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Introduction  
The Roma Survey 2024 and its predecessors (Roma Survey 2021, Roma and Traveller 
Survey 2019, EU-MIDIS I and II)  describe discrimination and bias-motivated harassment 
and violence experienced by Roma and Travellers across Europe. They provide data 
which policy makers can use to address these high-priority agenda issues and most 
importantly assess progress over time as regards equality and non-discrimination in key 
areas of life.  

The survey measures how Roma and Travellers feel about their living conditions, their 
health and well-being, and the society they live in with a focus on their experiences of 
discriminatory treatment and awareness of their rights. The overall objectives of the 
survey are:  

● To collect comparable data with the general population in the EU27. There is lack 
of information about the countries’ actions in terms of improving the integration 
of Roma/Travellers in the society. 

● To populate core headline and secondary indicators for measuring progress in the 
implementation of the EU Roma framework. 

● To enable analysis of trends over time. 

● To refine research methodologies for sampling and surveying hard-to-reach 
groups. 

The survey outputs serve: 

● To support the EU and Member States in protecting, promoting and fulfilling the 
fundamental rights of Roma and Travellers.  

● To advise national governments on actions they can take to ensure inclusion and 
equal participation in society of Roma and Travellers through the implementation 
of a human rights-based approach (“HRBA”). 

● To promote dialogue with civil society, in order to raise public awareness of 
fundamental rights and actively disseminate information about its work. 

This survey covers Roma and Travellers living in 13 countries: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechia, 
France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, North Macedonia, Portugal, Romania, Serbia and 
Spain.  

https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2022/roma-survey-findings
https://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2018/roma-and-travellers-survey-2018
https://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2018/roma-and-travellers-survey-2018
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2009/eu-midis-data-focus-report-1-roma
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2017/second-european-union-minorities-and-discrimination-survey-main-results
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0620&qid=1615293880380
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Ipsos was commissioned to coordinate the Roma Survey 2024 on behalf of FRA in 
December 2023. Preparatory phase took place to develop, test and refine the survey 
approach. At the initial stages of the project, background research was conducted to 
provide insights on how best to engage with the target group communities and 
individual respondents. In addition, possible sampling frames were mapped out to 
confirm or update information collected on the sampling frames available for each of 
the countries as well as on the target groups population sizes and composition. In 
advance of the main stage fieldwork, a pilot was conducted in all countries to test the 
questionnaire, all fieldwork materials and sampling approaches. The pilot fieldwork 
stage took place during April 2024. Few minor amendments were made following the 
pilot. Mainstage fieldwork was conducted from June to December 2024.  

The survey used in-home face-to-face interviewing and random probability sampling 
methods where possible. In Ireland, a quota approach was used from the outset, while 
in Italy and Portugal random probability sampling was used along quota sampling for 
part of the sample. In total 10,126 interviews were conducted across the 13 countries. 

This report provides all the relevant technical information on the design, the 
implementation and the data processing of the survey. It was drafted by FRA using the 
technical and quality report prepared by the contractor as one of agreed deliverables. It 
complements a set of publications produced on the Roma survey 2024. The results from 
the survey are published in Rights of Roma and Travellers in 13 European Countries. 
Perspectives from the Roma Survey 2024. FRA also published the Roma Survey 2024 
Questionnaire and detailed data for each collected question in online data visualisation. 
The anonymised microdata will be made available through the GESIS archive in 2026. 

This technical report is structured as follows: 

● Section 1 – ‘Developing the survey’ presents how the survey was managed by the 
contractor and the preparatory phases that fed into the design of the survey.  

● Section 2 – ‘Development and translation of the survey materials’ describes the 
development of the fieldwork materials and their translation into the survey 
languages. 

● Section 3 – ‘Interviewer selection and training’ provides an overview of the 
interviewers who worked on the survey and the training they received. 

● Section 4 – ‘Sampling’ describes the sampling process. 

● Section 5 – ‘Pilot survey’ provides a summary of the pilot and key 
recommendations made and implements following it. 

https://www.ipsos.com/en-uk
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2025-roma-survey-2024-questionnaire_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2025-roma-survey-2024-questionnaire_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/data-and-maps/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://search.gesis.org/?source=%7B%22query%22%3A%7B%22bool%22%3A%7B%22must%22%3A%7B%22match_all%22%3A%7B%7D%7D%2C%22filter%22%3A%5B%7B%22term%22%3A%7B%22person.keyword%22%3A%22European%20Union%20Agency%20for%20Fundamental%20Rights%20(FRA)%2C%20Vienna%2C%20Austria%22%7D%7D%2C%7B%22term%22%3A%7B%22type%22%3A%22research_data%22%7D%7D%5D%7D%7D%7D&lang=en
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● Section 6 – ‘Mainstage fieldwork’ explains the fieldwork implementation in detail 
and provides the survey outcomes. 

● Section 7 – ‘Data processing’ covers the data preparation including data quality 
checks and data protection measures. 

● Section 8 – ‘Weighting’ explains the weighting procedures. 

● Section 9 – ‘Quality assurance and control’ details the quality assurance 
procedures that were applied on this project. 

● Section 10 – ‘Survey quality assessment’ discusses the survey quality with regards 
to its relevance, timeliness and punctuality, coherence and comparability, 
accessibility, accuracy and reliability. 

● Section 11 – ‘Lessons learned’ provides recommendations for the future waves of 
the Roma survey based on experiences from the Roma survey 2024. 

For efficiency, the term Roma is used throughout the document as umbrella term 
covering various sub-groups. When referring to Ireland the report differentiates 
between Roma and Travellers – both groups were targeted by the survey. When 
referring to France the report uses term Travellers, who were targeted by the survey. 
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1. Developing the survey 

1.1. Project management 
FRA managed the survey in close cooperation with the contractor - Ipsos. The core team 
included a Central Coordination Team (CCT) from the contractor as well as two academic 
experts for consultation. In addition to the CCT, the contractor engaged experts to 
conduct scripting and data processing activities from its wider network. Locally, the 
research was led by a National Survey Expert (NSE) in each country. 

1.1.1. Central Coordination team of the contractor 
and academic advisors 

The contractor’s CCT was responsible for the overall coordination and management of 
the Roma Survey 2024. Two external experts were included in the CCT to advise on key 
aspects of the design: Professor Peter Lynn (University of Essex) as the Senior Sampling 
and Weighting Expert and Dr Iulius Rostas as Senior Expert on Roma.  

The CCT itself was made up of professionals from the contractor’s International Social 
Research Team, all of whom have extensive experience in delivering large, multi-country 
studies led by Project Coordinator, Sampling and Weighting Director, Project Manager. 
They were the main contacts for FRA for the duration of the survey. The CCT was further 
supported by two Sampling Executives and three Project Management Executives and 
one Data Manager. 

FRA was also supported by the sampling and weighting expertise of Dr Francesca 
Gagliardi and Professor Gianni Betti from the University of Siena. They participated in 
reviewing the sampling and weighting scheme, checking calculations, and documenting 
the sampling and weighting procedures. They also performed a final quality assessment 
of the chosen method and formulated recommendations for future research. 
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1.1.2. Local agencies and National Survey Experts 
(NSEs) 

The national research teams consisted of the contractor’s local offices and its network 
partners. Each research team assigned a National Survey Expert (NSE) to lead the project 
at country-level, and a Deputy NSE to support them (Table 1).  

The NSEs and their deputies were responsible for: conducting the background research; 
inputting into the sample design and overseeing sampling mapping where needed; 
translating the survey materials and checking the local CAPI scripts; attending and 
delivering training; overseeing the pilot and reporting on the findings; overseeing the 
mainstage fieldwork and all associated quality control; assisting with data queries; and 
contributing to the technical and quality report.  

Table 1 – Local agencies and National Survey Experts (NSEs) 
Country Fieldwork agency NSE 

AL Ipsos Ornela Gjergji 

BG Ipsos Ilina Zafirova 

CZ Institute of Sociology of the Czech Academy of Sciences Paulina Tabery 

EL Ipsos Giorgos Cordodilos 

ES Ipsos Isabel Bonet 

FR EFFICIENCE3 Alexandre Riffaud 

HU TARKI Anikó Bernat 

IE Ipsos Kieran O’Leary 

IT Ipsos Chiara Ferrari 

MK Ipsos Maja Georgievska 

PT Ipsos Isabel Rebelo da Silva 

RO Ipsos Ionela Radulescu 

RS Ipsos Jelena Krstić 

Alternative text: Table provides for each country name of fieldwork agency and name of the National 
Survey Expert.  

1.1.3. Communication with FRA 
An inception meeting was held shortly after contract signature. This was attended by 
FRA and members of the CCT. The meeting covered the key design and implementation 
aspects of the survey and agreed project management protocols.  
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A robust communication and workflow framework was set up between FRA and the 
contractor for the Roma Survey 2024. Weekly calls were set for Tuesdays at 15:00 (CET) 
via Microsoft Teams, with alternating responsibility for documenting key decisions and 
action points in a rolling document. These calls served to monitor project progress and 
address any emerging risks.  

In addition, weekly updates were sent to FRA every Tuesday morning, detailing progress 
and priorities, and highlighting any project risks or hurdles encountered. A more 
comprehensive monthly report, covering the past month's developments and outlining 
next steps, was sent on the first working day of each month, with the QAP/risk register 
included as an annex. Two in-person meetings, one at the outset and one at the project's 
conclusion, were also agreed upon. 

To ensure an efficient workflow, a two-iteration maximum was set for all deliverables. 
All changes were to be tracked, and responses to comments clearly attributed. A quality 
control log, detailing those involved in the document's preparation and approval, would 
go with each submission.  

Clear communication protocols were also set up. The contractor committed to 
acknowledging and responding to all FRA emails within five working days. Any delays in 
deliverables were to be communicated promptly, and dates for trainings or other 
activities were to be shared at least two weeks in advance. The contractor would use its 
Liquid Files system for sharing sensitive information and adhere to a specific naming 
convention for all documents. The use of a different naming convention by FRA for 
returned documents was acknowledged and considered manageable. 

1.1.4. Timetable 
The development of the Roma Survey 2024 timetable began with the completion of the 
contract and the presentation of the first version during the project inception meeting. 
It outlined all stages of the survey lifecycle, starting with an inception phase lasting 
approximately six weeks, during which the Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) was finalised. 
Following this and the NSE briefing, teams started the background research and 
stakeholder consultation phase, which concluded with the submission of the 
background research on 21 March 2024. The development of the overall sample design 
and country-specific sampling plans commenced with the background research 
consultations in early February and was initially planned to conclude by the end of April. 
Tasks related to refining and scripting the questionnaire, electronic contact sheet, 
survey materials, and translations were executed concurrently with the development of 
the sample design and plans. These tasks wrapped up with preparations for the pilot 
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phase, which was scheduled to start in April. The pilot phase concluded towards the end 
of May with the refinement of the survey tools for mainstage fieldwork based on the 
pilot report. 

While the mainstage fieldwork was initially set to begin in July/August 2024, efforts were 
made to speed up preparatory tasks for an earlier kick-off in mid-June, aiming for 
completion by 31 October. Background research suggested that fieldwork in Czechia, 
Hungary, and North Macedonia posed no risk of bias during July and August; however, 
it was not advisable for other countries, thus leaving less than four months for full-scale 
data collection, according to the preferred end date for fieldwork. 

The first revision to the initial timetable done in May was needed to reflect the actual 
time needed for developing, reviewing, and approving the ECS script and codebook, the 
overall sample design note, and country sampling plans. Version two of the timetable 
prioritised country-specific sampling plans and considered phased SSU mapping. To 
avoid pilot fieldwork delays, translation began and was completed alongside the final 
script edits while keeping the original schedule for mainstage fieldwork (planned to start 
in June).  

The mapping of sampling points was challenging in Czechia, Greece, Italy, Portugal and 
Romania for varied reasons including limited available information, a lack of support 
and/or time from Roma experts to advise on the mapping and large geographical areas 
to be covered. To help mitigate the impact of this on fieldwork to some extent, in these 
countries partial sample point selection was made based on areas that had been 
mapped to allow fieldwork to start (aside from in Portugal where mapping/sampling 
issues were not resolved until later), while mapping of other areas continued. Despite 
these efforts, the risk of needing a fieldwork extension increased in June, as fieldwork 
had not yet begun in all countries. During October this escalated further and a decision 
was made to extend the fieldwork until 16 December 2024, providing more time for 
fieldwork in Czechia, France, Hungary, Italy, Portugal, Romania, and Spain. As a result, 
project timelines required a second revision, extending the time needed for submission 
of the overall sampling and weighting design note, the final datasets and codebooks, 
and syntax files related to data file construction. The tabulation of selected indicators 
was also moved forward. A rolling data cleaning strategy was employed to reduce 
further delays. 

Despite the challenges arising from the complexity of the country sample designs and 
summer fieldwork scheduling, and revising the initial timetable twice, the Roma Survey 
2024 survey was delivered within contractual deadlines. 
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1.2. National Survey Experts briefing 
The NSE briefing for the Roma Survey 2024 was a detailed session covering the project's 
goals, procedures, and desired outcomes. It was held via webinar, shortly after contract 
signature, in order to engage with the NSEs early in the process and confirm their roles 
and responsibilities in the background research, sampling, fieldwork and quality control. 

The meeting started with introductions and an overview of the survey’s history and 
policy context provided by FRA, and a full overview of its deliverables. The requirements 
from the background research were confirmed along with the methods that should be 
used. An overview of the sampling approaches was provided together with selected 
details of the mapping that would need to be conducted in the mapping tool.  

A short session on Roma and Travellers cultural and ethical specificities to be considered 
when interviewing them (‘Cultural and ethical considerations’) was led by subject-
matter expert Dr Iulius Rostas. The questionnaire translation process was described and 
expectations for fieldwork in terms of interviewer selection and training, working with 
mediators to secure access to communities, timelines and quality control.  

The session also offered an opportunity for the NSEs to ask questions or raise concerns 
with the CCT and FRA. 

1.3. Background research and stakeholder 
consultations 

Following on from the NSE briefing, teams started the background research and 
stakeholder consultation phase of the Roma Survey 2024. The background research was 
designed to ensure collection of the information necessary to successfully conduct the 
survey. Under this activity, the local teams were requested to: identify the relevant 
sampling frame(s) and population data to inform the sample design and to start to 
establish links with national/ local Roma organizations, municipal offices, and 
communities working directly or in close co-operation with the Roma in their country to 
feed into a successful contact and communication strategy and aid the interviewer 
recruitment and training  

There were seven specific objectives for the background research, each aligned with a 
core preparation or implementation activity:  



 20 

 

● Identification of target population subgroups, such as indigenous Roma, 
immigrant Roma, and Travellers within each country, ensuring all distinct groups 
were identified and included in sampling activities. 

● Identification of sample frames, focusing on finding areal sampling frames at the 
smallest geographic levels available. In cases where such frames were not 
available, alternative frames were sought to approximate the Roma distribution 
accurately.  

● Gathering of population data at both national and sub-national levels to inform 
the survey’s sample and weighting design. This included socio-demographic data 
where available.  

● Identification and engagement with Roma organisations - a core part with NSEs 
tasked with contacting and engaging with national and local Roma organisations 
including the National Roma Contact Points (NRCP) introduced by FRA. This was 
to help local teams to identify where Roma lived in the sampled areal units and 
help ease the survey to maximise cooperation amongst the Roma population.  

● Informing communication strategies by gathering data on the Roma population's 
socio-cultural dynamics. This ensured respectful and culturally sensitive 
interactions with Roma respondents, including tailoring communication materials 
and considering the use of mediators or incentives.  

● Recruitment of interviewers, identifying methods to recruit those with Roma 
backgrounds or experience with hard-to-reach populations. This was crucial for 
enhancing trust and response rates in individual countries.  

● Feedback on new health-related questions included in the survey. Concerns about 
intrusiveness and language complexity were reviewed with suggestions for 
clarification and simplification. 

This activity was coordinated by the CCT, with work undertaken by the NSEs in each 
country. The CCT created a detailed specification  for NSEs to follow with accompanying 
templates to be filled with the information collected, to ensure consistency in approach 
and the relevant information was collated within each country. Templates were also 
shared with FRA for approval prior to this activity kicking off within each country. The 
background research objectives were met. Detailed findings were provided in the 
Background Research Report (Deliverable 3) which were used to inform the next stages 
of the survey. 
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1.4. Human-rights based approach to data 
(“HRBAD”) 

Throughout the research cycle, efforts were taken to ensure all data collection adhered 
to the highest ethical and human rights standards. This survey adhered to a human-
rights based approach to data (HRBAD) (1) throughout the entire data collection process. 
The UN-OHCHR’s guidance note on data collection and disaggregation informed the 
approach, ensuring the six core principles of HRBAD were central to the method: 
participation, data disaggregation and collection by population group, self-
identification, transparency, privacy, and accountability. 

Listed below are measures implemented to uphold these principles: 

● Participation: Community stakeholders from Roma and Traveller communities 
helped shape the research, ensuring its relevance and encouraging participation. 
Local teams explored recruiting and training interviewers from Roma 
communities and, where feasible, engaged mediators to build trust and ease 
participation in locations where the community may be hesitant to take part. 
While gender matching of interviewers and respondents was considered, it was 
believed unnecessary for the target population after consultation with NSEs. 
However, to ensure accessibility and comfort, interviews were conducted on the 
respondent’s premises, and in some cases in Ireland, in local community outreach 
centres.  

● Self-identification: Only people who identify themselves as being Roma or 
Traveller were interviewed as part of the survey. Screening questions at the 
beginning of the questionnaire established if respondents belonged to the target 
group, with a tailored list of ethnic identities used in each country compiled with 
the help of the Roma and Traveller experts.  

● Transparency: Before the interview, participants received a comprehensive 
explanation of the research purpose, data usage, and data protection measures. A 
Privacy Notice outlined respondent rights, data access, storage procedures, and 
GDPR compliance. This notice was accessible digitally and in print, ensuring easy 
access for respondents. The introduction also covered the estimated length of the 
interview, how long data would be stored, and the respondent's right to withdraw 
at any time. During the interview, various materials were shared with 

 
(1) United Nations (2018), A human rights-based approach to data, Geneva, Office of the 

United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. 

https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Issues/HRIndicators/GuidanceNoteonApproachtoData.pdf
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respondents to explain the purpose of the interview upfront, and to confirm 
respondent consent. 

● Privacy: All personal data and responses were anonymised. Data was stored 
securely on the contractor’s servers, accessible only to core project team 
members. Personal data was removed within three months of project completion 
unless otherwise stated and explicitly agreed to by respondents. 

● Accountability:  Respondents received contact information for the NSEs, CCT and 
the contractor’s compliance teams to address any complaints. Respondents could 
also contact FRA directly through a designated email address. The survey also 
adhered to ESOMAR International Code on best practices in data collection, data 
protection, and transparency. 

In summary, informed consent and adhering to a HRBAD was paramount for the 
successful completion of the Roma Survey 2024. Experienced interviewers clearly 
explained the research purpose and obtained consent before starting. Respondents 
could stop the interview or decline to answer specific questions at any time. 
Respondents were also informed of their right to decline to answer specific questions 
without having to withdraw from the interview entirely.  

Steps taken to remove participation barriers included conducting interviews in 
comfortable settings, reading materials aloud when appropriate to do so, providing a 
Romani glossary to interviewers, explaining topics upfront, and, in some countries 
(Bulgaria, Czechia, Greece, France, Italy, North Macedonia, Romania, Serbia), providing 
an incentive. These measures, along with the contractor’s experience researching hard-
to-reach and vulnerable populations, ensured ethical data collection that was consistent 
with a HRBAD. 

1.5. Working with Roma associations and 
non-governmental organisations 

As part of the background research, key Roma organisations and experts were identified 
in each country and contacted by NSEs in addition to the National Roma Contact Points 
(NRCPs) provided by FRA. This initial phase focused on gathering information, building 
relationships, and securing support from local organisations for the survey.  

