented the challenges for 
implementing the vision, with highlights on network, information stores, modular 
protection, optimal collaboration and the need to increase trust levels between Member 
States. Eurostat also mentioned that the increasing threats implied risks on the 
governmental functions and businesses, with an increasing cost of security and recovery 
due to attacks. 
Having the above mentioned scenery in mind, Eurostat proposed the creation of a new 
working group – ESS Security Working Group (E4SWG) – whose role would comprise 
understanding all the needs of Eurostat and Member States, collect the best practices, 
understand the IT architecture of each member and agree on common rules. This group 
proposed to discuss its mandate in an EA workshop, discuss secure message 
mechanisms, visit the NSI to acquire information regarding the IT architecture and create 
a central repository with the above mentioned information.  
The ITDG was asked to discuss the scope and action plan of this future group and 
approve its creation. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• It was emphasized that the creation of such group seemed to be justified, though it 
should be focused more in practical applications and less in discussion. It was 
suggested to run this group for one year, assess its results, and then revaluate its 
role and need.  

• It was underlined that this group should review the security regulations of the 
member states and propose regulations covering security measures. The usage of 
ISO standards and analysis of security frameworks was also proposed. 

• The objectives, needs and expected results of this group should be made clearer. 
Concrete projects should be proposed. 

Conclusion 
1. Security is recognized as a key-issue that deserves the attention of the 

ITDG. 

2. Mandate of the proposed Security WG has to be amended, covering 
more practical and project-oriented issues and more focused on tasks 
and security-related frameworks. 

3. The working group is set up for one year and will be reconsidered 
next year. 
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Enterprise Architecture 

Presentation of Enterprise Architecture 

Presentation 
Eurostat contextualized the need for this topic due to the increase of challenges caused by 
the stovepipe business process paradigm, integration and reengineering of systems, 
legacy applications, etc. within the European Institutions. The main drivers of change are 
global and common all the statistical industry, e.g. the increasing demands for high-
quality statistics, the globalisation of the statistical phenomena or budgetary cuts. 
Eurostat expressed the need of defining a common target for the ESS common 
infrastructure, pillared on the need to guarantee reactivity, interoperability, reusability, 
sharing components, rationalizing IT and reducing development/maintenance costs, 
among others. The main ESS EA components to date are the fundamental principles and 
strategic directions for development of networking, information sharing, a service 
approach and interoperability of processes, underpinning the implementation of the ESS 
joint strategy. 
The to-be state was also envisioned, with the foundations of an integrated statistical 
system relying on subsidiarity, driven by metadata and built standards for using common 
infrastructures. The key-principles were presented supporting the 3 meta-functions 
(collection-process-dissemination): an integrated dissemination, a set of services 
(statistical and logical nature) and a secure network (ESS BUS). The to-be state makes 
reference to competence centres, ESS data stores and data warehouses, sharing of micro-
data and SOA platforms. 
The ITDG was asked to discuss the to-be state and suggest ways priorities to proceed. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The Member States highlighted the importance of national needs within the 
global framework. A cost-benefit assessment is necessary in order to buy it.  

• It was mentioned that the approach presented was too generic and hard not to 
agree with. The goals and objectives should be made clearer and a road map 
should be developed. 

• The scope was perceived as ambitious, and the timing proposed for this initiative 
was questioned. Some highlighted that the 10 years' time window was too long. 
One delegate stressed that planning at 10 years ahead is not relevant given the fast 
evolution of IT. A project-oriented approach, with business cases, should support 
it. 

• The increase of shared micro-data was perceived has a concern among Member 
States. 

Conclusion 
1. The usefulness of a general strategy is recognised. The strategy goes 

beyond IT related issues and should be driven by business. 

2. The "to be" state is perceived as very general. Special concerns with 
exchange of microdata were expressed by some countries. 
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3. Given the ambition of the programme, the implementation should be 
progressive, starting from projects with convincing business cases. 

