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Methodologies for an integrated use of administrative data  
in the statistical process (MIAD)1 

 
Preliminary technical report on a generic framework to assess  

the quality of the administrative data at the input stage 
 

1. Background 
 
Administrative data sources are data holdings containing information which is not primarily 
collected for statistical purposes (UNECE 2011). Under this definition, administrative data is not 
restricted to data collected and maintained for the purpose of implementing administrative 
regulations and can include commercial data for example held by the private sector. 
 
The Statistical Network responsible for developing methodologies for an integrated use of 
administrative data in the statistical process (SN-MIAD) is chaired by the Italian National 
Institute (Istat) and comprises representatives from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 
Statistics Canada (StatCan) and Statistics New Zealand (SNZ)2. The development of the project 
charter of the SN-MIAD started in October 2012 and led to its approval in June 2013. 
 
The project charter states that a framework to assess the quality of administrative data and its 
statistical usability will be developed. This framework will be applied prior to the statistical 
usage of the administrative data, i.e., at the input stage, to determine if an administrative data 
source can be used for statistical purpose and how. This report constitutes a preliminary 
technical report on this generic framework, namely deliverable B.1 listed in the project charter. 
 
It is understood that preceding and complementing this work is a mapping of how 
administrative data can be used into a statistical process (e.g., applying the Generic Statistical 
Business Process Model (GSBPM) as the foundation). Once this mapping is done and the 
framework to assess the quality of administrative data and determine the statistical usability at 
the input stage is completed, the SN-MIAD will be in a position to move to a second stage of the 
project and develop a general framework for the integration of administrative and survey data 
for each one of the GSBPM phases and for the reporting of the quality of the resulting statistical 
output, i.e., assessing quality at the output stage. 
 
2. Objective of this report 
 
As indicated, this report constitutes deliverable B.1 of the SN-MIAD project charter. In 
progressing towards the development of a generic quality assessment framework that could be 
used across national statistical offices (NSO), this report provides the foundation of this work by 
including a set of desired characteristics for this framework (section 3), by providing a sample of 

                                                 
1
 This report was prepared by the Statistical Network responsible for developing methodologies for an 

integrated use of administrative data in the statistical process (SN-MIAD). The main author was Julie 
Trépanier from Statistics Canada (Julie.Trepanier@statcan.gc.ca). 
2
 Statistics Sweden was initially identified as a participant to the SN-MIAD but did not participate at the 

end. 
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existing approaches (section 4), and retaining elements that are proposed to be included in the 
generic quality assessment framework (section 5). 
 
Approval of this preliminary report from the Steering Committee will be sought before finalizing 
the second deliverable B.2, which is the final technical report detailing the generic quality 
assessment framework of administrative data at the input stage. 
 
3. Desired characteristics of the framework 
 
The assessment is likely to start with no data in hands. There should be an initial step in the 
assessment framework that guides the initial acquisition of the data and can be applied with 
or without data in hands.  
 
Accessing and using administrative data for official statistics is bounded by the legislation in 
place in a given country. Legal frameworks vary widely from country to country, and frequently 
reflect historical and cultural differences around issues of privacy and security. In some 
countries, central population registers, personal identification numbers and large-scale data 
matching to produce official statistics are seen as sensible approaches that reduce respondent 
burden and costs, while in other countries such approaches meet with strong opposition from 
privacy advocates and the general public.  
 
For example, Section 13 of the Canadian Statistics Act gives StatCan the authority to access 
virtually any administrative record to fulfil the purposes of the Act. By comparison, the United 
Kingdom must obtain Parliament’s authority to access administrative data on a case-by-case 
basis according to the dispositions of the Statistics and Registration Act 2007. Dispositions in 
legislation can also ease the access such as in the Statistics Act of Ireland where the Act specifies 
that administrative records held by public authorities must be provided free of charge, that the 
right of access applies notwithstanding other enactments, other than those pertaining to the 
protection of public order or the security of the state. Such dispositions are not part of the 
Canadian Statistics Act and this absence often slows down the acquisition of administrative 
data. 
 
All this to say that to meet the needs of a variety of NSOs, the generic quality assessment 
framework for administrative data must include an initial step of assessment where the 
potential quality and statistical usability of the data can be assessed by the NSO with no data in 
hands, relying mostly on consultation with the data provider. This step would help NSOs decide 
if it is worth pursuing the acquisition efforts. This should not prevent a NSO with data in hands 
to perform this step. The assessment will include a second step that assumes data in hands. 
 
The assessment should offer a tool that takes the several statistical potential usages of 
administrative data into consideration. 
 
The centralization of acquisition of administrative data may vary from NSO to NSO. Irrespective 
of the degree of centralization, there should be some form of coordination around the 
acquisition of one given source. The NSO should have in mind the different possibilities of usage 
that an administrative data source may have to offer or, when a NSO knows very little about the 
administrative data, the assessment should inform the NSO of the most appropriate ways to use 
the administrative data. For instance, a source such as the income tax reports from businesses 
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and individuals provide a range of uses that go from frame creation and maintenance to 
substitution of direct data collection.  
 
