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Minutes – 2
nd

 coordination meeting Ljubljana 
September 26-27 2012 
Participants 

Sweden, SCB  Birgitta Mannfelt 

  Jens Olin  

  Sofia Löfgren  

Estonia, ES  Ruth Renter 

Germany, DESTATIS Joachim Weisbrod 

  Mirjam Weber 

Greece, ELSTAT  Anna Abatzoglou 

  Vassiliki Benaki 

Ireland, CSO  Ken Moore 

  Brendan Curtin 

Italy, ISTAT  Roberto Gismondi 

Slovenia, SORS Nataša Železnik Goran 

  Barbara Dremelj Ribič 

  Nataša Pušlar Car 

  Meta Grebenc 

Switzerland, CFSO Rick Trap 

  Julie Ruedin 

 

Adoption of agenda 

Birgitta Mannfelt, SCB, opened the meeting and presented the agenda.  

 

Reflection of the 2nd workshop, Planning of the  

The purpose of the work shop and the project was to gather information from 

different countries outside the project to decide on how to proceed with the 

project work. The meeting started with reflections on the workshop and thoughts 

about the work that should be carried out in WP3. Slovenia stated that we can see 

that inconsistencies are a problem, both nationally and internationally. We have 

to decide what inconsistencies to focus on. We received some useful information 

and guidelines for future work.  

 

Italy said that it was useful to listen to other countries that are not part of the WP 

on their experiences. Also our work is difficult when it is very much overlapping 

with the other work packages. We should share more information with the other 

WP and have more presentations from the them. It is difficult to measure 

inconsistencies. So far we may have a feeling, but not any concrete, and it is 

unfortunate that Eurostat cannot be present to talk about their expectations from 

our work. As it is now we think they want general recommendations, but we 

really don’t know. Italy has a lot of expectations on this project and wants us to 

ask for very detailed information, to put in the database, even if it takes much 

time for the countries to respond.   

 

Greece meant that this is a complex issue, and we need reply to questionnaires 

from many different countries. It is important to clarify the deliverables to 
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Eurostat to organize our work step by step and to be concrete from the 

beginning.  

 

Germany talked about the importance of communication with the other work 

packages. There will be a work shop in Rome in December where we should be 

to talk about the interconnection. Germany also mentioned that consistency can 

be in contradiction to relevance and then we have to decide what we want the 

most. We need to find criteria to evaluate inconsistencies.  

 

Ireland thinks that we need to prioritize what we will focus on. How do we 

assess and decide which are the most important inconsistencies? They suggest 

that we focus on some key variables and go on with the database in the partner 

countries and try to find some other countries willing to help us further with 

information from their countries.  

 

Switzerland emphasised that we need to start working and not just talk. They 

think we need to go deeper on the definitions of inconsistencies. After the partner 

countries have filled in the database we have to define an approach to collect the 

data in an easy way. Switzerland thinks we should decide on who takes 

responsible for different parts and we are all responsible to give feedback to each 

other. To succeed with this project we need to use all our resources. We should 

also take the opportunity to work together when we are all gathered in the same 

place in coordination meetings. They think it is important that we elaborate on 

the typology of inconsistency. We have to define what is inconsistency.   

 

We also talked about the purpose of our project and we agreed that the outcome 

is to  give recommendations on adjustments to the definitions on selected 

variables and/or explain reasons for future inconsistencies..   

 

Italy emphasized the importance to understand what inconsistencies are dealt 

with in WP3 and in WP1 and WP2. Once again, it is important to interact with 

the other WP.  

 

Greece meant that by data collection from the other countries we see what 

variable are the tricky ones and we can focus on them. Try to identify the 

problematic areas and propose changes there.  

 

One idea discussed was if it was enough for us just to propose new definitions 

without looking into how it works in different countries. Germany does not think 

that anything will be better if we just propose new definitions without looking 

into the present situation. We need to take into account what is doable and that 

the situation looks different in different countries.  

 

Sweden said it is important to take some time to reflect on the approach we had 

in the workshop with plenty of  time for discussions, e.g. through group 

discussions. It seems that it worked very well and we received useful information 

from the participants. 

 

Minutes from the work shop will be delivered by Slovenia within a month.  

 

Approval of minutes from coordination meeting 1 

The group approved the minutes from the coordination meeting in Luxemburg.  
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Approval of minutes from Workshop with Eurostat Experts 

Ken Moore, CSO, was responsible and they were adopted by the meeting. They 

will be annexed to the Interim inventory report.  

 

Discussion of the Interim Inventory Report   

Joachim Weisbrod, DESTATIS, author of the report made a presentation and 

asked for feedback.  

