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  Rapport de la réunion 

 I. Introduction 

1. La seizième réunion du Groupe d’experts commun des recensements de la 

population et des habitations de la Commission économique pour l’Europe (CEE) et 

d’Eurostat s’est tenue du 23 au 26 septembre 2014, au Palais des Nations à Genève. 

2. Y ont participé des représentants des pays suivants: Albanie, Allemagne, Arménie, 

Autriche, Azerbaïdjan, Bélarus, Bosnie-Herzégovine, Canada, Espagne, Estonie, États-Unis 

d’Amérique, ex-République yougoslave de Macédoine, Fédération de Russie, Finlande, 

France, Géorgie, Hongrie, Irlande, Italie, Japon, Kazakhstan, Kirghizistan, Lettonie, 

Lituanie, Luxembourg, Monténégro, Norvège, Ouzbékistan, Pays-Bas, Pologne, Portugal, 

République de Corée, République de Moldova, République tchèque, Royaume-Uni, Serbie, 

Slovaquie, Slovénie, Suède, Suisse, Tadjikistan et Turquie. 

3. La Commission européenne était représentée par des membres d’Eurostat. 

Des représentants de la Division statistique de l’ONU, de l’Institut de statistique de 

l’Organisation des Nations Unies pour l’éducation, la science et la culture (UNESCO), 

de l’Organisation internationale du Travail (OIT), de l’Organisation des Nations Unies pour 

l’alimentation et l’agriculture (FAO), du Haut-Commissariat des Nations Unies pour les 

réfugiés (HRC), du Haut-Commissariat des Nations Unies aux droits de l’homme (HCDH) 

et du Comité inter-États de statistique de la Communauté d’États indépendants (CEI/STAT) 

ont également participé à la réunion. Étaient aussi présents des experts de la Fédération 

européenne des associations nationales travaillant avec les sans-abri (FEANTSA), du projet 

de recensement IPUMS-International (Integrated Public Use Microdata Series 

International) et de l’Université de Londres, invités par le secrétariat. 

4. La Fédération de Russie et l’Union européenne ont financé la participation de 

plusieurs représentants. 
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 II. Organisation de la réunion 

5. M. Ian White (Royaume-Uni) a été élu Président et M. Éric Schulte Nordholt 

(Pays-Bas) Vice-Président de la réunion. 

6. Les participants à la réunion ont débattu des questions de fond suivantes: 

a) Méthodes de recensement; 

b) Technologie des recensements; 

c) Aspects opérationnels des recensements; 

d) Gestion de la qualité; 

e) Population servant de base aux recensements; 

f) Caractéristiques géographiques; 

g) Migrations et caractéristiques ethniques et culturelles; 

h) Caractéristiques économiques et agriculture: 

• Caractéristiques économiques; 

• Agriculture; 

i) Caractéristiques de l’instruction; 

j) Caractéristiques démographiques, caractéristiques des ménages et 

des familles; 

k) Caractéristiques des logements; 

l) Handicap. 

7. L’examen de ces questions s’est appuyé sur des documents qui peuvent être 

consultés sur le site Web de la CEE à l’adresse suivante: http://www.unece.org/stats/ 

documents/2014.10.census1.html. Les présentations PowerPoint seront affichées sur la 

même page. 

8. Les participants à la réunion ont pris acte des travaux accomplis par les équipes 

spéciales de la CEE, le Groupe directeur sur les recensements de la population et des 

habitations et les animateurs de débats qui ont facilité les discussions sur les diverses 

questions de fond. 

9. Le résumé des principaux points examinés au cours des séances de fond figure en 

annexe au présent rapport et sera communiqué aux participants par courriel après 

la réunion. 

 III. Travaux futurs 

10. Le secrétariat de la CEE a informé les participants des dispositions ci-après prévues 

pour établir la version définitive des recommandations de la Conférence des statisticiens 

européens: 

a) Avant décembre 2014: Achèvement des projets de recommandation; 

b) Janvier 2015: Présentation au Bureau de la Conférence; 

c) 17-18 février 2015: Examen à la réunion du Bureau de la Conférence; 

http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2014.10.census1.html
http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2014.10.census1.html
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d) Février-avril 2015: Consultation électronique avec tous les membres de 

la Conférence; 

e) 15-17 juin: Examen à la réunion plénière de la Conférence. 

11. La réunion a proposé le programme ci-après pour les travaux futurs: 

a) Créer sur le portail UNECE Census Wiki une nouvelle page sur laquelle 

serait recueillie la documentation sur le passage d’une méthode de recensement à une autre; 

b) Organiser les 28 et 29 septembre 2015 (dates à confirmer) un atelier de la 

CEE sur les recensements pour les pays d’Europe orientale, du Caucase et de l’Asie 

centrale, qui serait en principe consacré au le thème suivant: 

Examen des utilisations possibles des registres, des données administratives, des 

réactions sur Internet et d’autres technologies innovantes pour les recensements; 

c) Organiser du 30 septembre au 2 octobre 2015 (dates à confirmer) une réunion 

commune CEE-Eurostat sur les recensements de la population et des logements, qui serait 

en principe consacrée aux thèmes suivants: 

i) Résultats des tests ou plans correspondants pour le cycle de recensements 

de 2020; 

ii) Résultats des travaux effectués par les pays utilisant des registres ou des 

enquêtes afin de se conformer aux nouvelles recommandations relatives au Cycle de 

recensements de 2020; 

iii) Expérience des utilisateurs de recensements (Qui sont-ils? De quoi ont-ils 

besoin? Comment y sont-ils associés?); 

iv) Le recensement dans une période de contraintes financières croissantes; 

v)  Statistiques par mailles: perspectives et difficultés. 