Moreover, acquisition of administrative data sources may not be free of charge or may incur 
costs associated to the transformation of data by the provider or the NSO to fit the needs of the 
NSO, transformation that the NSO might have to pay. It is thus important to balance costs and 
potential benefits. 
 
The assessment should offer commonalities with the dimensions found in recognized quality 
assessment frameworks. 
 
Significant work has been done over the last years on the definition of quality. Whether quality 
of a process, output or a statistical organisation is assessed, the dimensions of quality used 
often revolve around relevance, accuracy, timeliness, accessibility, interpretability and 
coherence.  
 
For example, in response to a request by the United Nations Statistical Commission (UNSC), an 
Expert Group has recently come up with a generic National Quality Assurance Framework 
(NQAF) that is largely based on StatCan’s Quality Assurance Framework, Eurostat’s Code of 
Practice, and input from the U. S. Census Bureau, the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the Office 
for National Statistics, and countless others. The NQAF was fully endorsed by the UNSC at its 
forty-third session in 2012.  
 
The NQAF includes 19 lines: 
 
Managing the statistical system 

NQAF 1:  Coordinating the National Statistical System 
NQAF 2: Managing relationships with data users and data providers 
NQAF 3: Managing statistical standards 

 
Managing the institutional environment 

NQAF 4: Assuring professional independence 
NQAF 5: Assuring impartiality and objectivity 
NQAF 6:  Assuring transparency 
NQAF 7: Assuring statistical confidentiality and security 
NQAF 8: Assuring the quality commitment 
NQAF 9: Assuring adequacy of resources 

 
Managing statistical processes 

NQAF 10: Assuring methodological soundness 
NQAF 11: Assuring cost-effectiveness 
NQAF 12: Assuring soundness of implementation 
NQAF 13: Managing the respondent burden 
 

Managing statistical outputs 
NQAF 14: Assuring relevance 
NQAF 15: Assuring accuracy and reliability 
NQAF 16: Assuring timeliness and punctuality 
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NQAF 17: Assuring accessibility and clarity 
NQAF 18:  Assuring coherence and comparability 
NQAF 19: Managing metadata. 

 
Each of the above 19 lines is accompanied by a description, a list of “elements”3 to be assured in 
the form of a checklist (Yes (true), No (false), Partially true, Partially false), and a list of 
supporting mechanisms.  
 
Although it is understood that the application of the NQAF was only intended to assist countries 
that might wish to formulate and operationalize their own NQAF and that it is thus only 
voluntary, we believe the SN-MIAD should acknowledge the review work done by this Expert 
Group to come up with a NQAF. Consequently, the SN-MIAD should not “reinvent the wheel”; 
the SN-MIAD should re-use some of its terminology (e.g., the terms “accuracy and reliability”, 
“timeliness and punctuality”, “accessibility and clarity” and “coherence and comparability” for 
the statistical outputs are of interest for the assessment of administrative data, even at the 
input stage) and consider criteria of the NQAF that relate to administrative data.  
 
Finally, the checklist that accompanies the NQAF is in itself a good tool to follow in terms of 
simplicity and completeness.  
 
4. Sample of international relevant approaches for assessing administrative data at the input 

stage 
 
4.1. Statistics Netherlands 

 
One of the best known approaches to assess the quality of administrative data is the one 
developed by Statistics Netherlands (Daas et al. 2009). Their framework distinguishes three 
different views on quality, namely the Source view, the Metadata view, and the Data view. To 
each of these views called “hyperdimension” is associated a number of dimensions, quality 
indicators and then methods. 
 
In the Source hyperdimension, the quality aspects relate to the data source as a whole, the data 
source keeper, and the delivery of the data source to the NSO. The Metadata hyperdimension 
specifically focuses on the metadata related aspects of the data source. It is concerned with the 
existence and the adequacy of the documentation and the characteristics of the identifiers. The 
Data hyperdimension focuses on the quality aspects of the data in the data source.  
 
These hyperdimensions along with their dimensions and quality indicators are presented in 
Table 1. Note that a measurement method to produce each quality indicator is also included in 
Daas et al. but not reproduced here. For the first two hyperdimensions, the assessment is of 
qualitative nature. It becomes more quantitative in the last hyperdimension, data. 
 