4. The costs and benefits of the projects for the Member States have to 
be analysed. 

ESS VIPs 

Presentation 
Eurostat started by presenting the underlining context behind the ESS VIP programme, 
how it implements the vision, its key organisational principles and business case, 
emphasizing the optimization of resources, the streamlining of developments and the 
enhanced flexibility when new requirements arrive. The main architectural principles 
were introduced, as well as the most relevant cross-cutting issues and their relationship 
with the several ESS VIP projects. A brief description for the proposed "business" 
projects was made (ADMIN, NAPS-S, SIMSTAT, ESBRs, Common Validation Policy, 
ICT-HUB, ESS DW pilots (PRIX and TRANSP), supported by the development of 
cross-cutting infrastructure, the information models, the network and communication, 
shared services (plug & play), data warehouses and the validation architectures. 
The programme implementation was also presented, with Eurostat stressing the need of 
improved governance at the ESS level to tighten the different projects, and the agreement 
of ESSC to launch ESBRs, SIMSTAT and Common Validation Policy projects in 2013. 
The need to support the alignment of national and Eurostat infrastructure was also 
stressed. 
The conclusions from the last ESSC were also presented: 

• Supported programme as adequate ESS response to challenges. 
• Agreement on the 3 priority projects. 
• Request strengthening of cost/benefit analysis for the remaining projects. 

In the end, ITDG was asked to give an opinion on the proposed approach, identify 
challenges and gaps and suggest ways to ensure Member States participation within the 
ESS VIP implementation programme. 

Towards am enterprise architecture for the ESS for implementing the vision 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented a tentative roadmap towards the development of common 
infrastructures. Along the five main strands the information models, the information 
infrastructure, the network, the services and the validation architecture.  The presentation 
stressed how each individual project would contribute to this roadmap and the several 
interconnections were shown. Special attention was given to the need of launching 
feasibility studies to assess the validity of the approach, though no timeline was yet 
proposed. 
The ITDG was asked to provide a generic opinion on what was discussed to comment in 
how this approach could be linked with the existent infrastructure in the Member States, 
and what should be the role of the ITDG within the governance of this initiative. 

Discussion (3.2 & 3.3) 
The following issues were discussed: 
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• The Member States pointed out the ambition and broadness in scope of this 
initiative. Some shared the idea that as a vision it should remain ambitious, others 
mentioned that it was neither realistic nor feasible. 

• The time window, or the absence of a clear one, was questioned by some 
interlocutors. The opinions diverged regarding the adequate timing for 
implementing this vision, but the common opinion was that a more focused 
roadmap was needed. 

• Some concerns were raised regarding the alignment of the vision with the 
individual needs of the Member States. The specific benefits were not 
perceivable, the overall approach seemed to be Eurostat-centric and the countries 
stressed that many efforts had to be done in order to overcome infrastructural 
incompatibilities among primary data, confidential data, big data and others, to 
guarantee interoperability and common interfaces between ESS and Member 
States. 

• Discussions were held regarding the need of a more clear business involvement in 
the approach; business cases should be conceived and cross-cutting and projects 
with tangible results should be given priority. 

• The role of ITDG was enforced as being pivotal for the strategic guidance of the 
initiatives taken. ITDG should guarantee coherence among projects, should set 
the direction to follow, define clear objectives to be achieved, validate the main 
deliverables of the projects and, above all, ensure appropriate governance is in 
place. 

• Some Member States mentioned that the implementation of the vision would be 
hard to achieve for smaller countries, which lack the resources and infrastructure 
to do it. 

• It was suggested that this vision should incorporate the best practices and 
frameworks of the state-of-the-art in Enterprise Architecture. Some Member 
States testimonials mentioned that the success cases within some countries could 
be replicated, and volunteered to help. 

• Eurostat mentioned that though the Member States requested more details, it is 
essential that their participation is ensured at the early design phase, in order to 
assess all the needs and requirements. 

• Eurostat emphasized that due to the increased cost in producing statistics, we 
should aim to design a system that could tackle both the national and European 
needs. 

Conclusion (3.2 & 3.3) 
General opinion 

1. Most of the Member states see potential efficiency gains but more 
elaborated business cases are needed. 

2. A full implementation of the programme will take years. It is essential 
to target quick wins to keep the involvement of the different 
stakeholders. 