These organisations provided local knowledge about Roma communities, including 
population estimates, settlement patterns, and potential sampling frames, which was 
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fundamental for a robust sampling strategy. They also offered insights into the social, 
economic, and cultural contexts of each community. As an example, in Albania, IRCA 
helped with sample mapping. In Czechia, government and regional bodies in 14 NUTS3 
regions, along with the Government Council for Roma Minority Affairs, provided more 
data for the sampling frame. In Greece, the NRCP provided a report on Roma 
settlements and population. In Hungary, the NRCP advised on census data. In Portugal, 
Ribaltambição, with the help of 18 Roma individuals, collected information on Roma 
populations in 26 municipalities. In Romania, the Institute for the Study of National 
Minority Issues and the Ministry of Investments and European Projects provided 
support for the sample frame and mapping. In Serbia, Roma organisations helped with 
sample mapping. In Spain, the FSG used their housing map to help define sampling units. 
A full list of the organisations consulted and how they supported is listed in Table 2. 

Table 2 – Organisations that supported Roma Survey 2024 
Country Organisations reached Support provided 

AL Centre for Roma Women's Rights; IRCA  Consulted during initial research, helped with 
sample mapping, recruited and coordinated 
Roma interviewers 

BG Amalipe  Provided advice during initial research and 
took part in training 

CZ Romanonet; National Pedagogical 
Institute of the Czech Republic (NPI CR), 
Platform of Roma educational staff  

Contacted during initial research, government 
and regional bodies provided more data for 
sampling frame, helped with recruitment and 
training of interviewers 

EL Association of Greek Roma Mediators & 
Partners; the Hellenic Confederation of 
Greek Roma 

Approached during initial research, NRCP 
provided a report on Roma settlements and 
population, helped with training and named 
potential interviewers 

ES Fundación Secretariado Gitano (FSG)                                                                                 Used their housing map to help define 
sampling units, trained interviewers and went 
with them in potentially dangerous areas 

FR FNASAT                                      Contributed to sample frame and mapping, 
took part in briefings, provided local contacts, 
and an expert for briefings 

HU Uccu Roma Informal Educational 
Foundation; Autonomia Foundation                                                                

Contacted during initial research, NRCP 
advised on census data, local CSOs were not 
needed during fieldwork 

IE Pavee Point and its network of local 
organisations 

Pavee Point were essential partners at all 
stages of the survey, supporting in interviewer 
recruitment and fieldwork management. 

IT Various Roma and pro-Roma 
organisations and associations, Professor 
Riniolo, UCRI  

Consulted during initial research, UCRI played 
a crucial role in fieldwork and method 
adaptation 
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Country Organisations reached Support provided 

MK Institute for Policy Research and Analysis 
- Romalitiko 

Contacted during the background research, 
communicated about the survey, eased access 
to communities. An interviewer, also a 
representative of Romalitiko participated in 
the training and shared valuable insight and 
experience about what it is like being a 
member of the Roma population in North 
Macedonia. 

PT Ribaltambição, Letras Nómadas - 
Associação de Investigação e Dinamização 
das Comunidades Ciganas and EAPN 
Portugal  

Collected data on Roma populations in 26 
municipalities, took part in interviewer 
briefings 

RO Together (Impreuna) Agency for 
Community Development; Institute for 
the Study of National Minority Issues; 
Ministry of Investments and European 
Projects; Roma Center; local Roma 
leaders  

Contacted during initial research, provided 
support for sample frame and mapping, 
provided training and consultancy, helped 
with communication and outreach 

RS Bibija Romski Ženski Centar, Savez 
udruzenja Roma Zapadne Srbije               

Helped in sample mapping and 
communication, instrumental in recruiting 
Roma interviewers 

Alternative text: Table lists for each country the names of organisations that were reached during the 
survey and support they provided.  
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2. Development and translation of 
the survey materials 

2.1. Questionnaire development 
The questionnaire from FRA’s Roma Survey 2021 was used as the  basis for the Roma 
Survey 2024. The questionnaire was adjusted to reflect the lessons learned from Roma 
Survey 2021 and selected answer options were adapted or added to accommodate the 
inclusion of the Traveller audience in France and Ireland, using the same approach as 
taken in the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019. A question on the highest level of 
education achieved in another country was added and asked of those whose country of 
birth was not the survey country. This question was taken from the FRA Immigrants 
Survey. Two new questions were added covering experiences of cancer and experiences 
of specific medical checks. The structure of the questionnaire followed a modular 
approach and was divided into 11 sections (Table 3). 

Table 3 – Overview of the questionnaire structure 
Section Topics covered 

Introduction 

▪ Household information (household grid) 
▪ Child information (child grid) 
▪ Housing and living standards 

Employment 
▪ Employment situation 
▪ Main reasons for not looking for work, type of contract in main job 

Health and life expectancy  

▪ Subjective assessment of own health condition, longstanding illness 
or problem, and limitations in daily activities 

▪ Access to health insurance 
▪ Unmet medical care needs 
▪ Women’s experiences giving birth 
▪ Experiences of cancer 
▪ Experiences of medical checks 

Rights awareness, 
perceptions and attitudes 

▪ Degree of experienced exclusion from society 
▪ Awareness of support organisations, equality bodies, existing 

antidiscrimination legislation in the country 
▪ Worry about being harassment against when out in public 
▪ Avoidance behaviour 
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Section Topics covered 

Experiences of 
discrimination 
 

▪ Discrimination experiences: when looking for work; when at work; 
while using healthcare services; when trying to rent/buy an 
apartment/house; when in contact with school authorities (as a 
parent/guardian or as a student); when in contact with 
administrative offices or public services; when trying to enter a 
nightclub, a bar, a restaurant or a hotel; when using public 
transport; and when in a shop or trying to enter a shop  

▪ Reporting of the last incident of discrimination to any organisation  
▪ Reasons for not reporting an incident of discrimination  
▪ Specific experiences of discrimination when at work and in housing 
▪ Negative experiences of children in school 

Police stops experiences 

▪ Experiences of police stops in different situations  
▪ Reasons for being stopped  
▪ Police requests and perception of treatment by the police 

Victimisation: experiences 
of harassment and violence 

▪ Prevalence and type of harassment and victimisation incidents 
▪ Characteristics of the last incident (forms, perpetrators, nature, 

place, reporting, reasons for not reporting, satisfaction with handling 
of complaint by the police) 

▪ Impact of hate crime experience 

Migration plans 
▪ Possibility of moving to another country in the future and reasons for 

wanting to move 

Societal participation 

▪ Religion 
▪ Main language spoken and country language level self-assessment 
▪ Intergroup relations and comfort with other groups 
▪ Trust in institutions and values 
▪ Political and civic participation 

Other background 
information 

▪ Marital status 
▪ Information related to the biological parents  
▪ Household income and financial situation 
▪ Belonging to other minority groups 

Interviewer questionnaire 

▪ Interviewer’s observations concerning the setting of the interview 
and incentives (e.g. language of the interview and respondent’s 
fluency, cooperation of the respondents, interest in the topics of the 
interview, and comprehension of the survey) 

Alternative text: Table lists  eleven sections included in the questionnaire and for each of them providing 
further information on the content 

The contractor worked with FRA on the refinement of the final questionnaire. The Senior 
Survey Expert and in-country Roma experts were consulted during the background 
research stage. More introductions and explanations were added for respondents along 
with hard and soft checks to avoid or clarify potentially illogical responses. Expert 
feedback on the new health questions was explicitly looked for with mixed feedback on 
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how willing people would be to answer the questions, but it was agreed to pilot them 
as they were. The questionnaire was piloted in all countries prior to main-stage 
fieldwork.  

Collecting a valid response on age and gender for all respondents and household 
members was mandatory (i.e., no refusals or “don’t know” responses were accepted) to 
allow for possibility to disaggregate results by these two key characteristics. To aid this, 
if a respondent did not know or preferred not to give their exact age or that of any other 
household members, an estimate was asked for. The response categories were provided 
to figure out whether the respondent/household member was a child, a young person, 
of working age or older than working age. The age bands provided were also aligned 
with the quotas that were set in Ireland. 

In some cases, country-specific questions / categories were needed in order to 
accurately capture the population group, and personal and household-related details. 
In the data, these are presented as single harmonised variables, while the country-
specific questions and categories are documented in the codebook. The country-specific 
codes and filtering for each of these questions can be found in the questionnaire and 
codebook. 

2.1.1. Ethnicity 
It was important to ensure that eligibility was determined accurately during the 
screening phrase and that respondents were able to self-identify as Roma in line with 
the human rights principles of self-identification. During the background research, NSEs 
consulted with Roma experts to update and confirm terms in which Roma identify in the 
survey country, with these lists then being used during the screening phase. In doing so 
the diversity and heterogeneity of groups was recognised and it avoided groups feeling 
stereotyped or individuals being excluded from the survey as a result of not recognising 
themselves within the categories presented.  

2.1.2. Umbrella terms 
A comprehensive list of ethnic groups tailored to each country was compiled and used 
for screening purposes. In the questionnaire itself and in the different survey materials, 
it would have been impractical or not possible to refer to these more precise categories. 
Given this, an umbrella term was employed when referring to the survey itself, and 
when respondents were asked if they had undergone certain experiences because of 
their Roma background. Umbrella terms used in each country in the Roma Survey 2021, 
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or the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019 were used following confirmation from NSEs 
that this aligned with the background research (Table 4).  

Table 4 – Survey title and umbrella term in each country 
Country Survey title Umbrella 

Term 
Other Terms 

AL Studimi Për Romët 2024 Rom Cergar, Kallbuxhi, Bamill, Mix 

BG Проучване Сред Ромите 2024 Роми Циганин, Миллет, 
Лудари/Рудари, Сиви 
гълъби/Демерджии/Цуцумани, 
Влахоря/Власи, Калдараши, 
Йерлии 

CZ Výzkum O Situaci Romů 2024 Romové n/a 

EL Ερευνα Ρομά 2024 Ρομά Tsinganoi, Έλληνες μουσουλμάνοι 
με καταγωγή Ρομά (Greek Muslims 
of Roma descent)a 

ES Encuesta Sobre La Población 
Gitana 2024 

Las personas 
gitanas 

n/a 

FR Enquete Aupres Des Gens Du 
Voyage 2024 

Gens du Voyage Manouches, Sinti, Gitans, Tsiganes, 
Yéniches, Voyageurs, Roms 

HU Roma Kutatás 2024 Roma Beás cigány, Oláh cigány, 
Romungro / Magyar cigány / 
Muzsikus cigány 

IE English 
(Roma / 
Traveller) 

Roma And Travellers Survey 2024 
/ Travellers And Roma Survey 
2024   

Roma/Traveller
s 

Immigrant Roma 

IE Bulgarian 
(Roma) 

Проучване относно живота на 
ромите и пътуващите общности 

Роми Роми-имигранти 

IE Czech 
(Roma) 

Výzkum o Situaci Romů a 
Travellerů 2024 

Romů Romský přistěhovalec 
 

IE Romanian 
(Roma) 

Sondaj Privind Populatia Roma Și 
a TravellerIlor 

Roma Imigrant rom 

IT Indagine Rom e Sinti 2024 Rom/Sinti Camminantib  

MK  Анкета За Ромите 2024 Ром/Ромка Цигани, Египќани 

PT Inquérito Às Comunidades 
Ciganas 2024 

Rom/Rome n/a 
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Country Survey title Umbrella 
Term 

Other Terms 

RO Sondaj Privind Populația Romă 
2024 

Rom n/a 

RS Istraživanje O Romima 2024 Rom/Romkinja n/a 

Alternative text: Table presents the survey title, umbrella term and other ethnicities/terms used by the 
target population which were used for screening purposes employed in every country in the national 
languages, and the other languages used in Ireland for the Roma population. 

NB: a - For majority of localities in Greece (also including Xanthi prefecture) the umbrella term Roma 
and the term Tsinganoi were used. For localities in Rhodope and Evros prefectures – Greek Muslims of 
Roma descent (Έλληνες μουσουλμάνοι με καταγωγή Ρομά), Roma, Tsinganoi. B - Term used regionally: 
in Sicily. 

2.1.3. Housing  
The type of housing was coded by the interviewer for all interviews. The list of types of 
housing was taken from the earlier FRA Roma surveys and included various kinds of 
accommodation for each country.  

2.1.4. Education 
Questions referring to the highest level of education gained by all household members, 
as well as those about present education or training respondents may have been 
undergoing, and that of children in the household were based on the International 
Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 2011 categories.  

The country specific codes were taken from the Roma Survey 2021 and Roma and 
Travellers Survey 2019 with small refinements to make sure they were up to date. All 
country specific codes could be mapped back to the ICED 2011 categories. 

A question was also included to establish the highest level of education achieved in any 
other country, asked only of those households where the respondent’s country of birth 
was not the survey country. Given the number of countries this could include it was not 
possible to provide country specific categories for each of these so a generic code frame 
was developed to capture the highest level of education that may have been obtained 
outside of the survey country which was based on ISCED 2011. 

A question was asked about attendance at any educational institution and their current 
level based on ISCED 2011 for all children in the household. Questions were filtered 
according to the age of the children, considering that the compulsory school age varies 
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between countries. Age was also taken into account when setting up a code frame to 
harmonise the results of fieldwork for every country.  

2.1.5. Income 
Where no response was obtained on the households combined net monthly income, 
standardized income bands were applied in all countries. Their code frame originated 
from the EU-MIDIS II questionnaire, with the original scale being in euro. For fieldwork 
countries that do not employ the euro, the exchange rate from 31 January 2024 to 
convert the income from national currencies to the euro was used based on the one 
applied for the EU-MIDIS II survey. Rounding systems, as well as minor adjustments, 
were used so that the final code frames were more accessible for respondents. 

2.1.6. Equality bodies 
Respondents were asked about their awareness of country-specific equality bodies 
dealing with discrimination issues and whether they had reported any experiences of 
discrimination to these bodies. The list of equality bodies for each country was provided 
by FRA. 

2.1.7. Health 
Respondents were asked questions in order to assess their general health using the 
Minimum European Health Module. Their translations stem from the EU Statistics on 
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC). National basic health insurance schemes were 
used in question DHE04. 

2.1.8. Poverty threshold 
For the question measuring whether a household could afford an unexpected but 
necessary expense (SI08_3) the amount specified was set at 1/12 of the national at risk 
of poverty threshold for a one-person household in 2022 (60% of the yearly median 
income). 
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2.2. Electronic contact sheets 
The use of contact sheets was a vital part of the sampling procedures and underwent 
significant development in order to make them as easy to administer as possible, while 
capturing the necessary information in light of the different sampling methods 
undertaken across the survey countries.  

Electronic contact sheets (ECS) were used, allowing for easier administration and 
integration with the main survey interview and data. The ECS was used to manage the 
sample, screen households, make appointments, select the respondents for interview 
(if applicable) and start the interview. The ECS was managed through the iField 
application.  

There were essentially two versions of the ECS: one for random selection of respondents 
and one for non-random/quota sampling. The random route script incorporated a 
variation known as Modified Adaptive Cluster Sampling (MACS), enhancing fieldwork 
efficiency in areas with less than 25% concentration of the target population.  

During data checks after starting the mainstage fieldwork, the CCT found that question 
ECS_E3b, which asks if the informant is also the selected person, was misunderstood 
and being coded incorrectly by interviewers, with most answering yes to this question 
when they shouldn’t have. A revised version of the question was then suggested, 
approved by FRA, and implemented. The question, directed only to the interviewer, was 
given more context, providing the selected person’s name and age, asking the 
interviewer to verify if the person they were speaking to during the screening was the 
same. This new wording positively affected the correct administration of the question. 
The wording of all ECS questions is provided in the FRA-published RS2024 questionnaire.  

2.3. Fieldwork materials  
In addition to the questionnaire and ECS, the following list of materials was used for the 
implementation of the survey: 

● Introductory letter 

● Information leaflet/postcard 

● Privacy notice 
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● Showcards 

● A list of support organisations 

The introduction letter was drafted by the contractor for approval by FRA. It was 
translated into all survey languages used. It provided a brief overview of the objectives, 
context and administration of the survey. If the respondent was unable to read in any 
of the languages due to low literacy, the interviewer read out the letter to them.  

The postcard/leaflet provided a visually appealing and accessible informative document, 
holding the most essential information from the introduction letter and the privacy 
notice in a concise format. The postcard was used by both interviewers and mediators 
to inform people about the survey. A specific section was also included for interviewers 
to write their own telephone number so that respondents could contact them directly. 

The privacy notice was designed in line with General Data Protection Requirements 
(GDPR). It had more information about the survey, how respondents’ data will be used 
and their rights to amend or remove it. It also provided details on who respondents can 
contact should they have an enquiry or a complaint. Paper versions were available and 
a link to the privacy notice was provided in the information letter. 

Show cards were based on the approved questionnaire translations and used in paper 
format. For some questions the order of the codes on the show cards were presented 
in standard (e.g. codes list A-E) and reverse order (e.g. E-A) to help mitigate any order 
effect – that is codes from the top or bottom of the list being selected due to their 
positioning on the show card. Each pack of show cards included only one version - either 
standard or reverse - and interviewers were given one or the other to use for all their 
interviews. The show cards were checked against the final translated questionnaires by 
the NSEs and the CCT prior to start of fieldwork. 

If the respondent was unable to read in any of the languages due to low literacy, the 
interviewer read out the answer options for them. The interviewer was instructed to 
also read out the answer options if it seemed like the respondent could not read without 
saying so.  

Interviewers were also provided with a list of support organisations in the respective 
survey country. This was handed out to respondents at the end of the interview, unless 
interviewers felt it to be more appropriate earlier on during the interview: for example, 
if the respondent requested such a list, or if he/she had emotional reactions, triggered 
by remembering upsetting or frustrating events while answering the questions. 
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2.4. The survey manual 
The manual accompanied the interviewer training and served as a comprehensive 
reference for interviewers once fieldwork had started. The input of experts and Roma 
and Traveller representatives was also incorporated to give special recognition to the 
sensitivities around interviewing these target groups. The Roma Survey 2021 manual 
was used as the basis for the 2024 survey, updated by the contractor as needed.  

Country versions were tailored where necessary according to the sampling method 
being implemented and target group considerations. Once checked by the CCT, FRA 
approved the final master, the 2021 translations were updated with the new/amended 
content by the local teams. 

2.5. Scripting 
All interviewing was conducted face-to-face via Computer Assisted Personal 
Interviewing (CAPI) on interviewer touch-screen devices (tablets). The contractor’s Ifield 
data collection platform was used to field the questionnaire. Ifield is a fully integrated 
system covering all aspects of data collection for face-to-face surveys, including random 
probability and quota.  

The contact sheet and questionnaire were scripted by the contractor once the Word 
versions of both documents were approved by FRA including the scripting instructions 
necessary for the scripters.  

The ECS and the questionnaire were set-up so that the relevant information collected 
during completion of the ECS was pulled through to the questionnaire, for example the 
names/initials and gender of eligible household members.  

The CCT checked the ECS and questionnaire scripts. This involved:  

● manually checking the questionnaire for accuracy and completeness; and  

● flooding the script with dummy data and checking the data output files to ensure 
that all questions were being asked and that all routing was correct based on the 
expected base sizes for each question if the routing had been accurately 
implemented.  
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FRA also extensively checked both the ECS and questionnaire scripts and provided 
feedback. Corrections were made as needed. A log of all requested corrections and 
changes was kept.  

Once the master script was approved it was then prepared for translation.  

Once the translated/adapted versions of the ECS and questionnaire were approved, the 
master script was overwritten with the country/language versions of the scripts. The 
translated ECS and questionnaire scripts were provided to the NSEs to check that the 
country/language versions of the scripts had been correctly uploaded, before again 
providing these to FRA for its own checks and approval. During the course of scripting, 
changes were requested in the master questionnaire. For the most part these were 
accommodated. 