  

                                                 
3
 Elements are roughly the same as the “indicators” used to reflect good practice in other frameworks. 
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Table 1. Statistics Netherlands’ Quality Evaluation of Administrative Data Sources Framework  
 

 
Hyperdimensions 
 

 
Dimensions 

 
Quality Indicators 

A. Source A.1. Supplier 
 

A.1.1. Contact 
A.1.2. Purpose 

A.2. Relevance A.2.1. Usefulness 
A.2.2. Envisaged use 
A.2.3. Information demand 
A.2.4. Response burden 

A.3. Privacy and security A.3.1. Legal provision 
A.3.2. Confidentiality 
A.3.3. Security 

A.4. Delivery A.4.1. Costs 
A.4.2. Arrangements 
A.4.3. Punctuality 
A.4.4. Format 
A.4 .5. Selection 

A.5. Procedures A.5.1. Data collection 
A.5.2. Planned changes 
A.5.3. Feedback 
A.5.4. Fall-back scenario 

B. Metadata B.1. Clarity B.1.1. Population unit definition 
B.1.2. Classification variable definition 
B.1.3. Count variable definition 
B.1.4. Time dimensions 
B.1.5. Definition changes 

B.2. Comparability B.2.1. Population unit definition comparison 
B.2.2. Classification variable definition 
comparison 
B.2.3. Count variable definition comparison 
B.2.4. Time differences 

B.3. Unique keys B.3.1. Identification keys 
B.3.2. Unique combinations of variables 

B.4. Data treatment (by 
data source keeper) 

B.4.1. Checks 
B.4.2. Modifications 

C. Data C.1. Technical checks C.1.1. Readability 
C.1.2. Metadata compliance 

C.2. Over coverage C.2.1. Non-population units 

C.3. Under coverage C.3.1. Missing units 
C.3.2. Selectivity 
C.3.3. Effect on average 

C.4. Linkability C.4.1. Linkable units 
C.4.2. Mismatches 
C.4.3. Selectivity 
C.4.4. Effect on average 
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C.5. Unit non response C.5.1. Units without data 
C.5.2. Selectivity 
C.5.3. Effect on average 

C.6. Item non response C.6.1. Missing values 
C.6.2. Selectivity 
C.6.3. Effect on average 

C.7. Measurement C.7.1. External check 
C.7.2. Incompatibility records 
C.7.3. Measurement error 

C.8. Processing C.8.1. Adjustments 
C.8.2. Imputation 
C.8.3. Outliers 

C.9. Precision C.9.1. Standard error 

C.10. Sensitivity C.10.1. Missing values 
C.10.2. Selectivity 
C.10.3. Effect on totals 

 
Daas et al. (2009) mention that the quality is determined by successively evaluating the quality 
aspects in the Source, Metadata, and Data hyperdimensions. This strict order is the result of the 
fact that the quality aspects in the Source hyperdimension report on quality at a much more 
general level than the aspects included in the Metadata and Data hyperdimensions.  When the 
results for some of the quality indicators in a hyperdimension reveal problems, it is 
recommended to sort these out before the start of the evaluation of the next hyperdimension. 
Failure to resolve the issues is likely to lead to the conclusion that the data source cannot be 
used for statistics at all. 
 
4.2. BLUE-ETS 

 
The work performed by Statistics Netherlands has had great influence on the work performed 
under the BLUE-Enterprise and Trade Statistics (BLUE-ETS). Deliverable 4.2 of Daas et al. (2011) 
proposes an overview of the measurement methods that they developed for the quality 
indicators of administrative data when used as an input source for the statistical process. The 
method is meant to determine the statistical usability of the administrative data source, which is 
also the goal of the SN-MIAD quality assessment framework. However, their procedure is one 
that is applied once the data enters the NSO and when one has a specific use of the data in 
mind.  
 
The deliverable 4.2 is about the determination of the quality of the data. It complements the 
procedure that already exists for the metadata-quality of administrative data sources, i.e., the 
one that was presented for the hyperdimension Metadata in the Statistics Netherlands’ 
framework in 4.1. This determination is based on five dimensions and a number of indicators. 
They are presented in Table 2. Note that deliverable 4.2 also includes measurement methods for 
each indicator (not presented in Table 2). 
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Table 2. BLUE-ETS’ assessment of the quality of the data hyperdimension. 
 

Hyperdimension Dimensions Indicators 

C. Data C.1. Technical checks C.1.1. Readability 
C.1.2. File declaration compliance 
C.1.3. Convertability 

C.2. Accuracy C.2.1. Authenticity 
C.2.2. Inconsistent objects 
C.2.3. Dubious objects 
C.2.4. Measurement error 
C.2.5. Inconsistent values 
C.2.6. Dubious values 

C.3. Completeness C.3.1. Undercoverage 
C.3.2. Overcoverage 
C.3.3. Selectivity 
C.3.4. Redundancy 
C.3.5. Missing values 
C.3.6. Imputed values 

C.4. Time-related dimension C.4.1. Timeliness 
C.4.2. Punctuality 
C.4.3. Overall time lag 
C.4.4. Delay 
C.4.5. Dynamics of objects 
C.4.6. Stability of variables 

C.5. Integrability C.5.1. Comparability of objects 
C.5.2. Alignment of objects 
C.5.3. Linking variable 
C.5.4. Comparability of variables 

 
There are similarities between the dimensions and indicators of the BLUE-ETS framework (table 
2) and the ones of Statistics Netherlands (table 1 – part C) but some are displayed differently. 
 