3. It is important to be more concrete, to elaborate a tangible roadmap. 

4. The programme must be strongly coordinated with other 
international initiatives sharing the same vision. 
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5. Big data is a new issue whose impact on ESS VIP programme would 
deserve more attention 

Involvement of Member states 
1. Several countries have started developments fully consistent with the 

approach adopted in the programme and are willing to share with 
others. 

2. Some Member states underlined the specificity of their national IT 
systems.  This could partially challenge the relevance of the 
programme for them. 

3. The programme is designed to benefit the ESS as a whole; benefits for 
countries will have to be highlighted. 

Role of ITDG 
1. ITDG should play an active role in the elaboration and 

implementation of the programme according to its mandate but 
leadership by business is needed. 

2. ITDG should play a role in orchestration of the initiatives and in the 
validation of the results. 

Principles of IT Architecture 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented this topic as the result of a request made by ITDG 2011 to SISAI, for 
which SISAI underlined the need to address it together with the business process 
modelling theme. Several Member States volunteered to contribute to the development of 
CORE conceptual architecture and to set up the corresponding principles. 
The presentation highlighted that SISAI didn't deliver results yet the action have been 
also integrated in the ESS VIP programme. It underlined as well that HGL-(MOPS)BAS 
identified plug & play architecture as a 2013 priority and a group has been set up to 
define a work programme for 2013. 
The ITDG was asked to comment on the strategy of CORE development and the ESS 
participation in HLG-(MOPS)BAS. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• One international organization presented the developments done so far in this 
field. It was also mentioned that the results from ESS were being awaited. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress and the links with the on-going work 

by HLG on "plug and play" architecture.  

2. SISAI has mandated a taskforce to elaborate the principles. They 
should deliver next year. 
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Legislation 

Cross-cutting legislation on processes, standards and metadata / Implementation 
measures 

Presentation 
Eurostat firstly highlighted the reasons behind this initiative: the existence of 
heterogeneous legislation reproducing specific statistical business processes, causing an 
increase of cost due to different standards being used and lack of harmonization. The 
solution would rely on proposing a new generation of statistical cross-cutting legislation 
that would promote harmonization and integration. 
The overall legislative framework was then explained, with focus given to the integration 
of legislation in larger statistical domains, the statistical law and the multi annual 
statistical work programme. The content of the draft regulation on processes, standards 
and metadata was also highlighted; emphasis was given to the fact that the technical 
standards will not be mandatory until they are referred to in domain specific legislation 
(exception to the Single Entry Point Services). Also the business process regulated 
covers data/metadata exchange and dissemination but does not intervene in national 
production processes on a compulsory basis. 
The implementing measures of this regulation were also outlined (e.g. on reference 
metadata, quality related reference metadata and technical measure on the exchange 
standard for aggregate data and reference metadata) as well some additional envisaged 
measures that could be proposed. 
Since this topic was changed "To information" ITDG was just asked to comment. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

1. Eurostat questioned the Member States if other options should be envisaged to 
put into place this framework. Some Member States reacted that they were not in 
position to give opinions on this topic due to its legislative-specific nature. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG was informed on the current progress regarding this cross-

cutting regulation. ITDG will be kept up-to-date on the further 
progress of legislating technical standards. 

Working Groups 

Sharing data validation services 

Presentation 
The conclusions from ITDG 2011 were recalled. They called for the development of a 
formal unambiguous language to encode rules that can be translated into specific data 
editing system rule syntaxes, being informed of VIP on Validation progress and the 
optional use of tools provided by Eurostat.  
VIP on Validation main objectives were presented: creating a more efficient production 
chain, with responsibilities clearly assigned and also developing standards for describing 
the editing step, the expression language, the functional specifications and the shared 
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tools among ESS. The key deliverables of this project were also mentioned, with focus 
on the unambiguous language for encoding rules, guidelines for the selection of rules, 
guidelines for the assignment of responsibilities in the data editing chain, and user 
requirements and functional specifications for tools for editing and monitoring 
compliance and to specify the rules. 
The initiative was presented to ESSC which approved. The development of the 
expression language is on-going and very challenging. 
The EDIT tool (resulting from merge of the two tools, EBB and EVE, presented last year 
to ITDG) and its new features were also presented. . 
The next steps include the integration of data checking and Pull Requestor within Single 
Entry Point, improving EDIT user interface, a new tool for creation of rules based on the 
VIP on Validation output. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Some technical questions and clarifications were given regarding the nature of the 
expression language, if it was XML based or where to store the metadata. 
Solutions to these issues are being currently worked on. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