 IV. Adoption du rapport 

12. Le présent rapport a été adopté à la séance de clôture de la réunion. 
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Annexe 

[Anglais seulement] 

  Summary of the main issues discussed 
at the substantive sessions 

 A. Census methodology 

Documentation: Papers submitted by Italy (WP 15), Estonia (WP 16), Montenegro (WP 

18), and UNECE Task Force on Census Methodology (WP 3). Presentation by the United 

States. 

Discussion leader: Eric Schulte Nordholt (Netherlands) 

1. In the first part of the session, three presentations were given by Italy, Estonia, and 

the United States. The presenters were asked to clarify some issues covered in the 

presentations.  

2. Concerning the work carried out in Italy for the 2021 census, the presenter clarified 

that it is planned that data on registered residence (from the population registers) will be 

used, and corrected on the basis of the results of the special census coverage sample survey.  

3. With regard to the plans by Estonia to use data from registers for the next census, 

the presenter reported that a positive reaction is expected from the public in general, and 

that already for the 2011 census many people had asked why data from registers were not 

used. Concerning costs, the register-based census planned in 2021 is not expected to be 

cheaper than the 2011 census (based mainly on internet data collection) but will provide a 

platform and tools that will be used also for other surveys, and data will be provided on an 

annual basis. 

4. Concerning the United States, pre-registration – currently being tested – could be 

used for the 2020 census if it is considered to be cost effective. The Census Bureau will try 

to reduce the costs of the next census, taking into account legal and quality constraints.  

5. In the second part of the session, the discussion leader presented the new draft CES 

Recommendations on methodology. In the discussion that followed, some countries 

reported that they would like to see clear advice concerning what kind of census 

methodology should be adopted. It was clarified that with regard to census methodology 

and technology the CES recommendations provide information only on the possible options 

and their implications, and that each country should then choose the best method for its 

context. There is no one “best method” that is appropriate for all countries. Different 

countries have different data sources available and work within different legal constraints. 

6. It was suggested to make better use of cross-references to the UNSD Principles and 

Recommendations (P&R) with regard to topics on which that document may provide more 

detailed information. This could best be done by adding a single reference the P&R at the 

beginning of the text rather than having several references within the text.  

7. Some participants suggested that the text on the essential features of the censuses 

should be revised, noting that some of the emerging methodologies do not seem to fully 

meet all the criteria. However, it was noted that the current text on essential features is the 

same text of the CES Recommendations for the 2010 round, which was revised taking into 
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account the emerging methodologies, adopting a “broader” interpretation of the essential 

features.  

8. Some participants noted that since many countries are moving from the traditional 

census method to new approaches, it would be useful to cover these “methodological 

transitions” in the census recommendations. However, in practice many different transitions 

could be considered given the large number of methods, and it would not be practical to 

describe all of them in the recommendations. UNECE observed that quite a lot of material 

on “methodological transitions” is available in papers produced in the last few years by 

countries for expert meetings and for various publications. This material could be presented 

on a new page in the UNECE Census Wiki on this topic. Moreover, a session of the 2015 

UNECE-Eurostat expert meeting on censuses could be dedicated to methodological 

transitions. These proposals were accepted. The participants were also informed that special 

EFTA courses on the use of registers in social statistics (especially in censuses) are given 

by Statistics Norway and Statistics Netherlands. 

9. Several participants commented that the use of terms like “de facto” or “de jure” 

census or enumeration (in para. 52) should be limited as far as possible, as these terms may 

be interpreted with different meanings (i.e. “de jure population” can be used for “legal 

population”). In UNSD’s Principles and Recommendations, the corresponding terms “usual 

resident” or “present population” are used. However, it was also noted that readers may be 

confused if “de jure” and “de facto” terminology is completely removed from the 

Recommendations. It was agreed to use preferably and consistently the terms “usual 

resident” or “present population”. If the terms “de jure” and “de facto” are to be used, then 

their meaning should be explicitly explained. 

10. With regard to terminology, it was also agreed to replace in para. 105 the term 

“nationality” with “citizenship”. 

11. It was noted that the text on necessary conditions for the two types of combined 

census (in sections XI and XII) should be reviewed, taking into account that some of the 

conditions apply to both methods, while others apply to one method only.  

12. It was also proposed to emphasize the importance of small area data as one of the 

key elements of the census. With reference to the advantages and disadvantages of the 

various methods, explicit references should be made to the capacity and quality of the 

methods to produce small area statistics.  

 B. Census technology 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Census Technology  

(WP 4). 

Discussion leader: Janusz Dygaszewicz (Poland) 

13. The discussion leader presented the main changes in draft text for the CES 

Recommendation for the 2020 census round. Changes concerning outsourcing were 

presented by Ian White (United Kingdom). 

14. With regard to outsourcing, the Italian representative noted the importance of 

establishing a good cooperation with the contractors. The experts from NSI should have 

specific knowledge and ability in this field. It is important to have a group of people 

dedicated to deal with contracts, monitoring, oversee quality, and smooth things over with 

statisticians. Adequate project management tools should also be used. It was agreed to add 

in para. 16 a reference to appropriate knowledge and ability to deal with contractors, 

required on the side of the NSI, and to add a reference to a “dedicated team” in para. 19. 
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15. Concerning technology for census field data collection, the representative from 

Spain suggested considering opportunities for using new applications for smartphones to 

collect basic information from phone users (e.g. through apps, SMS). Some participants had 

reservations about the potential of mobile phones for use in data collection, due to the small 

size of the screens. It was agreed to add a reference with appropriate text in the section on 

the Internet response option.   

16. The representative from Estonia suggested that a guide to appropriate technologies 

for use in the combined approach would be useful, including descriptions of the various 

activities, and examples how to properly manage the census. There are a number of 

challenges, especially in technology (e.g. how to predict enumeration workload and 

response rates?). It was noted that this type of technical guidance may not fit well within 

the census recommendations. The Steering Group may want to consider this issue. 