4.3. ESSnet Admin Data 

 
The ESSnet project on the use of administrative and accounts data for business statistics (ESSnet 
Admin Data) is meant to explore the possibilities of the use of administrative data for business 
statistics, to make best practices in this area available to NSOs, and to prepare 
recommendations on the efficient ways of producing business statistics by using data that are 
already available in the economy, thus avoiding unnecessary reporting burden on businesses. It 
consists of 10 work packages, work package 2 being about the usefulness of administrative data 
for business statistics and initial quality checking. 
 
Verscharen et al. (2013) released in June 2013 under this work package Deliverable 4.2 – Guide 
to checking usefulness and quality of admin data. The deliverable provides a checklist to 
investigate the usefulness of administrative data in two parts: one quick evaluation of the 
elements that are vital to any user and a second evaluation that is more closely related to 
specific user needs. The first, a pre-evaluation checklist, offers a sort of gate-keeping function. 
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As such, using the data in the NSO can only be considered if the outcome of this first checking 
procedure is positive. The second, a usage-specific checklist, caters to the needs of users who 
want to create a specific output. 
 
The pre-evaluation checklist collects metadata that helps to determine whether the 
administrative data source can be used at all, by drawing the attention to aspects that are vital 
for any user. It includes the following sections: 
 

 General information 
o Name of the data source 
o Short description 
o Administrative data holder 

 Content-related information 
o Data content 
o Identification variable 
o Time indication 
o Scoring of content part 

 Delivery-related information 
o Frequency of delivery 
o Costs 
o Use of the data source 
o Scoring of delivery part 

 Final conclusion of the checklist 
  
As one can see, the checklist includes a scoring after each section. This scoring is used to decide 
if the evaluation can continue with the next section. It can proceed if sufficient information has 
been obtained and if no major obstacle has been found through the information gathered. The 
final conclusion compiles the overall outcome of that pre-evaluation. 
 
The usage-specific checklist is meant to assess the usability of the data for production of a 
specific statistical output. It consists of three main components:  

- Requirements: criteria to which the results should conform; 
- Assessment: measurement of fitness for use, extend of conformity with the 

expectations; 
- Evaluation: starting from the outcome of the assessment, routing to decisions or 

further actions. 
 
This checklist is meant to confront the requirements for the statistical output that is intended to 
be based on administrative data (first component) to the assessment done on this 
administrative data (second component). More details can be found in Verscharen et al. (2013). 
 
4.4. Istat 
 
The Istituto Nazionale di Statistica (Istat) of Italy has an overall strategy to build up an integrated 
system with the organizations that collect data for administrative source and improve use and 
quality of administrative data. In the assessment of quality, Istat distinguishes four different 
phases: assessment of quality of AD before any use is foreseen, quality of the input source, 
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through-put quality and finally output quality. The methods and tools developed have a 
different level of development for the different phases. 
 
The strategy is supported by an articulate organizational structure, centered on the Department 
for Censuses, Administrative and Statistical Registers that has, among others, responsibilities of 
the acquisition, pre-treatment, release for subsequent statistical uses and monitoring of 
administrative data. The release is accompanied by a Quality Report Card that includes quality 
measures drawn from BLUE-ETS indicators. Within this department, a division supporting the 
methodological issues and one supporting the IT issues work actively. A Commission on the uses 
of the administrative data, composed by directors supervises these activities.  
 
With respect to the quality of sources before their statistical use, supervised by an ad hoc 
Committee on the coordination of the administrative forms, Istat has launched in the last year a 
new strategy for enhancing the statistical use of the available administrative data (D’Angiolini 
2013). Among others, this strategy includes providing the potential statistical users with a 
general assessment of the quality for the most important administrative data. It is proposed that 
the assessment organizes the proposed indicators along the lines of the model developed by 
Statistics Netherlands and presented in 4.1. Istat however plans to specify the proposed 
indicators, particularly those of the Data hyperdimension, on the basis of the administrative 
data’s ontology specification, i.e., a structured description of its information content based on a 
standard conceptual model that relates populations of units to a set of events. 
 
Finally in order to be able to carry out quality assessment activities on statistical processes 
based on administrative data, Quality Guidelines for Statistical Processes using Administrative 
Data are under development. The work is coordinated by the Quality Unit with a wide 
involvement of methodologists and internal users of the administrative data across Istat. The 
manual provides general principles and guidelines on what should be performed when using 
administrative data in different stages and with different purposes of the statistical production. 
It strongly refers to the best practices adopted in the Department for Censuses, Administrative 
and Statistical Registers with respect to the input phase. 
 
