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Minutes – 4
th

 Coordination meeting Stockholm 
March 6

th
 2013 

 

Participants: 

 

Birgitta Mannfelt, SCB 

Sofia Löfgren, SCB 

Fredrik Nilsson, SCB 

Brendan Curtin, CSO 

Joachim Weisbrod, DESTATIS 

Björn Witting, DESTATIS 

Anna Abatzoglou, ELSTAT 

Roberto Gismondi ISTAT 

Fabiana Rocci, ISTAT 

Ruth Renter, SE 

Rick Trap, SFSO 

Julie Ruedin, SFSO 

Barbara Dremelj, SORS 

 

Adoption of agenda 

The agenda was approved.  

 

Approval of minutes of 3rd Coordination meeting 

The minutes from the third coordination meeting in Tallinn was adopted. Birgitta 

will ask Eurostat if it is ok to approve the minutes by e-mail, in that way we can 

send them to Eurostat on time.  

 

Summing up on the data collection – any MS missing? Quality 
issues in the collected data  

Every country was responsible for the collection of data from three to five 

countries and assist them if they had any questions. It seems like the data 

collection has been done without too much difficulties. Everyone told the group 

about their experiences from the collection.  

 

Greece have not studied the other countries’ questionnaires in depth and they 

find it hard to edit other countries questionnaires. They got the replies on time 

and the countries didn’t have any questions and they did not receive any quality 

reports. They have carefully filled in as much as possible in their own 

questionnaire.  

 

Estonia has not edit the other countries questionnaire but they seemed to be ok.  

 

Germany has not got the questionnaire from the Czech republic yet but have 

been told that they will have it at the end of the week. For the other countries it 

seemed ok and they have got quality reports.  
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Switzerland has not received the questionnaire from Luxembourg. For the other 

countries they are a bit concerned about the quality of the answers, they miss 

some additional information.  

 

Slovenia has got data from all the countries they are responsible for but have 

asked for some additional information. They will send the questionnaires to Julie 

this week.   

 

Italy are very positive to the answers from Spain and Portugal but they haven’t 

look at the answers in depth.  

 

Sweden are missing data from Norway but expect to have it soon. Some 

completing questions are sent to Denmark and Finland, otherwise it seems ok.  

 

Julie points out that if you send new questionnaires that will replace old ones you 

need to point out what is changed so that she does not need to fill it all in again.  

 

Presentation of and discussion on the evaluation criteria and the 
testing of the evaluation criteria on the initial results 

Roberto presented his paper on evaluation criteria and the suggested tables. He 

pointed out that it is only suggestions and it is open for discussion. He does not 

mean that we should do all the tables. He ended his presentation with some 

questions that have to be answered.   

 

- How to use the section “variable information”? 

- To specify kinds of inconsistencies which are more strictly connected 

with definitions and their implementation: 

o Reference time and period, use of proxy, measurement concept, 

properties included. 

- Decision on the need to focus on EU level only or to analyse single 

countries as well. 

- Domains SES/LCS and SBS? 

- Problems concerning the feasibility of calculation due to the 

questionnaire structure. 

- Some tables must have priority. 

 

After his presentation there was a discussion on how to move on. Several 

countries pointed out that we need to keep in mind what Eurostat asks for and 

stick to that, the time is limited and we should not make the analyses more 

complex that it already is. Germany thinks that Eurostat wants to see how their 

regulations are implemented and how they can be improved. Switzerland thinks 

that according to the grant application and the interim report we should focus on 

the variable name, its definition and measurement concepts.  

 

Much of the discussion was about what can and cannot be done from the data-

base. Switzerland points out that there are queries in the database that should be 

used for the analyse.  

 

Some think that we should use weights so that inconsistencies in larger countries 

will have a higher weight. However not everyone agrees with that. Another 

question was if we should make the analyse at the EU level or for every single 

country. Some countries pointed out that now when we have collected all this 

data from all countries and domains we really have to use it and not only focus 
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on for example SBS or the countries participating in WP3. We also discussed 

whether SBS should be the domain we compare the other definitions against. 

Here also there were different opinions.    

 

An approach could be to look at where are the most inconsistencies, which 

countries/domains/variables. Which are the largest inconsistencies and what are 

they caused by?  

 

Roberto will update his paper on evaluation criteria from the discussion. He 

thinks that we can do tables both with and without weights. He will keep the 

horizontal inconsistencies as well otherwise it might be too late if we want to 

include them later.   

Anna made a presentation called From theory to reality 

We now know that all the suggested tables cannot be done from the database. 