17. Several countries made comments on the possible use of “Big data” for the census 

(in particular the use of mobile phone data). Italy noted that IT solutions used in Big data 

differ from those implemented in statistical surveys. Future efforts should aim to apply the 

new methodology to use these sources. Important challenges concern the availability of 

these sources and financial issues. Some participants noted that the statistical use of Big 

data is still only at its very early stages and it may be premature to refer specifically to this 

as a potential data source in the recommendations. However, others suggested referring to 

Big data in the chapter on methodology.   

18. It was observed that the chapter should not be too specific or speculative about 

potential new technologies. 

19. A number of editorial changes were also agreed, including: 

 a) para 3, 7 and 8 – delete repeated references to international cooperation; 

 b) para 28 - remove the name of standard SSL 128; 

 c) para 42 - replace "hand held devices" by "mobile devices"; review text about 

“charging sources” (perhaps not necessary considering technological progress) and “avoid 

system updates” (system updates could be necessary to fix possible bugs); 

 d) para 47a and b – replace “census reference number” by “unique identification 

number”, or leave “census reference number” in para 47a because of the reference to this 

phrase; 

 e) para 47c – delete the reference to "Short Messaging Service (Sms) or text 

message", or possibly replace with more generic term like "short message text service".  

 C. Population bases 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Population bases and 

geographic characteristics (WP 7). 

Discussion leader: Giampaolo Lanzieri (Eurostat) 

20. UNECE informed the meeting that the census workshop for countries in Eastern 

Europe and Central Asia held on 22 September had led to the following proposals for 

changes to the draft recommendations: 

 a) To retain para 162 f) of the 2010 CES recommendations, which specifies that 

the general rule on place of usual residence applies to persons in compulsory military 

service. 
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 b) To modify the title of Table 1 to specify that the table applies to workers and 

students living away from family home for more than 12 months.  

 c) In table 1, second line (workers in the country not returning regularly to 

family home), the last column should read “own address” or “place of work” instead of 

“term time”.  

21. Concerning proposal a), the discussion leader clarified that paragraph 162 was 

proposed for deletion since the level of detail was of that of a handbook, rather than 

recommendations. However, the Steering Group will consider reintroducing in the 

recommendations the sentence on persons in military service (previously in para. 162 f).  

22. Proposal b) above was accepted, and it was suggested to replace in the title “Rules” 

with “Guidelines”. 

23. For proposal c), it was suggested replacing for workers “term-time address” with 

“work-time address”.  

24. The participants suggested removing the fourth sentence in para. 1 (starting with 

“While for previous censuses…”), and asked if the word “enumerated” in the first sentence 

of para. 7 (definition of population count) was necessary. 

25. A possible conflict was noted between paragraphs 10 (specifying a 12-month cut off 

period) and 19 (with an implicit cut off period of 6 months corresponding to “most of the 

time”). The discussion leader clarified that if the concept of continuous time is retained, 

then para 19a is a special subcase. Similarly para 18b is a special case. It should also be 

stressed that paragraphs 18b and 19 apply to those who regularly live in more than one 

country. 

26. It was suggested that in Table 1, the terms “family nucleus” and “term-time address” 

may require definition. UNECE noted that a definition of family nucleus is given in the 

chapter on households and families, but a cross reference could be added. 

27. UNESCO asked to clarify the relation between ISCED levels and place of usual 

residence. The discussion leader clarified that the main aim of these recommendations was 

to allocate those in primary and secondary education at their home address. UNESCO 

suggested that students at ISCED levels 0 (early childhood education) and 4 (post-

secondary non-tertiary education) should be counted at the same address as for primary 

education, and suggested changing the footnote to include levels 0 and 4. It was also agreed 

to replace the term “in primary or secondary education” with “in levels of education below 

tertiary” in Table 1. 

28. Several countries commented on whether the family home or the term-time address 

should be considered as the usual residence for tertiary students. As for the previous CES 

census recommendations it was not possible to establish a consensus.  

29. Some countries supported counting tertiary students at the family home, noting that 

this would improve coverage and reduce overcount due to duplication. Moreover, counting 

students at term-time address would have a significant impact on the age structure of the 

population, particularly in small countries where many young people study abroad.  

30. Other countries supported counting tertiary students at the term-time address, noting 

that tertiary education is generally the point at which a person starts to break away from 

their family nucleus, and that some university towns can double in population during term-

time.  

31. The discussion leader suggested as a possible solution that students who regularly 

return to their home address could be counted at that address, whereas those who did not 
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could be counted at their term-time address. Some participants commented that this 

proposal would be difficult to operationalize. 

32. UNSD informed that for the global Principles and Recommendations for Population 

and Housing Censuses the term-time address is considered as the place of usual residence 

for tertiary students. Some participants stressed the importance of consistency of 

recommendations for the sake of comparability.  

33. UNECE suggested giving priority to the term-time address (as it was in the CES 

recommendations for the 2010 round, and to be consistent with the new revision of the 

global Principles and Recommendations), but possibly recognizing that some variation 

exists amongst countries. The proposal was accepted. 

 D. Geographic characteristics 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Population bases and 

geographic characteristics (WP 7). 

Discussion leader: Harald Utne (Norway)  

34. The main outcomes of the discussion are presented below grouped by topic. 

Location of place of residence 

35. The meeting accepted this as a core topic in the chapter on geographic 

characteristics. In the previous recommendations, this was covered in the chapter on 

population to be enumerated. During the discussion, it was clarified that the last sentence in 

para 27 of WP 7 was included to avoid situations where the link between the address point 

and the person or household record is broken or deleted after the census operation is over, 

e.g. for data protection reasons.  

36. With regard to the footnote to para 27, some participants questioned whether 

information on such level of detail was appropriate for the census recommendations, and 

why two systems were mentioned in the footnote. 