4.5. Statistics New Zealand 

 
Statistics New Zealand has produced in June 2013 a document entitled “Quality Measures for 
Statistical Outputs using Administrative Data” (Zabala et al. 2013). This project, known as the 
“Quality Measures” project, is part of their Statistics 2020 initiative to increase the use of 
administrative data in the production of official statistics with an ultimate aim by 2020 of having 
administrative data as the primary source of information, supplemented by direct collection 
where necessary. It was undertaken to investigate measures for the quality of administrative 
data (“input quality”) and statistics derived from it (“output quality”). A literature review was 
conducted.  
 
The input quality, the one that it is of interest for this SN-MIAD report, is defined in Zabala et al. 
(2013) as the aspects of the quality of an original source of data at the point where it has been 
finalised by the administrative agency. It should be assessed with the ultimate outcome of 
enabling producers of statistical products to make sound decisions on whether a data source is 
fit-for-purpose for statistical production and what transformations (if any) may be required. The 
authors note that it is important to distinguish between aspects of quality that are independent 
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of the intended statistical use of the source and those that only make sense in the light of an 
intended use.  
 
A report by Statistics New Zealand (2013) provides a set of guidelines for the two 
hyperdimensions that affect the quality of the incoming data, namely the source and the 
metadata. The source one provides an overview of the information checks related to an access 
process with a source provider, which leads to an overall evaluation of the incoming data. It is 
essentially the source hyperdimension of the Statistics Netherlands’ framework.  
 
The metadata one is referred to as their Statistics New Zealand Metadata Template for 
Administrative Data. It is designed to be independent of the intended use of the source. The 
information it includes can be used to make an initial decision about whether the source has the 
potential to meet a particular need. Dimensions and indicators of both the source provider and 
metadata hyperdimensions are presented in Table 3. For each indicator, Statistics New Zealand 
also has methods that are not reproduced in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Statistics New Zealand’s source provider checks and metadata template. 
 

Hyperdimensions Dimensions Quality Indicators 

A. Source provider1 A.1. Supplier A.1.1. Contact 
A.1.2. Statistical Purpose 

A.2. Relevance A.2.1. Usefulness 
A.2.2. Envisaged use 
A.2.3. Information demand 
A.2.4. Response burden 

A.3. Privacy, security and 
confidentiality 

A.3.1. Legal provision 
A.3.2. Privacy and security 
A.3.3. Confidentiality 

A.4. Retention and disposal A.4.1. Retention and disposal schedule 

A.5. Delivery A.5.1. Costs 
A.5.2. Arrangements 
A.5.3. Punctuality 
A.5.4. Format 
A.5.5. Selection 

A.6. Procedures A.6.1. Data collection 
A.6.2. Planned changes 
A.6.3. Feedback 
A.6.4. Fall-back scenario 

B. Metadata2 B.1. Data source B.1.1. Name of agency 
B.1.2. Application of the data 
B.1.3. High level summary of time 
period, variables, file structure 

B.2. Population B.2.1. Target and actual population 
B.2.2. Reporting units 
B.2.3. Coverage 

B.3. Variables B.3.1. Name 
B.3.2. Definition 
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B.3.3. Values 

B.4. Glossary B.4.1. Definition of terms used 

B.5. File structure B.5.1.Conceptual 
B.5.2. IT 

B.6. Data collection and data 
entry 

B.6.1. Application 
B.6.2. Collection method 
B.6.3. Frequency and timing of 
collection 
B.6.4. Consistent approach (over 
different centres) 
B.6.5. Question adequacy and 
respondent understanding 
B.6.6. Contextual or methodological 
biases 
B.6.7. Data capture, coding and editing 
B.6.8. Updating procedures 

B.7. Data accuracy B.7.1. Missing data 
B.7.2. Imputation 
B.7.3. Duplication 
B.7.4. Rounding 
B.7.5. Internal consistency 

B.8. Changes over time in: B.8.1. Concepts 
B.8.2. Coverage 
B.8.3. Data collection and data entry 
B.8.4. Data accuracy 

B.9. Accessibility B.9.1. Privacy, security, confidentiality 
B.9.2. Documentation available 
B.9.3. Ease of access 
B.9.4. Forms of dissemination 
B.9.5. Timeliness of publication 
B.9.6. Storage of historical information 

B.10. Comparison with other 
data sources 

B.10.1. Consistency at aggregate level 
B.10.2. Comparison of variable 
concepts and values with Statistics New 
Zealand’s standards 

B.11. Summary of statistical 
integrity 

B.11.1 Is the population well-defined? 
B.11.2. Do reporting units map to 
statistical units? 
B.11.3. Are variables well-defined? 
B.11.4. Do data collection and entry 
systems have good quality controls? 
B.11.5. Is data accuracy reasonable 
(bias, reliability, internal consistency)? 
B.11.6. Is there a consistent time 
series? 