2.6. Translation of the questionnaire and 
survey materials 

2.6.1. Questionnaire translation 
All interviewer- and respondent-facing materials were translated into the relevant 
national languages for use in each country. In Ireland, the main source version (English) 
was used as the basis for national tailoring of the materials. For those countries included 
in the Roma Survey 2021 and France, it was already established that only the national 
languages would be needed. In the Roma Survey 2021, in North Macedonia, both 
Macedonian and Albanian versions of the questionnaire were available, but it was 
agreed that Albanian would not be necessary for the Roma Survey 2024 as it had not 
been used in the earlier survey.  

For Albania and Ireland, experts were consulted during the background research phase 
as to whether any languages in addition to the national language would be needed. In 
Albania, while Roma is commonly spoken, various Roma CSOs reported that Albanian is 
also widely spoken and would be sufficient for the survey, especially given that Roma 
dialects would vary. 

In Ireland, according to the Health Service Executive, Travellers use English as a main 
language in everyday life , In line with the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019, it was 
agreed that only English would be needed for survey administration among Travellers.  
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Among Roma in Ireland, the Roma national needs assessment found that there is wide 
diversity of languages spoken (with Romani being the most common) and that Roma 
often self-report issues with reading in English. As it was possible to include Roma 
interviewers who spoke Bulgarian, Czech and Romanian and the availability of these 
translations, it was agreed that versions of these three language questionnaires would 
be produced for use in Ireland. 

As for the earlier survey, a Romani glossary was made available, but a full set of survey 
materials in Romani was not produced.  

Existing translations from the Roma Survey 2021 were used for all languages except 
Bulgarian and French. For Bulgarian, content from the Roma survey conducted by the 
National Statistics Office was used. For French, the translation from the Roma and 
Travellers Survey 2019 was used for content that was the same across the two surveys. 
For all languages, some updates had to be made following changes to the source 
questionnaire.  

The contractor worked with the linguistic quality control agency cApStAn for the 
translation component. Each team of translators, appointed by cApStAn and the 
national survey agencies, consisted of two linguists, who each produced an original 
translation of new questions in the source questionnaire (translation 1 and translation 
2), and an adjudicator responsible for the merging and adjudication of the two 
translations. 

Where translations already existed from the Roma Survey 2021, these were kept but 
nevertheless reviewed by the translators. New or adapted questions that did not appear 
in the aforementioned surveys were translated. The English main source questionnaire 
was also reviewed and adapted to ensure that the terminology was appropriate and 
local differences were accommodated.  

For Bulgarian and French, the translation, review, adjudication, pretesting and 
documentation (TRAPD) approach was used for translation of questions that were not 
included in the previous Roma and Traveller surveys conducted in Bulgaria and France. 
Two independent professional translations were produced in parallel by different 
translators (translator 1 and translator 2) which were then merged (reconciled) by an 
adjudicator. Both translators were appointed by cApStAn. 

For all other languages, the new/adapted text was single translated and then reviewed 
along with the rest of the existing translation to ensure overall consistency.  

The new health questions used translations provided by FRA.  
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The proofread and quality-checked version was sent to the local agencies to do a final 
check on translations in terms of suitability for the target groups and for preparation of 
the final online implementation version with all local tailoring. This version was provided 
to FRA for final comment/approval before overwriting the main source script. 

Tools and instruments used for questionnaire translation 

All translations were done using OmegaT, a tool designed for professional translators. 
All translation work and documentation were tracked in a centralized Excel-based tool 
developed by cApStAn, known as the Translation, Adaptation and Adjudication Follow-
up Form (TAAFF). This tool contained the source version of the questionnaire, which was 
designed for easy replacement with the translated versions once approved. It also held 
the agreed notes for each item's translation and adaptation. 

2.6.2. Translation of other survey materials  
A simplified translation approach was adopted for the other survey materials: single 
translation and proofreading by two separate linguists, before providing the translation 
to FRA for final approval. The NSE in each country was responsible for overseeing the 
translation and independent proofreading of the survey materials in the national 
language(s) of each country, while the contractor appointed cApStAn to translate and 
proofread the materials in the non-national languages. Existing translations were used 
where possible, for example for content in the survey manual that was the same 
between the 2021 and 2024 surveys. 
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3. Interviewer selection and 
training  

This chapter provides an overview of the briefing of national coordinating teams, 
interviewer training, the engagement of Roma mediators and CSOs, and the recruitment 
and profile of the interviewer pool. 

3.1. Central train-the-trainer briefing 
The train-the-trainer briefing, which formed the basis for National Survey Experts (NSEs) 
to replicate in their countries, was held ahead of the survey pilot in  April 2024. It was 
held in person in Sofia, Bulgaria. In attendance were representatives from each local 
agency, along with members from the Central Coordination Team (CCT), FRA and Dr 
Iulius Rostas. The NSE from Czechia attended the briefing remotely, while all other NSEs 
were at the session in person. 

On day one, the briefing began with introductions and an overview of the survey’s 
objectives and context, presented by FRA. This was followed by a session on 
understanding the target population, which included practical exercises designed to 
raise awareness of preconceptions and stereotypes held about Roma, which was led by 
Dr Rostas. The day concluded with an overview on the sampling plan, covering subjects 
such as the random walk procedure and household screening. 

On day two, the briefing covered fieldwork preparations and the country teams’ plans 
for ensuring access to Roma communities, and an extended session on the 
questionnaire, including time for practice and role plays. 

NSEs were asked questions and encouraged to participate throughout the two days. 
NSEs’ active participation was particularly noticeable on day one during the 
‘Understanding the target population’ session, led by Dr Iulius Rostas. This session 
featured two interactive exercises focused on (1) defining the target population and (2) 
recognising unconscious bias. Alongside this, interactive sessions were also part of day 
two when going through the questionnaire and completing the training quiz at the end 
of the day. 

These sessions were considered highly informative and valuable by all NSEs. The 
feedback from participants indicated that the content covered all relevant information 
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for this study. FRA's presence and insights into the survey, the session on challenges 
faced by the Roma population and the interactive exercises on unconscious bias, were 
found particularly valuable. The group read of the questionnaire not only helped 
familiarise the NSEs with its specifics but also identified areas for necessary modification 
in the questionnaire design. 

There was split opinion on aspects covering iField and navigating the ECS. While agencies 
with extensive iField experience preferred less time dedicated to it, those with less 
experience desired more coverage. Following the TTT, representatives from Czechia, 
France and Hungary who were less familiar with iField, participated in two training 
sessions focused on using the platform for project management and interviewer 
training. 

3.1.1. Interviewer selection criteria 
Given the complexity of the survey, the aim was that all interviewers working on it had 
experience of interviewing respondents on sensitive topics and (where relevant) of 
working on random probability surveys. In addition, interviewers (and those from the 
community where possible) were also required to have at least 3 months’ active 
interviewing experience, experience in conducting interviews using CAPI, fluency in the 
national language(s) of the survey country (or Bulgarian / Czech / Romanian in Ireland) 
and, if possible, experience of interviewing Roma and Travellers exercise (Table 5).  

Table 5 – Review of interviewers trained and participating in the survey 
 
 

Country 

Number of interviewers briefed Number of interviewed who 
conducted at least 1 interview 

Total Out of whom 
Roma or Traveller 

interviewers 

Total Out of whom 
Roma or Traveller 

interviewers 

AL 23 23 20 20 

BG 49 0 41 0 

CZ 49 39 39 34 

EL 22 0 22 0 

ES 23 0 23 0 

FR 34 0 29 0 

HU 62 1 52 0 
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Country 

Number of interviewers briefed Number of interviewed who 
conducted at least 1 interview 

Total Out of whom 
Roma or Traveller 

interviewers 

Total Out of whom 
Roma or Traveller 

interviewers 

IE 86 86 67 67 

IT 42 19 31 18 

MK 34 1 34 2 

PT 21 0 17 0 

RO 87 3 41 2 

RS 39 6 39 2 

Alternative text: Table provides an overview of the number of interviewers who were briefed on the 
survey, the number who eventually conducted at least one interview and how many were Roma or 
Travellers in each country.  

NB: Variable “Int_num” in “RS2024_Main_Final_IntClientUse_250212” data set  

For the mainstage fieldwork, Roma interviewers were employed in seven of the 12 
countries (Albania, Czechia, Ireland, Italy, North Macedonia, Romania, Serbia). In 
Albania, only Roma interviewers were employed. In Ireland, the interviewer team 
consisted exclusively of Roma and Traveller interviewers. Czechia, Italy, North 
Macedonia, Romania and Serbia employed a combination of Roma and non-Roma 
interviewers. The remaining countries did not employ any Roma interviewers (Bulgaria, 
France, Greece, Portugal and Spain). A large part of the Roma field force were 
interviewers who worked with, or for, the Roma organizations that the agencies 
partnered with, and many have been involved with the Roma mapping. 

3.1.2. Interviewer profile 
In total, 455 interviewers worked on the Roma survey 2024 across the thirteen countries 
where the fieldwork was conducted. 

The majority of interviewers were women in all countries except Spain (Figure 1), 
reflecting the fact that existing interviewer panels tend to be made up of more women 
than men.  

Figure 1 - The gender profile of the interviewer force 
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Alternative text: Bar chart shows percentage of male and female interviewers in each country. 100% of 
interviewers were females in North Macedonia and Romania as opposed to only 48% in Spain. 

The age distribution among the interviewer pool was more diverse, however, there was 
a tendency for a larger representation interviewers aged 45-54. This was especially true 
of some countries (Bulgaria, Czechia and Serbia) and the local management teams relied 
heavily on interviewers with vast interviewer experience and participation in projects 
targeting a specific population. 

Figure 2 - The age profile of the interviewer force  
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 Alternative text: Bar chart shows age structure of interviewers in each country. In Albania 75% were 
aged 18-34 – the youngest pool of interviewers.  

3.2. Interviewer training  
All interviewers had to attend two days of training before conducting any interviews. 
The training sessions were organised and conducted by the NSE of each country. The 
structure of the trainings followed the agenda of the central project briefing, with 
special focus on cultural and ethical considerations, behaviour when interacting with 
Roma respondents, the questionnaire, and how to use the iField app. Mediators / 
experts / support organisations were present during at least one training session in all 
countries and provided more local and community-specific insights and advice on 
conducting fieldwork.  

The NSEs received the presentation slides from the train-the-trainer briefing, which 
were translated into local languages. These materials were then used as a model for the 
pilot briefings in each country to ensure consistency. 

Feedback from the pilot briefings resulted in limited content and structural changes to 
make the sessions more practical and streamlined. The session on Understanding Roma 
was adjusted to help local teams prepare this content with Roma organisations in their 
respective countries. Experts on Roma in each country developed additional slides on 
understanding the target group, cultural sensitivity, and unconscious bias. These aligned 
with the presentation and exercises on unconscious bias that Roma expert Dr Iulius 
Rostas delivered during the TTT session. 

NSEs were given the flexibility to tailor the agenda and content further to suit their 
interviewers' experience levels. The following variations to delivery and interview 
briefing length were discussed and agreed with FRA: 

● If participants were Roma, the sections of the training covering 'Who are Roma' 
and 'Ethical and Cultural Considerations' were adjusted as not all of the 
information was needed or appropriate. Instead, the focus was on potential 
challenges Roma interviewers might encounter when interviewing Roma 
respondents and on conveying the importance of this study for the future of the 
community and on operational fieldwork aspects. 

● In Ireland due to the relatively straightforward nature of the methodology to be 
implemented there (quota sampling) and due to only peer interviewers (i.e. those 
from a Traveller or Roma background) were included all briefings were shorter.  
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● In Spain, a centralised training session for area managers and fieldwork 
supervisors was conducted first on 19 and 20 June. The training was then 
cascaded to interviewers in each region (Barcelona, Seville, Valencia, Madrid, and 
Bilbao). The NSE led the first day of training, which was held online for all 
interviewers across all regions. On the second day, area managers in each region 
simultaneously conducted in-person training sessions.  

● In Hungary and Romania, changes in the order of the training sections were made 
to accommodate some of the participants’ schedules. Similarly, some adjustments 
were made in Greece, France and Czechia, because of the natural flow of 
engagement of the interviewers on specific topics. For example, in Czechia 
additional time was spent on the ECS while in Greece on the cultural specifics of 
the Roma population as interviewers showed strong engagement, and the 
discussion continued for longer than expected. In France, the interviewers were 
so engaged in discussions, questions and answers that this caused shortening the 
available time for practice the ECS and questionnaire. 

● In Hungary, since most interviewers had participated in RS2021 and were familiar 
with the methodology and specifics of interviewing Roma, the training was 
condensed to a single day and conducted remotely. Similarly, in Czechia, because 
many interviewers had also worked on the previous survey, the training was held 
online for the first day and in person on the second. 

● In Italy, the teams conducted a quiz after each section instead of having one final 
quiz at the end of second day while Czechia and France decided to forgo a quiz 
altogether, planning to implement them during individual refresher sessions to 
gauge interviewer readiness for fieldwork. 

● There was a change in the planned agenda for the first training in Serbia and the 
second one (23-24 August) in Bulgaria. Although the trainings were supposed to 
include a presentation on MACS, this was not covered since it was concerning a 
small portion of the sample at the time. MACS was eventually deemed 
unnecessary and not implemented in any of the two countries. 
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4. Sampling 
This chapter provides an overview of the sample design for each country. The survey 
built on the sampling approaches and experiences gained in previous surveys of the 
Roma population – in particular, FRA’s Roma Survey from 2011 (Italy), FRA’s EU-MIDIS II 
from 2016, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)/World Bank Regional 
Roma Survey 2017 (Albania, North Macedonia and Serbia), FRA’s RTS 2019 (France and 
Ireland) and FRA’s Roma Survey from 2021 – to further refine and improve their 
methodologies.  

To ensure the survey was fit for purpose the contractor, in collaboration with FRA, local 
country fieldwork suppliers and Roma experts, conducted extensive background 
research on the Roma population. A key objective of the background research was to 
identify suitable Roma population sources in each country to use in constructing the 
sample frames and design. In the absence of low-level (geographical) information on the 
Roma population, a large-scale mapping exercise was undertaken in Albania, Czechia, 
Greece, Italy, North Macedonia, Portugal and Romania. Only Roma living in the selected 
primary sampling units were mapped to make the mapping task feasible.  

From the outset, in all countries except in Ireland a similar sample design was employed 
to survey the Roma population. The sample allocation across the strata was proportional 
to its estimated Roma population and Roma individuals were sampled using a stratified 
clustered multi-stage sample design. The main difference in the design between 
countries was in the choice of the primary sampling units, which was driven by the 
availability of population data on the Roma at a sub-national level. In Ireland, a quota 
approach was used for selecting households and individuals. In all other countries a 
random selection was employed in all sampling stages. However, due to difficulties in 
the mapping stage (see section 4.2), for a part of the sample in Italy and Portugal a quota 
approach had to be used for selecting households and individuals. 

4.1. Target population and sample 
requirements 

The target population for this survey was all individuals in the survey countries aged 16 
or over, living in private households, whose usual place of residence is in the territory of 
the survey country and who identify themselves as Roma or as one of the other groups 
that are subsumed under the term ‘Roma’. The survey population included those who 
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are living in camps, unstructured settlements and remote or segregated areas if they 
otherwise fulfilled the eligibility criteria.  

The term ‘Roma’ is commonly used in political documents of the EU as an overarching 
term that encompasses diverse groups of people who are sometimes referred to as 
Roma, Sinti, Kalé, Travellers, Gens du voyage, Manouches, Ashkali, and Boyash (2). The 
term(s) used in each country are given in Table 4 in chapter 2. 

A household included either one person living alone or a group of people, who were not 
necessarily related but who knew each other and were living at the same address/in one 
or several caravans with common housekeeping, i.e. sharing at least one meal per day 
or sharing a living or sitting room. The household had to be the individuals’ main place 
of residence, excluding holiday homes. Households included children, newborns, older 
people, and people who were temporarily absent (for a maximum of six months) for 
work, education or health reasons. Temporary household members (e.g., visiting family 
members, friends, boarders or lodgers) were included if they had lived in that household 
for at least six months or intended to stay for at least another six months. 

Private households excluded business premises, and collective and institutional 
accommodation such as student halls, residential homes, workers’ hostels and shelters 
for homeless people. 

4.2. Overall sampling approach 
The general sampling approach was stratified two-stage area-based sampling. In the first 
stage, Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) were randomly selected in each stratum, with a 
probability proportional to their size. Typically, the PSUs were municipalities or regions 
and were too large to efficiently screen for eligible households.  

In the second stage, the sampled PSUs were subdivided into smaller geographical units. 
In the absence of low-level (geographical) information on the Roma population, a large-
scale mapping exercise was undertaken by Roma experts in Albania, Czechia, Greece, 
Italy, North Macedonia, Portugal and Romania. In France, Hungary and Spain, the 

 
(2) European Commission, COM (2011) 173 final, Communication from the Commission to the 

European Parliament, The Council, The European Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions, An EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up 
to 2020. 
(http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%208727%202011%20INIT)  

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%208727%202011%20INIT
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information on the number Roma for smaller geographical areas was available from 
other sources, (3) and it was not necessary to employ the mapping in the same way as 
in other countries. The mapped locations were then clustered into SSUs, if necessary, to 
ensure a minimum SSU size and sampled with a probability proportional to their size. In 
Serbia and Bulgaria, the data was available for low-level geographies (Census areas) 
from the outset, and the sampling unit selection was done in one stage. The same 
approach was followed in Ireland, even though the sampling units were larger there. (4) 

The number of Secondary Sampling Units (SSUs) to be selected was determined based 
on the required sample size and the expected number of interviews to be conducted per 
SSU. The expected number of interviews per SSU was set at 10 for all countries except 
Spain. In Spain, to allow use of a detailed list of areas where Roma live compiled by FSG 
for the Roma Survey 2021, it was decided to use the same PSU selection and the same 
allocation of SSUs across PSUs in the Roma Survey 2024. So, the number of interviews 
per SSU had to be set to 13 in Spain to reach the target sample size. 

SSUs with larger Roma populations could be selected multiple times, meaning that a 
larger number of interviews was allocated to them at the household selection stage to 
achieve an equal probability sample. For example, if an SSU was selected twice, the 
expected number of interviews would be double, that is, either 20 or 26. In cases where 
the SSU was selected more than once, multiple start addresses were selected to 
minimise the effect of clustering within the SSU. Before selecting sampling units, at both 
the PSU level and SSU level very small or empty units were excluded from the sample 
frames, which reduced the overall coverage of the sample but increased the efficiency 
and feasibility of the fieldwork (see Table 12 and Table 13).  

In the sampled SSUs, households were selected using a random walk from a predefined 
random start address. Finally, within an eligible household, a respondent was selected 
at random from all eligible Roma in the household, whether or not they were living in 
the home at the time. Each eligible individual was listed on the interviewer’s tablet, 

 
(3) In France, establishing the list of halting sites and their sizes was done through official 

sources during the background research. The occupancy of the sites was confirmed after 
the PSU selection. In Hungary, the Census 2011 data was available for Census areas, 
however, the two-stage approach to selecting sampling units was more efficient. In Spain, 
the list of areas where Roma live and their estimated sizes and characteristics compiled 
for the Roma Survey 2021 was reviewed and confirmed by Fundación Secretariado Gitano.   

(4) Smaller geographies could not be used for sampling in Ireland due to low target population 
counts and concentrations. 
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starting with the informant, and the script randomly selected one household member 
to participate in the survey. No replacement for the selected individual was permitted.  

A random probability approach could not be implemented in Ireland. Instead, a quota 
approach was used in the mainstage fieldwork. This approach was also implemented for 
a part of the sample in Italy and Portugal (Table 6).  

