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1. Introduction 

 
The deliverables of Work Package 3 
 
Work Package 3 (WP3) of Specific Grant Agreement 2 (SGA-2) of the ESSnet on 
Standardisation builds on the results of its predecessor, SGA-1. In SGA-1 a method was 
developed for assessing the costs and benefits of launching standardisation initiatives by 
looking at their impact on the stakeholders of the ESS, in particular Eurostat and Member 
States. This method of impact assessment (IA) had not been tested and had to be further  
researched. According to the agreement, WP3 of SGA-2 aims at “further developing the cost-
benefit assessment approach used for standardisation activities. The aim of this work is to 
test the usability of the cost-benefit assessment in standardisation and to make final 
recommendations on the final cost-benefit assessment model, its scope and the scoring 
mechanism.” WP3 defines two deliverables: 
 

1. “Lessons learnt with the testing of different scoring mechanisms.” 
2. “Final detailed recommendation on the cost-benefit assessment model, its scope and 

the scoring mechanism.” 

This document is the second deliverable. In the context of this document, the cost-benefit 
assessment model is called the IA model.  
 
Different IA approaches 
 
The IA approach as developed in SGA-1 is not the only conceivable one and, in fact, outside 
the domain of standardisation other approaches have been or are being considered. In 
particular, a SWOT-based methodology for IA had been developed earlier for ESS Vision 
Implementation Projects (ESS.VIP). Since the domains of standardisation and VIP are 
interrelated, Eurostat took the decision to produce a synthesis of both IA approaches [1]. 
This synthesis was discussed by the Resource Directors Group on 13 June 2014, and by the 
Joint Steering Group of DIME and ITDG on 18-19 June 2014. Both groups gave a positive 
opinion on the proposed methodology for IA [2 and 3], although the latter noted that the 
synthesis had failed to take the latest products of the ESSnet on Standardisation into 
account. In particular, the so-called checklist of assessment items had not been incorporated 
in the IA model. Since SGA-2 had then just started, it was assumed that this could be dealt 
with in that context.   
 
As a consequence, it was decided to take this synthesis IA approach as the starting point for 
the further development and testing of the IA model. When the text of the grant agreement 
was drafted and SGA-2 signed, this had not been foreseen. As a matter of fact, the context of 
SGA-2, and WP3 in particular, has changed in many more respects since the start of SGA-2. 
Eventually, the changes in the context of WP3 have led to the decision, jointly taken by the 
partners of SGA-2 and coordinated with Eurostat, not to test the IA model during SGA-2. 
Whether or not the IA model will be tested later is a question that is outside the scope of 
SGA-2. The evolvement of the context of WP3 is described in chapter 2, and the decision to 
cancel testing in SGA-2 explained.  
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The deliverable on the IA assessment 
 
This document describes the IA model. For this, the methodology as discussed by the 
Resource Directors Group and the Joint Steering Group of DIME and ITDG was taken as the 
starting point. Chapter 3 explains the reasons why the synthesis IA model needed to be 
developed further, what was done to improve the IA model and what improvements have 
been realised. Some improvements are based on feedback from potential users of the IA 
model, but one has to be aware of the fact that it has not been actually tested. For this 
reason, it was not possible to work out the scoring mechanism. 
 
The result of the efforts is the IA model, of which a so-called generic list of assessment items 
is the backbone. This list is an improved and elaborated version of the checklist of 
assessment items as developed in SGA-1. The generic list of assessment items, which 
contains about 40 elements, is provided as annex 1 to this document. The use of the IA 
model is explained in chapter 4. Readers interested in the IA model itself, and its application, 
can go directly to that chapter plus the annex. 
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2. Changes in the context of Work Package 3 

 
Since the Resource Directors Group and the Joint Steering Group of DIME and ITDG share 
the responsibility for the IA methodology, representatives of the ESSnet on Standardisation 
contacted Eurostat staff involved in this domain from both sides, in order to explore the 
possibilities of further developing the IA methodology, with the synthesis approach [1] as a 
starting point. In a meeting in Luxembourg in September 2014, information was exchanged 
on the different IA approaches and on the need for further development of the synthesis 
approach.  
 
It appeared that on the one hand there were concrete plans to test the synthesis approach 
for the ESS.VIP project ADMIN, whereas on the other hand the ESSnet had already worked 
on the further development of the IA model, for which testing was part of the SGA-2 
agreement. Actual alignment at this stage appeared to be unfeasible, but it was agreed that 
comments would be welcome on the IA questionnaire for the ESS.VIP project ADMIN once it 
had been sent out, which was done through DIME [4]. In the meantime, the ESSnet would 
continue its preparations for testing the already further developed IA model.  
 