2. ITDG will be kept informed on the progress in the coming months. 

SDMX- RI user group 

Presentation 
Eurostat reported on the set-up meeting of the SDMX Reference Infrastructure (SDMX-
RI) User Group presenting the origins of the group and the most relevant substantive 
items, mainly the group's positioning vs. other user groups, the proposing terms of 
reference and the development plans for 2012-13. 
The main objectives were presented, with focus on the promotion of the usage of SDMX-
RI among ESS and outside, the stimulation of new developments and the integration 
within ESS Enterprise Architecture among others. The IT expert membership and 
reporting to ITDG supplementary to DIME were also highlighted. The main vehicles of 
communication of the group were the annual meeting and electronic means.  
Eurostat mentioned the confirmation made by the participants of the importance of this 
group, that an interactive website would be set-up to provide users information and 
gather user feedback and requests and that the Member States were welcome to provide 
their requests for new functionality or to suggest their own developments to be added to 
SDMX-RI. 
ITDG was asked to comment and endorse the terms of reference for this group. 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

2. The mandate for this group was approved. 
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ESS Metadata Handler user group: EDAMIS user group 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the main results of the above mentioned two user groups. For the 
Edamis User Group the outcome of the group meeting of 11/2012 were mentioned, with 
the agreement and discussion of the group strategy, the reporting on the improvements of 
the IT functionalities, user services, and versioning etc. Some enhancements on Edamis 
were also suggested, mainly in the user friendliness, the usage for legal compliance 
monitoring, the authentication method and better communication. An alert was made 
regarding the mandate which is not yet agreed due to the need of input by ITDG/DIME. 
For the ESS Metadata Handler User Group Eurostat highlighted the main activities of the 
group, with the increase of reference metadata flows opened and put into production, the 
enhancement of functionalities of the National Reference Metadata Editor, the 
improvement of the management module for national user and the investment in web 
training and coverage of the SDMX Registry in 2013. 
ITDG was asked to comment on the activities and deliverables produced by these two  
groups.  

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Member States commented that the quality of the technical documentation of 
Edamis had to be improved. 

• The reliability and efficiency of the web-based training platform was questioned. 
Technical difficulties created some obstacles to the participating organization of 
such e-training sessions. 

• Eurostat commented that work is on-going to improve both the documentation of 
Edamis and the accessibility of the web-based training. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the work progress of these two technical working 

groups. 

2. Work is on-going to improve the reliability of EDAMIS and the 
accessibility to the web-based training. 

Work programme 

ESSNets on SDMX 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the ESSNets on SDMX initiative which aims to improve the SDMX 
standards and guidelines to create or improve statistical IT applications used for SDMX 
based data/metadata exchange and to contribute to SDMX capacity building. 
The two phases of the project were then presented. Phase I was co-hosted by 6 Member 
States and aimed at covering topics as diverse as MCV Ontology, producing a web 
application for visualising statistical data using SDMX data files, developing modules for 
the framework used by SDMX-RI, working in the integration between SDMX and PC-
Axis or drafting an IT application for micro-data collections. Phase II was co-hosted by 4 
Member States, and worked on the harmonisation of existing SDMX tools, on carrying 



EUROSTAT  
  
 -12-  
  ITDG 2012/Final Minutes/EN 

out trainings and producing documentation for SDMX, on  finalising the integration 
between SDMX and PC-Axis and delivering the IT application for micro-data 
collections. 
Eurostat concluded by mentioning that this group has already produced some 
deliverables that are being used for improving the SDMX statistical/technical standards 
and IT applications, though some outstanding issues need to be solved, and some others 
still need further evaluation and review before being made available. A last statement 
was made regarding the need to ensure the maintenance and governance of these 
applications. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Some Member States expressed interest in using some of the deliverables 
presented, having asked what were the needed prerequisites and IT infrastructure 
to use them.  