Table 6 – Sample design by country 

Country Sampling units 
Sampling unit 
selection Household and respondent selection 

AL 
PSU: administrative unit 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids  

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

BG PSU: census area PSU: random with PPS Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

CZ 
PSU: municipality 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

EL 
PSU: municipality 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

ES 

PSU: municipality 
SSU: list of SSUs provided by 
non-governmental 
organisations 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

FR 

PSU: municipality / group of 
municipalities 
SSU: halting site / group of 
halting sites 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

HU PSU: settlement 
SSU: enumeration district 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

IE – 
Roma 

PSU: electoral division PSU: random with PPS Household: quota (respondent level) 
Respondent: quota 

IE –
Travellers 

PSU: electoral division PSU: random with PPS Household: quota (respondent level) 
Respondent: quota 

IT 

PSU: province 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
and quota (respondent level) 
Respondent: random using the ECS and 
quota 

MK 
PSU: settlement 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 
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Country Sampling units 
Sampling unit 
selection Household and respondent selection 

PT 

PSU: municipality 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
and quota (respondent level) 
Respondent: random using the ECS and 
quota 

RO 
PSU: municipality 
SSU: units created out of 
250 m × 250 m grids 

PSU: random with PPS 
SSU: random with PPS 

Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

RS PSU: enumeration circle 
 

PSU: random with PPS Household: random using random walk 
Respondent: random using the ECS 

Alternative text: Table listing the following information for PSUs and SSUs: sampling units, sampling unit 
selection and household and respondent selection – either random using random walk, quota 
(respondent level) or random using ECS – in each country covered by the 2024 Roma Survey. Countries 
are ordered alphabetically by country code and displayed in rows. Information for each group targeted 
in Ireland is provided separately. 

NB: ECS, electronic contact sheet; PPS, probability proportional to size. 

Approach in Ireland 

In Ireland, both Travellers and Roma tend to live in extremely low-density areas, (5) and 
an approach based on screening for eligibility was not feasible. An approach based on 
identifying addresses where Travellers live was considered in the pilot of the Roma and 
Travellers Survey 2019. However, this approach was time-consuming and could not 
cover the entire target population. (6) It was eventually not as productive as expected. 
For those reasons, a random-probability approach could not be implemented in Ireland, 
and a quota approach was used in the mainstage fieldwork instead.  

Researching the target population in Ireland also required close cooperation with 
support organisations and community representatives. For the Roma Survey 2024, as in 
the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019, cooperation was established with Pavee Point 
Traveller and Roma Centre (Pavee Point), which has been instrumental in delivering 
other surveys with the target population in Ireland. In the proposal stage, the contractor 
consulted with Pavee Point to explore the possibility of implementing a random 

 
(5) For example, in 2019 the proportion of Travellers is 5% or higher in only 76 out of 3,600 

Electoral Divisions (EDs) in Ireland, while 20 of these have less than 50 Travellers. The 76 
EDs cover only 33% of the target population, and the average concentration level in them 
is 8%.  

(6) Travellers who are not fully engaged with the support structures available to the Traveller 
community could not be covered. 
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probability approach in the Roma Survey 2024. In their opinion, this was not possible for 
multiple reasons:  

● Comprehensive mapping of the addresses or areas where the target population 
lives was not feasible, as their representatives are not able to do it systematically, 
with full coverage, and across all areas in Ireland.  

● Even if this was possible in some areas, and a random selection of addresses was 
then made, the first contact with the address, as well as following all protocols of 
the random probability approach, would need to be implemented by a 
Roma/Traveller representative. Pavee Point confirmed that they did not have the 
capacity for this larger scope of work (compared to quota sampling).  

● Pavee Point noted that the standard survey approach (used in other countries) of 
screening for eligibility by interviewers, without prior introduction by community 
representatives, would not be well accepted by the approached households in 
Ireland, as they would likely perceive it as discrimination.  

Pavee Point emphasised that working with the target population requires extensive 
efforts to build trust, and they believed that the quota approach implemented in the 
Roma and Travellers Survey 2019 remained the best option to survey the target 
population, among both Roma and Travellers. The approach provided better 
coverage, (7) it was feasible to implement, and the targeted sample size could be 
reached within the time planned for the fieldwork. Implementing the quota approach 
also provided a sample comparable to the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019, which was 
one of the requirements in the technical specifications.  

Approach in Italy and Portugal 

Italy and Portugal faced difficulties when attempting to map the areas where Roma live 
within the selected PSUs. Without this information for certain PSUs, and with the 
deadline for finishing fieldwork approaching, it was agreed to apply a quota approach in 
a part of the sample (selection of PSUs) in both countries. 

In Italy, several challenges were encountered, primarily in getting support from the 
Roma organisations and during the mapping of areas where Roma live, which 
consequently affected fieldwork assumptions that sometimes did not reflect reality. A 

 
(7) Addresses that could not be mapped in advance would have a chance to be selected. They 

could be either contacted in a different way, or referrals can be used to reach households 
who are not fully engaged with the support structures available to the target population 
community. 
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one-to-one contact plan was implemented, managed by Professor Riniolo (8), 
capitalising on her Roma-related research expertise. This strategy aimed to mitigate 
contact fragmentation, organisational tensions, and mistrust, although some delays in 
setting up meetings persisted. Furthermore, the mapping of the population was 
hindered by the need for verification of figures with multiple stakeholders due to 
organisational fragmentation. Despite differences between official estimates and field 
data, trusted sources were identified for data verification, and alternative sources were 
used where reliability was in question. Additionally, the implementation of the random 
walk method faced challenges as the Roma population was not concentrated in known 
areas, necessitating trust in intermediaries for successful contact. However, trust alone 
proved insufficient when gatekeepers withdrew support. Eventually, UCRI offered 
support in implementing the fieldwork, and to unlock access to areas where gatekeepers 
had previously withdrawn support. However, they confirmed that only a non-random 
approach to selecting households and individuals could be implemented. For that 
reason, the part of the sample where UCRI provided support had to adopt a quota 
approach, in line with the one implemented in Ireland.  

Similarly, Portugal faced significant issues with the mapping of areas where Roma lived. 
Multiple organisations and experts were contacted in the first months of the process; 
however, nobody could provide the required information. Even when the information 
on territories could be found, estimates on the number of Roma who lived there could 
not be obtained. Eventually, Professor Iulius Rostas helped pursuing further contact with 
Mr. Gonçalves, Vice-President of Letras Nómadas- Associação de Investigação e 
Dinamização das Comunidades Ciganas, to support the mapping process. However, he 
and his network only had information for a part of the sample. In some of the PSUs they 
could help with Roma lived in very low concentrations. For these, and those PSUs where 
information on where Roma lived could not be found, the random approach to selecting 
addresses and individuals could not be implemented, and a quota approach, in line with 
the one used in Ireland, had to be adopted for this part of the sample.  

4.3. Allocation of sample by country 
The survey covered 10 EU Member States and three accession countries. The budget for 
the survey covered the sample sizes as indicated in the tender specifications. Once the 
sampling frames for each country had been received and where necessary combined, 

 
(8) Prof. Veronica Riniolo of the Department of Sociology of Università Cattolica del Sacro 

Cuore di Milano 
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the target population sizes were confirmed and reviewed across countries. The 
contractor and FRA then looked into optimising the sample size allocation to improve 
the precision of combined samples. The process aimed to maximise the precision of the 
results for the target population in a country, as well as across countries. It also 
considered feasibility, sample design quality, and costs for implementing the survey 
across countries. 

In the optimal sample size review, two extremes of the optimal allocation range were 
looked at:  i) the maximum possible cross-country sample efficiency while maintaining 
all country target group sample sizes at a minimum of 500 (Verma approach), and ii) a 
slightly less efficient method, which aimed for a compromise between overall cross-
country efficiency and a more even distribution between countries (Square root 
approach). These are presented in Table 7, along with the reference sample sizes 
specified in the tender specifications, and the final target sample sizes. 

After analysing two outlined approaches, it was established that the reference sample 
sizes specified in the tender specifications provide the same level of efficiency as the 
Verma approach, and it was agreed to not apply any changes to the sample sizes across 
countries. This also helped to avoid delays in the start of fieldwork across countries. 

Table 7 – Optimal sample allocation 
Country Roma 

population 
(0+) 

Reference 
sample size 

Square root 
approach 

sample size 

Verma 
approach 

sample size 

Target 
sample size 

AL 20,224 500 598 500 500 

BG 266,720 1,010 856 886 1,010 

CZ 261,957 880 853 878 880 

EL 117,495 500 736 588 500 

ES 516,862 1,190 996 1,233 1,190 

FR 74,960 670 689 500 670 

HU 553,882 1,230 1,013 1,276 1,230 

IE 65,999 500 677 500 500 

IT 87,570 530 704 508 530 

MK 46,433 500 649 500 500 

PT 62,480 500 672 500 500 

RO 1,157,447 1,850 1,242 1,845 1,850 

RS 210,332 640 816 787 640 
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Alternative text: Table provides information on the sample size by country following two sample 
allocation approached mentioned in the text along with the sample sizes indicated in tender 
specifications and total estimated Roma population. 

The background research investigated all Roma communities in all countries. Sampling 
frames that would allow implementing a random probability approach existed or had 
been established in all countries, with the following caveats (Table 8):  

● In France, a sampling frame was established for Travellers (Gens du Voyage) and 
for immigrant Roma, although for the latter the frame did not have precise data 
on Roma, but rather for the European population of Roma living in slums. No data 
on indigenous Roma were found. For these reasons, only Travellers were covered 
in France. 

● In Ireland, a sampling frame existed for both Travellers and immigrant Roma (that 
is permanent immigrants) (see Table 9). Both Travellers and immigrant Roma 
were included. The Roma in Ireland National Needs Assessment research found 
that the Roma population in Ireland is mainly from Romania, Czechia, Slovakia, 
Hungary and Poland; with the majority being from Romania (approximately 80%).  

Table 8 – Sources and estimates of the total Roma population 
Country Council of 

Europe 
Background research  PSU sampling 

frames before 
exclusions 

AL 115,000 18,276 (2014): Roma Census – Open Society 
Foundation (S). 21,243 

BG 750,000 266,720 (2021): census (S). 266,720 

CZ 200,000 38,708 (2021): census (S). 248,772 

EL 175,000 
117,495 (2021): Hellenic Ministry of Labour and Social 
Affairs’ Census of Roma Settlements and Population at 
national level (H). 

117,495 

ES 750,000 516,862 (2015): Study-Map on Housing and the Roma 
population (S). 516,862 

FR - Gens 
du Voyage 400,000 363,000 – 515,000 (2024): rough estimates by the 

consulted experts (H). 74,773 

HU 750,000 315,759 (2021): census (S). 581,633 

IE – Roma 

37,500 

16,049 (2022): census (S). 16,059 

IE - 
Travellers 32,949 (2022): census (S). 49,789 

IT 150,000 
120,000 – 150,000 (2021): Support Team of the Special 
Representative of the Secretary General of the Council 
of Europe for Roma Issues (H). 

87,570 



 52 

 

Country Council of 
Europe 

Background research  PSU sampling 
frames before 

exclusions 

MK 197,000 46,433 (2021): census (S). 46,433 

PT 52,000 
47,500 (population aged 18-74) (2023): INE, 
Inquérito às Condições de Vida, Origens e 
Trajetórias da População Residente (ICOT) (S). 

87,062 

RO 1,850,000 569,477 (2022): census (S). 1,180,228 

RS 600,000 131,936 (2022): census (S). 196,667 

Alternative text: Table shows the number of Roma per country based on the Council of Europe data, the 
population sizes identified during the background research and the population sizes based on the 
collected sampling frames. 

NB: H, hetero identification (self-identification and external identification); S, self-identification. 

Following the review of the optimal sample sizes, the PSU lists for Czechia, Romania and 
Serbia were finalised and reported slightly different numbers (see Table 8 – Sources and 
estimates of the total Roma population Table 8). The updated target population sizes 
would have had only a slight impact to the efficiency of the Verma approach and would 
have not changed the decision to not apply any changes to the reference sample sizes 
across countries specified in the tender specifications.  

Based on the total Roma population in the PSU sampling frames (first column in Table 7), 
the allocation has a sample efficiency of 76 %, where sample efficiency is calculated as 
1 divided by the design effect (1.32). The design effect is calculated based on the Kish 
design effect calculation for unequal weights. (9) 

4.4. Sampling frames and mapping the 
Roma population 

4.4.1. Primary Sampling Units 
A population register for the Roma population was not available in any of the 13 
countries covered, so an area sampling frame had to be established at the PSU level. 

 
(9) Kish, Leslie (1965). Survey Sampling. New York: Wiley. 
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PSUs are defined as the lowest level of geographical units for which information on the 
countrywide Roma population is available and recent. 

The background research identified available sampling frames in each country and 
explored the lowest administrative unit for which the data on the Roma population was 
available, quality of the frames and their accessibility (Table 9). In particular, coverage 
of the Roma population by the frames was examined, and if necessary alternative frames 
that could enhance the quality of the original frames were also considered. 

When the PSU territories were large, and not able to identify areas where Roma lived in 
slightly higher concentrations, the sample selection was done in two stages (see section 
4.5). PSUs, the smallest geographies available in the sampling frames, were selected in 
the first stage. Then the territories of the sampled PSUs were reviewed to identify areas 
where Roma live and estimate their population size. Secondary Sampling Units (SSUs) 
were created from these areas and selected in the second sampling stage.  

Table 9 – Sampling frame sources 
Country Sampling frame (PSU level)  Sampling frame (SSU level) 

AL Roma Census 2014 (Administrative unit)a   SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

BG Census 2021b (Census section)  SSU mapping was not required, as PSUs 
were the smallest geographies. 

CZ 

Census 2021, combined with the 
Government Council for Roma Minority 
Affairs’ estimates 2022c at the level of 
municipalities with extended powers d 
(Municipality) 

SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

EL 

Hellenic Ministry of Labour and Social 
Affairs’ 2021 Census of Roma Settlements 
and Population at national level 
(Municipality) 

SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

ES 
Study-Map on Housing and the Roma 
population, 2015 – the same source used 
for the Roma survey 2021 (Municipality) 

The list of areas where Roma live and their 
estimated sizes and characteristics 
compiled for the Roma Survey 2021 and in 
2024 reviewed and confirmed by 
Fundación Secretariado Gitano (area 
where Roma live) 

FR – Gens 
du voyage 

Dataset compiled by a Traveller 
Association ANGVC / Schemas 
Départemenaux d'Accueil et d'Habitat des 
Gens du Voyage / prefectures. Dataset 
from Traveller Organisation (FNASAT), 
2019-2021 (Municipality/Group of 
municipalities)  

Dataset compiled by a Traveller 
Association ANGVC / Schemas 
Départemenaux d'Accueil et d'Habitat des 
Gens du Voyage / prefectures. Dataset 
from Traveller Organisation (FNASAT), 
2019-2021 (Halting site) 
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Country Sampling frame (PSU level)  Sampling frame (SSU level) 

HU 

Census 2011 combined with the Roma 
population estimate of the Demographic 
Institute 2014 at the municipality levele  – 
the same source used for the Roma survey 
2021 (Municipality) 

Census 2011 – the same source used for 
the Roma survey 2021 (Enumeration 
district) 

IE - 
Travellers 

Census 2022 combined with Traveller 
count by the Department of Housing data 
at the Local Authority level (Local Electoral 
Area) 

SSU mapping was not required, the data 
was available for Electoral Divisions, 
however, due to the small population sizes 
and concentrations they could not be used 
as sampling units. 

IE - Roma Census 2022 (Local Authority) 

SSU mapping was not required, the data 
was available for Electoral Divisions, 
however, due to the small population sizes 
and concentrations they could not be used 
as sampling units. 

IT 

Combination of the estimates used in the 
Roma survey 2021 (Associazione 21 Luglio 
and Opera Nomadi estimates 
complemented by expert estimates at 
each province, 2021) and the CSO 
estimates 2024f (Province) 

SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

MK Census 2021 (Settlement) SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

PT 

Roma Survey 2021 estimates and Data 
reported by Municipalities within the 
context of PLICCg, combined with the ICOT 
2023 data at the NUTS 2 level 
(Municipality) 

SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

RO A combination of Census 2022 and 
SocioRoMap 2017 data (Municipality) 

SSUs mapped in the mapping tool (unit 
created out of 250m x 250m grids)   

RS 

Census 2022h combined with Roma CSOs 
estimates 2023i at municipality level as 
well as Mapping Substandard Roma 
Settlements According to Risks and Access 
to Rights in the Republic of Serbia, 2020 
data at municipality level (Enumeration 
circle) 

SSU mapping was not required, as PSUs 
were the smallest geographies. 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries the source for PSU level sampling frame 
and for SSU level sampling frame. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and 
Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. For each source, the information on territorial unit 
which was used is provided in brackets. 

NB: a Administrative units are third level division of Albania (373 units), following the first level division 
on 12 counties and second level on 61 municipality; b The full sampling frame was not available to the 
contractor, but the NSI selected the sample according to the specifications provided by the contractor; c 
More recent estimates were not available; d Municipalities with extended powers are responsible for 
state administration concerning all municipalities within their administrative district; e The University of 
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Debrecen could not provide more recent estimates; f UNAR, Sucar Drom, Kethane and potentially 
Associazione Romanì Italia supported the local team in the process, with a supervision of Professor 
Riniolo, Catholic University in Milano; g Available for only eight municipalities; h The full sampling frame 
(at Enumeration Circle level) was only available to Ipsos Serbia. It could not be shared outside of Ipsos 
Serbia, according to the data protection agreement signed with the NSI; i Some of the CSOs that were 
consulted are: RŽC Bibija; Udruzenje Roma Zapadne Srbije; Ternipe Pirot; Uspešne žene Kostolca; 
Integrativni globalni centar Kragujevac; Rosa Leskovac; Romski kulturni centar Subotica. 

For most of the countries, more recent data than those used in previous FRA surveys 
were identified. When the quality of frames that provided the data for small geographies 
could be enhanced through other sources, available at the same or higher territorial 
level, multiple sources were combined, as noted in Table 9. The coverage and other 
quality aspects of the recommended frames are discussed in chapter 9 of the 
Background research report. Table 10 addresses implications of identified coverage and 
other quality issues to the sample quality, and how these were overcome. 

Table 10 – Quality of the sampling frame sources 
Country Implications of coverage and other quality issues Addressing issues 

AL 

10% of contacted households did not respond to 
the Census. The number of these households was 
available at the county level and could be included 
in the estimates. No systematic 
underrepresentation was expected. 

The Census may have not covered more integrated 
Roma; however, it was unknown what proportion 
of the target population they represent. 

Roma CSOs claimed that the 
settlements covered in the 2014 
survey are what they consider as 
Roma settlements and that this is 
the most accurate data source 
available. 

A more recent data source was not 
available.  

BG 

The Census data could not access some of the 
Roma neighbourhoods during the Covid pandemic 
so these could not be covered if census sections are 
sampled directly. It is unknown what proportion of 
the population is not covered. 

Other issues with underrepresentation were not 
expected to be systematic. 

It was not possible to retrieve the 
data for the Roma settlements not 
covered by the Census, as census 
sections were sampled directly. 

CZ 
The 2022 data were mainly qualified estimates 
made by the regional coordinators for Roma 
affairs. 

The background research 
confirmed that even though the 
number of Roma is 
underrepresented in the Census, 
the data on where Roma live can be 
considered relatively reliable. 

EL 

Three municipalities reported that Roma lived 
there, but they could not provide estimates. This 
was not expected to significantly affect the 
coverage. 

This was the best data source for 
the Roma population in Greece. It 
was not possible to retrieve the 
data for the three municipalities 
that could not provide estimates. 
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Country Implications of coverage and other quality issues Addressing issues 

ES 

It may have not been possible to cover more 
integrated Roma (living in areas of lower 
concentrations), given that they are not visible in 
the sampling frame, and Secretariado Gitano may 
not be able to identify where they live. It was 
unknown what proportion of the target population 
they represent. 

Secretariado Gitano is the most 
accurate source on the Roma 
population in Spain. They were 
asked to identify the areas where 
Roma live, to the best of their 
knowledge. 

FR – Gens 
du 
voyage 

If the data on capacity of halting sites, adapted 
housings, or rental family sites was not available 
for some of the municipalities, those sites could 
not be covered. Also, settled Travellers, who live in 
private houses, were not covered by the sampling 
frame. It was unknown what proportion of the 
target population that is. 

