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Summary 
The present note summarizes the comments by countries and international 

organisations on the draft Canberra Group Handbook on Household Income Statistics, 
Second Edition, resulting from the electronic consultation in April 2011. 

A total of 38 replies were received in response to the request for comments on the 
report, from 33 countries and from 5 organisations. There was a high level of support for 
the endorsement of the updated edition of the Handbook. A number of comments and 
suggestions have been received which are addressed in this note and will be incorporated in 
the final version of the Handbook. 

In view of the high level of support by countries and organisations, it is proposed 
that the Conference of European Statisticians (CES) endorses the draft Canberra Group 
Handbook on Household Income Statistics, Second Edition, subject to amendments listed in 
Annex 2 to this note. 
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 I. Introduction 

1. This note summarizes the comments on the draft Canberra Group Handbook on 
Household Income Statistics, Second Edition (2011 CGH), resulting from the electronic 
consultation conducted in April 2011. 

2. The draft Handbook was developed by the Task Force to update the 2001 Canberra 
Group Handbook on Household Income Statistics. The Task Force was established by the 
CES Bureau in February 2009 and is chaired by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). 

3. The mandate of the Task Force was to undertake a relatively limited update of the 
2001 edition of the Handbook to: 

• incorporate new developments in the area of household income measurement, 
including practical issues related to data sources and their strengths and 
limitations; 

• expand the current guidelines set out in the Canberra Group Handbook to take 
into account these new developments;  

• establish a set of quality assurance guidelines for countries to assess the quality 
of their income estimates. 

4. The Task Force was also asked to update the information about country practices in 
this field of statistics. 

 II. Summary of feedback 

5. A total of 38 replies were received in response to the request for comments on the 
draft Handbook – from 33 countries and from 5 organisations. The following countries and 
organisations replied: Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia & 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Finland, Hungary, Italy, Japan, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, 
Ukraine, United States, United Kingdom, ECB, Eurostat, IMF, OECD and the non-profit 
organisation Make Mothers Matter. 

6. Most replies explicitly supported endorsement of the 2011 CGH. No country or 
international organisation objected to the endorsement. A number of countries and 
organisations submitted specific comments on individual chapters and suggestions for the 
work program of the new OECD Expert Group on micro household income, consumption 
and wealth.  

7. The comments received on individual chapters, together with the responses of the 
Task Force are presented in Annex 1. The amendments to the text of the Handbook to 
address issues raised in the comments are listed in Annex 2 to this note. A number of 
detailed technical and editorial corrections and updates to country specific information 
included in examples and annexes have been received and will also be incorporated. Annex 
3 includes suggestions for topics that could be considered by the OECD Expert Group on 
micro statistics on household income, consumption and wealth, provided by Netherlands, 
Poland, Portugal, Switzerland, United States, ECB and Make Mothers Matter. 
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 III. General comments 

8. There were many favourable comments about the usefulness of the second edition of 
the Handbook to improve the measurement of household income, and many countries 
congratulated the Task Force on the quality and usefulness of its work. A number of the 
comments are briefly presented below in paragraphs 9-25.  

9. Belarus: Stated that the draft 2011 CGH was of substantial use for statistical work 
and supports the development and improvement of household income statistics at the 
national level.  

10. Bosnia & Herzegovina: The draft 2011 CGH is comprehensive and useful for 
countries. It incorporates the latest standards for micro level household income statistics, 
provides examples of best practices and guidance on quality assurance and dissemination. 
Chapter 9 is especially useful because of the directions for future work, underlining the 
importance of including both income and wealth when assessing economic well-being. 

11. Croatia: Noted that the draft 2011 CGH met its primary purpose to provide high 
quality guidelines on the monitoring and measuring of income of private households. The 
information on statistical practice on measuring income in different countries was 
considered particularly valuable. 

12. Finland: Considered the draft 2011 CGH is a useful tool and welcomed its update. 
Comments provided earlier by Statistics Finland had been incorporated in the final draft. 
Finland also noted their willingness to participate in future work in this area. 

13. Latvia: Commented that the draft 2011 CGH adequately reflected developments in 
the field of income statistics since the previous edition. Latvia found the update of the 
Handbook to be more of a practical handbook for professionals with less weight on 
theoretical guidance and recommendations. They noted that this had resulted in some trade-
offs to accommodate a wider range of users. 

14. Netherlands: The objectives of incorporating the latest standards, updating the 
inventory of country practices and providing additional guidance on best practices had been 
successfully achieved. The Netherlands also provided more detailed comments on future 
work on income, consumption and wealth. 

15. Portugal: The draft 2011 CGH reflected the broad and consistent guidelines for the 
production of micro statistics on income distribution. They also confirmed that it 
incorporated updated standards for the development of micro level household income 
statistics. 

16. Romania: Confirmed that the draft 2011 CGH incorporated the latest standards and 
that it gave weight to important quality issues. Romania found the chapter on data analysis 
and dissemination very comprehensive and concrete, and that section 3.3 on general 
measurement issues added value to the Handbook. 