For the ESSnet, the preparations for testing resulted in formulating test objectives, the scope 
of the test and the practical planning of the test, involving a number of steps. After a 
selection process, the subject for which the IA model would be tested was determined. This 
was going to be the guidelines of the European Group Register (EGR). The draft generic list 
of assessment items was sent to project partners of the EGR, and the comments were used 
to further improve the generic list.  
 
At this stage – November 2014 – it became clear that alignment of the two approaches 
within the timeframe of SGA-2 would not be possible anymore. The testing of the ESS.VIP 
project ADMIN was carried out without incorporating the latest state of knowledge, and its 
result would have to be assessed in 2015 before the two strands of IA would be aligned or 
merged. The ESSnet partners then decided not to carry out the test of the IA model on the 
EGR guidelines anymore within SGA-2. The IA model would be further developed without 
testing, and comments would be provided on the IA test of the ESS.VIP project ADMIN. As 
these comments are relevant for alignment efforts after SGA-2, they are put as annex 2 to 
this document. The decision to cancel testing was taken unanimously, and agreed on with 
Eurostat. 
 
There were other developments to be taken into account as well. In particular, the ESS 
Vision 2020 also mentioned criteria for assessing Vision projects, and the ESS Vision 
Implementation Group developed a scorecard in January 2015 for the comparative 
assessment of Vision projects [5]. In other domains assessments were also being carried out, 
such as in the context of FRIBS. 
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3. The further development of the Impact Assessment Model 

 
3.1 Need for further development 
 
The synthesis IA methodology [1] is an important result for the ESS, since it provides a 
common approach to the IA of various ESS projects, incorporating the strengths of the 
methodologies developed in the context of ESS.VIP projects on the one hand and 
standardisation on the other. However, the methodology has to be further developed, for 
several reasons: 
 

 The ESS Vision 2020 defines general criteria that are relevant to the IA of ESS 
projects. These criteria are mentioned in the methodology, but they have not yet 
been matched to the list of SWOT items that are also part of the methodology. It 
should be clarified to what extent the application of the IA model helps in 
understanding the extent of compliance of the ESS initiative under consideration 
with Vision 2020, and whether any items are missing. 

 The scorecard developed by the ESS Vision Implementation Group [5] is in fact a third 
approach to IA, next to the IA approaches developed by the ESSnet and the 
Resources Directors Group, respectively. The scope of the scorecard is more limited 
than the other IA approaches, in that it does not distinguish between a qualitative 
and a quantitative assessment, to be used at different stages of initiatives, and in 
that it is used for comparisons between initiatives that are being considered, not for 
assessing the impact of an initiative in isolation. Nevertheless, it would be useful to 
see whether assessment elements are used that have not been covered yet by the 
generic list of assessment items. If the scorecard can be made to be seen as a specific 
application of the generic list, this would be very beneficial to the comparability 
across ESS assessments of initiatives.  

 One of the strengths of the IA methodology in the synthesis approach is the flexibility 
in its application, especially in respect of the SWOT and cost-benefit items that are 
deemed relevant to the project under consideration. However, clarification is needed 
on how comparability over initiatives can be maintained. With the synthesis 
approach this is not sufficiently clear. 

 The SWOT approach, which is part of the synthesis approach, reflects the fact that at 
the beginning of ESS initiatives strategic considerations are predominant, and a 
quantitative assessment may not be possible. Nevertheless, the SWOT approach was 
considered incomplete by the Forward-Looking Feedback Workshop in The Hague in 
May 2013 [6]. For instance, certain dimensions were found to be missing and certain 
items mentioned as strength or opportunity could also figure as weakness or threat, 
respectively. For this and other reasons, the ESSnet on Standardisation developed 
the more generic list of assessment items in SGA-1 [7]. The DIME/ITDG Steering 
Group noted its relevance for the assessment methodology [3]. The way this generic 
list can be incorporated in the IA methodology has to be clarified. 

 The SWOT assessment approach was applied to the PRIX pilot project, and had 
already been taken into account in the list of assessment items, but other attempts 
at cost-benefit assessments are also relevant. In particular, an assessment has taken 
place concerning FRIBS, and the European Commission has carried out a study on the 
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assessments of costs and benefits of regulation [8]. Therefore these have also been 
looked at, but it appeared that the coverage of the generic list of assessment items 
was adequate. 