It was not possible to retrieve the 
data for the population not covered 
by the sampling frames. The data 
on occupancy of the sites was 
collected to the extent possible 
closer to the fieldwork for sampled 
municipalities. However, this 
information was difficult to obtain, 
and it wasn’t available for some 
sites or entire municipalities. 

HU 
The correction of the Census 2011 data on Roma, 
completed in 2014 by the Demographic Institute, 
was still considered to be a reliable source. 

No further updates of the data 
were available. 

IE - 
Travellers 

The underrepresentation in the Census data was 
compensated by the Traveller count data.  

The combination of the data 
sources provided the best available 
sampling frame. 

IE - Roma The Census non-response was likely higher among 
this group as well. 

The overall underrepresentation in 
the Census could not be corrected 
for, however no systematic issues 
with distribution of Roma were 
expected. 

IT 

The CSO data contained the most recent estimates 
of the population. However, the CSOs noted that 
there is an unavoidable underrepresentation of 
Italian Roma and Italian Sinti, as some refuse to 
self-identify as such. 

No other or more accurate data was 
available.  

MK No issues with coverage nor quality were reported 
in the background research. Not applicable. 

PT 

No issues with coverage were reported in the 
background research, and issues with recency of 
the data may have affected the distribution of the 
sample across municipalities in case the target 
population moved within the country in recent 
years. The effect of this is unknown. 

No other or more recent, data that 
could help with confirming the 
distribution of the target 
population across municipalities 
was available.  

RO 
The combination of the sources was expected to 
compensate for each of the source coverage 
issues.  

The sources were combined, to 
compensate for issues with 
underrepresentation in each of the 
frames.  
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Country Implications of coverage and other quality issues Addressing issues 

RS 

The Census data may have not covered 
unauthorized settlements. Correcting for the 
overall underrepresentation by using the CSO 
estimates and Mapping Substandard Roma 
Settlements According to Risks and Access to 
Rights in the Republic of Serbia 2020 data at 
municipality level, may not be able to compensate 
for this. It was unknown what proportion of the 
population is not covered. 

Estimates by Roma CSOs and 
Mapping Substandard Roma 
Settlements According to Risks and 
Access to Rights in the Republic of 
Serbia 2020 were used to correct 
for the overall underrepresentation 
in the Census data. 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries the implications of coverage and other 
quality issues and how they were addressed. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for 
Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows.  

4.4.2. Secondary Sampling Units 
In Albania, Czechia, Greece, Italy, North Macedonia, Portugal and Romania data was 
only available for large geographies. A further step was necessary to subdivide the Roma 
population into smaller geographical locations within each sampled PSU. In these 
countries, CSOs, Roma experts or community representatives were consulted for 
detailed mapping of the smaller areas where Roma live, that is, for creating the SSU lists 
(made of 250 m x 250 m grids, as described in ‘Mapping the Roma population’). 
Following the selection of small geographies, either directly through the initial sampling 
frame list (in Bulgaria and Serbia), in two stages using the available data for small 
geographies (in France, Hungary and Spain), or through mapping of the SSUs, the 
boundaries of where Roma live within the selected units were reviewed to guide the 
selection of the starting points, and to revise the estimates of the concentration levels, 
aiming for them to be as accurate as possible.  

In Albania, Czechia, Greece, Italy, North Macedonia, Portugal and Romania, a mapping 
exercise was conducted to identify where Roma lived.  

Mapping the Roma population  

Where target population statistics or estimates were only available at the level of large 
geographies, the success of mapping of smaller geographies where the Roma population 
live was crucial for sample quality. This involved identifying the areas where Roma lived 
within selected larger PSUs (e.g., municipalities) and estimating their size and 
concentration. This process was undertaken by the local fieldwork teams with the 
support of organisations such as municipal/regional government, local Roma 
organisations, other civil society organisations or, community representatives). 
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A bespoke online mapping tool for data entry by Roma experts was used for the SSU 
mapping. Compared to the tool used in the Roma survey 2021, this survey consistently 
used smaller grids (250 m x 250 m) to allow identification of small areas where Roma 
lived, but it also allowed the selection of multiple grids to map larger areas where Roma 
lived, with providing one population estimate for this selection. This allowed for a better 
approximation of the areas where Roma lived, as it is better aligned with the knowledge 
experts were expected to have on the population. It also enhanced the eligibility rate 
estimates. Total population estimates for each grid were sourced from Geostat (10). 
These were available for grids 1 km x 1 km, and an estimate was taken for 250 m x 250 
m, assuming an equal population distribution across all small grids within a large grid. In 
PSUs where there was an overlap with the PSUs utilised in the Roma Survey 2021, the 
mapping tool displayed the grids and estimates created for the Roma Survey 2021. This 
facilitated the mapping process and served as a reference point. 

The mapping procedure included both higher concentration areas and areas where the 
Roma population was expected to live in lower concentrations. Roma experts were not 
able to provide precise estimates for areas where Roma live in lower concentrations, as 
this is usually not the population they work with. In those cases, the Roma experts were 
encouraged to define the area and provide estimates on the population size and 
concentration to the best of their knowledge, given that the Roma Survey 2024 aimed 
to also cover this population.  

When the process was finalised within a PSU, the target population sizes per mapped 
area were reviewed, and if necessary, smaller ones were aggregated based on their 
geographical proximity, to form SSUs of a suitable size, and avoid excluding small SSUs 
(see section 4.5). Once the list of SSUs had been finalised, the required number of SSUs 
was selected. 

Where family counts had been used in the mapping, the number of Roma families was 
multiplied by the average Roma household size (Table 11). In a few cases, the mapped 
0+ Roma population was greater than the total 0+ population. In these situations, to 
calculate the Roma concentration the total 0+ population was assumed to be incorrect 
and a concentration of 100 % was assigned to the SSU.  

Table 11 – Average Roma household sizes 
Country Average Roma household size Source 

AL 4.4  Roma Census 2014 

 
(10)https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/gisco/geodata/reference-data/population-distribution-demography/geostat  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/gisco/geodata/reference-data/population-distribution-demography/geostat
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Country Average Roma household size Source 

CZ 3.04 Census 2021 

EL 4.23 
Hellenic Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs’ 2021 
Census of Roma Settlements and Population at national 
level 

IT 3.63 Roma Survey 2021 

MK 4.69 Roma Survey 2021 

PT 4.01 Roma Survey 2021 

RO 4.0 SocioRoMap 2017 

Alternative text: Table displays for countries where mapping was done information on the average 
Roma household size and source of information.  

NB: The information on the average Roma household size from the sampling frame sources was used 
when available. Otherwise, the data from the Roma Survey 2021 results was used.  

In Czechia and Greece, at least one sampled PSU was found to have no Roma population 
upon mapping. In Czechia, a replacement PSU from the same stratum, with a similar 
Roma concentration, was set up on the tool and mapped. In Greece this was discovered 
later in the mapping process, and replacement SSUs were selected from already mapped 
PSUs within the same stratum. 

Additional refinement step to improve sample efficiency 

Shapes of neighbourhoods/parts of neighbourhoods where Roma live do not necessarily 
match the grided area in reality, that is, they are usually not grid-shaped, and their 
borders do not match those of the Geostat grids. Even when smaller grids are used, the 
area may not overlay perfectly over the grids.  

Experts were asked to review all the sampled SSUs within the online tool, and to identify 
parts of the SSUs where the Roma population live (if they do not live across the whole 
territory of the SSU). Only parts of the SSUs that the experts were sure did not include 
Roma were not identified as areas where Roma lived. They were also asked to re-confirm 
the concentration levels expected in these parts of the SSUs. The starting point was then 
selected from the part of SSU where experts said Roma lived (while interviewers 
implemented random walk in the entire area of the SSU), This provided a better 
approximation of the SSU territory and the concentration level, while the number of 
Roma for the SSU (used in the PPS section) remained the same. This approach, therefore, 
did not introduce losses in coverage, nor impact the probabilities of selection. It helped 
with the accuracy of the fieldwork assumptions, which was expected to keep the sample 
efficiency close to the one assumed in the sample design stage (see sub-section 4.8) 
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For the same reason, PSU mapped in one-stage selection of the sampling units, or SSUs 
that were not defined through the mapping tool, were also reviewed by the Roma 
experts, and when necessary, parts of the sampling unit where Roma live were 
identified, the starting point was selected from these areas and the concentration levels 
were redefined.  

Experts were instructed not to leave out any area where they know Roma live, so no 
losses in coverage are expected due to redefining the areas.  

Approach in France and Spain  

In France, mapping the halting sites and familial lands was to an extent a different 
undertaking than mapping the SSUs in remaining countries.  

Multiple organisations and individuals were contacted to identify all of the halting sites 
(usually provided in lists) and familial lands where Gens du Voyage reside. In addition to 
providing details on their location, these sources were also requested to provide 
detailed information on the size and occupancy of the sites/lands. As a result, the online 
tool for mapping halting sites in France was not necessary. This was also consistent with 
the approach n in the Roma and Traveller survey 2019. Small sites/lands were 
aggregated based on their geographical proximity, to create SSUs of a suitable size, in 
line with what was done in other countries.  

In Spain, for EU-MIDIS II and in the Roma survey 2021, the list of locations where Roma 
live within PSUs (municipalities) was provided by Fundación Secretariado Gitano (FSG) 
and mapping of the locations in the online tool was not needed. The same approach was 
used in the Roma survey 2024. The list of locations where Roma lived within the sampled 
municipalities prepared for the Roma survey 2021 was reviewed by FSG and confirmed 
for the Roma survey 2024. 

4.5. Selection of primary and secondary 
sampling units 

The survey was based on a stratified clustered multistage sample design to deliver an 
efficient representative sample. A single or two-stage approach was taken for the 
selection of sampling units depending on the country context.  

A single-stage approach was adopted in countries where the number of Roma and 
Travellers was available at the census enumeration level area (or equivalent), which 
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could be used as PSUs. These units were expected to be relatively small and able to 
provide reliable information (or a good approximation) on the concentration of the 
Roma population within their boundaries. This means that excluding areas of very low 
concentrations would not lead to significant coverage losses. This is the preferred 
approach to sampling, however in most countries, sampling frames that would allow 
implementing this approach have not been available in previous surveys. Out of the 13 
countries covered in this survey, the data was available for small geographies in Bulgaria, 
France, Hungary, Ireland and Serbia. However, in France and Hungary, these small 
geographies could not be sampled directly within an efficient sample design, and a two-
stage approach to selecting sampling units had to be implemented to achieve samples 
of better quality. For Ireland, these geographies could not be used for identifying high 
concentrations, nor high target population numbers, and larger territories had to be 
used as PSUs in a single-stage approach to selecting sampling units. In Bulgaria and 
Serbia, the small geographies were sampled directly in a single-stage approach, within 
an efficient sample design. 

In the remaining countries where the sampling frame information on the concentration 
of the Roma population was not available at a sufficiently low level of geographic 
disaggregation (i.e., census enumeration areas), but was available for selected larger 
units (municipalities or regions), a two-stage approach was adopted:  

● In the first stage, PSUs were selected, and then information was collected on 
smaller units, areas where the target population live, within the selected 
territories. This information was obtained as part of the mapping process. 

● In the second stage, secondary sampling units (SSUs) were selected. The specific 
steps are described in more detail below. 

Steps in selection of PSUs in a two-stage approach: 

1. Sampling frame prepared for sampling:  

a) Estimates were collected/prepared on the size of the target group 
population(s) within each first-stage unit (e.g., municipality, local 
authority, province).  
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b) Stratification variables were prepared/cleaned as required: Region and 
urbanity (11) served as stratification variables. Concentration levels were 
used in implicit stratification (see section 4.5.2).  

c) PSUs with small target population size were dropped, after reviewing its 
effect to coverage. 

2. The number of units selected depended on the distribution of the target group 
across the PSUs, and on the desired sample size for a given country.  

3. Systematic selection of set number of PSUs with probability proportional to size 
(PPS) and stratification by agreed variables. Larger PSUs were allowed to be 
selected multiple times via this process, meaning in practice that a larger number 
of SSUs and interviews were allocated to these PSUs at the next stage to deliver 
an equal probability sample.  

Steps in selection of SSUs (if two-stage) or PSUs (one-stage): 

1. Sampling frame prepared for sampling:  

a) Estimates collected on the size of the target group population(s) within each 
SSU/PSU (e.g., census enumeration area, halting site, units created out of 
250m x 250m grids).  

i. In the case of a two-stage selection design, this frame was prepared within 
each selected PSU.  

ii. In the case of a one-stage selection design, the frame was prepared 
nationally.  

b) If small SSUs/PSUs were identified (considered as those not able to deliver 
the target number of interviews – e.g., if the target is 10 interviews and a 
50% response rate and 50% eligibility rate is expected ‘small’ is below 40 
households overall) attempts were made to group SSUs/PSUs into larger 
units prior to selection based on geographical proximity.  

c) Stratification variables prepared/cleaned as required.  

 
(11) Urbanity could be used only if it was available at the PSU level. When PSUs were large 

units, they could not be connected to urbanity levels. 
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2. The number of SSUs/PSUs selected was determined based on the required 
sample size and the average number of interviews per SSU/PSU, which was set at 
10 in all countries except in Spain where it was set to 13.  

a) If small SSUs/PSUs remained in the sampling frame following step 1b above, 
they were dropped entirely, after checking that this had only a negligible 
effect on coverage.  

b) SSUs/PSUs of low concentration of the target population were also dropped 
from the selection. The threshold was set at 5%, and this was confirmed 
once the SSU/PSU lists were reviewed, to ensure an overall coverage (after 
exclusions in each stage of selection) of at least 70% was achieved.  

3. Selection of a set number of SSUs/PSUs with probability proportional to size and 
stratification by agreed variables. Larger SSUs/PSUs were selected multiple times 
via this process, meaning that a larger number of interviews was allocated to 
them at the next stage to deliver an equal probability sample (e.g., if selected 
twice, then 20 interviews were allocated).  

4.5.1. Primary and Secondary Sampling Unit 
Coverage 

The sample design aimed to maximise coverage of the Roma population in each country 
covered, to ensure that the sample represents a wide and diverse Roma population. 
However, this had to be offset against the time and cost implications of screening 
households to identify the Roma population. Therefore, prior to the selection of the 
PSUs and SSUs, very small units were excluded. The minimum level of coverage across 
both PSU and SSU frames was set at 70 %. 

The threshold used for exclusion varied slightly by country and frame due to the size and 
level of dispersion of the Roma population is shown in Table 12. 

Table 12 – Threshold for exclusion on the PSU and SSU frames 
Country Threshold for PSU exclusion Threshold for SSU exclusion 

AL Roma households < 20  Roma households <17 

BG Roma household concentration < 5 % N/A 

CZ Roma population < 100  Roma concentration < 5 % 

EL Roma population < 100  Roma population < 100 or  
Roma concentration < 5 % 
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Country Threshold for PSU exclusion Threshold for SSU exclusion 

ES Roma households < 100 and  
Roma population < 10 % or  
areas where Roma population is dispersed 

No SSU exclusions  

FR  Caravans < 25  No SSU exclusions  

HU Roma population < 63 (after SSU 
exclusions) 

Roma concentration < 5 % or SSUs 
classified as holding institutional Roma 
or Roma population < 25 

IE - Travellers Traveller households < 35  N/A 

IE - Roma Roma households < 80  N/A 

IT Roma population < 600  Among camps: Roma households < 20 

MK Roma population < 100  Roma population < 100 or  
Roma concentration < 5 % 

PT Roma population < 100  Roma population < 50 or  
Roma concentration < 5 % 

RO Roma population < 100 or  
Roma population < 500 and < 5 % 

Roma population < 100 or  
Roma concentration < 5 % 

RS Roma concentration < 5 % or  
Roma households < 7  

N/A 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries the threshold for PSU exclusion and for 
SSU exclusion. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland 
are provided in separate rows. 

NB: The figures were computed from the PSU and SSU sample frames of each country; When citing the 
overall coverage, one should be aware that the coverage calculation is based on the total 
Roma/Traveller population in the PSU frame, which is not necessarily the same value provided by other 
sources.  

In all countries, the total coverage across both the PSU and SSU selections met or 
exceeded the 70% target (Table 13).  

Table 13 – Total and covered Roma population counts by frame 

 Country 

PSU frame SSU frame Total 

Total 
population 

Covered 
population 

Total 
population 

Covered 
population 

Covered 
population 

Final 
coverage 

AL 21,243 19,962 17,334 17,057 19,642 92% 

BG 266,720 265,429 N/A N/A 265,429 100% 

CZ 248,772 220,114 134,832 132,940 217,025 87% 

EL 117,495 115,465 78,240 77,460 114,314 98% 

ES 516,862 422,304 247,497 247,497 422,304 82% 
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 Country 

PSU frame SSU frame Total 

Total 
population 

Covered 
population 

Total 
population 

Covered 
population 

Covered 
population 

Final 
coverage 

FR 74,773 72,043 14,537 14,537 72,043 96% 

HU 427,411 412,620 581,633 427,411 412,620 70% 

IE - 
Travellers 49,789 45,598 N/A N/A 45,598 92% 

IE - Roma 16,059 15,165 N/A N/A 15,165 94% 

IT 87,570 78,980 4,959 4,886 77,826 89% 

MK 46,433 44,477 46,327 45,027 43,229 93% 

PT 87,062 81,820 17,552 17,123 79,820 92% 

RO 1,180,228 1,115,431 288,035 284,035 1,099,941 93% 

RS 196,667 137,963 N/A N/A 137,963 70% 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information on total population and 
covered population in PSU sample frame and SSU sample frame and information on total covered 
population and final coverage in percent. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for 
Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: The figures were computed from the PSU and SSU sample frames of each country; In Hungary, the 
sample design started with checking the SSU coverage before deciding on the coverage of PSUs. For that 
reason, Total SSU population is higher than Total PSU population.  

4.5.2. Stratification strategy and procedure for 
selecting Primary and Secondary Sampling 
Units 

Before selecting a sample of PSUs, the PSU frame in each country was explicitly stratified 
by regions, based on the NUTS classification, (12) and within region by urbanity, based 
on the degree of urbanisation (DEGURBA) classification (13), before being implicitly 
stratified (sorted) by the concentration of the Roma population. The exceptions to this 
were France, Greece, Italy and the Roma sample in Ireland, where DEGURBA could not 
be used in stratification. In Greece, municipalities were used as PSUs, and they can have 
different DEGURBA levels within them. Similarly, groups of municipalities in France, local 

 
(12) https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background  

(13) https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/degree-of-urbanisation/background  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/degree-of-urbanisation/background
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authorities in Ireland (Roma sample) and provinces in Italy, which were used as PSUs in 
these countries respectively can have different DEGURBA within them.  

The number of PSUs sampled in each ‘explicitly defined’ stratum was proportional to the 
Roma population covered in each stratum, where coverage was based on the PSU frame. 
Within each stratum, PSUs were selected with probability proportional to their Roma 
population size using a systematic sample with replacement. In other words, larger PSUs 
had a greater probability of being sampled and very large PSUs could be sampled more 
than once. This sample design ensures that the sample of PSUs in each country is 
representative of the underlying population by region, urbanity and Roma prevalence 
(Table 14).  

Table 14 – Stratification of the PSU frame 
Country Explicit strata variables  Implicit strata variables Stratum count 

AL NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 9 

BG NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 18 

CZ NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 20 

EL NUTS 2 Roma concentration 9 

ES NUTS 1 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 20 

FR  NUTS 1  Traveller concentration 13 

HU NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 21 

IE - Travellers NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Traveller concentration 9 

IE - Roma NUTS 2 Roma concentration 3 

IT NUTS 1 Roma concentration 5 

MK NUTS 3 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 10 

PT NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 13 

RO NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 24 

RS NUTS 2 and DEGURBA Roma concentration 12 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries variables used for explicit or implicit 
stratification and number of strata in each country. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. 
Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

Prior to selecting the SSU(s) in each PSU the SSUs were first sorted by the concentration 
of the Roma population (implicit strata variable) and then by the Roma population, 
except for Spain. In Spain, the SSUs were first sorted by a vulnerability index and then 
by the number of Roma households. The vulnerability index is a value from 1 to 5, where 
1 is very good and 5 is very bad. It was developed by Fundación Secretariado Gitano and 
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is a measure of specific aspects of vulnerability: social vulnerability, high level of 
unemployment and problems with coexistence. 