17. Slovenia: Stated that the draft 2011 CGH provided a clear overview of micro level 
household income statistics. The update of country practices is particularly useful providing 
additional guidance on best practices on quality assurance and dissemination.  

18. Sweden: The updated Handbook appears to incorporate new standards for micro 
level household income statistics. The Handbook has taken forward the exploration of 
income concepts and other issues needed for better guidance on income and income 
distribution. The Handbook may assist statisticians in many countries in their work to 
understand and to fulfil the task to produce relevant statistics on income distribution and 
redistribution. 



ECE/CES/2011/3/Add.3 

4  

19. Ukraine: Noted that the draft 2011 CGH is of great practical importance for 
improving household income measurement, and that the description of country practices 
will be of significant value to researchers and analysts of income statistics. Ukraine also 
asked  for the Handbook to be uploaded to the website of the UNECE Statistical Division in 
several languages, including Russian. 

20. United Kingdom: Stated that the Canberra Group Handbook succeeded in 
incorporating the latest standards for micro level household income statistics and in 
updating the inventory of country practices. The new section on guidance for quality 
assurance and dissemination is a very useful addition to the text. Therefore, the 2nd edition 
has significantly improved the Handbook. 

21. United States: The draft Handbook reflects the recent developments and standards 
in household income measurement. The survey of country practices, as reflected in 
appendix 4 of the draft Handbook, showed that many countries have made efforts to 
improve their measures of household income and several components of income are now 
compiled by significantly more countries. The quality assurance guidelines and the 
guidelines for dissemination of income data statistics are clear and concise and represent 
best practices. 

22. ECB: In regard to incorporating the latest standards for micro level household 
income statistics, the Handbook succeeds well, for instance by making useful 
recommendations on the treatment of social transfers in kind and imputed rents. ECB does 
not support the inclusion of the value of unpaid domestic services and consumer durables in 
the income definition. (The value of these services is included in the conceptual definition 
of income in the 2004 ICLS standards and in the draft 2011 CGH, but excluded from the 
operational definition because of measurement problems). The ECB noted that the draft 
Handbook met its objectives in terms of updating the inventory of country practices and 
providing useful guidance on quality assurance and dissemination. ECB also noted that 
many of the examples in the Handbook were those provided by Australia and would 
welcome additional examples from other continents.   

23. Eurostat noted that their previously sent comments had been taken into account, 
including changes of the particularities of the EU-SILC terms of income definition.   

24. IMF supported the updated draft 2011 CGH and had no additional comments. 

25. OECD found that the draft was consistent with international standards or best 
practice for micro level household income statistics. The OECD also welcomed comments 
from CES members on the work of the newly established OECD Expert Group on income, 
consumption and wealth (Annex 3) and will bring these to the attention of the Expert 
Group. 

 IV. Proposal 

26. In view of the support by countries and organizations, it is proposed that the 
Conference of European Statisticians endorses the draft Canberra Group Handbook on 
Household Income Statistics. 2011 Edition, subject to the inclusion of the amendments 
presented in Annex 2 to this note.  

27. Subject to the endorsement by the Conference, the Handbook is planned to be 
published by the UNECE by the end of 2011.  
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Annex 1 

  List of specific comments from countries and organisations 
and responses of the Task Force to update the Canberra 
Group Handbook on Household Income Statistics  

 A. Chapter 2 Standard concepts and definitions 

1. Several countries, on conceptual and operational definition of income: The draft 
2011 CGH includes a conceptual and an operational definition of income, as did the 2001 
edition. The conceptual definition includes those components that constitute the applied 
concept of income and which ideally should be covered. The conceptual definition includes 
the value of unpaid domestic services and the value of services from consumer durables. 
However, due to recognised measurement problems, and in line with the ICLS standard, 
these two components are not included in the operational definition of income. The Czech 
Republic expressly endorsed this outcome in the second edition, Latvia noted the 
measurement difficulties, Portugal noted that they would collect the new data for a couple 
of years before their incorporation in official measures of income, Sweden noted the 
difficulties countries had reported for measurement in this area and New Zealand suggested 
the distinction maintained in the second edition between the conceptual and operational 
definitions could be further highlighted. The ECB did not agree with the inclusion of these 
items in the conceptual definition of income. 

Response by the Task Force: 

2. The presentation of the conceptual and operational definitions in Chapter 2, and the 
distinction between them, will be further highlighted. Table 2.1 will indicate which 
components are included in the conceptual and operational definitions, respectively.  

3. Netherlands: A more complete overview of all financial transactions of households 
and how to record them (as an income transaction, spending or capital transfer) would be 
helpful. For instance, it is not clear how to treat health cost insurance premiums 
(employer/private schemes). In section 2.3.2 (p. 11) no direct mention is made of the 
treatment of interest paid. What to do with consumption bound, means tested, cash benefits 
(e.g. cash rental benefits)? How to treat (reimbursements on) child care costs? The 2001-
edition of the Handbook was more elaborate on such items. 

Response by the Task Force: 

4. Part of the work of the newly established OECD Expert Group on Micro Income, 
Consumption and Wealth Statistics will comprehensively consider all financial transactions 
of households and how to record them. Statistics Netherlands is a member of this Group.  