 
If the IA methodology is used in the context of standardisation, it must be linked to the 
process of standardisation as developed by the Sponsorship on Standardisation. The ESSnet 
on Standardisation has worked out the process of standardisation in SGA-2 (WP2). The 
process description includes a specification of the stages in the process of standardisation 
where IA information is needed, such as when GO/NO GO decisions are taken, based on 
business case considerations. The standardisation process itself has also been tested. The 
links between the IA model and the description of the standardisation process could in 
theory also lead to a need for changes in the IA model. However, the development of the 
standardisation process has not led to further requirements for the IA model, as is explained 
in section 3.4 below. 
 
3.2 The role of the generic list of assessment items 
 
Based on the needs, the generic list of assessment items has been further developed. In 
order to understand what has been done when further developing the generic list, the 
envisaged role of the generic list has to be understood properly.  
 
The generic list of assessment items is meant to incorporate all SWOT items and all items 
pertinent to quantitative cost-benefit analyses. When drafting the generic list in the context 
of SGA-1, the elements of the SWOT had already systematically been taken into account. The 
list is meant to be complete in the sense that it includes all items that may be relevant in 
different ESS domains and contexts. The items are grouped into categories and 
subcategories. When a strategic assessment takes place, the items looked at are a subset of 
the generic list, and the same is true for quantitative assessments. 
 
The list of SWOT items in the synthesis approach [1] consists of fixed and flexible items, the 
latter to be selected by a focus group. However, it is proposed here that the focus group 
systematically considers all items of the generic list in order to select a limited number of 
items, at the appropriate level, for inclusion in the strategic assessment. This would increase 
flexibility, while maintaining comparability, because the use of the generic list ensures that 
all focus groups use the same reference for prioritisation. It would also ensure that the most 
relevant items are taken into consideration, if in a specific domain or context the fixed and 
flexible items of the SWOT list do not comprise the most pertinent ones. 
 
For a subset of the generic list financial quantification or non-financial quantification will be 
possible. Some of these items are mentioned in the synthesis approach as items for which 
the quantitative analysis has to be carried out, but the generic list has more items and has 
greater detail. Moreover, in Phase 2 (of the synthesis approach) the quantitative analysis is 
meant to feed and refine the qualitative analysis. If the items of both analyses are taken 
from the generic list, thus using the same reference, it will be easy to specify how the 
quantitative and the qualitative analysis relate. In fact, the quantitative analysis amounts to 
a quantification of a subset of items relevant to the qualitative assessment. This way of 
presenting the results will increase their usability. 
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The generic list can be further elaborated where and when needed. In particular, the Vision 
2020 criteria should be covered by the generic list, thereby providing the link with the 
strategic assessment, and the same goes for the scorecard developed by the ESS Vision 
Implementation Group. The next section explains how and where the Vision 2020 criteria 
and the scorecard items are incorporated in the generic list. It also describes what has been 
done with the feedback from the project partners of the EGR, who had been approached in 
the preparation of testing the IA model on the EGR guidelines.  
 
By using a generic list of assessment items, the assessment methodology can be updated 
when future assessments of ESS initiatives show the need for incorporating new items, 
without changing its essence. Moreover, although the methodology was designed with 
specific domains of application in mind, the use of the generic list makes it possible to 
expand the scope of the methodology to all ESS initiatives, without restriction to ESS.VIP 
projects or standardisation initiatives.  
 
In the joint methodology that was available in June 2014, the quantitative analysis was 
restricted to business processes. Given the enlarged scope, it is proposed to drop this 
requirement. As a consequence, business processes are not used as subcategories of the 
generic list. When an IA is carried out for an initiative that affects business processes, 
information on the impact may be collected for each business process separately. 
 
3.3 The update of the generic list of assessment items 
 
The inclusion of the criteria for Vision Implementation Projects 
 
Annex C to the ESS Vision 2020 mentions ten general criteria for Vision Implementation 
Projects. They have led to a few additions to the generic list. The general criteria (A to J) 
relate to the generic list as follows. 
 
A. Does the proposal have a positive business case at both ESS and national levels, in the 

sense that benefits outweigh costs? 
 This criterion is not part of the generic list, the IA based on the generic list is itself the 

main information source for the business case. In fact, the need to be sure that the 
business case is positive is the main driver for the IA. 