The number of SSUs to select in each PSU was dependent on how many times the PSU 
had been sampled at the prior stage. For example, where a PSU was only selected once, 
only one SSU was selected within the PSU, and where it was selected twice, two SSUs 
were selected and so on. SSUs were sampled with probability proportional to their 
estimated Roma population. A few SSUs in most countries were selected more than 
once owing to their large Roma populations. Where an SSU was selected more than 
once, multiple start addresses were selected, and a separate random walk was used for 
surveying each.  

In Italy, owing to the availability of information on the Roma population living in or 
outside camps in each sampled PSU, following the PSU selection the accommodation 
type information (camp/outside camp) was used in explicit stratification of SSUs within 
the selected PSUs. The stratification was done in proportion to the respective 
populations living in each accommodation type. 

Table 15 shows the total number of PSUs and SSUs in each frame and the total number 
sampled for fieldwork along with the final number of sample points in each country. 
Where the count of sample points is higher than the count of sampled SSUs, this is 
because some SSUs were selected more than once. The number of sample points in each 
country selected at the start of the fieldwork is dictated by its total sample size and the 
target number of interviews per sample point. The sample size per SP was set at 10, 
except in Spain where it was set at 13.  

Table 15 – PSU and SSU counts on Frame and in the sample 

 Country 
PSUs SSUs Sample 

points 

Frame Sample Frame Sample  

AL 42 28 55 45 50 

BG The full sampling 
frame not accessible 101 N/A N/A 101 

CZ 257 57 185 83 88 

EL 100 37 159 50 50 

ES 222 68 396 89 92 

FR 448 67 118 67 67 

HU 1,224 123 525 123 123 
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 Country 
PSUs SSUs Sample 

points 

Frame Sample Frame Sample  

IE - 
Travellers 107 40 N/A N/A 40 

IE - Roma 25 9 N/A N/A 10 

IT 37 19 83 53 53 

MK 42 25 78 42 50 

PT 126 45 108 42 42 

RO 986 160 477 183 185 

RS 1372 64 N/A N/A 64 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information count of PSUs and SSUs in 
the frame and in the sample and the count of sampling points. Countries are listed alphabetically in 
rows. Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: The figures were computed from the PSU and SSU sample frames of each country; In France, to 
compensate for inaccessible SSUs that could not be replaced within the sample PSUs nor stratum, an 
additional 16 SSUs were issued, on top of the originally selected 6; In Italy, the SSU frame was split into 
the Roma population living outside registered camps and that living in registered camps. There were 53 
SSUs for the population living outside registered camps and 30 SSUs for the population living inside 
registered camps, one for each registered camp; In Portugal, the initial sample plan assumed 50 
sampling units. However, due to difficulties faced during the mapping process, it was agreed to exclude 
eight sampling units from sample, so only 42 SSUs were selected.  

4.5.3. Replacing primary sampling units or 
secondary sampling units 

The replacement of PSUs and SSUs was permitted where there was either no Roma living 
in the sampled PSU/SSU, because of concerns around the safety of interviewers or 
because the area became otherwise inaccessible. During fieldwork, the former issue was 
much more prevalent than the latter two: 

● 50 sampling units were replaced as no Roma or only small numbers of Roma were 
identified in the area prior to the fieldwork start (during the mapping process, or 
while preparing for fieldwork) 

● 24 sampling units met the dropping rule 

● eight sampling units were unproductive (no complete interviews after visiting all 
issued addresses)  

● nine sampling units had safety issues  
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● 11 sampling units were inaccessible 

● 17 sampling units had no interviewers/mediators that could cover them (in 
France, Ireland and Italy),  

● eight sampling units in Portugal could not be mapped  

● one sampling unit in Romania failed the quality control.  

Replacement PSUs or SSUs were either taken as the PSU/SSU directly preceding or 
directly after the main sampled PSU/SSU in the frame, taking into account the implicit 
stratification. In some instances, when no suitable replacement option was available 
within the same stratum/PSU, PSUs/SSUs were chosen from a different stratum/PSU 
(Table 16). 

In France, the high replacement rate was due to the unavailability of halting sites during 
the fieldwork, either because they were vacant, or access was restricted. In Spain, most 
of the SSUs were replaced due to low concentrations or no Roma in the area, they either 
met the dropping rule, or it was found that Roma were reallocated from the area. 

Table 16 – Total number of replacements in each country 
 Country Replacements of which PSUs of which SSUs 

AL 1 1a  0 

BG 4 4 N/A 

CZ 14 3 11b  

EL 3 3c  0 

ES 20 0 20d 

FR 33 0 33 

HU 11e  10 11 

IE - Travellers 4 4 N/A 

IE - Roma 3 3 N/A 

IT 8 3 5 

MK 0 0 0 

PT 10 8f  2 

RO 10 0 10 

RS 7 7 N/A 
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Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information on number of replaced 
units at PSU and SSU level separately and together. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. 
Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: a There wasn't a replacement option available in the same stratum so SSUs were selected from a 
PSU in a different stratum; b For two SSUs, there wasn’t a replacement option available in the same 
stratum so SSUs were selected from a PSU in a different stratum; c During the mapping process, it 
became evident that there were no Roma within the borders of the three PSUs. Consequently, two 
additional SSUs were drawn from different PSUs within the same stratum and one SSU was taken from 
PSU in a different stratum; d For one SSU, there wasn’t a replacement option available in the same 
stratum so SSU was selected from a PSU in a different stratum; e In Hungary, most PSUs were composed 
of a single SSU within the frame, meaning that replacing an SSU also necessitated the replacement of 
the entire PSU; f There wasn't a replacement option available in the same stratum so PSUs were 
selected from a different stratum.  

4.5.4. Comparison of secondary sampling unit 
prevalences in the secondary sampling unit 
frame and during fieldwork  

As with previous Roma surveys, significant differences were found between the 
estimated prevalence of Roma in the SSU frame and the actual Roma prevalence 
observed during fieldwork. In eight of the 10 countries, the prevalence observed during 
fieldwork was higher than the estimated prevalence in the SSU frame. In most countries, 
it was significantly higher (Table 17).  

This suggests that the mapped population estimates are unreliable. Even the unmapped 
estimates used in Bulgaria, Hungary, Serbia and Spain are very different from what was 
observed during fieldwork. Several factors could influence the observed difference in 
prevalence. The level of Roma self-identification can be higher owing to trust in the 
fieldwork or lower if this trust is not established. Population data on Roma based on 
census or administrative data are expected to underestimate the true population. In 
addition, the approach of mapping Roma, based on subjective estimates of 
organisations and experts in the selected PSUs, did not always yield the expected results. 
Also, using 250mx250m grids in the mapping meant that the sizes of the total population 
in SSUs, factoring in the sampling frame prevalence calculation, were also an 
approximation. (14)  

 
(14) EUROSTAT provides the population counts for 1km2 grids. In the mapping these were split 

into 16 smaller grids, and their population sizes were estimated by dividing the 1km2 
grid’s size by 16. 
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Table 17 – Mean and median prevalence of the Roma population in the 
frame and during fieldwork 

 Country 

Estimated prevalence in the SSU 
sample based on the frame (%) 

Observed prevalence in the SSU 
sample during fieldwork (%) 

Mean Median Mean Median 

AL 39 25 60 59 

BG 56 52 70 75 

CZ 51 41 77 88 

EL 60 61 74 87 

ES 9 8 36 28 

FR 100 100 84 95 

HU 27 22 62 67 

MK 42 31 66 80 

RO 65 70 64 71 

RS 47 41 59 56 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of countries with probability sampling information on estimated 
prevalence of Roma population in the SSU sample based on the frame and observed prevalence during 
fieldwork (for both mean and median values). 

NB: The figures were computed from the PSU and SSU sample frames of each country; In France, to 
compensate for inaccessible SSUs that could not be replaced within the sample PSUs nor stratum, an 
additional 16 SSUs were issued, on top of the originally selected 6; In Italy, the SSU frame was split into 
the Roma population living outside registered camps and that living in registered camps. There were 53 
SSUs for the population living outside registered camps and 30 SSUs for the population living inside 
registered camps, one for each registered camp; In Portugal, the initial sample plan assumed 50 
sampling units. However, due to difficulties faced during the mapping process, it was agreed to exclude 
eight sampling units from sample, so only 42 SSUs were selected.  

As these uncertainties of the estimates were known in advance,  local teams were asked 
to review the selected sampling units with the experts who supported them in the 
mapping, and revise the prevalence estimates, especially if Roma lived in higher 
concentrations in a part of the sampling unit where the starting point was selected. 
These re-estimated numbers were used when calculating the fieldwork parameters, 
which helped with obtaining more efficient designs. In addition, the sample 
performances were monitored throughout fieldwork, and necessary adjustments were 
made to account for discrepancies between the estimated prevalence and response 
rates and those found in field (see section 4.8). 
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4.6. Household selection 
Households were selected within a selected PSU or SSU through a random walk. Owing 
to the budgetary and time  implications of separating the screening and interviewing, 
the step that involved enumerating and screening for eligible households was combined 
with the interview and conducted by the interviewers. To increase the efficiency of 
sampling in areas with a Roma prevalence below 25%, modified adaptive cluster 
sampling (MACS) was used.  

4.6.1. Random walk 
A part of the Roma population may live in informal settlements (camps, shanty towns, 
halting sites) across the countries that were covered in the Roma Survey 2024. These 
settlements are usually not recorded in population or address registers; hence these 
were not considered for selecting individuals or addresses in this survey. Instead, a 
random walk was used for selecting addresses in all countries except Ireland. (15) In 
Ireland, interviewers free-found Roma addresses within probability-sampled PSUs, led 
by Pavee Point Roma/Traveller representatives, with quota controls on the sample 
distribution. A part of the sample in Italy and Portugal also had to adopt this approach 
to selecting addresses.  

The random walk method was chosen as it offers several advantages for this survey. 
First, it delivers the integrity of random probability sampling when carried out following 
strict procedures whereby (i) no substitution of addresses or individuals is permitted 
during fieldwork; (ii) strict records are kept of outcomes at all addresses contacted; and 
(iii) adherence to these and the random walk rules is closely monitored. Second, it offers 
a more cost-effective approach than prior enumeration for achieving the desired sample 
size. It is also more practical than enumeration for delivering and controlling final sample 
sizes given fieldwork can be adapted according to the screening outcomes from earlier 
addresses. Third, it facilitates like-for-like comparisons with the previous Roma surveys 
which also used this method.  

 
(15) Random walk rules can be applied in halting sites and familial lands in France. Enumerating 

caravans and then random selection from the list was considered for the Roma and 
Travellers survey 2019, however this was not always possible nor necessary (when due to 
the site sizes all caravans needed to be approached), and the random walk was used in the 
mainstage. Therefore, the same approach was used in the Roma Survey 2024. 
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The random walk rules clearly and unambiguously specified the direction interviewers 
should take in the field and the addresses they should contact. To maximise the 
representativeness of the samples, random walk procedures were designed to ensure 
all addresses in each enumerated PSU have similar chances of being included in the 
sample. Scrupulous attention to start point selection and routing instructions played 
critical roles here (Bauer, 2016) (16). 

The contractor has developed detailed random walk instructions and know-how over 
the years by incorporating input from country offices and taking on board findings in the 
Bauer, 2016 paper. The route that performed best in the Bauer’s analyses has been 
taken and developed further to ensure that the selection errors in random route 
methodology are minimised. These instructions, which are documented in detail, 
stipulate that interviewers should methodically move to the right from the defined start 
address, visit every n-th address, turn right at all turnings, double back (keeping right) at 
dead ends and count individual apartments as separate addresses. Variants of the base 
instructions are provided for rural addresses, and for settlements of unusual/informal 
structure.  

Different random walk rules were used for the Roma Survey 2021. It was contractor’s 
view that the rules they developed, would minimise the selection errors in random route 
methodology to the same extent as those used in Roma Survey 2021. However, they 
offer the advantage of being more suitable for use in the areas where Roma live, which 
can be of an unusual structure. They also provide clarity to the interviewers and reduce 
the scope for mistakes.  

The starting points (seed addresses) of the random walk procedure were randomly 
selected by the CCT following a strict protocol using electronic map coordinates. The 
starting points were selected using a two-step process. In the first step, a random 
coordinate within the part of the sampling unit where Roma live was generated. In the 
second step, Google Maps reverse geocoding software was used to identify the closest 
address to the coordinate. Multiple starting points were used when sampling units 
consisted of multiple grids that were not adjacent to each other, and interviewers had 
to start the random walk independently in each. Also, in case of large sampling units 
that would have required a sampling interval of 20 or above, multiple starting points 
were used to allow covering different parts of the sampling unit. 

In each PSU, a pre-specified number of addresses, with fixed intervals between them, 
was assigned to interviewers to identify via the random walk. The size of the interval 

 
(16) Through simulation studies, Bauer (2016) finds that better routing instructions would 

minimize the selection errors in random walk methodology 



 74 

 

between addresses depended on the number of addresses in the PSU/SSU and was set 
with a view to cover most of the geographic area encompassed by the PSU/SSU 
boundaries (17). Due to the screening procedure that was needed to determine whether 
households are eligible, the random walk sampling procedure was conducted at the 
same time and by the same interviewer who was responsible for the survey interview. 

The selection interval was calculated based on an estimate of the total number of 
households in the SSU and the gross sample, prior to any adjustments (Table 18). The 
calculation was simply NT/Ng where NT is the total number of households in the SSU 
and Ng the gross sample. The figure was rounded down and where it was larger than 10 
it was capped at 10. Where it was less than or equal to 1 a census approach was used 
for the selection of households in the sampled SSU. 

Table 18 – Frequency of selection intervals used in each PSU/SSU by 
country 

Country / Selection 
interval 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

AL 11 5 6 3 4 4 2 0 5 10 50 

BG 27 22 17 10 7 5 4 5 2 2 101 

CZ 5 14 4 6 3 2 1 4 2 47 88 

EL 1 3 3 2 5 5 7 0 1 23 50 

ES 1 5 9 7 6 5 2 3 2 52 92 

FR 69 39 8 9 6 3 1 1  3 139 

HU 26 23 29 11 10 5 3 1 4 11 123 

IE - Travellers 
Random walk not used 

IE - Roma 

IT 5 2 4 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 18 

MK 8 4 5 5 4 3 4 1 2 14 50 

PT 4 5 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 1 18 

RO 9 13 8 12 18 10 11 9 5 90 185 

RS 23 10 5 8 3 6 1 1 2 5 64 

 
(17) Up to a maximum interval of 10 (i.e. up to visiting every 10th address), to ensure the work is 

manageable by interviewers (larger intervals are impractical due to the distances involved) 
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Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information on count of sampling units 
with specific selection interval between 1 and 10 addresses. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. 
Information for Ireland not provided as random walk was not used. 

Approach in Ireland, and in a part of the sample for Italy and Portugal 

In Ireland, Italy and Portugal, the same random procedures as other countries were used 
to select PSUs. Quota sampling was applied at the level of address and respondent 
selection given the infeasibility of a probability-based approach at this stage. Following 
this method, within each randomly selected sampling unit, respondents were 
purposively selected to meet pre-defined quotas (such as on age and gender; quotas 
were set to ensure that the final sample composition was representative of the Roma 
populations within Ireland (18), Italy and Portugal).  

Quota sampling works on the assumption that by controlling biases in the quota 
variables, potential biases on survey variables are also controlled for via their 
correlations with these quota variables.  

For each sampling unit, a quota was set based on the total number of interviews that 
were expected for the sampling unit. Within this target, interlocked quotas on gender 
by age (three categories) were set. In order to provide some tolerance – given that it 
was likely there would be a lack of local-level data available – the gender by age quotas 
were set as minimum targets, summing to 75% of the total sample size. The remaining 
25% of the sample was recruited purely through purposive methods. Purely purposive 
selection was likely skewed towards those groups that were more readily available at 
the local level (assuming that they were also more numerous in the target population.) 
The non-quota component, therefore, benefited sample quality by allowing for local-
level adjustments to the nationally or regionally derived quota targets.  

As noted above, within the gender by age quotas, respondents were recruited 
purposively by Roma/Traveller representatives or interviewers via any means available 
to them. However, the quotas were likely to suffer from a certain degree of imprecision 
(due to limitations on the available data on target group characteristics in Ireland), which 
meant that a quota sampling approach such as this could pose a potential risk to the 
quality of the end sample. Consequently, the following additional constraints were 
placed on the sample recruitment process to promote heterogeneity. 

● Soft quotas were set on another available variable for each the Traveller and 
Roma samples in Ireland. In line with the approach on the Roma and Travellers 
survey 2019, soft quotas were set on accommodation type (‘halting site’ or 

 
(18) Roma and Travellers groups were sampled independently from the outset. 
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‘other’) at the local authority level for the Traveller sample. It relied on the 
Traveller Count data from the Department of Housing available only at this level. 
For the Roma sample in Ireland, soft quotas were added on LAU within each PSU 
(Local Authority).  

● In Ireland, Pavee Point representatives used their extensive networks to provide 
as many Roma/Travellers household entry points in each PSU as possible, to 
ensure the survey started with a wide base. In Italy and Portugal, Roma mediators 
or community representatives supported this process. This was important to 
maximise coverage given referrals were used to identify additional households. 
Referrals also helped with reaching the target population not engaged with the 
support organisations.  

● A maximum number of interviews that could be achieved from a single extended 
familial unit was set.  

● Only one respondent was interviewed per household.  

● Direct family members of a respondent (father, mother, children, sister, and 
brother) could not be recruited by the interviewers / mediators (where this 
information was known to them). It was not expected that an interviewer / 
mediator would have information about the family members in different areas 
(PSUs), covered by another interviewer/mediator. 

● Within the quota age groups, the sample aimed to achieve variation in ages, and 
this was controlled throughout fieldwork. 

● Interviewers were available to conduct interviews in the evenings and at the 
weekend to ensure persons in employment or not available during daytime hours 
were included in the sample.  

4.6.2. Modified Adaptive Cluster Sampling (MACS) 
Adaptive cluster sampling (ACS)  (19) is a method used to improve screening efficiency in 
low density areas alongside the multi-stage cluster design. In the Roma Survey 2021, a 
modified version of adaptive cluster sampling (MACS) was used. MACS was used for the 
Roma Survey 2024 in PSUs/SSUs with a concentration level of less than 25%. 

 
(19) Verma V. (2014): Sampling Elusive Populations: Applications to Studies of Child Labour. 

Geneva: International Labour Office.  
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ACS assumes that people within the same target group will live close to each other (in 
neighbouring addresses) – at least to some degree. MACS works on the same principles 
but simplifies the process of selecting the ACS (non-core) addresses. When a core 
address is eligible, instead of adding neighbouring addresses to each side of the core 
addresses and continuing the chain in either direction only if the respective non-core 
addresses are found eligible as assumed in the ACS approach, MACS adds all addresses 
between the eligible core address and the next core address (so in one direction only) 
on the random walk as non-core addresses irrespective of their eligibility.  

Through the use of the ECS to manage the original ACS approach, the contractor has 
been able to improve its implementation and reduce the extent of interviewer error as 
evidenced in the EU Survey of immigrants and descendants of immigrants. However, 
MACS was still used in the Roma Survey 2024 as it reduced another interviewer's 
burden. Fieldwork in the sampling unit could be finished more quickly, given that 
establishing eligibility of the core addresses immediately allowed approaching all 
addresses in the ‘chain’ up-front. In contrast, ACS allowed adding each new address to 
the chain only after confirming the eligibility of the previously added address (in the 
same direction), which might have extended the fieldwork duration in the sampling unit. 
Interviewers were prompted to add the MACS addresses via the ECS for any eligible core 
address. 