5.  It is not apparent what aspects of health insurance premiums (in either employer 
funded or private schemes) are unclear.  Any employer contributions as premiums on 
behalf of their employee beneficiaries are employee income. 

6. The treatment of interest paid is covered in section 2.3.2 which states “Dividends 
should be recorded net of any expenses incurred in earning them, including interest paid” 
and similarly “Rent should be recorded net of any expenses incurred in earning them, 
including interest paid”.  It is also covered in 2.2.3a in respect of imputed rent. 
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7.  Examples of cash payments for consumption subsidies/reimbursement will be 
added at the end of section 2.3.5 ‘Social transfers in kind’. 

8. Italy: For income from owner occupied dwellings it should be mentioned that this 
income should be imputed for all dwellings at owner’s disposal, not only for the residence 
ones.  

Response by the Task Force:   

9. The ICLS standard, adopted in the 2011 CGH, does not extend its income concept to 
include rent imputation for dwellings other than owner-occupied dwellings.  Income from 
owned properties that are not occupied (either as principal or second residences) by the 
owner, is captured as property income. 

10. Italy: Compensation of employees: wages and salaries include employers’ social 
contributions and taxes both in micro and macro data. Households may be asked about net 
values received; surveys should specify whether values are collected net or gross of 
employers’ social contribution and taxes and how gross values are computed (whether by a 
model or directly declared by respondent households). 

Response by the Task Force: 

11. While some surveys may measure income elements on a net basis, others will seek 
data reported on a gross basis. Imputations may therefore be required to generate disposable 
income from gross reporting, or gross income from net reporting.  A sentence will be added 
to Chapter 3 to remind readers that transparency requires any imputation to be documented.  

12. Italy: According to the Handbook all irregular and non-recurring receipts are not 
included in household income (p. 14). This can differ from SNA household disposable 
income not only with respect to non-life insurance claims (as correctly reported in table 1 of 
appendix 2, p. 132), but also for other current transfers like lottery prizes or social benefits 
as lump sum retirement benefits. 

Response by the Task Force:  

13. The wording in the ICLS has been adopted in the 2011 CGH, and any differences in 
interpretation with SNA macroeconomic imputations at a sector level are noted. 

14. Portugal: noted that additional discussion is needed on the relationship between 
total income and non-monetary income, on specific methods to calculate imputed rent, on 
the calculation of self-employment income, in particular when negative values occur, and 
on the collection of income from the informal economy. It is also important to highlight the 
relevance of linking survey data with administrative data, detailing some guidelines on this 
issue.  

Response by the Task Force:  

15. Additional guidance is included in the 2011 CGH update in relation to the issues 
identified in the comments from Portugal. 

16.   Sweden: noted that since capital gain is not included in the income concept one 
ought to discuss how to treat taxes on capital gains. The guidance as it is clarified in table 
2.1 is that all direct taxes should be treated as current transfers paid. One can argue for this 
in the same way as one can argue that taxes on wealth should be included. But the tax on 
capital gains (realised when the assets is sold) is often treated as a tax on a temporary 
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income. Thus when summing up for disposable income one counts for the tax but not for 
the income that causes the tax. 

Response by the Task Force:  

17. Taxes on income and wealth are both generally treated as current taxes, regardless of 
whether the wealth tax is levied on all wealth or only on certain aspects (such as either real 
or nominal holding gains) when wealth is transformed from one asset holding to another.  
The treatment in the 2011 CGH adopts the ICLS standard and is consistent with both the 
2001 CGH and the 2008 SNA. 

18.   ECB: (i) employers’ social contributions should not be dropped from the income 
concept since measurement of full compensation of employees is important for cross-
country comparisons of labour income; (ii) the discussion should distinguish between 
interest payable out of mortgages for the household’s main residence (which should be put 
in perspective with imputed rents), out of producer and investment loans (correspondence 
to be sought with self-employment and property income), and out of consumer loans (with 
no correspondence to any specific income component); and (iii) recommend incorporating 
to the main text the treatment of FISIM both in interest received and interest payable (now 
discussed briefly only in appendix 2).  

Response by the Task Force:  

19. Employers’ social insurance contributions are explicitly included in the income 
concept (refer 2.3.1a) 
20. The treatment of interest paid is covered in section 2.3.2 (dividends and rent) and 
section 2.2.3a (imputed rent). Interest paid on consumer loans is not part of the household 
income concept, as established in the ICLS standard, and adopted in the draft Handbook. 
21. It is not clear why the treatment of FISIM should be discussed in the main text, as 
well as in appendix 2, since for micro analysis the measurement of investment and property 
income is net of the costs incurred in earning that income. For interest received, while there 
may be a notional larger interest flow, partly offset by an imputed FISIM charge, this is 
netted off to leave the interest received as an after-cost income amount. Decomposing the 
net income earned to articulate counterparty relationships, while useful in sector aggregate 
analysis, is neither necessary nor desirable at the micro level for income analysis. This issue 
is already covered in Appendix 2 ‘Reconciliation of micro and macro approaches’. 