B. Does the proposal contribute to the needs and drivers identified in the ESS Vision 2020, 
such as efficiency, quality and promoting public trust? 
 Efficiency is listed as category 8, effect on recurring costs including support and 

maintenance.  
 Quality is the first category of the generic list, with the quality items of the European 

Statistics Code of Practice [9].  
 The effect on public trust has been added to the generic list as item 5d. It should be 

noted that several other items listed in the generic list may also influence public 
trust, in particular the items of the European Statistics Code of Practice (the quality 
items of category 1 and the production system items of category 2) and the other 
items of category 5 (effect on stakeholders of the ESS).  
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C. Can the proposal be clearly positioned according to our ambitions for collaboration set 
out in the ESS Vision 2020? 
 This criterion is not part of the generic list, because this is not an impact criterion. 

Criteria such as this one can be taken into account in the decision procedure for the 
initiative under consideration. 

D. Does the scope in that sense look manageable? 
 Category 9 lists risks, among other things management and acceptance risks. 

E. Is the proposal consistent with the full set of other proposals? 
 This criterion is not part of the generic list. If several proposals are considered 

simultaneously, their assessment must only be carried out separately if it is clear that 
their impact is independent from each other, otherwise they need a combined IA and 
business case. 

F. Does the proposal take into account generic European principles like proportionality and 
subsidiarity? 
 Proportionality and subsidiarity are not as such items of the generic list. They are 

multifaceted, and all relevant aspects should be on the generic list. For instance, a 
number of aspects listed, such as the effect on the position of the partner of the ESS 
(category 4) and other effects on the ESS (category 6), including the effect on the 
balance in respect of the partners (6c), are relevant aspects. When the business case, 
considering all items, is positive for the ESS, it should not be possible that the 
proposal violates proportionality or subsidiarity.  

G. Is the proposal in line with the European Statistics Code of Practice? 
 The European Statistics Code of Practice has been explicitly taken into account when 

drafting the generic list. 
H. Does the proposal observe existing legislation, both at national and EU level? 

 The proposal may itself include changes in legislation. Otherwise, an IA should only 
be carried out if the proposal observes existing legislation. It is therefore not an item 
of the generic list of assessment items. 

I. Is the proposal in line with the ESS reference architectural decision and design 
principles? 
 As with legislation, this should be checked before an assessment is carried out.  

J. Does the proposal sustain a simultaneous production of European and national 
statistics? 
 The sustainability of national statistics, not part of the ESS, has been added as an 

item of category 4, the effect on the position of the partner of the ESS.  
 
Apart from the enrichment of the generic list with two items from the general criteria for 
Vision Implementation Projects, the wording of the generic list now reflects the increased 
scope of application, which is no longer restricted to standardisation initiatives. The list can 
be used for the IA of any ESS initiative.  
 
The inclusion of the criteria of the scorecard of the Vision Implementation Group 
 
When looking at the criteria of the scorecard, it is important to note that the scoring 
guidance stipulates that “each participant should score the projects from the viewpoint of 
the overall ESS and not their own national perspective”. The scope of application of the 
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generic list of assessment items is broader, it may apply to the perspective of any 
stakeholder.  
 
The scorecard collects information of a strategic nature, and distinguishes between fifteen 
assessment dimensions, for which typically a characterisation is requested with scores in 
terms of (very) low, medium, (very) high, or not applicable. These scores (high, medium, low) 
also apply to cost questions, with “medium” referring to costs between €5 million and €10 
million. The dimensions are:  
 

 strategic contribution (attractiveness) for each of the following categories: 
o users 
o quality 
o new data sources 
o production processes 
o dissemination 

 benefits contribution (attractiveness) for each of the following categories: 
o cost reduction 
o burden reduction 
o quality improvement 

 architectural fit (attractiveness) 
 product enhancement (attractiveness) 
 degree of challenge (achievability) 
 capability to deliver (achievability) 
 project cost (affordability) 
 adoption by Member States (affordability) with two questions: 

o intention to adopt 
o expected costs if adopted 

 
It has been checked whether the scorecard dimensions are covered by the generic list of 
assessment items. For most dimensions, this is indeed the case. This should not be a surprise, 
given the strategic and aggregate nature of the scorecard. However, the wording is different, 
of course, and one scorecard dimension is treated with a different logic in the generic list. 
This is the dimension of “new data sources”.  
 