1 From Statistics New Zealand (2013), p. 19. 
2 From Zabala et al. (2013), p. 24-25. 
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4.6. United States 
 
Iwig et al. (2013)4 propose a data quality assessment tool for administrative data. They refer to 
administrative data “as data collected as part of a program agency’s routine operations” and 
broadly define data quality as “fitness for use”. Their tool is meant to evaluate current quality 
conditions of the administrative data. Like other tools from other NSOs, their tool recognizes 
that data quality is not homogeneous but instead has several dimensions (or “characteristics” or 
“features”). As such, their tool is built around six quality dimensions: relevance, accessibility, 
coherence, interpretability, accuracy, and institutional environment. Timeliness is not an explicit 
dimension in their tool but it falls under the relevance dimension. 
 
To each dimension is associated a set of questions (43 questions overall) that help the data 
receiver and the data provider evaluate the quality of an administrative data source. Their tool 
does not result in a single overall numerical measure (or metric or index) for data quality. It 
considers that it is the user’s own interpretation of the answers – and the prioritization of which 
ones are especially germane for the data application at hand – that constitutes the user’s own 
assessment of data quality. 
 
Interestingly, the 43 questions are organized by three phases of the data sharing process: 
Discovery phase, Initial acquisition phase and Repeated Acquisition phase. Within each phase, a 
subset of the 43 questions is organized by the dimensions of data quality that are relevant to 
that phase.   
 
The Discovery phase includes 12 questions that relate to the relevance, accessibility and 
interpretability dimensions. This phase is meant to determine the feasibility and desirability of a 
possible data sharing project and ultimately, to approve the development of a Memorandum of 
Understanding. 
 
The Initial acquisition phase is next and includes 29 new questions from all quality dimensions 
except relevance, with particular emphasis put on the accessibility and interpretability 
dimensions. It is meant to assist the NSO in assessing issues with the administrative data quality 
such as recoding methods, known sources of errors and proportion of missing values for each 
data field. It assumes a first-time receipt of the data during the phase. 
 
The Repeated acquisition phase covers periodic receipt of the data, when a second installment 
of the data is planned. It includes 11 questions, 9 of which were part of one of the previous 
phases. 
 
Table 4 below summarizes the three phases along with the dimensions assessed and the 
questions used. 
 
  

                                                 
4
 In July 2011, the Interagency Council on Statistical Policy asked the Statistical Uses of Administrative 

Records Subcommittee (of the Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology) to examine the quality of 
administrative data gathered by government agencies. The Subcommittee’s Data Quality Working Group 
had already begun foundational cross-agency work that developed into this Data Quality Assessment Tool 
for Administrative Data. 
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Table 4. Summary of the United States’ Data Quality Assessment Tool for Administrative Data 
 

Phases Dimensions Questions 

A. Discovery A.1. Relevance A.1.1. General contents of the administrative data file 
A.1.2. Entity represented at the record level 
A.1.3. Scope of the records included 
A.1.4. Earliest and latest dates for which the data is 
available 
A.1.5. Frequency at which the data is collected 
A.1.6. Reference time period 
A.1.7. Elapsed time between the reference period and the 
date at which the data is available 

A.2. Accessibility A.2.1. Legal, regulatory or administrative restrictions to 
access 
A.2.2. Records or field collected but not included on the 
file 
A.2.3. Typical reimbursement in return for sharing the 
data 

A.3. Interpretability A.3.1. Description of variables and valid values 
A.3.2. In the absence of a complete data dictionary, 
description of primary identification and fields and their 
valid values 

B. Initial 
acquisition 

B.1. Accessibility B.1.1. Disclosure control methods or other modifications 
to protect the data 
B.1.2. Mean of data file transfer 

B.2. Interpretability B.2.1. In the absence of a complete data dictionary, 
description of remaining fields (complement of A.3.2) 
B.2.2. Obtaining forms and instructions used to collect the 
data 
B.2.3. Methodology used for derived variables 
B.2.4. Data architecture and relationship between key 
variables 
B.2.5. Presence or absence of units ineligible to the 
program or benefits 

B.3. Coherence B.3.1. Description of classification systems used 
B.3.2. Changes to questions asked 
B.3.3. Changes to how the data was collected and 
processed 
B.3.4. Changes to geographical boundaries 
B.3.5. Changes to the observed population 
B.3.6. Other changes that will affect data comparability 
over time 

B.4. Accuracy B.4.1. Existence of data quality investigations or analyses 
B.4.2. % of eligible units missing from the file and their 
characteristics 
B.4.3. % of duplicate records 
B.4.4. % of missing values for each field 
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B.4.5. Description of other metadata (records counts, 
range of values, frequencies of responses...) 
B.4.6. Known sources of errors (nonresponse, keying...) 
B.4.7. Questions most often misinterpreted 
B.4.8. Items subject to most revisions 
B.4.9. Presence of flags indicating revisions to the value 
and the reason 