Locality 

37. It was agreed to rephrase the first sentence in para. 36 as follows: “This 

classification could also be applied to analyse other relevant population bases…” 

Urban and rural areas 

38. UNECE reported that one of the outcomes of the workshop on censuses for 

countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia on 22 September was to propose considering 

this as a core topic, based on the fact that this is a core topic in the global Principles and 

Recommendations for Population and Housing Censuses, and that the large majority of 

UNECE countries reported such information in the 2010 census round. The proposal was 

accepted.  

39. Moreover, it was agreed to reverse the order in the categories of the classification in 

para. 41 (to be consistent with the classification of localities in para. 35), and correct a typo 

in category 5.0 (it should be 249,999 instead of 24,999).  

Population grid  

40. This was proposed as a separate new derived core topic. There was general 

agreement to have this as a separate topic, but there were different views as to whether it 

should be a core or non-core topic. Some countries, especially EEA countries, underlined 

the importance of this topic for international comparisons, flexible data dissemination and 

spatial analyses. Other countries, especially in Eastern Europe, and CIS-Stat, proposed to 
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consider it as a non-core topic, reporting problems in obtaining geographical coordinates in 

some remote rural areas, and concerns related to data confidentiality issues.  

41. The task force leader and the UNECE secretariat suggested that this could be 

considered as a core topic, but modifying the text to specify that countries with specific 

conditions could decide not to consider the topic. In alternative, it should be considered as a 

non-core topic. The issue will be discussed by the UNECE Steering Group on Censuses. 

Degree of urbanisation 

42. This was accepted as a new derived non-core topic. However, it was agreed to 

reverse the order of the categories in the classifications in paras 49 and 51.  

Location of place of work 

43. The participants discussed the two alternative classifications presented. The less 

detailed classification (alternative 2) was preferred or as a further alternative, a more 

detailed classification at two digit level could be recommended as optional. It was also 

proposed not to include category 6.0 (‘Location of place of work not determined’), as this 

would correspond to a ‘not stated’ category which is not included in any other topic. 

Location of living quarters 

44. UNECE informed the participants that the Task Force on Housing Characteristics 

proposed to move the topic “location of living quarters” from the chapter on housing to the 

chapter on geographic characteristics.  

45. It was noted that if the topic is to be transferred, then the definition should be more 

in line with the definitions of Location of place of residence and Location of place of work, 

that is, it should be more specific concerning the detail of geography (smallest possible 

civil division and/or geographical coordinates). The meeting did not conclude on this issue 

and further discussion will be needed by the leader of the task force and the Steering Group.  

Mode of transport to work 

46. The revised classification for “mode of transport to work” was accepted. However, it 

was proposed to rename the category5.0 in “No journey made” (including the case of oil 

rigs, where workers live at the place of employment), and sub-divide it into 5.1 ‘Working at 

home’ and 5.2 ‘No fixed place’.  

 E. Migration characteristics 

Documentation: Papers submitted by Serbia (WP 19), Turkey (WP 20) and UNECE Task 

Force on Migration and ethno-cultural characteristics (WP 10). 

Discussion leader: Jane Badets (Canada) 

47. In the first part of the session, two presentations were given by Serbia and Turkey on 

migration statistics collected in the population census in these countries. The presenters 

were asked to clarify some issues covered in the presentations such as were there any 

geocoding of addresses done for immigrants and the possibility of micro-data analysis. 

Serbia was asked if there were any changes in the level of emigration patterns over time.  

48. The discussion leader presented the main changes proposed to the CES 

Recommendations for the chapter on Migration Characteristics, noting the work that has 

been done by the Task Force on Migration and Ethno-cultural Characteristics to thoroughly 

review the chapter including consultation with migration experts and the Office of the 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). No changes are recommended 
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to the list of core and non-core migration topics. The Task Force’s main proposed changes 

to the chapter were: 

 (a) To clearly distinguish between international migration and internal migration 

concepts; 

 (b) To ensure a flow of concepts throughout the chapter so that “like” concepts 

are presented together, for example country of citizenship and acquisition of citizenship; 

 (c) To clarify population groups relevant to international migration;  

 (d) To provide guidance related to the reporting of dual or multiple citizenships, 

year of arrival and international border changes in cases of war or the dissolution of 

countries. 

49. Some points of discussion were raised around distinguishing international migration 

as a new derived topic and its contribution to the existing derived topic in regard to persons 

with foreign/national background; and to regroup the international population groups 

definitions as: Foreign born (divided into the Foreign population and Nationals sub-groups) 

and Native born (divided into Foreign population and Nationals sub-groups). 

50. For previous place of residence concepts, the current recommendations have only 

place of usual residence one year prior to the census as a core topic. There was a suggestion 

to also promote place of residence five years prior to the census from non-core to core 

topic. It was noted however that this would be a potential burden to collect both concepts as 

core. It was therefore agreed that the residence one year ago will remain core, and residence 

five years ago remain as a non-core topic, but countries could ask both concepts should this 

be needed to fulfil their information needs.  

51. There was agreement that “mixed-parental background” should be included in Table 

1, entitled Classification of population according to country of birth of parents, country of 

birth and citizenship, so as to distinguish those who are of mixed native and foreign-born 

parentage. As well, it was recommended that the headers of Table 1 should be “country of 

birth” rather than ‘place of birth” given that the focus of the table is on country of birth 

concepts. 

52. “Persons of mixed parental background” concepts will be re-labelled in the chapter 

to avoid confusion with ethnicity. The new label will be “persons whose parents are of a 

‘mixed country of birth’ background”.  

53. It was mentioned that country or place of birth could be collected in two ways:  

according to actual residence or according to the mother’s usual residence.  This will be 

noted in the proposed recommendations.  

54. Some countries noted that it would be difficult to collect detailed administrative 

levels for place of birth related to internal migrants (e.g. city or town of birth). It was 

agreed that place of birth for internal migrants should be collected at a higher level of 

geography such as for state or territory of birth.  