The impact of new data sources can be diverse, such as effects on the different output, 
quality and production system dimensions of the generic list. The generic list would become 
too long and detailed if all of these items would be split in order to distinguish the effect of 
new data sources. Therefore, the generic list has not been changed. Moreover, in general it 
will be clear in advance whether the initiative that is the subject of the IA concerns new data 
sources.  
 
Only one scorecard dimension is not covered by the  generic list, the dimension 
“architectural fit”. The reason is that the architectural fit should be checked before a costly 
IA is carried out, since compliance with architectural frameworks is usually a condition for 
change initiatives (see also point I of the VIP criteria above). 
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In any case, the explanatory comments of the generic list should make sure that no 
misunderstandings arise.  
 
Feedback from the project partners of the European Group Register 
 
When preparing for testing the IA model with the guidelines of the EGR, the draft generic list 
of assessment items was sent to project partners of the EGR with the request to see what 
items would be relevant to assessing the impact of the guidelines of the EGR and to give 
comments on the usability of the generic list as such. There was a clear willingness to 
cooperate, and the project leader and five project partners provided useful feedback on the 
draft generic list.  
 
Somewhat surprisingly, most partners did not want any reduction in the list of items for the 
IA of the EGR guidelines. There would be a risk that a reduction of items would lead to either 
missing relevant information, or to having to mention missed assessment items at the end of 
the IA questionnaire (which still had to be drafted). This is relevant if the IA model is going to 
be tested in the future. The synthesis approach makes use of focus groups to reduce the 
number of items, but it is not clear that this will have a big effect. (This risk of missing 
relevant items is also mentioned in the assessment of the IA approach for the ESS.VIP 
project ADMIN, as provided in annex 2.) 
 
The other comments referred to the list of assessment items as such, and they were used to 
improve the list. Perhaps the most important comment was the request to provide a very 
short explanatory text for each of the assessment items. In the list produced in SGA-1 this 
had been done for a few items only. Therefore, short  explanatory comments have been 
included for all items of the generic list of assessment items. 
 
Other comments referred to wording issues, to ambiguities, to the order in which the items 
appeared in the list, and to minor issues of coherence. No major changes in content were 
requested. 
 
3.4 The methodology for impact assessment and the process of standardisation 
 
If the IA model is applied within the domain of standardisation, there is a link with the 
standardisation process. IA is an important element of that process. The ESSnet on 
Standardisation has formulated a number of principles, one of which is the principle of 
proportionality: “Proportionality means that the ESS standardisation process must be lean. It 
should be applied in such a way that the cost of application is reasonable compared to the 
possible standardisation results that are envisaged. All standardisation activities are 
pertinent, but the effort put into any activity has to be proportional to the expected 
benefits.”  
 
This principle also applies to IA: the burden of collecting the information needed must be 
kept within limits. On the other hand, the IA must generate all information needed for 
informed decision making. Focus groups could in principle be used for reducing the number 
of items on which data is collected. All items of the generic list would then still be considered, 
although not all would make it to the phase of actual data collection. However, as seen 
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above, asking focus groups to make a selection of relevant items from the generic list may 
not yield the desired effect of keeping the burden acceptable. Another option is to collect 
less detailed information. In fact, the distinction between the initial collection of data of a 
more strategic nature and the later collection of more detailed and partly financial 
information would be in line with this. 
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4. The use of the Impact Assessment Model 

 
Before the IA model can actually be implemented, it needs to be translated into a proper 
data collection instrument with an accompanying strategy regarding the data collection 
procedures, the data analysis and the reporting of the results. This chapter describes the 
steps that need to be taken for this.  
 
4.1 Logistics of the data collection  
 
As already described in SGA-1, the IA model intends to assess the perceived costs and 
benefits of the main ESS stakeholders. These are the statistical authorities, the main users of 
the ESS and national statistics as well as the data providers. Depending on the type of object 
that is being assessed it may be relevant to take into consideration interested parties outside 
of the ESS, such as the UNECE. It is proposed that at the level of the Member States the NSIs 
should provide the assessment, as they act as national coordinators. If necessary they should 
consult with other relevant national stakeholders. Eurostat will provide the ESS-level 
assessment data and should consult if necessary with users of ESS-level data. It is advised 
that the request for IA should be sent to the Directors General of the NSI. If possible specific 
groups of experts or Director Groups should in parallel be informed about the initiatives. If 
lists of NSI experts/contact persons are available the specific name of a likely knowledgeable 
expert should be provided for each NSI to help their response process.  
 