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

2. ITDG asked SISAI to review certain deliverables (eCollect and 
Visualisation Tool) 

3. ITDG took note of the problem of governance and maintenance of 
tools developed by the ESSNets. It will have to be addressed in a 
broader context. 

 Work programmes 2013/2014 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the work program for 2013 and orientations for the programme 2014. 
For 2013 some planned activities were underlined: 

• Security – access of microdata for scientific purposes. 
• Developments in the Sponsorship on Standardization. 
• Progress on the SDMX related tools. 
• Work on the Legal Framework to set up creation of standards to facilitate 

interoperability between systems. 
• Work on specific tools, such as EDIT, DEMETRA, Metadata Handler, validation 

tool kit, Census-HUB, SIMSTAT, ESBR, Dissemination, new products for 
mobile devices. 

For 2014 the proposed lines of action were also enumerated: 
• Improvements in the network infrastructure. 
• Data sharing environment to share, among other, confidential information. 
• Common Information Models. 
• Pilot project to assess a Service-Oriented Architecture (plug & play) to increase 

the modularity of the statistical production process and sharing of services. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 
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• The Member States expressed concerns regarding the security topic which should 
also be covered in the 2014 programme. 

• Some Member States highlighted that a stronger enforcement on the usage of 
SDMX must be done, since many countries still do not send data in the required 
format. 

• Comments on the structure and clearness of the 2013 work programme document 
were made. Improvements are needed to make it more readable. 

• It was questioned what the strategy was regarding microdata in the forthcoming 
years. Eurostat clarified that it was not yet decided if the decision would be to 
read the data directly from the Member States or to ask the countries to send their 
data to a central repository. 

• The Member States warned that many national E-Government initiatives already 
require microdata centralization, and this should be taken into account to avoid 
duplication of work.  

• Other remarks in the microdata issue also underlined the necessity of an 
appropriate legal framework, since the disclosure of data of a certain country in 
other country might lead to complicated legal situations. 

• Eurostat stressed that to improve interoperability the sharing of data must be 
improved, with the increase of trust, better legal frameworks and all the security 
and political implications appropriately tackled. 

• Some Member States underlined that any potential use of CCN should be 
analysed in depth. 

Negative priorities 

Presentation 
Eurostat made a very brief introduction of the negative priorities, mentioning that most of 
the contents in the document are of Eurostat nature and ITDG should comment which 
areas should be reduced in terms of resources and people. 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion (6.2 & 6.3) 
1. The ITDG took note of the 2013 work programme. The structure is 

perceived as difficult to read and should be improved. 

2. ITDG discussed the proposed orientations for 2014, based on 5 pillars 
(network infrastructure, data sharing environments, service-oriented 
architecture, security and information models). Concerns expressed 
on: 

� Security related issues which should be emphasized (especially for 
the sharing of microdata) 

� The necessity of in-depth analysis is needed before joining other 
networks (ex.: Testa or CCN) 
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3. ITDG approved the main-orientations of the 2014 programme 
including the negative priorities 

Reports 

SISAI 

Presentation 
Eurostat reported the work done under SISAI recalling background and mentioning that 
in ITDG 2011 the need for this group was re-confirmed, its activities and found useful 
and it was asked to analyse the topic of "Principles of IT Architecture" and to develop a 
"Policy for storage, distribution and archiving statistical software within ESS". 
The Principles of IT Architecture topic were presented as the topics 3.4 and 2.3 of ITDG 
and the proposed Working Group on ESS Security and Secure Exchange reflected the 
SISAI decision. 
SISAI created a taskforce to create a draft of the software sharing policy; the work 
covered the catalogue, ownership and responsibilities, the several life cycle steps, the 
ways of distribution and documentation and the certification of quality. Five Member 
States are participating with Eurostat coordination. 
For the future SISAI will continue to work in the software sharing policy, with results 
expected in 2013, as well as on the Principles of IT Architecture. Information exchange 
on various topics was mentioned, e.g., business architecture, the follow-up of running 
ESS projects. 
In the end ITDG was asked to acknowledge the report of SISAI, commenting on any 
issues and suggesting topics to be covered in the future. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The Member States questioned the current structure of work of SISAI, 
mentioning that the last meetings were extremely heavy in terms of content and 
the discussions were not in-depth... 