55. In regard to the issue of how to report former countries, it was suggested to collect 

information on city of place/country of birth, and then code the response to current country 

boundaries.  

  F. Ethno-cultural characteristics 

Documentation: Papers submitted by the United Kingdom (WP 21) and the UNECE Task 

Force on Migration and ethno-cultural characteristics (WP 10). 



ECE/CES/GE.41/2014/2 

GE.15-01851 11 

Discussion leader: Jane Badets (Canada) 

56. The United Kingdom presented a paper on measuring ethno-cultural characteristics 

in the England and Wales Census. There was a discussion and questions asked on how to 

code and classify religious affiliation in a standardized way when there can be many 

different responses recorded in different countries. It was reported that both the United 

Kingdom and Australia use detailed religious classifications for their census information 

based on national circumstances and experience. These classifications could be used by 

other countries but the presenter noted that the CESR recommended the use of only a broad 

classification. Ireland asked if Gypsies and the Roma were separately distinguished in the 

UK ethnicity question. 

57. The discussion leader presented the proposed changes to the Ethno-cultural 

Characteristics chapter based on the work of the Task Force. Overall, there were no major 

changes being proposed for this chapter. No new topics emerged, and all of the concepts 

presented in this chapter (ethnicity, religion and language) will remain as non-core topics.  

The major proposed changes were: 

 (a) Clarification of concepts where required, recognizing that the specific 

questions asked for each of the topics (ethnicity, religion and language) should be guided 

by the information needs of the users and the advice of key stakeholders; 

 (b) For ethnicity, it will be noted that self–declaration and mixed ethnicity may 

require multi-response options, and the possible bias that could arise from the wording of 

an ethnic question. Text was also added to recognize that information on indigenous 

populations may be collected in the ethnicity concept based on country context; 

 (c) For religion, text was added to explain the potential uses of collection of this 

information, as well as that special care should be taken to demonstrate to respondents that 

appropriate data protection and disclosure control measures are in place given that 

collecting information on religion might be sensitive for respondents; 

 (d) For language, clarification was provided around the different concepts that 

can be used to collect information on this topic, as well as to note the challenges in 

collecting information on multiple languages spoken, and that consideration should be 

given to provide instructions for those who are deaf-mute. 

58. Albania asked whether there should be age limits for the reporting of religion. 

Several participants noted the difficulties in coming up with a specific age limit, and it was 

decided that this issue should be determined based on national circumstances. A mention to 

this effect will be made to the proposed chapter text.  

59. Several countries noted the challenge of collecting detailed information on ethnicity 

and languages, especially when there are no internationally recognized standards for the 

classification of ethnic groups and languages. Both Russia and Canada noted they collect 

and publish detailed information for these concepts, despite there not being international 

standards. UNSD noted that there is an international classification for languages, but it is 

not statistically approved. The discussion leader noted that a link (or reference) to this 

classification will be provided in the final proposed chapter so that countries can refer to it 

when collecting detailed languages. 

  G. Operational aspects of censuses 

Documentation: Papers submitted by Spain (WP 22), Russia (WP 23), IPUMS-International 

(WP 27), and the UNECE Steering Group on Censuses (WP 5, WP 14). 

Discussion leader: Ian White (United Kingdom) 
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60. In the first part of the session, the representatives of Spain, Russia and IPUMS 

International presented their papers.   

61. Responding to questions from the participants, the Spanish representative clarified 

that the issue of confidentiality was dealt with by limiting the topics and the detail of the 

information available when the geographical area defined was too small. On other issues, 

he added that the system is fast because it uses OLAP (online analytical processing) with 

pre-aggregated tables for the more common queries, and that there is limited information 

about user experiences with the Spanish dissemination system, however some users 

objected to moving to a sample-based system from a traditional method. 

62. The representative of the Russian Federation clarified that their system uses 

microdata, which users can aggregate according to their query. Data can be aggregated 

quickly, and crosstabulations of the variables are possible. An algorithm protects the 

confidentiality of the data.  

63. With regard to the presentation by IPUMS, it was clarified that data are presented 

for areas with a population of at least 20’000 inhabitants. If necessary, aggregated data are 

presented.  

64. The session covered those operational topics that were new or where the 2010 CES 

Recommendations had been revised or expanded, in particular: Fundamental principles of 

official statistics; Legal basis for the census; Communications; Publicity campaign; 

Dissemination; Documentation and metadata; Archiving; Costs and benefits. The main 

comments from participants are reported below. 

65. CIS-Stat questioned why persons with high incomes and young men had been 

specifically identified as target groups at para 39, and noted several other groups (including 

all migrants, not only illegal migrants) to which reference might similarly be made. In 

response, the discussant noted that the target audience for a census was effectively 

everybody, and that those groups had only been identified as examples where particular 

circumstances may exist. UNECE suggested softening the language of para 39 to say 

“Groups of specific concern… may include: …” 

66. CIS-Stat proposed that reference to census coverage surveys should be included in 

the publicity section (at para 54), but the discussant took the view that such voluntary 

follow-up surveys were more related to quality and coverage issues, and reference to such 

surveys would be made in the section of the recommendations on quality. However, a 

reference could be added in the recommendations to the difficulty of publicising activities 

such as census tests, pilots and post-enumeration surveys which will apply to only a very 

small proportion of the population, and where publicity might create more confusion than 

cast light.  

67. CIS-Stat also questioned the value of specifically recommending SMS texting as a 

publicity media at para 45(j), and commented that SMS texting can be an intrusive method 

of outreach. Others also advised against referring to specific technologies and media in 

carrying out the census as these were likely to be subject to change over the decade. The 

case of specific social media such as Facebook and Twitter was cited. The discussant took 

the view that it was expected the recommendations would have to be acted on within the 

next few years when such technologies were very likely still to be in use. However, the 

recommendations could refer more in general to social networking and video services.  