22. Make Mothers Matter: Welcomed in particular the recognition of unpaid work as 
having an important impact on the economic well-being of households, the importance of 
having this contribution more visible, and the inclusion of unpaid domestic services in the 
conceptual definition of income. The recognition of the fact that mothers not working or 
working part-time in order to take care of their children has a direct impact on participation 
in the labour force and therefore the economy is also appreciated. Make Mothers Matter 
also agreed with the need to continue to develop practical methodologies to measure unpaid 
domestic services to be part of the future directions for international work. As recognized in 
the handbook, there are many practical difficulties in measuring unpaid work, and estimates 
based on these different approaches can vary substantially. The most widely used valuation 
method, which is the input based approach using the wage rate of a general purpose 
domestic employee, and which is recommended in the 2nd edition of the Canberra Group 
Handbook, tends to result in lower valuations than other methods. 

Response by the Task Force: 

23. No comment required. 
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B. Chapter 3 Income measurement 
24. Latvia: found chapter 3 Income measurement, chapter 4 Data availability and 
Chapter 6 Data analysis and dissemination to be particularly useful. On the other hand, 
Latvia would have preferred that the updated version retained the 2001 CGH content in 
respect of Appendix 1 Definition of the Components of Income, and the additional detail in 
Appendix 2 on reconciliation of micro and macro approaches, which has been reduced in 
volume in the 2011 CGH. 

Response by the Task Force: 

25. Appendix 1 in the 2011 CGH does include tables that show the full list of income 
components and the concordance with the components of the 2001 edition, while the 
explanation of the components and the recommendations on measurement are included in 
chapters 2, 3 and 4. The purpose of this restructuring was to present the components and 
recommendations in the main chapters rather than in an appendix. Appendix 2 in the second 
edition includes a table with the relationship between the micro and macro concepts where 
all income components are listed to provide an easy and comprehensive overview, while 
the more detailed discussions are included in the main chapters. 

26. Latvia: With open labour markets there are cases when respondents, who work or 
have worked abroad, receive (or have received) social transfers (maternity and family 
benefits) from countries to where they have migrated. The draft Handbook does not cover 
this issue, unfortunately, although this might be useful for a number of countries. 

Response by the Task Force:  

27. The draft covers this issue implicitly. All cross border income flows to households 
are included, as are flows between households and other domestic sectors, and for the 
purposes of micro level estimates particularly, income flows between households. Different 
components are more or less significant in different country contexts.  

28. Latvia: Income in kind from agricultural production and auto consumption (wood 
and catch production) is touched undeservedly little in the Handbook. It is mentioned only 
in passing (pp. 43-44). The significance of such income in households’ resources may 
increase in economic crisis. It would be useful to have examples of good practices in 
compiling such statistics. 

Response by the Task Force:  

29. Goods and services produced for barter, and goods produced for own consumption 
are included in the concept of self- employment income (section 2.3 (b)).  Practical 
guidance is provided in section 3.4.2 (b). 

30.   Latvia: Section 3.3 General measurement issues is important but difficult to 
comprehend; it should be revised and the wording improved. The following specific 
comments are made: 
a) According to p. 27 “weights calibrated against population benchmarks ensure that 
the survey estimates conform to the independently estimated distribution of the population 
rather than to the distribution within the sample itself”. However, the primary goal of 
weight calibration is to increase the precision of estimates. The secondary goal is to achieve 
a coherence of survey estimates with other statistics. 
b) The distribution of survey estimates will conform to population distribution if the 
precision of survey estimates will be high enough. So the precision of estimates has to be 
put as the primary goal. The conforming of distributions of survey estimates and population 
will be the natural result if a satisfactory precision has been achieved. 
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c) It would be good to mention that RSE in this paper is the same as the coefficient of 
variation to avoid confusion (p. 30). 
d) The reference for the test statistics has to be included regarding the significance 
testing on p. 30. Some comments on estimating SE(x - y) would be useful to include, and it 
is not trivial to estimate SE(x - y) if there is dependency between x and y. 

 

Response by the Task Force:  

31. The key issue with weights calibration against population benchmarks is to align the 
sample to the independently established population structure and household composition 
measures. Such benchmarking helps rebalance random representation in the sample but 
cannot address biased non-response in variables that are not closely aligned with those 
benchmarks. The higher the non-response, the more likely that demographic benchmarking 
will not improve precision in aggregate estimates for variables of interest.  

32. OECD: suggested that the distinction between “data collection units” and “data 
analysis units” could be further clarified, and used consistently throughout the text in 
sections 3.3.1 and 6.3.1. 

  Response by the Task Force:  

33. The suggested terminology will be applied consistently in sections 3.3.1 and 6.3.1. 

34. Romania: stated that for many countries the value of own consumption forms a 
significant part of household income and is important for poverty measurements. Thus, 
more guidance on this issue could be included. The measurement of income from self-
employment based on the data of household sample surveys was also mentioned as a 
challenge by Belarus. 