• Eurostat outlined that SISAI is working with task forces, but that ITDG should 
guarantee the consistency of the work done and encourage it to work in a top-
down approach, evaluating if it fits in the overall strategy. 

• It was suggested that other modes of working could be explored, such as the 
"sprints". 

• Other modes of working need to be carefully assessed since they could bring 
logistical, financial and scheduling impacts to the participants and involved 
organisations. 

• Eurostat suggested that SISAI should govern its own way of working and the 
competences needed for the specific tasks. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG agreed on the necessity to guarantee the consistency between all 

projects taken care of by the group. SISAI should be guided by an overall 
strategy/architecture.  
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2. ITDG asked SISAI to explore innovative ways to organize the work, such as 
virtual meetings (audio, video, web), SPRINT sessions. When there is impact 
on resources ITDG should be consulted.  

DIME 

Presentation 
The current activities of the DIME are mainly focusing on the implementation of Joint 
Strategy with the ESS VIP programme, the Sponsorship on Standardization, the HGL-
BAS & GSIM coordination and the ESSnet work programme. The working method is 
based on two meetings a year of the Steering Group, discussing the strategy and agenda 
for the plenary session which takes place in February each year. It was mentioned that 
the ITDG was already invited to join effort with DIME, and there is an emerging need to 
streamline the collaboration with ITDG. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Eurostat underlined the need to have a common steering group with ITDG. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

2. Cooperation with DIME could be strengthened through a 
participation of ITDG members to DIME steering group.  This will be 
discussed at the next DIME Steering Group. 

Sponsorship on Standardisation 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the Sponsorship on Standardisation by first making a brief historical 
introduction of the activities of the group since its inception.  
Then the stocktaking pillar proposals were referred, such as the ESS interpretation of 
ISO/IEC definition of standard, the structure of inventory and template description for 
normative documents, among others. The framework pillar proposals were also 
mentioned, with focus given to the overarching architectural framework, the 
standardisation scenarios the SWOT instrument and the process for standards adoption, 
support and governance. It was mentioned that the pilots pillar did not occur due to lack 
of resources and thereby some possible counter measures were implemented. 
The next steps of the Sponsorship will be finalising the strategic work on the stocktaking 
and framework pillars, organising a Census Hub evaluation, providing the ESSNet on 
Standardisation with more inputs, organising a Forward-looking Feedback Workshop and 
formulating strategic recommendations to ESSC. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The Member States mentioned that since so many high-level initiatives have been 
started, the main durations and orientations of the group must be coordinated. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  
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2. The planned workshop should make it possible to exchange 
viewpoints of both at strategic level, and from separate specialisations 

Exchange of confidential information and VIP SICON 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the Exchange of confidential information and VIP SICON topic by 
first underlining the overall aim of the project, by insisting that it still is to develop and 
establish a pilot of infrastructure, services and documentation for accessing the EU 
confidential data. Two pilots have been created under VIP SICON, EGR (Euro Group 
Register) and DARA (Decentralised and Remote Access to Confidential Data in the ESS) 
and other candidates are on the verge of using the SICON infrastructure, such as a 
common validation service Teleworking in Eurostat or GSAST, the Eurostat production 
system for microdata. 
Then Eurostat described on the current status of the project, by mentioning which tasks 
were already concluded and which were in the pipeline, with emphasis in the already 
completed tasks, the user need analysis and provisional pilot tests for EGR and DARA. 
The latest proposed SICON architecture was also highlighted, with focus on the main 
components and decisions, such as the CITRIX access over S-TESTA, the web based 
access using ECAS and how the access to data has to be implemented. The latest 
developments were also underlined as well as the open issues, such as the need for more 
detailed data flows for EGR and DARA pilots and the security issues related to the 
presently proposed DARA solution in the SICON architecture. 
Eurostat concluded by presenting the roadmap and future of SICON; the expected 
production date for EGR is March 2013 and for DARA the need for the open issues to be 
firstly solved in order to allow a reasonable prediction.  