68. There were also concerns expressed about the accuracy of the Russian translation. 

The translation of the terms “persons with high incomes” in para. 39 and “young men” in 

para. 47 (the Russian term used makes the gender unclear) should be revised.  

69. It was suggested to add a reference to “'data sources” as an additional key element of 

metadata at para 72. The discussion leader agreed, and noted the requirement to refer to 
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data sources in the standard metadata for the EU census hub. On the same subject, it was 

noted that there should also be reference to quality indicators as a key element of metadata.  

70. Reference to the importance of budgeting for contingencies at the start of the 

budgeting process was also stressed for inclusion in the section on costs and benefits.  

71. It was suggested replacing the term “businessmen” at para 39(c) with “business 

people”, and mention the importance of local partnerships for quality checking purposes. 

The discussant agreed that these were valid points. 

  H. Demographic characteristics 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Demographic, Household 

and Family Characteristics (WP 11). 

Discussion leader: Arona Pistiner (United States) 

72. The discussion leader reminded that for demographic characteristics there was very 

high compliance with the 2010 recommendations, and that only few changes were proposed 

for the 2020 recommendations, concerning in particular:  

 (a) Legal marital status: Proposed inclusion of same-sex legal partnerships, for 

countries where this is relevant. 

 (b) Proposed making de facto marital status a core-topic (in 2010 it was a non-

core topic) and clarifying the classification.  

 (c) Some members of the task force proposed to add a new cross-classification of 

legal and de facto marital status, whereas others did not agree.  

73. The discussion focused on the following topics. 

74. Indeterminate sex or third sex – UNESCO indicated that there are a few countries 

(including Germany) adding a third category to sex: male, female, and indeterminate sex. 

Some participants noted that this group is so small that - due to disclosure guidelines – such 

data could not be published. Moreover, in some countries where the concept is not 

recognized there could be negative reaction. UNECE suggested, instead, noting in the 

recommendations that the third sex could be reflected in the countries where it is legally 

allowed. The Steering Group will consider this issue. 

75. Concerning the categories for the topic “de facto marital status” (para 18), Slovakia 

proposed to split the first category 1.0 “Person living with spouse or partner (registered or 

in consensual union) having usual residence in the same household” in two categories, 

distinguishing those living with the spouse and those living with a cohabiting partner. 

According to Slovakia, this would allow producing separate data on marriages and 

cohabitations which could be used for analysis of family behavior and for population and 

family policies.  

76. Slovakia also supported the inclusion of the new cross-classification between legal 

and de facto marital status (para. 23). However, there was limited support for the proposal. 

Most of the participants were not in favour of adding the new cross-classification, and 

noted that it would be better to keep separate the two topics, legal and de facto marital 

status. It was agreed not to include the new cross-classification in the chapter.  

77. With regard to the proposal to make de facto marital status a core topic, there were 

mixed views. Latvia was concerned about the additional expense and work necessary to 

include the topics in the census, if it was to be a core topic. Some countries were concerned 

by increasing the number of core topics in general, and by whether or not register-based 
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censuses would be able to provide data for this topic. Other countries supported the 

proposal to consider this topic as core, noting that it reflects actual living arrangements that 

are more relevant than legal marital status, and that most countries (with different census 

methodologies) already collect this information. Norway and Czech Republic noted that 

data for this topic can be produced using register data, and it would be derived anyway in 

order to produce data on household status.  

78. UNSD mentioned that in the Principles and Recommendations the legal marital 

status is one of the most important topics, as it helps determine services provided by a 

country. However, also de facto aspects are given increasing attention and could be 

expanded. Since it was not possible to take a decision, it was agreed that the Steering Group 

and the task force leader would need to take a decision on the proposal, taking into account 

the comments made at the meeting.  

79. Luxemburg asked for a review of the classification of legal marital status (paragraph 

13) stating that it is not complete and will not identify those persons separated, divorced, or 

widowed, resulting from a legal partnership.  

80. With regard to the topic “number of children born alive”, Ireland proposed that the 

recommendation should suggest that countries may also with to collect (and separately 

identify) information on stillbirths. The Steering Group will consider this proposal and 

others made at the meeting on which a decision was not taken. 

  I. Household and family characteristics 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Demographic, Household 

and Family Characteristics (WP 12). 

Discussion leader: Arona Pistiner (United States) 

81. The discussion leader reminded that for household and family characteristics there 

was very high compliance with the 2010 recommendations, and that only few changes were 

proposed for the 2020 recommendations, concerning in particular: 

 (a) Clarify the concept of “Homelessness”, using the terms rooflessness and 

rootlessness. 

 (b) Revise Household relationship to include “registered partner” and drop 

“domestic servant” as a separate category.  

 (c) Explicit inclusion of same-sex marriage in Household Status (optional for 

countries where it is relevant).  

 (d) Expanded questions on Internet Access.  

82. The discussion focused on a number of topics, as summarized below. 

83. Concerning homelessness, in general the two concepts roofless and (in particular) 

rootlessness were not well received. It was noted that the two terms are not clear, and there 

is overlap between the two concepts. Several countries suggested changing the terms and 

the definitions. The representative of FEANTSA (the European Federation of National 

Organisations working with the Homeless) suggested using the European Typology on 

Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS), or at least the first two categories: 

rooflessness and houselessness.  

84. UNSD indicated that for the Principles and Recommendations, the same 

classification used in the 2020 recommendations (primary and secondary homelessness) 

was used. UNECE suggested going back to the classification used in the 2010 
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recommendations, which is also used for the Principles and Recommendations. The issue 

will be discussed by the Steering Group and the task force leader. 

85. It was proposed that a list of types of homeless establishments could be added to 

para 13. For many countries, the census is not the primary source of data on the homeless. 

The issue is really how to collect the data. More work needs to be done on this topic. 