Response by the Task Force:  

35. Refer to section 3.4.2 (b). 

36. Sweden: Subsidised rentals (section 3.4.4 (a)) should perhaps be treated as transfer 
in kind, together with other social transfers in kind (STIK), instead of income from 
household production. 

Response by the Task Force:  

37. Agree, this will be amended accordingly. 

38.  Sweden: Many households finance consumption by loans. These loans may be of 
different types and for different purpose. One might treat mortgage as a loan for investment 
in housing. However, the household looks for the loan or credit that will be the best for the 
total household economy. Hence, it might be the case that a household decides to finance 
the purchase of a car by increasing its mortgage. Likewise, loans and credits may be used 
for both investment in the house and/or purchase of consumer goods and services or 
consumer durables.  

Response by the Task Force:  

39. Chapter 2 states that interest payments should be deducted if incurred by the 
household “in their role as a landlord”.  Similar clarification will be applied in Chapter 3 to 
ensure that this treatment is clear. 
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40. Ukraine: Since the problem of compensation for non-responses of wealthy 
households is  typical for many countries, it would be expedient to continue the work on 
updating the descriptions of the countries’ experience in solving the problem, in particular 
in finding reliable sources of information (other than tax data). 

Response by the Task Force:  

41. This issue is on the work plan of the OECD Expert Group on micro household 
income, consumption and wealth statistics.  

42. Austria expressed concerns about the practical usefulness of the 2011 Handbook 
since in their view it does not comply with “doc 65, the handbook on the main source of 
household income statistics in Europe, EU-SILC”. The following two examples were 
provided: “(i) Doc 65 allows for the collection of data on self-employment (py050) by 
using drawings, this – perhaps imperfect strategy – is not even mentioned by the CGH”; (ii) 
the 2011 CGH definition of inter-household transfers was not restricted to “regular 
transfers” as in “doc 65 on HY080.  

Response by the Task Force: 

43. The collection of information on drawings from a business is discussed in the draft 
2011 CGH as an alternative to measuring self-employment income (section 3.4.2b). The 
draft notes that this approach is generally not recommended. The discussion in the draft 
extends the caution in the ICLS standard that, when direct reliable estimates are not 
available and drawings are used as a proxy measure, both compilers and users should be 
aware of the shortcomings of using drawings as the income measurement. 

44. The 2004  ICLS standard definition of current transfers from other households, 
adopted in the draft 2011 CGH update, comprises family support payments (such as 
alimony, child and parental support), regular receipts from inheritances and trust funds, 
regular gifts, financial support or transfer in kind of goods. The ICLS and the draft 2011 
CGH apply the concept of current transfers with regard to income, with advice on the likely 
components. Section "2.3.4 Current transfers received" of the draft 2011 CGH update states 
that: "…They consist of all transfers that are not transfers of capital (see section 2.5.2(e) for 
a description of capital transfers). In practice, current transfers tend to be small and are 
often made frequently and regularly." The exclusion of capital transfers in the draft 2011 
CGH update and in the EU-SILC guidelines (Doc.065) are similar. A blanket restriction to 
measuring current transfers as only regular transfers is sometimes used as a short hand 
approximation that may be applied when more rigorous measurement is not possible, and 
risks capturing some regular capital transfers as well as missing some current transfers. 

45. Austria also found that a well-known alternative to the measurement of imputed 
rent is to subtract empirical housing expenditure from income, and that this approach is not 
mentioned in the draft Second Edition CGH.   

Response by the Task Force: 

46. The imputed rent approaches outlined in the draft 2011 CGH are consistent with the 
2004 ICLS standard, the 2008 SNA and the EC Regulation on the principles for estimating 
dwelling services (EC 2005).  The alternative noted by Austria only addresses, very 
approximately, one aspect of the need for imputed rent estimates.  The intention, for micro 
level household income estimates, in imputing rent, is not just to compare after housing 
costs among owners and renters (one application adopted in the analysis of macro statistics) 
but to also understand income distributional issues, regardless of expenditure choices.   

47. While the last sentence in section 3.4.4, Income from household production of 
services for own consumption, of the draft 2011 CGH reads as follows: "Similarly, the 
detailed housing costs should also be made available to facilitate different analytical and 
descriptive needs, e.g. international comparisons" is not presented as an alternative to 
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estimating imputed rent, but is the additional perspective noted above in regard to analysis 
of after housing costs measures of income. 

48. ECB requested that the definition of a household be changed to be consistent with 
the definition adopted for the Eurosystem Household Finance and Consumption Survey.  To 
obtain this, the following additional definitional conditions would be required: (i) extend 
the household definition to include any people who do not usually live in the same dwelling 
but who are completely or mostly financially dependent on the household; (ii) exclude 
employees of other residents; and (iii) roommates without other family or partnership 
attachments to each other should be treated as separate households. 