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• The Member States expressed some concerns regarding the delays in DARA 
project. They suggested increasing the priority of this initiative. 

• Eurostat clarified some technical details regarding the secured and intermediate 
IT environments analysed for this project, mentioning that the best architectural 
solution is still under study. 

• Eurostat reassured that the appropriate priority and resources will be given to this 
project. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the late status of the project.  

2. ITDG states that high-priority and proper resources should be given 
to make this project proceed and catch up the schedule. 

VIP Enhanced Dissemination Chain 

Presentation 
Eurostat contextualized this project as a follow-up of the past initiatives (from 2005-
2010) to update the dissemination systems, from which Eurobase was one of the final 
outputs. VIP EDC aimed at improving the dissemination application and the integration 
of dissemination policies. 
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Eurostat then presented the work done in this project focused in the implementation tasks 
4a (Embeddable visualization tool) and 4b (Providing NSIs with access to Eurostat data 
and metadata via SDMX-compliant web services) of the fourth item of its action plan 
"More integration of Eurostat data and metadata in NSI dissemination". 
Concordantly a live demonstration of the Widgets Template Generator was shown, 
highlighting many of the developed features and how it generates a snippet code that 
Members States can embed in their own websites to take advantage of the features.  

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

HLG-BAS 

The UNECE representative explained the history of this group and its composition. The 
group has recently changed name and is now called "High Level Group Modernisation of 
Statistical Production and Services" (HLG). Then he highlighted that the statistical 
organizations have difficulties facing on their own with important challenges, such as the 
increased costs to acquire data, the rapid changes in the environment, the need for skilled 
resources, among others, underlining that cooperation is the only solution. 
The strategy for modernization was also mentioned. It focuses on the streamlining of 
processes, new products or managing organizational change, as well as how in the future 
several steps of the GSBPM could be improved. 
The main priorities of this group were emphasized: first the improvement and support for 
the standards GSBPM and GSIM and second the development of a plug & play 
architecture, where the construction of a generalized statistical production system 
assumes a critical role. 
The presentation concluded with some emerging governance issues, such as the 
increasing amount of work and expectations, as well as the need of more funds. 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Case studies are being considered and experiences would be recorded in a 
template and formal way. 

• UNECE was asked how it envisaged a possible interaction with the joint ESS 
strategy and how benefits could materialise. UNECE reinsured that the HLG 
could benefit not only EU cooperation but also with the presence of other 
countries such Australia, USA or the Asian countries. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

MSIS 

Presentation 
UNECE reported on 2012 work of MSIS by explaining which events took place, their 
participation and agenda (focused in architecture, streamlining statistical production, 
innovation and collaboration), and highlighting the guest speakers invited. 
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The priorities for the future were also mentioned, mainly the analysis of the impact of big 
data, the strategy for mobile devices (and their importance not only in dissemination but 
also in collection), the management of organizational change, the alignment with the 
HLG vision and strategy and the links with wider data industry. 
Invitation to contribute to the MSIS 2013 conference was expressed. 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

GSIM 

UNECE presented the work made under the Generic Statistical Information Standard by 
highlighting the need for defining a standard information model for statistics (as occurs 
for other realities, such as music, road signage or flight booking). A brief overview of 
GSIM was done, first by illustrating the standard from a top-level, and then by describing 
some of the low-level details with an UML Class Diagram example. 
An explanation of the relative position of GSIM and GSBPM was also given, as well as a 
description of the existing implementation syntaxes/tools for the reference 
standards/models. 
UNECE concluded by presenting the next steps, mainly covering areas such as mappings 
with other standards or integration between standards (ex.: GSIM and DDI). 