86. The Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights suggested replacing 

“perceived” with “implemented” in para. 12, since there is an internationally agreed 

definition of “adequate housing”.  

87. Latvia proposed that the classification of household status (para. 42) be considered 

optional at the 3
rd

 digit level. However, the 3
rd

 level includes lone parent households, which 

is considered an important category.  

88. UNESCO proposed wording category 2.0 at para 73 as “One adult at or over legal 

retirement age”. 

89.  Concerning Internet access (para 96) it was noted that the list of possible internet 

connections will soon be outdated. Public access is not listed. Eurostat proposed reverting 

to the 2010 recommendation classification. This issue will be discussed by the Steering 

Group. 

  J. Housing characteristics 

Documentation: Papers submitted by the Czech Republic (WP 24), and the UNECE Task 

Force on Housing (WP 13); additional papers (not discussed) submitted by FEANTSA.  

Discussion leader: Adelheid Bauer (Austria) 

90. The session started with a presentation of a paper by the Czech Republic, on the 

processing of the 2011 census data and in particular on the procedures adopted to link 

persons with dwellings and buildings.  

91. Then, the discussion leader presented the main changes between the old CES 

recommendations and the new draft text proposed for the 2020 recommendations. The 

topics bathing facilities, toilet facilities, and water supply are considered core topics, but it 

is acknowledged that countries where all (or almost all) dwellings are equipped may not 

need to include the topics in their censuses. 

92. UNECE noted that in the classification for piped gas (para. 101) a new category 

could be added for “both heating and cocking purposes”, and that the classification of 

dwellings by period of construction of the building (para 119) should be updated to 

accommodate the period since 2011. 

93. Concerning chart 1, Latvia noted that the definition in footnote 1 is very important 

and should be highlighted in the main text. Latvia also noted that footnote 2 in Chart 1 is 

unclear. It was clarified that the definitions are broadly given in chapter 2 “Definitions”.  

94. Concerning chart 2, United Kingdom suggested removing the “homeless” column, 

and modifying the order of the topics be consistent with the text. The discussion leader 

agreed.  

95. For type of living quarters (para. 28), United Kingdom suggested to add a new 

category for “Other collective living quarters” as a residual category, and to recognize 

multi-household living quarters. It was also proposed to retain the text of the old para. 594 

of the CES Recommendations for the 2010 round, and modify it to inform the reader of the 
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difference with the definition of living quarters in the global Principles and 

Recommendations, which includes seasonal, secondary and vacant dwellings. 

96. With regard to occupancy status (para 38), United Kingdom observed that dwellings 

in buildings which are due for demolition should not be counted as belonging to the 

housing stock, because they are not available as living quarters.  

97. Concerning bathing facilities (para 79), Estonia, supported by Finland, suggested 

including “sauna” as a category.  

98. Concerning dwellings by number of floors in the building (para. 124) it was 

questioned whether it is necessary to count the number of floors from the ground upwards. 

It was also suggested to specify that it is a classification of dwellings by number of floors 

of the building. 

99 The proposals on which there was no agreement at the meeting will be considered 

and discussed between the members of the Steering Group and the leader of the Task Force.  

  K. Economic characteristics 

Documentation: Paper submitted by ILO (WP 8). 

Discussion leader: Elisa Benes (ILO) 

100. The discussion leader presented the main changes proposed to the CES 

Recommendations, reflecting in most cases the “Resolution concerning statistics of work, 

employment and labour underutilization” adopted at the 19th International Conference of 

Labour Statisticians (2013). The main issues raised in the discussion that followed are 

summarized below. 

101. There was general appreciation by the participants for the revised chapter, and 

recognition that the new framework will provide greater coherence with the System of 

National Accounts and other economic statistics. However, some participants noted that a 

census is not a labour force survey and that the range of information collected can thus 

never be the same. 

102. With regard to the proposal to consider “participation in own-use production of 

goods” as a core topic, representatives from several developed countries noted that the topic 

is not relevant in their countries, and requested that the topic be considered non-core. On 

the other hand, CIS-Stat and some countries of Eastern Europe and Central Asia stressed 

the relevance of measuring participation in own-use production of goods to adequately 

describe their economies. ILO recommended that the topic be considered as core (and 

included in the census) only in the countries where it is relevant to describe the economic 

characteristics of the population. In this case, guidance would be needed to determine when 

the topic should be considered as core. It was also suggested to possibly restrict 

measurement of persons in own-use production of goods, only when not in employment, to 

reduce possible burden. Some countries were against the inclusion in the recommendations 

of “core” topics on optional basis (only for countries where they are relevant), noting that 

this practice would undermine the importance of core topics in general. The Steering Group 

will review the issue and try to formulate a compromise solution.  

103. Concern was also expressed about potential differences between the labour force 

status classification of the population, and the main activity classification based on self-

declaration being discussed by Eurostat. ILO commented that the labour force status 

classification is well established as the core classification in labour market statistics. 

Further discussion will be needed with Eurostat to ensure that the differences between these 

two classifications are made clear. 
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104. Some participants expressed concern about the introduction of a minimum age limit 

for the classification of persons outside the labour force. It was agreed that this issue should 

be addressed in the text.  

105. Countries were consulted regarding possible interest in reintroducing the sub-

classification of unemployed persons to identify first time job seekers. The majority of 

participants indicated, however, that they would not be collecting such information in the 

population census. 

106. Countries were also consulted regarding the inclusion of additional text on the 

optional measurement of other forms of work, in particular, volunteer work, own-use 

provision of services, unpaid trainee work. No clear interest was expressed in this 

suggestion. 

  L. Agriculture 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Steering Group on Censuses (WP 9). 

Discussion leader: Jairo Castano (FAO) 

107. The discussion leader presented the draft recommendations on agriculture for the 

2020 round. He highlighted amendments made in paragraphs 33 (concerning the FAO 

World Programme on the Census of Agriculture 2020); 35 and 41 (ISIC Rev. 4); 37 

(agricultural holder); 38 (agricultural activities and ILO’s new conceptual framework for 

work statistics); and 39 and 40 (own-use production of agricultural/aquacultural goods). 