Response by the Task Force: 

49. The ECB suggestions offer interesting perspectives (in part related to the concept of 
income units, as opposed to households, discussed in the draft Second Edition). However, 
the central definition of household for micro level income analysis in the draft 2011 CGH 
properly follows the ICLS definition. The household is defined in terms of usual residents 
to allow for the economies of scale for housing as well as for income/consumption sharing 
within the household in equivalising income for distributional analysis. The changes 
suggested by the ECB are not consistent with the well-established best practice for income 
analysis. Any support (in cash or in kind) to residents in another household (which appears 
to be the motive for at least part of the ECB suggestion) is already captured in the income 
definition as inter-household transfers.   

50. The Task Force notes that the definition of a household has been referred by the 
ECB as an issue for the OECD Expert Group on micro statistics on household income, 
consumption and wealth. In the context of household income and consumption 
measurement, while households might acknowledge a future commitment to support people 
living in other dwellings i.e. in other households, it is only the actual income transfers 
(either in cash or in kind in meeting the consumption requirements of the other household) 
that are relevant and are measured in the standards. In the measurement of household 
wealth, there may be obligations between households that imply that a future stream of 
possible transfers might be capitalised as an asset of the recipient household and a liability 
of the household likely to be making the transfers i.e., captured in the net worth of each 
household and in capital transactions as the flows occur rather than as part of income.  
However, unless there is an actual and enforceable obligation to undertake all future flows 
the argument for capitalisation is not strong, and the draft 2011 CGH does not anticipate 
such an outcome. This issue will be addressed in the work of the OECD Expert Group on 
micro statistics on household income, consumption and wealth.    

51. ECB also suggested that section 3.3.3 ‘Population weighting’ be retitled ‘Weighting 
in sample surveys’ and that the section be checked for clarity and for overlap with section 
6.3.1 ‘Units of analysis’. In section 3.3.4 on benchmarking (more accurately, adjustment of 
sampling weights to external information), common techniques such as post-stratification 
or calibration to margins could be explicitly mentioned, as well as the condition that the 
variables used in calibration should strictly correspond to the variables available in the data 
set.  ECB also suggested that section 3.3.5 ‘Measurement errors’ could be expanded to 
provide detailed methods and practical examples concerning imputation techniques and 
also variance estimation, in particular the challenges posed by complex sampling designs 
and non-linear or non-smooth indicators (such as medians or Gini coefficients). 

Response by the Task Force: 

52. In regard to population weighting, see the response in paragraph 31 to Latvia’s 
comment. Imputation is addressed in the draft, but the ideas for extension to the scope of 
the Handbook, are a very late consideration which go beyond the terms of reference for the 
Task Force. 
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C. Chapter 5 Quality assurance guidelines 
53. Slovenia: In the EU there are already harmonised standards for household income 
data which are followed in EU-SILC and other surveys. But also there are some minor 
differences among countries practices. Therefore it is necessary to explain practices in so 
called quality reports to assure the quality of the disseminated information. 

Response by the Task Force:  

54. The 2011 CGH includes a new chapter that provides guidance on best practice 
methods of assessing the quality of income statistics for both producers and users of 
household income statistics. 

55.   Ukraine: Quality assurance guidelines are important for the adequate analysis of 
household income. In the Handbook proper attention is paid to the basic dimensions of 
quality. At the same time it could be useful to include in Chapter 5 the guidelines for 
reporting on quality of statistics as well as standard indicators for each dimension of 
quality, taking into account the developments of Eurostat on the issue (ESS Standard for 
Quality Reports, 2009). This could be considered as a future task. 

Response by the Task Force: 

56. The chapter refers to the common standards provided in the European Statistics 
Code of Practice and how these are implemented in respect of EU-SILC. 

57.   ECB: On page 57, accessibility on micro data level should distinguish access to 
anonymised micro data files requiring a research proposal and a permission from the 
institution providing the data, as a distinct channel from (fully anonymised) public use files 
(typically, national data sets distributed as simple downloads from a public website).  

Response by the Task Force: 

58. The text distinguishes the following options: (i) detailed tabulations, either standard 
or customised (i.e. such as those that might be available as a download from a public 
website); (ii) confidentialised unit record micro data; and (iii) remote execution by 
approved researchers. 

 

D. Chapter 9 Future directions for international work 
59. ECB: In addition to national statistical institutes, the prominent role of central banks 
in conducting wealth surveys could also be mentioned. For instance, reference could be 
made to the US Survey on Consumer Finances and to the Eurosystem Household Finance 
and Consumption Survey (page 121, 5th paragraph).   

Response by the Task Force: 

60. A reference to the role of central banks, in addition to national statistical offices, will 
be added when referring to the increased collection of wealth data in recent years. 
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E. Appendix 1 Comparison of income definitions between 2001 and 2011 
editions of the CGH 
61. ECB:  Royalties are now considered as property income. The previous Canberra 
Group handbook treats these as self-employment income and they are treated as mixed 
income in the SNA (according to the draft 2011 CGH, Table 1, appendix 2, page 128). The 
reasons for this change should be spelled, compliance with SNA sought for and consistency 
of time-series considered. ECB also notes that in the Eurosystem Household Finance and 
Consumption Survey and in EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) 
royalties are included in self-employment income.  