4.2 Explanatory remarks  
 
The following general explanatory remarks to the list and its items should be added:  
 

 The reference for all effects that are mentioned in the list is the situation as actually 
existing before the implementation of the proposal under evaluation.  

 The list of items is meant to be exhaustive. Any item not specifically mentioned that 
is deemed relevant can be listed at the end, under item 10 “other effects”. 

 Effects are not meant to be independent from each other, or mutually exclusive. The 
idea is to find out what are the most important effects as perceived by the 
respondent.  

 The partners of the ESS, to which some items refer, are Eurostat, the NSIs, and other 
national authorities belonging to the national statistical system. 

 Respondents are asked to indicate impacts from their own perspective. Eurostat is 
asked to consider impacts at the EU level, whereas countries are asked to consider 
impacts at the country level.  

 The statistical output of the ESS is considered to comprise all statistical output of all 
partners of the ESS. These outputs may pertain to the European level, to the national 
level, or to the sub-national level. Similarly, the ESS production system comprises 
national parts as well as supra- and sub-national parts. 

 
4.3 Scoring  
 
Scoring of the items 
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 For ease of use it is proposed to use the same scoring system for all items in the 

general list. The expected impact of each item should be scored on a five point scale: 
-- very negative; - negative; 0 neutral; + positive, ++ very positive. However, for some 
items on the list this scoring system may be less intuitive and require too much 
cognitive burden: this might be the case for assessing effects on response burden 
(reducing burden is positive), costs (again, a negative effect on costs is considered 
positive). It should be evaluated in a test of the instrument how well the proposed 
simple scoring system works for respondents.   

 Additionally to the score on the scale, for each item respondents will have the option 
and be encouraged to provide additional comments to explain their scores.  

 
Overall assessment 
 
After the assessment of the individual items, respondents will be asked to give an overall 
judgement.  
 

All things considered, how would you describe your position regarding X [name of 
assessed object]? Answer options ranging from - -  strongly oppose, - somewhat 
oppose, 0 neutral, + somewhat support, + + strongly support  
What are your main considerations for this? [open answer space] 
 

If the assessment involves scoring different alternatives (e.g. different levels of 
standardisation), an additional question will be added to provide an overall judgement 
comparing the alternatives:   
 

All in all, which of the assessed alternatives would you prefer? [choose from list of 
alternatives]  
What are your main considerations for this? [open answer space] 

 
Quantitative data collection in advanced impact assessment 
 
If the IA is applied in the context of standardisation, more information will become available 
about the expected impact of the proposed standard in the “develop” stage of the 
standardisation process. This should be reflected by providing quantitative information in 
the advanced IA such as estimates of developing costs, operating costs et cetera.  
 
4.4 Collection of additional data  
 
Besides the actual IA, it is necessary to collect some additional data. At a minimum a name, 
position and contact details should be collected of a contact person at the institute that 
provided the information and that may be contacted for additional questions. Also, 
depending on the object that is being assessed, it might be useful to collect information on 
which departments within an institute and which other institutes may have been consulted 
in the process of completing the impact assessment.  
 
4.5 Pre-testing 
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Before the proposed methodology can be considered fit for actual use, it should first be 
carefully pre-tested with a small number of data providers. The main purposes of such a test 
are to find out if the proposed instrument and methodology are 1) user friendly, 2) will 
provide valid information of the type needed and, if any problems are found, 3) to come up 
with recommendations to overcome these problems.  

As stated before, the proposed methodology should be usable for assessing different types 
of ESS projects at different stages in their life cycle. If applied in the context of 
standardisation, it would be advisable to test both an initial IA, in the “assess the need” 
stage of the standardisation process, as well as an advanced IA in the “develop” stage of the 
process. The information available and needed differs significantly in both stages of the 
process, and thus any problems in using the instrument may also be different.  

For a pre-test of the instrument the following relevant subgroups of “users” should be 
distinguished:  

Data providers: Do they feel that they can provide valid and useful information with the 
proposed methodology; what is the burden of providing the information; how can we make 
the method as respondent friendly as possible? 

Data collectors/analysts: How can the organisers of the IA best collect, analyse and report 
the data? 

Information users: Is the collected data and the way the data is analysed and presented 
useful to support decision making? 

The scoring of the items is a specific point of interest for the test and should be studied from 
the point of view of all three types of users.  