The amendments were accepted unanimously. 

108. UNECE informed that the text on the relation between population census and 

agricultural census that was presented in the CES Recommendations for the 2010 round 

(Part 1, section VI) would be revised, shortened and moved to the chapter on agriculture. A 

proposal will be sent to FAO. It was recommended that this introductory text should be 

consistent with UNSD’s Principles and recommendations for population and housing 

census. There were no other comments and the proposal was accepted. 

  M. Educational characteristics 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Task Force on Economic and Educational 

Characteristics (WP 9). 

Discussion leader: Friedrich Huebler (UNESCO) 

109. The discussion leader presented the proposal on educational characteristics by the 

Task Force on Economic and Educational Characteristics and UNESCO, and drew attention 

to the two following issues related to the text on school attendance: 

 (a) Some changes to the text in para. 23 were proposed to reflect new definitions 

related to labour force status in the chapter on economic characteristics.  

 (b) A new paragraph was proposed for inclusion after para. 23, with the ISCED-

P levels for classification of programmes.  

110. There were no objections and the amendments proposed were accepted.  

111. With regard to the educational attainment topic, it was noted that the collection and 

coding of data on qualifications is a challenging task because of the large number and 

diversity of qualifications, including those acquired abroad. The discussion leader 

explained that UNESCO had no tools or database (except ISCED mappings) to aid 
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countries in the coding of qualifications but noted that researchers in Germany have 

attempted to build an international database on qualifications that could help data collecting 

agencies and analysts match foreign qualifications with those that are equivalent in the 

national system.  

  N. Quality management 

Documentation: Paper submitted by United Kingdom (WP 26), and the UNECE Task Force 

on Census Quality (WP 6). 

Discussion leader: Garnett Compton (United Kingdom) 

112. The session opened with a presentation by United Kingdom on mode effects 

between paper and internet responses in the 2011 Census in England and Wales. The main 

conclusions from the paper were that:  

 (a) Minimisation of mode effects between paper and internet is partially 

achieved. The biggest impact is likely to be the over-use of internet responders as donors 

during edit and imputation processing.  

 (b) The main driver for differences in the modes and the agreement rates in the 

Census quality survey were the characteristics of responders in the two channels.  

 (c) The move to a primarily internet data collection operation in 2021 will mean 

different thinking about mode effects and how to minimise this in the design. 

113. Among the comments from the meeting, Canada shared that their analysis of modal 

bias was very similar and found any differences mostly driven by the characteristics of 

responders. In addition, thinking ahead to 2016 (their next census) and an internet first 

approach they are concerned about modal bias and the ability to design a good 

questionnaire that can be used across all devices, with particular concerns about smaller 

devices such as smart phones.  

114. The session then focused on the new chapter of the CES Recommendations on 

quality management and the main changes since the last meeting. The key changes from the 

2010 recommendations were:  

 (a) A new chapter on quality management will give the topic more prominence. 

This incorporates a new section outlining a quality management framework for managing 

the six dimensions of quality through the full life cycle of the census. The main components 

of the quality management framework include: Setting quality targets, Quality design, 

Operational quality control, Quality improvement, and Quality evaluation and reporting .  

 (b) The chapter includes a new recommendation that a national total population 

estimate, adjusted in the light of quality assurance and evaluation activities, should be 

published – see para 29.  

 (c) Appendices IV and V were merged to one Appendix ‘Quality Management 

Programme Implementation’. 

115. Given the minimal changes to the proposed chapter since the 2013 meeting it was 

recommended that the chapter as drafted be endorsed by the meeting. There were no further 

comments on the topic or paper so the chapter was endorsed. 
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 O. Disability 

Documentation: Paper submitted by the UNECE Steering Group on Population Censuses 

(WP 11). 

Discussion leader: Mitch Loeb (United States) 

116. The discussion leader presented briefly the proposed text on disability, that was 

prepared by the UNECE Steering Group on Population Censuses in collaboration with the 

UN sponsored Washington Group on Disability Statistics. Minimal changes were 

introduced to the draft text that was already discussed in 2013.  

117. In the discussion that followed, Canada asked whether mental and emotional 

conditions could be measured in the census. The discussion leader mentioned that each of 

the six disability questions is designed to capture one domain of functioning at a time in a 

straightforward way. While mental and emotional functioning are not specifically included 

among the six domains of functioning, many people with these two types of difficulties also 

have concomitant difficulties in some of the six dimensions covered in the proposed 

recommendations. More detailed data collection on mental and emotional functioning 

would require a more complex approach. An extended set of questions – also including 

mental and emotional difficulties – has been developed by the Washington Group for use in 

surveys. 

118. Albania asked if the recommended questions were suitable for small children. The 

discussion leader acknowledged that the questions on seeing and hearing are suitable for all 

ages, and the remaining domains (walking, cognition, self-care and communication) are 

suited for the population 5 years of age and older. The Washington Group, in collaboration 

with UNICEF, is currently finalizing a separate survey module on child functioning and 

disability for the population 2 through 17 years of age. 

119. It was suggested to recall in the recommendations that due to the sensitivity of 

disability questions (and in particular the use of the word ‘disability’ itself), the way the 

question is presented may affect the results. In particular, the results are influenced by the 

survey technique (interview or self-compilation). 

120. UNSD reported that for the global Principles and Recommendations a shorter 

version of the text on disability will be considered. It was noted that there was no problem 

with having a longer text in the CES Recommendations as long as there is general 

consistency with the shorter text in the global recommendations. 

121. It was suggested that the recommendations should make reference to the 

fundamental rights of disabled persons and related recommendations to produce relevant 

statistics for monitoring.  

    


