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ESEBS
Opinion

Title: Impact assessment / Revision of the Regulation on European
statistics

Overall 2™ opinion: POSITIVE WITH RESERVATIONS

{A) Policy context
Eegulation (EC) No 223/2009 prowvides the legal framework at EU level for the

devel opment, production and dissemination of Eurcpean statistics. Although The
Eegulation was partly revizedin 20135, it remains based on sample surveys, population and
housing censuses, and administrative records held by public authornties Subsecuent
devel opments have transformed the data environment in which the European Statistical
system (ESS) operates.

Thiz impact assessment considers options on how to best approach the revision of the legal
framework supporting the development, production and dissetnination of European
statistics.

(B} Summary of findin gs

The Board notes the improvem ents made to the draft report.

However, the report still contains significant shortcomings. The Board gives a
positive opinion with reservations because it expects the DG to rectify the following
aspects:

(1) The report does not present the options in a way that brings out clearly the key
policy choices.

{2) The reportis not clear on what type of assessment will be undertaken to justify
theinclusion of certain data collections from private actors.

{3) The mechanism to trigger the crisis-response measures is not sufficiently
explained.

{4) Some key assumptions used in the cost benefit analysis are not explained.

{5) The choice of the preferred option is not sufficiently justified to address
effectively and efficiently each specific ohjective.
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{C) What to improve

(1) The presentation of measures proposed under each option should be improved to
increase clarity, the measures which appear to be common for all er two options should be
presented in a coherent way. In addition, the rationale for having common measures should
ke reconsidered in several cases where there seems to be inconsistency with the proposed
approach. The report should consider alternative combinations of measures to bring out
clearly the avalable policy choices or explain why these are not relevant or clearly less
performing than the two options presented. For instance, it should consider combining
some policy measures of policy options 1 and 2, including for the specific objective 2 to
react faster in time of crisis.

{2y The report should better explain the process of including new data collections in the
Annval Wotk Programme of the ES3, what type of assessment would have to be
undertaken and whether this process would be different for the specific digital data
collections from private data owners.

{2y The report should explain how the crisis mode measures would be triggered It should
be clear under what circumstances, based on which criterta and under which decision
making process the crisis mode iz reached Despite assunng that the mitiative will be
complementary to other crisis response legislation (eg. the Single Matrket Emergency
Instrument (SMEIDD, it 15 not clear under what circumstances the ESS would respend to
urgent data demands in times of crises. The report should explain which of the modes
envisaged in the SMEI Regulation (if any) would trigger the application of the crisis
response measures within the ES3

4 The report should explain and justify the assumptions vsed in the cost benefit analvsis.
It should explain how the numbers of expected crisis and ESS data shanng cases as well as
new statistical domains were esimated. Tt should provide the justification for the different
numbers of cases expected under each option. As those assumptions significantly impact
the cost and benefit analysis, the report should undertake a sensitivity analysis and be clear
about the level of uncertainty in the analvsis.

{5 The results of the cost benefit analysis should be more transparently reflected in the
justification of the preferred option. The report should explain why the policy measure 3.7
1s not included in the preferred option package instead of the policy measure 2.7, as the
report conicludes that the policy option 2 15 more effective and efficient then policy option
1 regarding the achievement of the specific objective 2 to provide mechanism and tools to
react faster in times of erisis. The report should be more explicit that the preferred option is
the most costly for businesses as regards measures related to crisis response and assess the
coresponding impacts on competetiveness. It should differentiate more cleatly the
technical feasibility of options from the support these received by stakehol ders,

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option(s) in this
initiative, as summarised in the attached quantificati on tables.




(D) Conclusion

The D3 must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings hefore
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final

version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached guantification
tahles to reflect this.

Full title Eevision of the Regulation (EC) Mo 223/2009 of the European
Parliament and of the Council on European statistics

Eeference number PLAN/2021/119328

submitted to ESB on 6 March 2023

Date of E3EB meeting TWritten procedure




ANNEX: Ouantification tahles extracted from the draft impact assessment report

The following tables contain information on the costs and henefiis of the inifiafive on

which the Board has given its opinion, as presented above.

If the draft report has been revised in line with the Board's recammendations, the content
af these tables may be different from those in the final version of the impact assessment
repart, as published by the Compdssion.

I. Overview of Benefits (total for all p rovisions) — Preferrved Option

hetter informed economic decisions

Description | Amount Commens
Dirvect benefis
Quality improvements of statistical 227 million More gramdar statistics
outputs Bt
W oolume of statistics isincreasing 434 million more statistical outputs
Increase in timeliness of statistics - mt;nt;u;ﬁ:g:i bt estimated big effects in
Mote data svailable to reseatch ot cuartified
prrposes 1
Central production of statisticsleadsto ot ouartified
incteased eohetence 1
ITudirect banefits
Society overall would benefit from direct
- . . European actions and data sharing due to
Ef{;;ﬁ:y gadns through better pelicy fot guantified better cpiality (gramlarity and timeliness) of
stati stics enakling better informed policy
e ris ons.
. . . More efficient data sharing and increased
Eft;meo?feff:;:cl: ﬁg;iﬁ:gg;i?ea fot quartified irteroperability between data spaces leading to
E P incteased quality of statistics
Mote statistical output and improvemerts in
quality (time and granalarity) canbe used by
Efficiency gains for businesses due to not quantified businesses for taking informed decisions. All

erterprises will henefit from this effeet,
egpecially 3MEs as they will usually not be
able to reuse data from new souces.