Discussion 
The following issues were discussed: 

• Eurostat asked about the plans regarding the future integration with SDMX. 
UNECE clarified that more engagement is still needed in order to proceed in this 
direction. 

• Some Member States questioned the state of development of this standard (said as 
80% ready) and how reliable it could be. UNECE stated that, based on the 
GSBPM experience, the status of GSIM is already mature enough, and 
improvements will be added in the next releases.  

• Some Member States asked what implementation measures were envisaged. 
UNECE stated that there are already some pilot projects in Canada and New 
Zealand. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

Sharing Advisory Board (SAB) 

Presentation 
The Sharing Advisory Board reported on its recent developments by first reminding the 
audience of its current governance structure and membership countries. Then a report on 
the 2011-2012 results was made via a live demonstration of some tools developed by the 
group, mainly a wiki, a newsletter and a software inventory. Other outputs included a 
directory of experts and standards and guidelines for multilingual support among others. 
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In the work program for 2013, emphasis will be given to standards and guidelines, such 
as the architectural recommendations linked to GSBPM/GSIM and the study on 
prerequisites for sharing. Some developments in the sharing information were also 
underlined, with wiki pages for sharing requirements specifications, conducting surveys 
about plans and projects to identify collaboration opportunities or the set-up of contents 
on open data in the SAB wiki (standards, best practices, licencing and reports). The 
communication and outreach developments were the last topic highlighted, with special 
focus on making the SAB outputs more accessible and exploring new ways of 
communication (Webex, Twitter, LinkedIn…). 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

Statistical Network 

The Statistical Network reported by reviewing the background of the group, with its main 
challenges, such as limited funding, the aging infrastructure or the rapidly changing 
information industry, and remembering also the member countries. 
The main goal and purpose of the Statistical Network were also highlighted, as well as 
the main expectations, such as the need to agree common standards or ensuring that 
collaboration leverages resources. The main lessons of the group were also underlined 
with particular focus in the projects with geographical proximity, which appeared to have 
progressed more quickly than the others. 
The presentation terminated with the future work program topic, where the alignment 
with HLG priorities, the work with GSIM, and the new opportunities had particular 
attention. 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

SDMX including SWG and TWG / SDMX implementation in National Accounts 

Presentation 
Eurostat presented the progress on the SDMX initiative by first making an introduction 
of the group, carried by seven international organisations, the SDMX Sponsors, which 
are responsible to the creation and maintenance of the technical and statistical standards, 
the SDMX infrastructure and IT tools. The governance model was also introduced, with 
the roles of the SDMX Sponsors, Secretariat, Technical and Statistical Working groups 
duly explained as well as the role of the Action Plan (2011-2015). 
The main work progress of the Sponsors and Secretariat was highlighted, with initiatives 
such as putting in place the SDMX Global Registry, the decision for the SDMX 
implementation in flagship domains (such as the National Accounts) and the preparation 
of governance rules for SDMX artefacts. The SDMX Technical Working group mainly 
worked on the technical preparation for the registry as well as on SDMX IT tools, the 
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release of security guidelines for the registry and web services and improved 
documentation. The SDMX Statistical Working Group also presented the main 
outcomes, such as the work on guidelines for SDMX data structure definitions or on 
guidelines for the creation and management of harmonized cross-domain code lists, 
among others. 

In general, the SDMX work is shifting from the creation and maintenance of the 
standards to implementation of SDMX in statistical domains, to the finalization of the 
on-going work on governance issues and enhancements of SDMX statistical standards. 

Discussion 
No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusion 
1. ITDG took note of the progress made.  

Any other business 

No feedback was received for this topic. 

Conclusions 
The chairman ended the meeting by thanking all the participants and by presenting the 
draft summary conclusions for each topic discussed, requesting some feedback from the 
Member States in order to validate each point. The updated summary conclusions were to 
be made available immediately after the meeting.  
The chairman then addressed some closing words, thanking the ITDG Organization 
Team for the logistical and content support, the presenters and the audience. 

Additional Information 
The next ITDG meetings are scheduled for: 

• 10th and 11th of June 2013 
• 26th and 27th of November 2013 
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