From Julies suggested tables Anna raised the question if you can have all 

countries in one row instead of one row for each country and if we can have the 

number 1 instead of green cells to indicate an inconsistency. The answer is no 

but there is some sort of summarizing in the database.  

 

We agreed on that table vert_4 is one of the most important tables and we might 

need to do it manually if we can’t get it from the database. If we share the work 

on doing manually tables it is manageable. 

 

The views differ regarding if you should clean the database before the analyses 

or not. Some countries think that even if two domains have answered different on 

horizontal inconsistency it can be valuable information. In the end everyone 

agreed that we should not go back to the countries with questions now, we use 

the information we got so far.  

 

Julie showed the database and the queries. The database was first created to store 

the data and you were not supposed to make your own queries against it. The 

standard queries works better for the vertical inconsistencies than for the 

horizontal inconsistencies.  

 

Continued discussion and planning of the evaluation and 
assessment of the final results – March and onwards 

Ireland think that we should focus on what we shall do and not on what can or 

cannot be done from the database. The focus point should be a particular variable 

in a particular domain. Focus on the vertical inconsistency. When Eurostat has 

the same definition on the same variable in different domains then we can start 

study horizontal inconsistencies. We should focus on the positive, where we 

have consistency and what can be learned from them.  

 

Since the horizontal inconsistencies in some way are described in the external 

study we decided that for the moment to focus on the vertical inconsistencies.  

 

Switzerland doesn’t think we have to use weights but study the reasons for 

inconsistencies. Is there an inconsistency, where are they, and what are the 

reasons for them. A suggestion is that every country analyses two variables and 

see what every country has written about them. Describe what inconsistencies 

that are the most important.    
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When the database is finished and we got access to it we can split the variables 

and make vert_4 for “our” variables until the next coordination meeting. Italy 

will have to divide the work and give everyone instruction on how to count etc 

so that it will be done similarly.  

 

Julie would like to upload the database at a server at Eurostat that we all can 

access. Today 13 countries are not in the database. Birgitta will check with 

Eurostat if there are a server we can use. In the meantime Julie tries to zip the 

database and send it to Italy and Greece so that they can see the queries.  

 

For the future work we looked on who will work with task two (core economic 

variables) and three (employment variables) respectively. 

 

Italy: both 

Slovenia: task 2 

Switzerland: both 

Germany: both 

Ireland: task 3 

Estonia: task2 

Greece: both 

Sweden: both 

 

The expert meetings and study visits will be organized by Germany and Switzer-

land who are lead countries for task two and three. However Switzerland thinks 

that we need to see the results from the data collection before they can make a 

plan for these meetings. The meetings will probably not take place until after 

June. Ireland  thinks that it is probably better to visit countries with less incon-

sistencies, to see good examples. It can also be interesting to visit a country that 

uses a lot of administrative data when many countries nowadays tries to use as 

much administrative data as possible.  

 

Birgitta, Rick and Joachim will have contact through e-mail and make a plan for 

the future work, that they can present at the next coordination meeting.  

 

The next coordination meeting is planned for May 14
th
 in Neuchatel,  Switzer-

land.  

Joint work shop on the 11th and 12th of June, draft agenda 

Italy is responsible for the joint work shop of WP2 and WP3 that will take place 

in Rome 11
th
 and 12

th
 of June. Birgitta showed a suggestion for an agenda and 

Italy will finalize it. Day one will be devoted to WP 3 and day two to WP2 and 

there might be a common conclusion day two. Germany, Italy and Sweden will 

keep in contact to finalize the agenda.  

 

The invitation will be on the Cross portal. It might be good to invite people from 

the national accounts.  

 

Report on inventory including results of the questionnaire – a 
proposed draft on structure and content  

Brendan showed his thoughts about the inventory report that Ireland are 

responsible for.  

So far he has included: 

- External study review 

- Methodology and scope of WP3 
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- Eurostat experts experiences 

- Reasons for inconsistency 

- Questionnaire and database structure 

 

He showed the group some general questions 

- How do you limit analysis to characteristics and definitions while 

excluding units, populations, frames, classifications and reference 

periods? 

- Can we document inconsistency due to “relevance” effectively? 

- Is it possible to measure the External study proposal of using SBS 

definitions in the absence of incomplete definitions? 

- Source of data may be of interest administrative data versus survey. 

 

There will be a draft ready in mid-April and a more final version ready for the 

work shop and coordination meeting in June.  

 

Approval of Intermediate report 

Birgitta has got some remarks already on e-mail and if there are more comments 

send them to her at the end of the week.  

 

Next meeting 

Next meeting will be held in Neuchâtel, Switzerland, around the 13-14
th
 of May. 

 

 

   