B.5. Institutional 
environment 

B.5.1. Purpose of the administrative program 
B.5.2. Processes for data collection, editing, review, 
correction, dissemination, and retention 
B.5.3. Who is source data collected from (self, proxy...) 
B.5.4. Collection mode 
B.5.5. Quality control in place and results 
B.5.6. Agency’s quality standards 
B.5.7. Findings and corrective actions further to review of 
quality standards compliance 

C. Repeated 
acquisition 

C.1. Interpretability C.1.1. (A.3.1.) Description of variables and valid values 
 

 C.2. Coherence C.2.1. (B.3.2.) Changes to questions asked 
C.2.2. (B.3.3.) Changes to how the data was collected and 
processed 
C.2.3. (B.3.4.) Changes to geographical boundaries 
C.2.4. (B.3.5.) Changes to the observed population 
C.2.5. (B.3.6.) Other changes that will affect data 
comparability over time 

 C.3. Accuracy C.3.1. (B.4.3.) % of duplicate records 
C.3.2. (B.4.4.) % of missing values for each field 
C.3.3. (B.4.5.) Description of other metadata (records 
counts, range of values, frequencies of responses...) 

 C.4. Institutional 
environment 

C.4.1. Corrective actions to improve quality of processes 
C.4.2. Any new records or revisions 

 
4.7. Canada 

 
Statistics Canada does not have a quality assessment framework or tool for administrative data 
per se. It does have however a quality framework based on six quality dimensions: relevance, 
accuracy, timeliness, coherence, accessibility and interpretability. It also has more detailed 
quality guidelines for each major statistical process, including the use of administrative data, 
which include a description of possible quality indicators (Statistics Canada 2009). 
 
For the use of administrative data, their quality indicators are organized around the relevance, 
accuracy, timeliness and coherence. They are not necessarily tied to the input data only but also 
to the statistical output produced from administrative data. From the description of possible 
quality indicators, one can extract the following list, which is fairly thin compared to other 
frameworks described earlier (see Table 5). 
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Table 5. List of dimensions and indicators extracted from the Statistics Canada’s Quality 
Guidelines for the use of administrative data. 
 

Dimensions Quality indicators 

A. Relevance A.1. Adequacy of concepts and definitions to NSO’s needs 
A.2. Adequacy of classifications to NSO’s needs 

B. Accuracy B.1. Editing performed on the administrative data 
B.2. Soundness of sampling techniques applied on the 
administrative data, if applicable 
B.3. Coverage 
B.4. Errors due to nonresponse and imputation 

C. Timeliness C.1.  Reference period 
C.2. Elapsed time between the reference period and the time at 
which the administrative data is made available to the NSO 
C.3. Impact of using outdated data 

D. Coherence D.1. Coherence with the concepts and definitions that the NSO 
wants to measure 
D.2. Coherence with the population that the NSO wants to cover 
D.3. Limitation arising from the administrative data being a 
sample (probabilistic or not) of the population the NSO wants to 
cover 

 
4.8. Australia 

 
The Australian Bureau of Statistics has Data Quality Statement Questions for administrative 
data. They are geared towards the assessment of quality at the output stage. The questions are 
grouped around seven dimensions: Institutional environment, Relevance, Timeliness, Accuracy, 
Coherence, Interpretability and Accessibility. To each dimension is associated a set of key 
questions and additional questions to consider. They are summarized in Table 6. 
 
Table 6. The ABS’ Data Quality Statement Questions for Administrative Data 
 

Dimensions Quality indicators 

A.Institutional environment Key: 
A.1. Type of organization collecting the data 
A.2. Authority, legislation, agreement under which the data is 
collected 
A.3. Type of organization compiling the data 
Others: 
A.4. Is statistical confidentiality guaranteed? 
A.5. Extent and rapidity with which identified errors are 
corrected 

B. Relevance Key: 
B.1. Unit of reference 
B.2. Level s of geography 
B.3. Key data items available 
B.4. If rates and percentages have been calculated, are the 
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numerators and denominators from the same data sources? 
Others: 
B.5. Original purpose for collecting the data 
B.6. Use of standard classifications? 
B.7. Coverage of the data 

C.Timeliness Key: 
C.1. Frequency of the data collected 
C.2. Time at which the data become available 
C.3. Reference period for the data 
Others: 
C.4. Expected updates to the data after release 
C.5. Availability of other less frequent data sources available with 
more details 

D.Accuracy Key: 
D.1. Way the data was collected 
D.2. Adjustment to the data 
D.3. Collection size 
D.4. Known issues with under counts 
D.5. Knows issues with over counts 
Others: 
D.6. Bias that may arise from sensitive questions 
D.7. Steps taken to minimize processing errors 
D.8. Nonresponse, non-reporting or item non-reporting rates 
D.9. Parts of the population unaccounted for in the data 