 

Questions for the group was:  

1. Is the direction of the argumentation correct (target of the IIR)? 

- Expectations of the group regarding the contents on the report 

- Expectations of Eurostat regarding the contents of the deliverable? 

 

2. How do we differentiate between the expressions “consistency”, 

“coherence” and “comparability” (consistent terminology)? 

 

3. Where do we draw the borderline to WP1 regarding statistical units (or 

other WP of the ESSnet on consistency)? 

 

4. Are there any missing variables that need to be mentioned regarding the 

inconsistency of definitions? 

 

5. Which kind of conclusions can be drawn from the analysis and 

discussion at this stage of the work? 

Proposals for the further work programme? 

 

6. Integration of the results from the expert meeting in Luxemburg?   

 

He said that: 

Inconsistencies can be caused by 

-the legal foundations themselves or 

-the way in which they are implemented in the MS 

 

Also, removal of inconsistency can lead to a decrease in relevance! 

 

In the external study differences in regulations are presented and the aim of WP3 

is to take it one step further and look at differences due to member states 

interpretations of the regulations. 

 

A summary of the remarks are as follows:   

 

Italy made some small remarks on chapter 3 that Joachim noted and will include 

in his report.  

 

Greece opposed to the last sentence in chapter 4.2 “If the project discovers other 

variables of key interest for which there is reason to suspect major 

inconsistencies these will also be considered in the work package.” They think it 

is confusing and it seems like we do not know what to do. A suggestion was to 

rephrase it and write that we will probably not find any more variables to work 

on.  

 

Joachim presented table 1 where you can see that the most variables are present 

in SBS, which can be the core of our work.  
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Joachim’s wanted comments on the definitions: 

- Is it accurate? 

- Are there any points missing? 

- How do we deal with the problem with statistical units? 

- Is it possible to compare indices with absolute numbers? 

- Is it possible to introduce some standard definitions?  

 

It would be nice if all definitions in business statistics are structured in the same 

way for easy comparability.   

 

Sweden said it was a well structured report and stressed that the concepts 

horizontal and vertical inconsistency are difficult to understand. Therefore, we 

might have to explain them more. Some of the tables could very well be annexes 

because of their size. Table 4 gave a clear idea on the differences between the 

legal acts and the same presentation could be used for other variables, if 

applicable. 

.  

 

It was agreed that the conclusions should be at the end of the report because 

everything is based on previous work.  

 

Table 2 will be moved to an annex.  

 

The parts on employment variables in the interim inventory report are still 

missing and will be added by Switzerland. Germany will make some changes 

from the discussion and add a section from the workshop with the Eurostat 

experts. A new version of the Interim inventory report will be sent out within 

two weeks.   

 

After comments from the partner countries on the new version, Germany will 

make final adjustments in the report within a couple of weeks.l.  

 

Birgitta has informed Eurostat that the report will be slightly delayed. According 

to schedule it should be delivered in September but will probably instead be 

delivered to Eurostat in three to four weeks time. Sweden will be responsible for 

sending the report to Eurostat.  

 

 

Status report, database and Use of Database/questionnaire for 
collecting information from Member States 

The database was presented at the workshop by Switzerland. Therefore the 

meeting started to discuss what information should be included in the database 

and how to collect it. The external study has checked the regulations for 

inconsistencies and WP3 should look at the practical implementation of the 

variable definitions. In the end the project should present suggestions on changes 

in the regulations to have consistency between different statistical areas.  

 

The question is how to get the information?Switzerlanddoes not think it is a good 

idea to send out a questionnaire as there have been questionnaires from other 

work packages and there is a risk of poor information.  

 

Italy suggested that we need to have more interaction with Eurostat to see that 

WP3 doed the right things.   
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From the group discussions on the workshop Germany put together a list of 

reasons for inconsistencies.  

 

1. Lack of coordination e.g. in historically development of statistics (up to 

now no need of consistency has been detected) 

2. Insufficiencies in the EU-regulation are transferred to inconsistencies on 

the national level 

3. Quarterly figures do not fit to monthly figures because of 

methodological differences (different measurement concepts etc) 

4. Limited availability of information at the respondents (characteristics are 

not recorded in the accounting system, only proxies are available) 

5. Definitions are not sufficiently clear and give room for interpretations 

6. Different analytical concepts lead to different methodological 

approaches (example NA approach versus SBS approach) 

7. Pragmatic reasons: use of the correct definition is   

a. Too expensive in relation to the use of a similar variable (proxy) 

b. Too burdensome for the respondents 

c. Too time consuming regarding the tight deadlines 

 

The use of secondary or admin data is always a compromise 

8. Lack of control over the production process/lack of cooperation 

9. Lack of clarity regarding the data inputs 

10. Institutional conditions 

11. “Cultural reasons” inconsistencies are not taken as serious 

12. Differences in estimation methods and different modelling 

13. Special national requirements when a changover is costly 

 

 

The members at the meeting tried to narrow down the reasons into a short 

version to be used in the database and for the countries to choose from. Countries 

should be able to mark several reasons for inconsistency for the same variable. 

