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• 15 principles for official 
statistics – a overarching quality 
framework 

• Adopted in 2005, Revised in 
2011 

• A set of indicators of good 
practice (a total of 82) is laid 
down for each of the Principles 

• Quality Assurance Framework 
for principles 4, 7-15 

• A self-regulatory instrument 

• Implementation evaluated 
through peer reviews in the ESS 

 

European Statistics Code of Practice 
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The 15 Principles 
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INSTITUTIONAL 
ENVIRONMENT 

• Professional 
independence 

• Mandate for data 
collection 

• Adequacy of 
resources 

• Commitment to 
Quality 

• Statistical 
Confidentiality 

• Impartiality and 
Objectivity 

STATISTICAL 
PROCESSES 

• Sound 
Methodology 

• Appropriate 
Statistical 
Procedures 

• Non-excessive 
Burden on 
Respondents 

• Cost-effectiveness 

 

STATISTICAL  
OUTPUT 

• Relevance 

• Accuracy and 
Reliability 

• Timeliness and 
punctuality 

• Coherence and 
comparability 

• Accessibility and 
clarity 

 

 

 

 

 



Implementation of CoP in the ESS 
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 1st round of peer review 
• 2006-2008 

• Principles 1-6 and 15 

• Only NSIs  

 

 European Statistical Governance Advisory Board 

(ESGAB) established in 2008 

 

 Sponsorship on Quality 
• Recommendations (Report 2011) 

• Revision of the Code of Practice (Principle 1, 4 and 8) 

• New round of peer reviews with broader focus 

• Develop a Quality Assurance Framework 2011-12: Question 

framework for principles 4, 7-15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.google.com/imgres?start=390&sa=X&rls=com.microsoft:da:IE-Address&biw=1920&bih=922&tbm=isch&tbnid=B4V5vbFh4I8u1M:&imgrefurl=http://www.birminghamcancer.nhs.uk/staff/peer-review&docid=H2-wLzT08HlqzM&imgurl=http://www.birminghamcancer.nhs.uk/uploads/image_file/image/4d066592358e9855cd001583/peer_review_wide.jpg&w=573&h=170&ei=9-JoUujTCsmO5ATh4oDQCw&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:91,s:300,i:277&iact=rc&page=11&tbnh=103&tbnw=348&ndsp=8&tx=98&ty=43
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 Includes all 28 EU member states and the Commission 
statistical authority, Eurostat 

 

 Purpose: 
 To evaluate the implementation of the European Statistics Code of 

Practice in Member States 

 …and thereby strengthen the credibility and capacity of the ESS 

 

 Focus: 
 Compliance with all 15 principles of the Code of Practice 

 NSIs and Other National Statistics producers 

 Coordination within the national statistical system 

 Cooperation within the European statistical system 

Peer review 2014-2015 
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ESS Peer review 2014-2015 

Self-assessment 

• NSI: Self-assessment questionnaire re. implementation of Code of Practice (350 questions 
based on QAF) + questionnaire on coordination in national statistical system and 
cooperation in ESS 

• ONAs: “Light-self-evaluation” based on Code of Practice 

• Documentation needed for all answers 

Review visit 

• Visits  in all EU member states from August 2014 to June 2015 (DK: 12 - 16 January 2015) 

• Team of 20 independent peer reviewers and observers from Eurostat 

• 5 day visit to NSI - audit-inspired approach  

• Involvement of users (media, researchers, ministries etc.) and data providers 

• Involvement of ONAs 

Recommendations 
and improvement 

actions 

• Review-report and recommendations (including NSIs ‘diverging views’)  

• NSI formulates ‘improvement actions’ – procedure for yearly monitoring 

• Eurostat drafts final report to EU Parliament and ECOFIN-council 
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Indicator 1.4: 

The heads of the National Statistical Institutes and, where appropriate, the heads of other 
statistical authorities have the sole responsibility for deciding on statistical methods, 
standards and procedures, and on the content and timing of statistical releases. 

5. The responsibility of the head of the NSI for deciding on statistical methods, standards 
and procedures, and on the content and timing of statistical releases is set up in law.  