 

4.6.3. Stopping and dropping rule 
Two further measures were implemented to ensure the most efficient use of resources, 
the ‘dropping rule’ and ‘stopping rule’. 

A PSU was dropped from the sample (and a replacement issued) if its initial sample 
outcomes met a minimum threshold (termed the ‘dropping rule’), which indicated it 
was highly likely to be substantially less concentrated than predicted by the sampling 
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source (PSU/SSU list). The threshold was set at the PSU/SSU level, such that if the 
probability that the sampling source concentration figure was correct fell below 10%, 
given the outcomes observed in the early stages of PSU/SSU contact, then the PSU could 
be dropped (based on the binomial distribution (20). The dropping rule was set at a level 
based on the expected concentration of each PSU/SSU. (21)  

Fieldwork in a PSU could also be stopped prematurely (i.e., without making all the 
required contacts at all issued addresses) if a set number of interviews (the ‘stopping 
rule’) was achieved. This was usually set at three times the expected number of 
interviews (factoring in expected eligibility and response rates). This was used to avoid 
overly large clusters, which could reduce sample efficiency.  

In addition, in certain countries, local teams were unable to complete fieldwork in some 
SSUs due to various challenges. Frequently, interviewers visited all available addresses 
within an SSU, yet there were insufficient addresses to meet the target for those SSUs. 
Other common issues included safety concerns, restricted access to halting sites, as 
observed in France, or unproductive SSUs.  

Table 19 provides details on the number of PSUs/SSUs that met the dropping rule and 
stopping rule, and on those that were not fully completed or productive for other 
reasons.  

Table 19 – PSUs/SSUs that were not completed or were unproductive 
Country Dropping rule Stopping 

rule 
Not 

enough 
addresses 

Unproductive Other 
reasons 

Excluded 
from the 
sample 

AL 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BG 0 1 7 0 0 0 

CZ 3 replaced + 2 
not replaced 

3 1 3 replaced + 5 
not replaced 

0 6 

EL 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
20In probability theory and statistics, the binomial distribution with parameters n and p is the 

discrete probability distribution of the number of successes in a sequence of n 
independent yes/no experiments, each of which yields success with probability p. As such, 
the dropping rule is calculated as n, given an estimated PSU/SSU concentration of p, and a 
10% chance that an outcome of n screened addresses with no member of the target group 
present, p is indeed the correct concentration of the PSU/SSU.  

(21) Based on the above description, the following formula is used for calculating the dropping 
rule = LN(10%)/LN(1-‘PSU/SSU concentration level’), rounded to a higher integer. 
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Country Dropping rule Stopping 
rule 

Not 
enough 

addresses 

Unproductive Other 
reasons 

Excluded 
from the 
sample 

ES 9 replaced + 3 
not replaced 

5 0 1 not replaced 3 (safety 
reasons) 

10 

FR 0 0 33 2 not replaced 0 26 (mostly 
inaccessible) 

HU 3 replaced 0 20 2 replaced + 3 
not replaced 

10 (mostly 
technical 
reasons) 

2 

IE - 
Travellers 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

IE - Roma 0 0 0 0 0 0 

IT 0 0 0 0 8 0 

MK 2 not replaced 1 2 1 not replaced 0 0 

PT 1 not replaced 0 1 0 0 8 

RO 5 replaced 2 0 3 replaced + 2 
not replaced 0 1 

RS 4 replaced 1 3 0 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information about uncompleted of 
unproductive PSUs or SSUs. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and 
Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: SSUs that met the dropping rule or were unproductive (with no completes after all issued addresses 
were visited) were replaced throughout the fieldwork. However, it was not possible to replace those 
that were worked close to the fieldwork end date. These numbers are presented separately in the table; 
In France, the numbers refer to the overall number of issued SSUs (83), the originally selected ones (67) 
and the ones added to the sample (16) in attempt to compensate for the ones that could not be 
replaced within the selected PSUs nor strata. 

4.7. Respondent selection 
At each address visited, if multiple households were present, one household was 
randomly selected for interviewing. In each household, one eligible individual was 
interviewed. In households with more than one eligible respondent, one was randomly 
selected for an interview with equal selection probability. As noted previously, one of 
the key tenets of random probability sampling was the requirement for respondents to 
be selected at random following strict pre-defined procedures, with no allowance for 
substitutions.  



 80 

 

The selection was done by listing all resident-eligible individuals (belonging to the target 
population and aged 16 and above) using their names or initials, and random selection 
among them was conducted using the ECS. Collecting information on the age and gender 
of eligible household members was included in the listing, to allow for checking the 
accuracy of the selections in the data and was also considered for non-response 
weighting.  

The eligibility of a respondent for an interview was established with a set of screening 
questions defined in the ECS. 

4.8. Sample management 
A number of assumptions needed to be t made when deciding on the gross sample size 
– the number of cases to contact - in order to reach the targeted sample size. To manage 
the final net sample size, and the realisation of the proposed design, several measures 
were taken throughout fieldwork. The procedures were agreed upon with FRA and 
managed centrally by the Sampling Team within the CCT.  

The number of addresses that were selected per PSU/SSU was determined by the 
sample design. It was based on the assumed response rate, eligibility rate (22) and the 
targeted number of interviews per PSU. (23)     

The response rates assumed across countries were based on those achieved in previous 
surveys with the same target population, Roma Survey 2021 and EU-MIDIS, but 
conservatively calibrated to account for general downward trends in response rates 
(50% for CZ, FR, MK; 55% for EL, IT; 56% for ES, 60% for AL, BG, HU, RO, RS; 70% for PT).  

All issued cases had to be contacted and worked completely following the full contact 
protocol until a final outcome was achieved. The sample realisation depended on the 

 
(22) Assumed eligibility rate is equivalent to the concentration level referenced earlier in the 

text, and it is calculated in the sampling frame as the number of Roma households among 
all households in a PSU/SSU. When the sampling frames only provide the information on 
the number of individuals and not the number of households, the number of households 
will be approximated by dividing the number of individuals by the average household size, 
among the Roma households and among general public. 

(23) A basic formula for this calculation is: if R is assumed response rate, E is assumed eligibility 
rate and T the targeted number of interviews per PSU, then the number of addresses to 
visit (in order to complete T interviews) is T/(R*E). 
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accuracy of the fieldwork assumptions. Experiences from EU-MIDIS II and the Roma 
Survey 2021 showed that the eligibility rates reported in the PSU/SSU lists were not 
always accurate. Similarly, response rate assumptions proved to be wrong in some 
cases. To ensure that the eligibility rate estimates were better in the Roma Survey 2024, 
the sampled PSU/SSU territories were reviewed by the experts who helped with the 
mapping and the concentration levels were confirmed, instead of using the estimates 
made based on the whole territory of selected grids (see ‘Mapping the Roma population’ 
in section 4.4.2). This was expected to decrease losses in sample efficiency by reducing 
the extent of sample adjustments required. Another measure to minimise the losses was 
to plan (and implement) a systematic approach to the sample adjustments. 

To manage the final net sample size, and the realisation of the proposed design, the 
sample was issued in phases. The aim was to issue a representative subset in the first 
phase although it was also necessary to take into consideration what was practical 
within each country (e.g., the size of the country and how interviewers were briefed – 
whether all interviewers were briefed at once at one location, or in batches, or there 
were several regional briefings, or if fieldwork in some areas had to start later – for 
example in Serbia, one region could only start after the summer, when the target 
population is expected to be back from sessional work). Outcomes of the early fieldwork 
phase were used to assess whether the response and eligibility rate assumptions were 
realistic and informed planning for the later fieldwork phase. 

In most countries fieldwork initially started in around half of the PSUs/SSUs, selected to 
be representative of the country (in terms of regional, urbanity and concentration level 
distribution). This was important as it ensured that the eligibility and response rates 
recorded during the early stages of fieldwork gave a reliable picture of likely sample 
outcomes. As fieldwork progressed in the first phase PSUs/SSUs, the original 
assumptions on the yield rate were evaluated and if necessary, adjustments to the 
number of issued addresses were made for the PSUs in the following phases. In Bulgaria, 
North Macedonia and Serbia, the fieldwork progress allowed for issuing the sample in 
more phases, and even better sample management. Phased sample management was 
not necessary for the quota sample (Table 20). 

Table 20 – Number of PSUs/SSUs issued in each phase of fieldwork 
Country Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Total issued 

AL 30 20   50 

BG 26 41 34  101 

CZ 40 48   88 

EL 29 21   50 
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Country Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Total issued 

ES 59 33   92 

FR 67 16   83 

HU 58 65   123 

IE - Travellers 40    40 

IE - Roma 10    10 

IT 18 35   53 

MK 20 14 16  50 

PT 18 24   42 

RO 109 76   185 

RS 16 20 16 12 64 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information about number of sampling 
points issued in individual phases. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and 
Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: In France, Italy and Portugal, fieldwork started slowly in areas that were accessible/mapped, and the 
sample was adjusted throughout fieldwork. In France, the final adjustment involved adding 16 SSUs to 
the originally sampled 67 – presented as Phase 2 PSUs in the table. In Italy and Portugal, the numbers 
provided in the table refer to the SSUs assigned to the random probability approach in the Phase 1 
column and to the ones later assigned to the quota approach in the Phase 2 column. 

A crucial factor when determining the sample size to issue per country in the first phase 
was whether fieldwork had to be paused during the summer months of July and August 
(this applied to most countries to some degree (24)). Where this was the case, a smaller 
proportion of the sample was issued first (e.g., 25%) so that it could be completed before 
the fieldwork needed to be stopped. Fieldwork assumptions were reviewed from this 
first phase during the pause in fieldwork, with changes made for the second phase. In 
those countries where only a small proportion of PSUs were able to be worked before 
the fieldwork pause for summer, it was necessary to have a further two phases, 
particularly if the initial selection of PSUs was not a representative subset of the full 
sample.  

 
24 In some cases, this was the case across the whole country, in others only certain regions. 
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5. Pilot survey 
This chapter provides an overview of the pilot test objectives, method and key findings. 
Full details can be found in the stand-alone Pilot Report.  

5.1. Overview and objectives 
Pilot fieldwork was conducted in all 13 countries designated for the Roma Survey 2024. 
Each of the 13 countries were required to conduct 20 interviews, following the full 
random-probability protocol (except for Ireland, where quota sampling was followed) 
across three pre-selected PSUs. (25) This was to help ensure that both the planned 
methodological approach and the full questionnaire was tested. 

The pilot had the following objectives:  

● Test the adequacy and feasibility of the sampling approaches.  

● Test the adequacy and feasibility of the survey approach including the process of 
gaining participation and consent from respondents and working with mediators 
in the field.  

● Test the usability and functioning of the questionnaire, question routing and 
electronic contact sheet. It also provided an additional assessment of the 
equivalence of the survey instrument across languages and the quality of the 
translation. 

● Identify any gaps in the interviewer training and assess the interviewing methods, 
especially the cooperation of the interviewers with the mediators, the paired 
interviewers or the interviewers with a Roma background and what (if any) is the 
impact on the data collection. 

● Test the fieldwork quality control and monitoring procedures and the data 
processing procedures.  

● Collection of paradata and metadata. 

 
(25) In Portugal, the pilot fieldwork was conducted across two PSUs. 
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5.2. Sampling 
The Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) for the pilot were selected conveniently, intending 
to cover different regions, urbanity and concentration levels, and if applicable different 
settlement layouts. Within sampling units, the same sampling procedures as planned for 
the mainstage were applied – random walk, random walk with MACS, and quota 
sampling in Ireland (Table 21). 

Table 21 – Pilot sampling information 
Country Sampling approach  Number of issued sampling units / 

approaches 

AL Random Walk 3 SSUs, MACS used in none 

BG Random Walk and MACS 3 SSUs, MACS used in 1 

CZ Random Walk and MACS 3 SSUs, MACS used in 1 

EL Random Walk and MACS 3 SSUs, MACS used in 1 

ES Random Walk and MACS 3 SSUs, MACS used in 2 

FR 
Random Walk intended but Convenience 
Sampling was eventually used due to 
challenges in the field. 

2 PSUs, MACS used in none 

HU Random Walk 3 SSUs, MACS used in none 

IE - Travellers Quota sampling 2 PSUs, Quota sampling used in both 

IE - Roma Quota sampling 1 PSU, Quota sampling used 

IT Random Walk and MACS 2 SSUs, MACS used in both 

MK Random Walk 3 SSUs, MACS used in none 

PT Random Walk 2 SSUs, MACS used in none 

RO Random Walk and MACS 3 SSUs, MACS used in 2 

RS Random Walk and MACS 3 PSUs, MACS used in 1 

Alternative text: Table provides details on the sampling approaches, and the number of sampling units 
issued in the pilot . Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and Travellers in 
Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

5.3. Pilot fieldwork 
Pilot fieldwork took place during April and May 2024. All 42 interviewers involved in the 
pilot were briefed in advance, following the training materials for the mainstage of data 
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collection. Between two (Czechia, Italy) and five (France) interviewers were engaged per 
country, conducting 10 (France) – 23 (Bulgaria) interviews with median duration 
00:31:09 (Albania) - 00:55:33 (Italy). 

5.4. Pilot findings and recommendations 

5.4.1. Feedback on sampling approach(es) 
Random walk 

The starting points (seed addresses) of the random walk procedure were selected by the 
field manager in the local office following a strict protocol using electronic map 
coordinates, selected at random among all possible points in the sampling unit. (26) The 
sampling interval defined for each sampling unit aimed to ensure covering the whole 
territory of the unit by the random walk. The random walk approach was successful with 
few practical challenges in some countries. 

Modified adaptive cluster sampling 

In Albania, France, North Macedonia, and Portugal, only the random walk method was 
utilised. In all other countries (except Ireland), Modified Adaptive Cluster Sampling 
(MACS) was employed alongside the random walk with only minor issues reported by 
some interviewers in Czechia, Greece and Italy. 

Electronic contact sheet 

The Electronic Contact Sheet (ECS) was generally found easy to use across all countries. 
In Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Italy and Serbia the NSEs made suggestions to simplify 
the selection procedure or shorten the ECS.  

Recommendations for mainstage survey 

The pilot sample sizes did not allow thorough testing of the sampling approaches. 
However, the findings were still useful for providing some recommendations for the 

 
(26) The procedure was specified by the Central Coordination Team (CCT). In the mainstage, the 

selection of the starting point will be done by the CCT. 
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mainstage survey. As a result of these recommendations the following changes were 
made:   

● Various examples or settlement layouts in the random walk exercises were 
included in the interviewer briefings. 

● It was noted that out-of-date sampling sources and potentially inaccurate Roma 
location/concentration estimates could affect sample size management. This 
required careful starting point selection, batched fieldwork implementation, and 
potential sample design adaptation. 

5.4.2. Interviewer briefing and manual 
A Train-the-Trainer (TTT) session was conducted in Sofia on 9 and 10 April 2024. 
Representatives from each local agency, along with colleagues from the Central 
Coordination Team (CCT) and FRA, and Dr Rostas were present. Remote participation 
via MS Teams was also available for other members of the local teams to attend. This 
session prepared the NSEs to conduct their own pilot training sessions in each country.  

Interviewer training sessions, held between April and May 2024 in each country, were 
well-received across all countries and deemed beneficial for pilot preparation. Overall 
feedback highlighted the need for country-specific training adaptations to some 
elements taking into consideration interviewer experience, interviewer background 
familiarity with the methods and iField. It was agreed with FRA that such modifications 
should be made at country level.  

The interviewer manual was praised for its comprehensiveness and the level of detail 
provided regarding the project's methodology, objectives, and procedures. It was 
considered a valuable resource for interviewers, offering useful and relevant 
information to guide them through the fieldwork process. Overall, the feedback 
suggests a need to balance comprehensiveness with conciseness. While the level of 
detail is appreciated, creating summaries or condensed versions could improve usability 
during fieldwork. Additionally, ensuring accessibility through plain language and visual 
aids would further enhance the manual's effectiveness. Overall, no changes were made 
to the manual by the CCT, but feedback has been taken into account for future studies.  

5.4.3. Working with Roma mediators 
Mediators were not used during the pilot phase of the survey in any countries except 
Italy and Greece. This was because resources were not available on the side of the 
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support organisation to provide mediation during the timeframe of the fieldwork 
(Bulgaria, Romania), or due to the selected locations not requiring the support of 
mediators (Albania, Czechia, Ireland, North Macedonia, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, 
Spain). 

In Greece and Italy, the mediators were all familiar with the Roma communities that 
they approached. Both countries reported a positive experience that allowed the 
interviewers to access the samples points more easily.  

5.4.4. Making contact with respondents and 
willingness to cooperate 

Experiences in contacting households and securing respondent participation in the 
survey varied. In Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, and Serbia, high unemployment rates 
among the target population facilitated contact during regular working hours, as many 
individuals were available at home. Some initial reluctance to share information and 
disappointment over a lack of direct benefits were noted in Bulgaria. While respondents 
generally identified as Roma/Travellers readily, some hesitation was observed in 
Hungary. In Portugal and Spain, although respondents were willing to self-identify, a 
degree of scepticism regarding the survey's purpose was noted, particularly among 
younger participants. In Czechia, interviewers encountered high levels of distrust among 
respondents, which was exacerbated by the recording of interviews. 

In France, interviewers initially experienced difficulties engaging respondents in the first 
three PSUs selected for the pilot. These experiences in France also identified a need for 
a communication strategy where local teams will need to announce their arrival to the 
location well in advance. 

Securing respondent privacy was largely successful, though some challenges involving 
male household members were noted in Serbia and Romania, requiring further 
explanation of the survey's purpose and confidentiality protocols. 

The pilot experiences and feedback were discussed during the mainstage trainings to 
help interviewers understand the challenges they might face.  
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5.4.5. Selection of respondents 
Overall, the selection of respondents proceeded well during the pilot fieldwork. There 
were some general remarks of concern from respondents and some country specific 
ones mentioned below. 

In several countries, including Albania, Greece, North Macedonia, Italy, Portugal, 
Romania, and Spain, some households did not initially understand the need for random 
respondent selection, requiring further explanation from interviewers. In Romania, 
some male household members disagreed with the selection of female household 
members, but this was resolved through explanation. Despite occasional challenges with 
the random selection process, teams encountered no technical difficulties in making the 
selections. Once the protocol was understood, respondent cooperation was 
overwhelmingly positive, with 90% rated as good, very good, or excellent. 

Because of these experiences further tips were provided on how to overcome this 
reasoning for not wanting to participate. 

5.4.6. Questionnaire and respondent engagement 
Feedback on the pilot questionnaire was largely positive. Interviewers across countries 
generally found it well-structured and easy to administer. However, several recurring 
issues emerged.  

Repetition of questions concerning experiences of discrimination across different time 
periods was a common concern. Respondents in several countries found these 
questions repetitive and tiresome, leading to confusion and disengagement. To address 
this, an introductory explanation was added to this section. 

The survey revealed challenges regarding the comprehension of specific terms. 
Respondents in Romania and Serbia struggled with terms such as “transgender,” 
“biological parents,” “health mediators,” and “teaching assistants.” Interviewers in 
Albania observed respondent discomfort with terms like “lesbian”, “gay”, “bisexual”, 
“transgender”, and “transvestite.”  In Ireland, interviewers highlighted the need for a 
thorough review of the questionnaire’s adaptation for both Roma and Traveller 
communities.  

Difficulties also arose concerning questions about the number of years of education, 
particularly in France, and questions pertaining to income triggered sensitivity in several 
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countries. In France translations were checked to ensure that respondents could 
understand the education questions. 

Health-related questions also posed challenges. Albanian respondents deemed the HIV 
test question irrelevant, while their Spanish counterparts expressed discomfort with this 
question and those concerning the number of births and living children. Czechia 
reported sensitivity surrounding health questions, both for interviewers and 
respondents. In Ireland, questions about HIV, smear tests, and mammography were 
considered inappropriate for teenage girls and unmarried women. However, the 
questions were kept in the survey, albeit with some updates to the descriptions of the 
medical tests to make them more accessible to respondents.  