Switzerland suggested that we cluster the reasons in families and put some 

description to every reason. Then it will be easier for the respondents to know 

what we mean. To split the work we decided that Estonia and Ireland will be 

responsible for writing explanations to our reasons for inconsistencies.   

 

1. Historical 

2. Unclear definition 

3. Timeliness 

4. Limited data availability  

5. Different analytical concepts 

6. Multipurpose 

7. Response burden 

8. (Lack of control of data) när man hämtar från admin reg 

9. Limited meta data availability (adm reg) 

10. National information requirements  

11.  Use of different methods and concepts  

12. Cost of NSI 

 

 

The members discussed if the focus should be consistency in input data or output 

data. The inconsistencies are probably larger in the input data, i.e. what we get 

from respondents, but after the work at NSI the inconsistency will be less in the 

output figures delivered to Eurostat. Sweden presented an idea on different levels 

of definitions. The EU definition is how it should be, the NSI definition is what 

we, on a national level, think it should be, implemented definition what NSI 
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think we collect and the last level is what the respondents actually delivers. The 

question is what WP3 need to focus on to be able to deliver to Eurostat proposed 

adjustments in the definitions?   

 

Slovenia made the suggestion that we ask for reasons of inconsistency and then 

we  link every reason to horizontal or vertical inconsistency. Several countries 

said it is too difficult to ask the countries to classify inconsistency in horizontal 

or vertical.  

 

Greece did not think that anyone will say that they do not fulfil the requirements 

in the regulation. Maybe it would be better if we ask for what kind of 

adjustments they have to do to fulfil the requirements. By the responses we can 

analyze what kind of inconsistencies exist.  

 

Sweden suggested that the partner countries try to fill in the database with a few 

variables and see how it goes.  

 

Another suggestion from Greece was that we ask from what sources countries 

get their information and then we can ask what the definition is in that source 

and in that way find out about inconsistencies. We might ask what the problem is 

to implement the definition in the regulation and what they do to make the 

definition as similar as the regulation as possible (methods).  

 

Slovenia liked the idea of asking about problem with the definition and 

adjustments made. It is probably easier to get good information.  

 

Switzerland agreed with Greece that there might be quality issues in the 

responses and that is why we have to interact more with the countries. 

Switzerland proposed to make an excel file the partner countries could fill in 

within three weeks. If it works the excel file could be used instead of sending out 

a questionnaire or a database. Switzerland would then be the responsible country 

to fill in all the information in the database.    

 

Sweden asked if we should ask all countries for the information or if we should 

focus on the partner countries. Then we could use the planned study visits to go 

out and see some countries and help them fill in the database.  

 

Switzerland wanted to start with the partner countries to fill in the database for 

maybe  the eight most important variables. After that we meet to discuss what 

problems we had and learn from this and then we could decide on how to collect 

information from other countries. We could e.g. give the countries 

cases/examples. A questionnaire is too heavy.  

 

It was brought up if we could get access to all quality reports to have the 

information in that way. It was decided that Sweden should contact Eurostat to 

see if it is possible to have full access to the quality reports.   

 

Sweden will work on the typology for inconsistencies and send out a draft within 

two weeks.   

 

Expert meetings and Study visits 

The members agreed on postponing the expert meetings and for now focus on 

the database within our own countries. In January or February we hopefully have 
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something more concrete to show the experts and then we know what we want 

them to discuss. 

 

We have also planned study visits and they can be used for helping countries to 

fill in the database and/or questionnaire. No study visits will be planned until the 

group has decided on how to collect the information.  

 

Administrativ and technical matters 

The next coordination meeting will take place in Tallinn in the middle of 

November. Birgitta handed out a draft agenda for the meeting. Ruth, ES, will 

check with her office that it is ok to be there. It was decided next meeting will be 

November 8. A new draft will be sent out shortly after this meeting. 

 

The item on the agenda “Presentation and discussion on a draft questionnaire” 

was changed to “Data collection” since we are not sure if we will send out a 

questionnaire.   

 

Italy and Greece are responsible for evaluation in WP3 and it would be good if 

they could start to discuss and prepare on how we are going to evaluate all the 

information. Their suggestions will be discussed on the next coordination 

meeting.  

 

 

The international cooperation agreements have been handed out for the countries 

to take home and have signed.  

 

Birgitta closed the meeting by thanking all participants and our host the 

Slovenian statistical office.  

 