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. citation of the relevant law, any other support documentation of 
evidence, procedures of implementation, obstacles and difficulties to implementation): 

      

6. The choice of statistical methods, standards and procedures is free of Ministerial 
approval / interference. 

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. support documentation of evidence, procedures of implementation, 
examples of interference if not implemented): 

       

7. The content of statistical releases is free of Ministerial approval. 

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. support documentation of evidence, procedures of implementation, 
examples of interference if not implemented): 

       

8. The timing of statistical press releases is free of Ministerial approval / interference.  

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. support documentation of evidence, procedures of implementation, 
examples of interference if not implemented): 

       

 



Experiences from peer review in 
Statistics Denmark 2014-2015 
 



Approach to peer review in SD  
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 Self-assessment as an opportunity to:  
 identify weaknesses  

 initiate improvement activities  

 raise awareness in SD about the CoP 

 

 Top-management highly involved - Quality Steering 
Committee (the 5 directors of SD and the head of the 
management office)  

 

 Detailed information to all mid-level managers (written 
information and workshop) 

 

 Information to all employees 
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Involvement of top management 

Steering 
group on 
Quality 

Organisation of peer review in SD 



 

 Steering group on Quality responsible for the peer 
review self-assessment 
 Each member of the steering committee was responsible for 

drafting the answer to 2-3 principles and involving the relevant 
experts.  

 For each indicator a responsible expert was appointed to do a first 
draft 

 All answers discussed at the weekly meetings in the 5 
departments   

 Discussion at steering group meetings, 1 hour per principle 

 Final approval by management (National statistician and directors) 

 

 National peer review coordinator 
 Contact point for Eurostat and peer reviewers  

 Internal coordination (responsiblities, deadlines, documentation, 
harmonisation of answers etc.)  
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Organisation of peer review in SD 
Self-assessment - responsibilities  



1st draft 

•The responsible expert drafts first version of self-assessment answer to an indicator 

to principle 1  

•The director responsible for principle 1 collects and edits all answers to the indicators 

of that principle 

2nd draft 

•First draft of self-assessment on principle 1 is discussed at the weekly meetings in the 

five departments and feedback is sent to the responsible director 

•The director responsible for principle 1 edits the self-assessment together with the 

relevant experts 

Final 

assessment 

•Second draft of principle 1 is discussed at a meeting in the Steering group on Quality 2 

and is revised accordingly 

•Third draft is discussed and approved by the management 

•Final self assessment is approved by the management 
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Organisation of peer review in SD 
Self-assessment - Process 



 Information meeting, mid-level management 

 Process and deadlines 

 Library for documentation at SD’s intranet 

 How to complete questionnaire  

- Practical stuff: Language, max number of words, references 

- Content: Documentation needed for all answers, how to define whether 

something is partly og fully implemented? 

 Examples of completed questions  
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 Information to all employees 

 National statistician speech 

 Information email 

 Internal magazine 

 

 

 

 

Organisation of peer review in SD 
Self-assessment - Information to SD staff 
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17. Mechanisms are in place in the statistical authority to ensure equal access of all users 
to statistics at predetermined times. 

(Method: 6.7.2 at institutional level) 

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. publication strategy, fixed release time): 

All releases take place at 9:00:00 am. This regards the News releases on www.dst.dk  as well 
as www.StatBank.dk  tables. The punctual release is handled via a database system where 
one internet database is updated during the night, while another database is public on all 
the internet servers with “yesterday’s news”. At exactly 9:00:00 am a switch will give the 
public access to the updated version of the StatBank. The release date calendar for Statbank 
tables is not included in the Release calendar yet.  Work is ongoing. 

Other services available at 9:00.00: API.statbank.dk, alert service Datashoot 
http://www.dst.dk/da/OmDS/omweb/OmStatBank/2006/Datashoot1.aspx, RSS 
http://www.dst.dk/da/OmDS/omweb/RSS.aspx 

Evt andet? 

 

 

Indikator 6.7, spørgsmål 17 
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Indicator 4.1: 

Quality policy is defined and made available to the public. An organizational structure and 
tools are in place to deal with quality management. 

1.a A Quality Commitment Statement is made publicly available. 