The test should not only include the actual application of the instrument, but also explicitly 
collect data on how the various users evaluate the instrument from their perspective. 
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Annex 1: The generic list of assessment items 

 
Impact assessment items Explanatory comments 

1. Effect on the quality of the statistical output of the ESS, as 
indicated in the European Statistics Code of Practice (28 
September, 2011) 

To assess this effect, refer to the 
principles mentioned in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice.  

a. relevance (including coverage of the statistical 
programme and level of detail) 

See principle 11 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

b. accuracy and reliability See principle 12 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

c. timeliness and punctuality  See principle 13 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

d. coherence and comparability See principle 14 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

e. accessibility and clarity See principle 15 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

2. Effect on the quality of the ESS production system In the context of statistics production, a 
‘system’ is a set of processes (regarding 
procedures, organisation and IT). 

a. effectiveness Capability to produce the desired 
results and precision in performing 
functions. 

b. soundness of methodology  See principle 7 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice. 

c. robustness Robustness is the ability of the system 
to manage exceptional and not 
predictable situations.  

d. appropriate statistical procedures See principle 8 in the European 
Statistics Code of Practice.  

e. clear and accessible documentation of the whole 
system 

This is the transparency of the system 
as a whole, obtained through clear and 
accessible documentation of the set of 
processes. 

f. sustainability This is the capability of the system to 
have a sufficient lifespan, considering 
the investments required.   

3. Effect on the ESS production system, other than quality 
effect 

In the context of statistics production, a 
‘system’ is a set of processes (regarding 
procedures, organisation and IT) 
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a. flexibility of the production system Flexibility includes:  
 adaptability to local circumstances 

 ease of incorporation of new 
dissemination channels 

 ease of development of new output 

 ease of development of new data 
sources 

b. (re)use of systems Systems may be either existing or new. 

c. use of ESS standards       Standards may be either existing or 
new. 

4. Effect on the position of the partners of the ESS Stakeholders that are not partners of 
the ESS are not included. 

a. degree of autonomy The effect on cooperation is a separate 
assessment item (6d). 

b. effect on the relationship with other ESS partners  This includes their policies. 

c. effect on the sustainability of national statistics  Not all national statistics are regulated 
at the level of the ESS. 

5. Effect on stakeholders of the ESS Stakeholders include the more 
important users and data providers. 

a. effect on the visibility, image and communication of 
the individual partners of the ESS 

The way stakeholders look at the ESS 
partners may change.  

b. effect on support and funding Resources may be affected, positively 
or negatively. 

c. effect on response burden This refers to the real as well as the 
perceived response burden. 

d. effect on public  trust Public trust is an asset of ESS partners 
that may be affected, positively or 
negatively. 

e. synergy with other statistical communities, other 
non-statistical non-profit (e.g. etc.) and commercial 
communities 

Examples are the OECD, UNECE, UNSD,  
ministries, agencies, professional 
organisations, etc. 

f. other effects on stakeholders of the ESS For instance, the relationship with 
parties outside the ESS may be 
affected. 

6. Other effects on the ESS These are all effects not mentioned 
above, other than risks connected to 
the initiative in its implementation 
phase. 
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a. ease of entry for new partners This is the impact of using the standard 
by those not being part of their 
development or facing their first 
implementation. 

b. knowledge management and training requirements Different skills may be needed. 

c. effect on the balance in respect of the partners  This evaluation concerns the balance in 
respect of the partners, considering 
also Eurostat. 

d. effect on cooperation between NSIs, considering also 
Eurostat  

Cooperation can be both between NSIs 
and between Eurostat and one or more 
NSIs. 

e. (re)use of standards, systems and approaches from non 
ESS parties 

These parties may be statistical and 
other organisations, such as standard-
setting bodies that do not belong to the 
ESS. 

f. effect of the use of proprietary standards This usually concerns technical 
standards (e.g. software) owned by an 
individual or a company (usually the 
one that developed it). 

7. Effect on initial costs and investments Only costs associated with the 
implementation of the initiative are 
included. Follow-up investments are 
not included. 

a.   costs of development Only one-off costs are included. 

i. personnel costs Personnel costs that cannot be 
allocated to systems and processes. 

ii. systems and processes This includes associated personnel 
costs. 

iii. other costs For instance, acquisition of test data, 
pilot survey, etc.  

b.  costs of transition Only one-off costs are included. 

i. personnel costs These include costs connected with 
possible redundancy. 

ii. material and other non-personnel costs For instance, costs due to keeping a 
back-up system running during 
transition. 