E.Coherence Key: 
E.1. Consistency of the data over time 
E.2. Consistency across geography 
E.3. If the data for the quality statement is based on a 
percentage or rate, how do the numerator and denominator 
compare with each other? 
E.4. Availability of a time series for this data 
Others: 
E.5. Changes to the underlying data collection 
E.6. Real world events that could have impacted the data since 
the last release 
E.7. Comparability with other data sources 
E.8. Comparability with other data sources in society 

F.Interpretability Key: 
F.1. Particular context in which the data needs to be considered 
within 
F.2. Other information available to help users better understand 
this data source 
Others: 
F.3. Ambiguous or technical terms that need further explanation 

G.Accessibility Key: 
G.1. Can unpublished data e reported? How? For how much? 
Others: 
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G.2. Format of the available data 
G.3. Privacy or confidentiality issues that prevent the release of 
the data 

 
5. Elements retained for the SN-MIAD quality assessment framework 

 
This section looks back at the desired characteristics that the SN-MIAD wanted to achieve with 
the generic quality assessment framework (see Section 3) and indicates the facets of the 
frameworks reviewed in section 4 that more closely meet them. 
 
The assessment is likely to start with no data in hands. There should be an initial step in the 
assessment framework that guides the initial acquisition of the data and can be applied with 
or without data in hands. 
 
This desired characteristic would be better met by a framework that resembles the United 
States’ Assessment Tool for Administrative Data, which is organized around three phases of 
acquisition (Discovery, Initial Acquisition and Repeated Acquisition), or the ESSnet approach, 
which includes a pre-evaluation checklist.  
 
The Statistics Netherlands, BLUE-ETS and Statistics New Zealand’s frameworks are organized 
around the hyperdimensions Source, Metadata and Data. It is made clear by Daas et al. (2009) 
that these hyperdimensions are to be assessed in this strict order. Implicitly, the Source and 
Metadata hyperdimensions can be assessed with no data at hands. It is our opinion however 
that we need to clearly structure the framework on the evolution of the acquisition process to 
better meet the needs of a variety of NSOs. This does not preclude however the inclusion of the 
Source, Metadata and Data hyperdimensions as an additional categorization in the framework. 
 
Recommendation 1: It is recommended to first structure the generic quality assessment 
framework along two main phases of the data acquisition process: 
 

1. Discovery phase, a pre-evaluation phase that can be conducted with no data in hands; 
2. Acquisition phase, a more complete evaluation that requires data in hands and that 

establishes the statistical potential usages of the data.  
 
Recommendation 2: Considerations should be given to: a) further splitting the acquisition phase 
of recommendation 1 into an initial and a repeated acquisition phase; b) further structuring the 
quality assessment framework on the Source, Metadata and Data hyperdimensions. 
 
The assessment should offer a tool that takes the several statistical potential usages of 
administrative data into consideration. 
 
The pre-evaluation phase of the ESSnet approach assesses elements of administrative data that 
are vital to any usage. It plays the role of a gate keeping function that could be useful to 
replicate in the discovery phase recommended above. The SN-MIAD has not found however a 
framework that guides the person performing the assessment towards specific types of usage. 
This is something that the SN-MIAD will attempt to do. However, the SN-MIAD may find out in 
the work to come that having one or two possible initial uses makes it easier and less abstract. 
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The assessment should offer commonalities with the dimensions found in recognized quality 
assessment frameworks. 
 
Three frameworks (the American, the Canadian and the Australian ones) are explicitly organized 
around quality dimensions found in recognized quality assessment frameworks. The Australian 
one provides the more complete list. 
 
Recommendation 3: It is recommended to structure the indicators in the framework along the 
six usual dimensions of quality: 

1. Relevance 
2. Accuracy 
3. Timeliness 
4. Accessibility 
5. Interpretability 
6. Coherence,  

and along a seventh dimension: 
7. Institutional environment of the data provider 

 
It is expected that at the Discovery phase, when the NSO may not have administrative data in 
hands, the focus will be on all dimensions except the accuracy dimension.  
 
At the Acquisition phase, these dimensions can be further assessed, but the focus will shift on 
accuracy. 
 
It was found that although the Statistics Netherlands, BLUE-ETS and Statistics New Zealand’s 
frameworks were explicitly organized around the quality dimensions, the range of quality 
indicators that they have developed is more extensive than those of the American, Canadian 
and Australian ones. 
 
Adding the dimension “Institutional environment” permits to take into account the risk 
associated to the supplier, e.g., assurance of in continuity of supply of data, not a one-off data. 
 
Recommendation 4: It is further recommended to start with the quality indicators proposed in 
4.1, 4.2 and 4.5 and to assign them to the new structure based on the two main phases and 
seven dimensions, while keeping recommendation 2 in mind. This avenue will be further 
exploited during the preparation of Deliverable B.2. 
 
6. Conclusion 

 
Upon approval of this Deliverable B.1 and its recommendations in section 5, the SN-MIAD will 
launch the work on the second deliverable B.2., namely the final technical report detailing the 
generic quality assessment framework of administrative data at the input stage. 
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