Response by the Task Force: 

62. Appendix 1 compares the recommendations put forward by the 2001 CGH, with 
those adopted in the ICLS standard (2004) and in the draft 2011 CGH.  It covers differences 
in how the income components are classified. In the ICLS standard, income from 
employment comprises only receipts from involvement in economic activities, strictly in an 
employment-related capacity (i.e. employee income and self-employment income (return to 
labour)). 

 

F. Appendix 2 Reconciliation of micro and macro approaches 
63. The reconciliation table will be extended with SNA codes, as proposed by 
Switzerland. 

64. Italy: It would be convenient to underline that the SNA is not only comprehensive, 
but it also guarantees exhaustiveness of macro data. Different countries may have different 
ways of guaranteeing the exhaustiveness of their accounting system, including the estimate 
of underground economy. This can have a significant effect on the estimate of household 
disposable income and it may for some countries be one of the major difficulties in 
comparing micro and macro data. It should also be mentioned that macro data include not 
only people living in institutions, which may be excluded by surveys, but also NPISH. 

65. Austria:  stated that the reconciliation of micro and macro approaches may be too 
general and insufficient for practical purposes.  They also stated that it would be useful to 
highlight the new initiatives by OECD and Eurostat on the use of existing distributional 
information to develop prototype accounts for the household sector, consistent with SNA 
totals.  

Response by the Task Force: 

66. The issue of underground economy income not being captured in many macro data 
sources need not impact on household survey measures.  The issue of macro data sources 
often not being able to report on households separately from either NPISHs or 
institutionalised persons is also understood.  There are many issues that will affect 
reconciliation and they will be different in different country contexts. 

67. The issue of macro/micro reconciliation is usually approached from the micro level 
and the material included in the draft Handbook is to highlight the issues.  The use of the 
distributional information to approximate dimensions of household distribution across 
macro measures is not generally regarded as an issue of reconciliation but may provide 
insights for future reconciliation efforts.  
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68. ECB:  In Appendix 2 section 3 data confrontation, in addition to conceptual issues, 
ECB would like to see some discussion on population coverage and sector delineation, such 
as NPISHs which often are combined within the household sector in national accounts, the 
exclusion of collective and institutionalised population from household surveys, or 
treatment of producer and consumer households in macro and micro statistics.   

Response by the Task Force: 

69. The preceding section in the draft Handbook deals with population coverage 
differences and the treatment of producer households.  In household income statistics, and 
as identified in all previous household income statistics standards, household transfers to 
and from NPISHs are explicitly captured. There are many issues that affect the usability of 
national accounting household sector level aggregates for analysing household transactions.  
It may be that in some countries, the sources used for national accounting do not capture 
transactions between households and NPISHs, while in others there may be no distinction 
made within the broad sector for reporting any household transactions separate from 
NPISHs. In others, the estimation of the broader sector is by residual, and the household 
sector absorbs net errors and omissions in estimating every other sector. In the view of the 
Task Force, this household income statistics standard is not the place to revisit all of the 
issues, and their permutations, associated in practice with national accounting 
measurement, and the reconciliation presented is at the conceptual level.    

 

 G. Appendix 3 Survey of Country Practices for measuring household 
income 

70. Lithuania: In table 6 the column “imputations for non-recorded income items” 
builds on the survey question ”In the case of income components not included in the 
survey/registers, are imputations done?” The column heading may not reflect what the 
respondents have been answering to. 

Response by the Task Force: 

71. “Non-recorded income items” is used to distinguish answers from “Imputations for 
item non-response”. 
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Annex 2   

Canberra Group Handbook. Second Edition– List of 
amendments to address the comments received through the 
CES consultation 

 
1. This annex lists the specific changes that will be made to the final the text to address 
the comments received. A number of minor technical and editorial suggestions have been 
provided by countries and organisations in the consultation. These suggestions will be 
incorporated in the final version of the Handbook and are not listed below. 

 A. Chapter 2 Income standards and definitions 

2. Table 2.1 (shown below) will include an additional column (shown below) to 
indicate very clearly, and in one reference point, which components of the conceptual 
definition of income are excluded from the operational definition (Section 2.5.2).  The text 
has been updated in places to further highlight the distinction made between the conceptual 
and operational definition. 
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3. The editorial error, which placed all imputed rent measures together in income from 
household production, has been corrected (Section 2.3.3a) and subsidised rentals moved to 
social transfers in kind (Section 2.3.5). 

4. Examples of cash payments for consumption subsidies/reimbursements have been 
added (Section 2.3.5). 

 

B. Chapter 3 Income measurement 
5. A sentence will be added to remind readers that transparency requires any 
imputation to be documented (Section 3.2). 

6. The collective term ‘Measurement unit’ used in the draft for consultation – and 
which covers both data collection units and units of analysis – will be dropped.  To avoid 
any ambiguity, only the two distinct terms ‘Data collection unit’ (in section 3.3.1) and 
‘Data analysis unit’ (in section 6.3.1) will be used. 

7. The reference to the deduction of interest payments in the calculation of housing 
services from owner occupied dwellings will be embellished to reinforce the concept of 
deduction related to the cost of the provision of housing services by the household “in their 
role as a landlord” to that same household “in their role as consumer” of those housing 
service (consistent with the clarity provided in section 2.3.3a). 