Adminictrative cost savings related to Hie “on

e i, one out’ approach

Burdenreduction on businesses due to
mandatory data sharing

Bavings for the EZS due to lower
FMVEY HIes

Burdenreduction on businesses due to
lower survey sizes

116 million

445 million

445 million

Lower sample sizes tesult in reduction of
but den on businesses and citizens

Elimination of duplicate data collections
across tmetmber States




SBavings for the E33 due to nanming a
certral system induced by mandatory
data sharing

23 million

Drata will be processed at central servers
instead of national data processing This type
of cost savingsis also ncluded in B2G43 and
wgent user demands, In these cases, savings
are hypothetical asrelated systems are newly
created. Cost efficiencies could be quartified
in com parison to implem endations in each

Member State.
Table 1. Estimated benefits of PO1
II. Overview of costs — Preferred option (million EUR)
- Businesses Statistical Offices
One-off | Recurrent Oonf;- Recurrent
Direct adjustmernt cost 30.6 124 30.6 1652
B2G45 (national Sk e
implem entations) Direct administr ative ) 1331 ) 3759
costs ) ’
Direct adjustment cost 04 0.4 0.6 32
B2043 (European ki kbt
implem entations) Direct administy ative 26 i 64
cogts ) )
Urgert demands in times | Direct adjustment costs 21 49 21 437
of erizes (national Ditect admiristrative
implem entationg costs - 3512 - 36.3
Urgem demands in times | Direct adjustment costs 0z 01 02 1.1
Pf crises (Eu?'cupean Direct administr ative
implem entations) costs - 0.9 - 21
Cost for mandatory data | Direct admiristrative
. 24 1.4
sharing costs
Indirect costs - - - -
Costs reloted to e “one in, one out’ approack
Direct adjustim ert costs 3935 1955
Total Indirect adjustin ert costs
Admimsteative costs (for
of feetting)
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Opinion

Title: Imp act assessment / Revision of the Regulation on Furopean
statistics

Overall opinion: NEGATIVE

{A) Policy context
Eegulation (EC) No 223/2009 prowvides the legal framework at EU level for the

devel opment, production and disseminaton of European statistics. The Regulation
desrel oped in the eatly 2000s, although partly revised in 2015, reflects the way statistics
was produced at that time, virtually fully based on sample surveys, population and heusing
censuses, and administrative records held by public authorities. Developments since then
have transformed the field of data and the envirenment in which the European Statistical
system (ESS) operates.

This impact assessment considers options on how to best approach the revision of the legal
framework supporting the development, production and dissetnination of European
statistics.

(B) Summary of findings

The Board notes the additional information provided and commitments to make
changes to the draft report.

However, the Board gives a negative opinion hecause the report contains the
followin g significant shortcomings:

{1) The problem definition appears too narrow and is not supported hy the earlier
evaluation. It does not present evidence other than limited stakeholder views.

{2) The intervention logic is not estahlished. The ohjectives are inconsistent with the
identified problems and the range and scope of the proposed options are
insufficient to address them.

(3) The analysis of impacts is incomplete for all considered options and does not
allow for their comparison in the absence of a well-defined haseline scenario.

{C) What to improve

(1) The repott should make clear how the ‘evaluate first principle’ has been adheredto It
should clarify the problem definition given that the stakeholder consultation synopsis report
suggests that the problems related to the objectives identified in the report are wider than
described in the problem section. The evidence, from a limited number of stakehol ders, that

&




supports the existence and scale of the problems should be carroborated with other types of
evidence coming from the evaluation or other sources. In additien, it should be specified
whether the problems can conly be attributed to the statistical institutions or to businesses
that hold electronic data as well.

{2y The report should clarify the logic of intervention. Either the general objective should
ke natrowed, or the problems should be identified differently. Once the objectives are
consistent with the identified problems, the report should review the range of options and
measures they consist of that could remedy the identified problems and achieve the desired
obijectives.

{2y The report should explain what constifutes a “crisis sitnation” as invoked in the
problem definition and whether itis a necessary element to trigger an ‘agile’ response from

the ES5.

{4 The report should include a well-defined dynamic baseline scenario, which cannot be
dismissed from the analysis. The dynamic baseline scenanc needs to consider the likely
devel opments affecting the ESS such as the impacts of the recently adopted Data Act and
the Single Market Emergency Instrument. The baseline scenano should be quantified to the
extent thiz is feasible and used as a reference to assess the impacts of all considered
options.

(o) Astherange of identified problemes 15 potentially wider than currently presented in the
report, the corresponding range of options to address the problems should be expanded and
should go beyond only addressing the use of privately held data.

{61 The report should clanify what type of assessment will be undertaken to justify the
incluston of certain data collections from private actors in the annual statistical work
programimes.

{7y For each option, the report should identify and quantify the corresponding costs and
benefits, considering their direct, indirect, one-off and recurrent elements. The estimates
should be transparently presented to avedd a nisk of deuble counting. The repott should be
clearer on the distributional impacts, in particular as regards the data owners. To that end, a
proper SWE test should be conducted. The report should be more specific about the burden
reduction potential of the initiative, linked to possible replacement of traditional surveys
with collections of digital data. Once the unpact analysiz iz improved, the report should use
its results in the companson of eptions and justification of the preferred option(s).

(8 The risks associated with the quality of privately owned digital data and skill shortages
as well as the measzures to mitigate those risks should be discussed in more detail.

Samte more techiical commants have baen sant directly to the authar DG

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings and resubmit
it for a final RSB opinion.

Full title Eevizion of the Regulation (EC) No 22372009 of the European

Parliament and of the Council on European statistics

Feference number PLAT2021/11938

Submitted to E3B on 14 December 2022

Date of ESB meeting 18 January 2023
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