(QAF Method: 4.1.1 at institutional level) 

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. support documentation, link to website if publicly available, obstacles 
and difficulties to implementation): 

 

The quality policy is available both in Danish and English, and is publicly available on our 
website: http://www.dst.dk/... 

NB: Dette kræver at vi lægger den erklæring ud på vores hjemmeside, som er beskrevet i 
PR2014_04.1_01a_quality commitment statement 

 

 
2. There is a clear organizational structure for managing quality within the NSI. 

(QAF Method: 4.1.2 at institutional level) 

Not implemented           Yes, partly implemented           Yes, fully implemented             

Please specify (e.g. type – central/decentralized unit – and function of such organization, 
obstacles and difficulties to implementation): 

 

The Quality manager has a formal status within the NSI and is working in a full time position 
on quality matters (http://dst.dk/en/OmDS/organisation.aspx) NB: Dette kræver, at vi 
klargør vores organisation, således at Metadata og kvalitet får en heltids kvalitetschef, som 
koordinerer og overser kvalitetsarbejdet.  

A quality steering group at Directors’ level is monitoring the work. 

 

 



Findings: 

• Overall high compliance with the CoP in SD  
 E.g. on independence, confidentiality, methods etc. 

 Use of administrative data in SD is very important in complying with 
the CoP, e.g. re. non-excessive burden on respondents, cost-
effectiveness, accuracy and reliability 

 However, challenges regarding:  
 Principle 4: Commitment to quality 

 National coordination 
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Outcomes of the self-assessment 
 

Activities ‘inspired’ by the self-assessment: 
 Quality committee, quality policy, quality manager 

 National coordination – draft of action plan for official  
statistics in Denmark, December 2014 

 CoP part of introduction programme to all new employess 

 …more 

 

 



 3 peer reviewers and 1 observer from Eurostat 

 Participation of all directors and National statistician 

 Participation of relevant experts 

 Participation of junior staff 

 Participation of external participants 

 Main users: Ministries, Researchers, Journalists 

 Data providers – Large business associations 

 The Board of Statistics Denmark 

 The Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Interior 

 

Peer review visit  
12 – 16 January 2015 in SD 
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Recommendations – 4 main themes 
 Strengthen the institutional environment 

 Update the legislative framework 

 Establishing effective coordination in the national statistical system 

 Ensure the sustainability of the NSS 
 Ensure adequacy of resources 

 Establish formal agreements with providers of administrative data 

 Be prepared for changing environment – Big data 

 Continue efforts on quality and efficiency 
 Improving response rates 

 Moderating the perceived statistical burden 

 Enforcing methodological standards 

 Strengthening the quality audit process 

 Improving organisational efficiency – further implement GSBPM 

 Enhance analysis and dissemination 
 Additional analysis and interactive visualisations on the website 

 Summary information on the wealth of research projects that use SD’s microdata 

 English versions of the key high-profile statistics. 

 

Outcome - Peer review report on 
compliance with the Code of Practice, DK 
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 Improvement actions for each recommendation 

 Improvement actions need to be SMART 

 Specific – Answer to “What?” “ Why?”  “Who?” “ Where?”  “Which?” 

 Measurable – Answer to “How much?”  “How many?”  “How to know 

when the improvement action is accomplished?” 

 Attainable - Is the improvement action realistically achievable? 

 Relevant – Is the improvement action compatible with the 

recommendation? 

 Time-bound – By when has the improvement action been 

implemented?Specific 

 Improvement actions will be monitored by Eurostat every 

year 

 

Next steps - improvement actions 
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 Directors are responsible for developing and 

implementing improvement actions within their fields 

of responsibility 

 Improvement actions shall be approved by the 

management and the Board of SD 

 Improvement actions follow Eurostat template 
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Improvement actions - proces 
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 Peer review exercise has been well executed 

 Overall high level of compliance in the ESS 

 Several countries have received recommendations re. 

 National coordination 

 User involvement and user orientation 

 Standardisation of processes 

 Quality management 

 Use of administrative data 

 

 Reports and improvement actions available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/quality/peer-reviews  

 

 

 

Preliminary experiences from other 
countries  
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