 

C. Chapter 9 Future directions for international work 
8. A reference to the role of central banks, in addition to national statistical offices, will 
be added regarding the increased collection of wealth data in recent years. 

 

D. Appendix 2 Reconciliation of micro and macro approaches 
9. SNA codes will be added to Table 1 ‘Micro and macro household income concepts 
and measurement’. 

 



ECE/CES/2011/3/Add.3 

 17 

Annex 3 

New areas of work to be referred to the OECD Expert Group 
on micro statistics on household income, consumption and 
wealth 

1. Several countries provided advice in response to the question on new areas of work 
that should be considered by the newly formed OECD Expert Group on micro statistics on 
household, income, consumption and wealth. The comments have been forwarded to the 
OECD Secretariat, who have already indicated that the feedback will be brought to the 
attention of the Expert Group at its next meeting.   

2. Netherlands: The concept and breakdown of income as described in the second 
edition of the Handbook could be reconsidered by the OECD Expert Group within a 
broader framework of household income, consumption and wealth. Financial transactions 
of households are recorded either as an income transaction, a spending transaction or a 
capital transaction. The total balance of these flows should result in a net change in the 
stock of wealth. A conceptual framework of household income, consumption and wealth 
should meet as far as possible (among other) the following conditions: 

a) Transactions should in principle be classified along clearly defined rules whether 
they are an income, spending or capital transaction. The same applies to whether 
resources belong to the stock of wealth or not. This demands a consistent definition 
of income, spending and capital transactions and of wealth;  

b) The main goal of the framework is to give consistent information on income, 
spending, capital accumulation and wealth as comparable as possible between 
subgroups of the population within and between countries. The information should 
also enable measuring changes in income, spending etc. in a proper way;  

c) In many countries the consumer price index (CPI) plays an important role in 
economic life (wage bargains, insurance contracts etc.) and is needed to assess real 
income changes. The CPI should principally be consistent with the spending 
concept. Since the same CPI is often used for different populations groups, much 
attention should be given to the comparability of the (income and) spending concept 
between subgroups.  

d) The equivalence scale plays a key role in adjusting household income with respect to  
the size and composition of the household. To calculate and use an equivalence scale 
in a proper way income and spending should be as comparable as possible across 
subgroups. 

3. An important aspect of the information on income, spending and wealth is how it 
should be presented coherently. Statistics Netherlands thus proposes the following with 
respect to the breakdown of income, spending and wealth:  

a) The breakdown of income should show how income is formed (primary income) and 
how it is redistributed (secondary and tertiary income). The process of redistribution 
should give an answer to questions like: how much income is redistributed through 
insurances against loss of income, and how much through tax financed assistance. 
For the purpose of international comparisons the breakdown should be oriented to a 
functional breakdown.  

b) As the definitions of income and wealth are consistent, the breakdown of income 
from wealth should be analogous to that of the stock of wealth. 
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4. Poland suggested that the Expert Group on income, consumption and wealth should      
pay special attention to the response burden and growing non-response rates.  

5. Portugal found that concerning the full perspective of income-consumption-wealth, 
it is yet to be defined how to develop an integrated framework that should be based on a 
specific data collection with a supra-annual horizon (not less than 4 or 5 years). On 
consumption, it is yet necessary to clarify issues related to household consumer durables 
and their measurement. 

6. Switzerland found that chapter 9 rightly identifies directions for international work 
that were pointed out in the Stiglitz report. It is important to keep in mind the role of Time 
Use data, as a complement to better income-expenditure-wealth data. Chapter 7 could have 
been further developed on problems related to time series of income and income inequality 
vs. GDP issues.  

7. United States suggested that the Expert Group might provide similarly constructed 
handbooks for micro statistics on consumption and wealth. Additionally, several of the 
income concepts presented in the income handbook overlap with concepts of consumption 
and wealth. The group should pay close attention to these particular areas and clarify the 
relationships in an overall conceptual framework. 

8. ECB stated that the work of the OECD Expert Group should take into consideration 
the ultimate objective of developing the methodology for the joint analysis of income, 
consumption and wealth. In this respect, consistency of basic definitions (such as proposing 
a definition of household - the main statistical unit - equally applicable to the measurement 
of the three dimensions) as well as consistency between stock and flow components (for 
instance, the inclusion of income from consumer durables would go in contradiction with 
the exclusion of consumer durables as part of household’s wealth) would need to be 
ensured.  

9. In addition to the two already mentioned issues (household definition and the 
treatment of consumer durables), ECB identified the following areas to be of particular 
importance from the viewpoint of measuring household income, consumption and wealth: 
(i) measurement of pension wealth and pension income; and (ii) operational typologies of 
assets/liabilities and relationship to income components in micro statistics. 

10. Make Mothers Matter urged the CES and the newly formed OECD Expert Group 
on income, consumption and wealth to consider adding in its future work the introduction 
of a clear gender dimension. 

__________ 

 

 
  