8. Effect on recurring costs including support and 
maintenance (efficiency effect). 

This does not include initial costs 
mentioned in item 7. 

a.  personnel costs Personnel costs that cannot be 
allocated to systems and processes. 
The effect, if any, may be positive or 
negative. 
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b. systems and processes This includes associated personnel 
costs. 

c. other costs For instance, acquisition of data, costs 
of survey material, etc.  

9. Risks connected to the initiative in its implementation 
phase 

Risks have to be taken into account 
when assessing possible impact.   

a. project management risks This includes the risk of exceeding the 
planned resources and timeframe. 

b. technical and security risks This includes the risk that the output 
cannot be realised as foreseen. 

c. other risks This includes business, legal and 
acceptance risks. 

10. Other effects  These are all other effects not already 
listed. 
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Annex 2: A brief assessment of the IA methodology applied to the ESS.VIP project ADMIN 

 
Reference: Note to the Members of the Directors of Methodology Group (DIME), document 
ESTAT/DDG/MK/gs, of 4 December 2014, with three attachments (draft business case, 
template for the SWOT qualitative analysis and instructions for filling in the template). 
 
Comments on the methodology of the SWOT template: 
 

 It is appreciated that the SWOT template is accompanied by an elaborate letter. The 
table at the end, in which one can right away see the summary outcome for the 
institute is also much appreciated. 

 An instruction for completion should mention whether the project has to be assessed 
for its impact on the ESS or only on the Member State. 

 Some of the SWOT dimensions can be either positive or negative, for instance the 
effect on resources. Therefore resources are mentioned as a strength (1a) and as a 
weakness (2a), flexibility as a strength (1c) and a weakness (2b), etc. But the wording 
is different, which is confusing, and many dimensions that can be either positive or 
negative (such as process and systems quality) are mentioned only once, leading to a 
distortion of the responses (for process and systems quality, for instance, the 
respondent can only indicate improvements).  

 Some of the fixed dimensions seem less useful or important to ask in this case, such 
as lack of suitable skill profiles (4c). 

 A number of important dimensions are missing, such as effect on the autonomy of 
NSIs in the ESS. There is no question on whether all important dimensions have been 
mentioned, nor an opportunity for adding dimensions.  

 The explanation at 1b states that this dimension is about “better methodology”, but 
1f is about “improved methodology”. It is true that methodology deserves much 
attention, but this is very much…  

 Of the 20 risks specifically mentioned in the business case, only two are listed in the 
template (2e and 2f), with a somewhat other content. This seems arbitrary.  

 “Heterogeneity of the starting point between countries and partners” is one of the 
dimensions of threats. It is not clear what this means. If the project aims at improving 
homogeneity, this should be mentioned under strengths or opportunities, not under 
threats. 

 According to the instructions for filling in the template, the fixed items “will be 
common for the impact assessment of all projects in order to allow their 
comparison”. Given (1) the weaknesses of the SWOT approach as mentioned above, 
(2) the fact that the choice and description of other dimensions depend on the 
project, (3) the project dependence of the description of the fixed items, which 
reduces comparability, (4) the quality problems with the choice and formulation of 
dimensions, and (5) the lack of other relevant dimensions, comparability may be 
better served by (a) taking all dimensions and descriptions from a complete and 
standardised list of dimensions, (b) allowing positive and negative assessments for 
each of these dimensions, and (c) not grouping them according to SWOT.  

 There is no opportunity to provide additional comments in the template. Such an 
opportunity is needed, if only for giving information on context or additional 
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assumptions applied. This is also important if the project is not fully specified. (In this 
case, the remark at the start of section 4.5 that whole work packages may be added 
or deleted during the project adds a fair amount of uncertainty to the expected costs 
and outputs. Moreover, the benefits are specified qualitatively, but the costs are not. 
This affects the interpretation and usability of the results.) 

 From the answers one will not be able to derive an opinion on whether or not the 
project has a positive or negative overall impact. A project can have a number of 
negative aspects, but may be still worthwhile because of one important positive 
aspect (e.g. new statistical outputs), or the other way round. Without a question on 
the overall opinion, the aspects cannot be weighed.  

 Conclusion: The methodology needs to be substantially improved. The results cannot 
be used for drawing conclusions on the impact on Member States or the ESS as a 
whole.  

 
 