While respondents generally expressed interest in the survey, some questioned the 
benefit of their participation. The questionnaire's length was another concern, 
particularly for respondents with lower literacy levels.  

Given the need to maintain comparability with previous waves of the survey, it was not 
possible to make significant changes to the questionnaire. Where possible, instructions 
or explanations were inserted to address concerns.  

Analysis of interview lengths from the pilot fieldwork revealed that the actual interview 
length generally exceeded the anticipated average of 35 minutes. The shortest recorded 
interview was 15 minutes and 39 seconds in Ireland, while the longest, 1 hour 18 
minutes and 31 seconds, was recorded in Romania. As the pilot interview length was 
longer than the length stated in the introduction, the introductory text was updated to 
refer to an average length of 40 minutes.  
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6. Mainstage fieldwork 

6.1. Overview 
Fieldwork was completed face-to-face in 13 countries, in accordance with the tender 
specifications. The sampling approaches varied by country as discussed in chapter 4, but 
in most countries the random walk approach was applied, while in Ireland a quota 
sampling approach was used for the full sample and in Italy and Portugal for some of the 
sample.  

The technical specifications required a total sample size of 10,510, allocated across the 
13 countries. As indicated in Table 22 10,126 interviews were accepted and included in 
the final dataset.  

Fieldwork took longer than was planned for in the initial timetable and in France, 
Hungary, Italy, Portugal and Spain the targeted sample size could still not be achieved 
within the time available. This was largely due to difficulties with mapping the target 
population, cooperation with relevant organisations, weather complications and  
interviewer capacity issues. Despite various measures taken to address these, extra time 
was needed to completed fieldwork in the aforementioned countries, and it was decided 
that fieldwork should stop before reaching the target sample size to avoid delaying the 
subsequent activities.  

Table 22 – Fieldwork dates and sample sizes by country 
Country Fieldwork dates Planned 

sample size 
Achieved 
sample size  

Accepted 
sample size 

AL 07/09/2024 – 05/11/2024 500 520 510 

BG 26/06/2024 – 17/11/2024 1,010 1,034 1,029 

CZ 10/08/2024 – 03/12/2024 880 1,021 998 

EL 25/07/2024 – 26/11/2024 500 523 522 

ES 12/07/2024 – 14/12/2024 1,190 1,140 1143 

FR 20/08/2024 – 17/12/2024 670 431 430 

HU 09/07/2024 – 15/12/2024 1,230 1,082 1,047 

IE 08/07/2024 – 12/12/2024 500 555 521 

IT 05/08/2024 – 14/12/2024 540 535 505 
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Country Fieldwork dates Planned 
sample size 

Achieved 
sample size  

Accepted 
sample size 

MK 30/07/2024 – 06/11/2024 500 515 515 

PT 24/10/2024 – 17/12/2024 500 428 422 

RO 01/07/2024 – 17/12/2024 1,850 1,838 1,814 

RS 12/07/2024 – 20/10/2024 640 670 670 

Total 01/07/2024 - 17/12/2024 10,510 10,292 10,126 

Alternative text: Table displays fieldwork dates, planned sample size, achieved sample size and accepted 
sample size for alphabetically ordered countries covered by the survey and listed vertically. 

NB: Achieved sample size - the number of interviews reported in the final fieldwork progress report; 
Accepted sample size - the accepted number of interviews in the IR data file. 

6.2. Fieldwork management  

6.2.1. Central management and fieldwork 
coordination 

Overall management and coordination are discussed in section 1.1. Fieldwork was 
overseen by the CCT with the NSEs responsible for its implementation at the country 
level. All countries used the contractor’s bespoke data collection platform for CAPI – 
iField, which is fully compliant with GDPR.  

The use of iField allowed for both the CCT and local teams to monitor fieldwork on a 
daily basis and included several features to help with sample management and quality 
control: 

● PSUs and SSUs were assigned to interviewers via iField. The sampling 
methodology was linked to the PSU/SSU ID meaning that interviewers only had 
access to the relevant ECS (standard RP, MACS or quota). 

● The number of addresses visited could be tracked along with compliance with the 
number and timing of visit attempts and monitoring outcome codes from visits 
attempts. 

● Information on progress was visible to local teams on a near real time basis and 
could be extracted for daily reporting to FRA.  
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● Several quality control measures are built into iField including:  

— GPS not captured or if missing for >50% for the interviewer within the sample 
point 

— Distance too large from the sample point: if the distance from the centre of 
the sample point is larger than 3 km 

— Distance too large between questions: if the distance between where the 
questions were answered is larger than 50m 

— Voice recording missing: if there is no audio file attached or if it is missing for 
>50% for the interviewer within the sample point. 

— Length of interview is 50% shorter than the country average and if more than 
50% of the cases for the interviewer within the sample point are 50% shorter 
than the country average. 

— Length of interview is longer than 200% of the country average length and if 
this true for more than 50% of the cases for the interviewer within the sample 
point. 

— Gaps too short: if gap between the end of the previous interview and the start 
of new one is less than 3 minutes and if this is true for more than 25% of the 
cases for the interviewer within the sample point. 

— Telephone number missing: if it is missing for more than 70% of the cases for 
the interviewer within the sample point. 

6.2.2. Fieldwork monitoring and progress 
reporting 

Fieldwork was monitored and reported on a daily and weekly basis. A report 
summarising the number of completed interviews and other fieldwork outcomes was 
shared with FRA every day. This report provided information at the overall country level 
and PSU level. They included the following information 

● Overview by country 

— Fieldwork start date 

— Number of days in field 
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— Target sample size 

— Valid complete interviews 

— Completion rate 

— Average interview length 

— Total number of PSUs/SSUs issued 

— Number and percentage of PSUs/SSUs started 

— Percentage of PSUs/SSUs completed 

— Number and type of final outcomes, interim outcomes and appointments 
made 

— Response rate 

— Quality control measures including number of backchecks completed and 
deleted interviews 

● Weekly progress by country – information provided by week and cumulatively 

— Number of interviewers working 

— Valid completed interviews 

— Number of final and interim outcomes 

● Sample management by country and PSU 

— PSU details: name, approach, stratum 

— PSU progress and success rate 

— Expected number and valid interviews 

— Target number of clusters/core addresses to be visited 

— Number of core address closed 

— PSU interval, stopping and dropping targets 

— Eligibility information 
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— Response rates 

— Number of final and interim outcomes 

— Number of addresses not yet visited 

● Demographics by country 

— Expected distribution of sample by urbanity, gender and age 

— Achieved distribution of sample by urbanity, gender and age 

— Deviation of achieved distribution from expected distribution 

These comprehensive reports enabled FRA and the CCT to closely monitor progress and 
identify potential issues that could be discussed with the NSEs regarding resource and 
adherence to sampling requirements. 

Once a week, the fieldwork progress report was accompanied by the standard written 
weekly report which provided qualitative feedback on the fieldwork status. It included 
details on the challenges being faced by the local fieldwork teams, what steps they were 
taking to address this and details on plans for the weeks ahead. The information for 
these reports was collected through emails and calls between the NSEs and CCT.  

Debrief meetings 

As part of the fieldwork monitoring, two fieldwork debrief meetings were held with each 
country. These meetings were led by FRA and attended by the NSE from each country 
and members of the CCT.  

The first debrief meeting took place after each country had been in the field for 
approximately two weeks. Each meeting lasted approximately 30 minutes and was 
conducted via Microsoft Teams. The second debrief was held after the completion of 
fieldwork. Conducted via Microsoft Teams, each meeting lasted approximately 30 
minutes.  

Fieldwork observation 

FRA and the CCT observed fieldwork in most countries (FRA – Bulgaria, France, Ireland; 
CCT – all but Czechia). These observations were intended to be scheduled early during 
fieldwork wherever possible in order to identify any issues that needed to be addressed 
through additional training. During these visits, the FRA or CCT representative would 
accompany an interviewer, observing their adherence to sampling procedures, the 
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correct utilisation of the ECS/questionnaire on their tablets, and their interaction with 
respondents. 

Overall, the visits were positive; attendees reported that the interviewers were well 
prepared and followed the proper procedures for Roma 2024 across the countries. For 
example, in Albania and North Macedonia external observers noted that interviewers 
were generally well-received by respondents, reflecting effective rapport-building 
strategies. Observers in Italy and Portugal both highlighted the efficient handling of 
logistical challenges, such as language barriers and urban traffic, which could have 
otherwise delayed fieldwork. Finally, the observer from Spain commended the 
interviewers for their adaptability in rural settings where access to respondents was 
particularly challenging. 

6.2.3. Working with Roma organisations, 
mediators and interviewers 

In addition to the assistance provided by Roma organisations during the background 
research and during interviewer training, in a number of countries Roma/Traveller 
organisations, interviewers and mediators were active in the field. 

Albania 

In Albania, all interviewers were Roma and were recruited through the Roma 
organisation IRCA. The involvement of Roma interviewers aided access to the Roma 
communities and response rates. However, these interviewers sometimes found the 
requests for help from the communities difficult given that they were there in the role 
of interviewer rather than community assistance.  

Bulgaria 

The fieldwork in Bulgaria was conducted in partnership with the Roma CSO Amalipe. 
They assisted in accessing hard-to-reach communities by providing mediators. The 
agency recommends engaging Amalipe for future surveys and for interpreting the 
results of the Roma Survey 2024. 

Czechia 

Romanonet and the National Pedagogical Institute of the Czechia (NPI CR) assisted with 
interviewer recruitment and training. The vast majority of interviewers in Czechia were 
Roma. Romanonet and NPI CR also provided advice and facilitated communication with 
Roma communities throughout data collection.  
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Gaining access to communities was facilitated by employing interviewers from the Roma 
community, many of whom were social workers with established trust within the target 
population. This approach led to a higher response rate and more open communication. 
However, interviewers encountered challenges related to privacy, particularly during 
the screening process, and some experienced verbal threats and one a physical assault. 

France 

The fieldwork in France was supported by FNASAT, a Traveller organisation. They 
contributed to the sample frame and mapping, provided an expert for interviewer 
training, and offered contact details at the local level. However, their responsiveness 
during fieldwork was limited due to their own commitments. The agency recommends 
engaging FNASAT for interpreting the results of the Roma Survey 2024 and suggests 
involving them earlier in future surveys to maximize their support. 

Greece 

In Greece, two Roma organisations were approached: the Association of Greek Roma 
mediators & partners and Ellan Passe, the Hellenic Confederation of Greek Roma. The 
Association of Greek Roma mediators helped the Greek team during pre-fieldwork 
operations. Ellan Passe did not participate in the project. During fieldwork, no Roma 
organisations aided with the conducting the survey. There was also no Roma 
interviewers involved in fieldwork. Management was solely handled by the local agency.  

Hungary 

Several Roma support organisations were contacted during the background research, 
including the Uccu Roma Informal Educational Foundation, the Autonomia Foundation, 
and the Association of Roma Minority Representatives and Advocates of Nógrád County. 
However, fieldwork supervisors and interviewers reported that mediators and local 
CSOs were not needed during fieldwork. The agency suggests that FRA engage with 
these organisations before future surveys to secure better cooperation. Fieldwork was 
solely handled by the local agency.  

Ireland 

The contractor partnered with Pavee Point, a national Traveller and Roma rights 
organisation, to deliver the project in Ireland. Pavee Point recruited interviewers 
through their network of local organisations, ensuring reach into Traveller and Roma 
communities and facilitating interviews through peer interviewers.  
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Pavee Point aided significantly in accessing and conducting the interviews in the Roma 
communities. The national agency believes that fieldwork proceeded with little 
inconvenience because of Pavee point’s involvement.  

Italy 

The contractor consulted with several Roma and pro-Roma organisations during the 
background research. UCRI was then the only Roma organisation that supported the 
local agency with fieldwork. They were also aided by two professors, Professor Riniolo 
and Professor Bravi (27). UCRI partly conducted fieldwork in 23 SSUs using a quota 
approach. This was very beneficial for fieldwork as they were able to access areas and 
conduct interviews where previous efforts failed. This was also facilitated by the fact 
that most UCRI interviewers are of Roma origin. Therefore, fieldwork was split between 
the national agency and UCRI. The agency recommends engaging with UCRI for future 
surveys. 

North Macedonia 

Despite attempts to contact Roma organisations, including the minister responsible for 
Roma integration, the agency received no response and was unable to hire Roma 
mediators. Interviewers relied on their existing network and experience to identify and 
map Roma settlements. Fieldwork was solely handled by the local agency.  

Portugal 

The agency collaborated with Ribaltambição – Associação para a Igualdade de Género 
nas Comunidades Ciganas (Roma CSO) for pre-fieldwork operations. However, when 
conducting fieldwork, the national agency worked alone.  

Romania 

Ipsos Romania collaborated with several Roma organisations during the pre-fieldwork 
stages. The national agency tried to work with Roma organisations for fieldwork, but 
most were unresponsive. The national agency believes that working with local 
administrators in the sample points could have aided with the management and success 
of fieldwork.  

 
(27) Professor Luca Bravi - Researcher at the Department of Education, Languages, Interculture, 

Literatures and Psychology (ForLilPsi) of the University of Florence 
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Serbia 

During preparatory stages, the agency collaborated with several Roma organisations, 
including Bibija Romski Ženski Centar, Savez udruzenja Roma Zapadne Srbije, Uspesne 
zene Kostolca, and Udruzenje Ternipe. The national agency solely conducted fieldwork. 
Fieldwork and accessing the community in Serbia was deemed uncomplicated, and 
therefore management was easily handled by the local agency. 

Spain 

The Fundación Secretariado Gitano (FSG) assisted Spain in both pre-fieldwork 
operations and during fieldwork. FSG provided accompaniment to interviewers in areas 
considered dangerous. The agency recommends utilizing FSG's expertise for interpreting 
the results of the Roma Survey 2024. 

6.3. Fieldwork dates and progress 
Fieldwork was due to start in the first half of June in all countries, aside from Albania 
which always planned to start after the main summer holiday period. Eventually 
fieldwork started between the end of June and early November taking into account the 
additional time that was needed to complete sample mapping and other challenges 
some teams faced. The target sample size was achieved or exceeded in eight of the 13 
counties. In the remaining five it was agreed with FRA to stop fieldwork before the target 
was achieved in order not to delay subsequent tasks and delivery of data to the 
European Commission. The fieldwork dates and samples sizes are provided in Table 22.  

Table 23 provides details on productivity of sampling points (SPs) in each country. The 
table includes all originally sampled SPs and their replacements that were issued. Most 
SPs were fully completed. The main reason for partial completion, that is, for not visiting 
all issued addresses was not having enough addresses in sampling points, which is the 
number of addresses in SPs proved to be smaller than estimated. This occurred most 
frequently in France and Hungary. Most of the unproductive sampling points were 
replaced. Only those that were found unproductive close to the fieldwork end were not 
replaced (see chapter 4). The last row of the table provides counts of SPs that were 
excluded from the samples to allow finishing fieldwork on time. 
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Table 23 – Productivity of Sampling Points (SPs) by country 

 Country 

Productive - fully completed Partially productive - 
partially completed Unproductive 

Total 
(worked 

SPs 
only) 

SPs 
excluded 

due to 
need to 

finish 
survey 

on time 

Fully 
completed 

SP 

Stopped 
owing 

to 
stopping 

rule 

Fully 
completed 
SP but no 
complete 

interviews 

Stopped 
owing to 

safety 
concerns 

Not all 
issued 

addresses 
visited 

Stopped 
owing to 
dropping 

rule 

No Roma 
living 

there – 
identified 

before 
fieldwork 

began 

Replaced 
for other 
reasons 

AL 50 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 51 0 

BG 93 1 0 0 7 0 1 3 105 0 

CZ 71 3 8 0 1 5 7 1 96 6 

EL 50 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 53 0 

ES 70 5 1 3 0 12 7 4 102 10 

FR 22 0 2 0 33 0 17 16 90 26 

HU 88 0 5 0 30 3 5 1 132 2 

IE - 
Travellers 

40 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 44 0 

IE - Roma 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 13 0 

IT 45 0 0 0 8 0 3 5 61 0 

MK 44 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 50 0 

PT 40 0 0 0 1 1 2 8 52 8 

RO 180 2 5 0 0 5 1 1 194 1 

RS 60 1 0 0 3 4 3 0 71 0 

Total 863 13 22 3 85 32 50 46 1,114 53 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information on number of productive – 
fully completed sampling points, on those partially completed and those unproductive together with the 
reason of their status; and number of excluded sampling points dues to need to finish survey on time. 
Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided 
in separate rows. 

6.3.1. Albania 
The fieldwork in Albania started on 7 September 2024, in line with the original plan to 
start fieldwork after the summer. Fieldwork progressed well, with some only some 
minor issues on the implementation of MACS in some SSUs which was addressed 
through additional briefings to interviewers. 
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6.3.2. Bulgaria 
Bulgaria was the first country to start fieldwork on 26 June 2024. The small number of 
interviews conducted during in August was due to an intentional pause for the summer 
holidays. In a few PSUs communities were quite hostile towards interviewers, despite 
the involvement of Roma mediators. Otherwise, fieldwork generally progressed well. A 
small extension was needed due to parliamentary election in October which affected 
fieldwork.  

In Bulgaria, three PSUs had to be replaced due to security concerns and community 
resistance (in one of them there were also logistical errors). One additional PSU had to 
be replaced from the outset, as it did not have enough Roma to reach the target number 
of interviews in the stratum. Additional seven PSUs were not finished because of lack of 
addresses in the area, which is PSUs had fewer addresses than indicated in the sampling 
frame. One PSU was not finished as it met the stopping rule. 

6.3.3. Czechia 
Fieldwork started on 12 August 2024, several weeks after it was intended due to the 
mapping of PSUs taking more time than expected. This was in part due to because of 
those who had the knowledge to complete this task being on holiday during the summer 
months. 

Fieldwork progressed slowly initially, in part while interviewers became used to the 
methodology. Severe flooding in parts of the country in September also meant fieldwork 
could not start or progress in some areas. The selected PSUs affected by the floods were 
reviewed in case replacement was needed. Eventually only two PSUs were replaced, in 
cases where local government moved out Roma from the municipality following the 
floods.  

One PSU was replaced after an interviewer was attacked by resident. There were also 
other reports of interviewer being threatened or feeling unsafe. In three PSUs 
interviewers worked in pairs to address this. While all interviewers in Czechia were of 
Roma background, some still reported that they sensed that some communities were 
quite suspicious of the survey.  

Five PSUs were replaced from the outset, as the further review of the sampling points 
confirmed only a few Roma lived in the area. A further six PSUs were replaced after they 
met the dropping rule.  
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The outcomes of the first phase of fieldwork showed that both eligibility and response 
rates were higher than anticipated. In agreement with FRA, the sample was adjusted 
and the number of addresses to visit was significantly reduced (to 55% of the planned) 
for the second half of the sample attempting to manage final sample size. However, the 
yield rate was even higher in this part of the sample, which lead to a significant 
overachievement. 

To meet the fieldwork deadline, six PSUs, with a representative distribution across the 
strata, were excluded from the sample. Further to this, seven PSUs that were 
unproductive, that is, that had no complete interviews towards the fieldwork end date 
were not replaced. One PSU was not finished because of lack of addresses in the area, 
and there PSUs met the stopping rule. 

To help with the pace of fieldwork, a bonus for completing assigned PSUs within a 
certain timeframe was introduced part way through fieldwork.  

6.3.4. France 
The fieldwork in France started on 8 July 2024. Fieldwork progressed slowly and was 
extended for six weeks beyond the initial deadline. The slow progress was attributable 
to  the fieldwork taking place during the summer holiday period, numerous PSUs being 
unproductive due to no Travellers being present at the halting sites when visited 
(summer is a period of frequent population movement which contributed to many 
halting sites being empty or closed for maintenance) and other halting sites not allowing 
interviewers to work in them. Large High Transit Sites, open during the summer months, 
where bigger groups of Travellers could stay for two weeks, proved to be inaccessible in 
most cases. They had to be replaced by multiple small halting sites, to compensate for 
interviews expected at these.  

Another factor was the time it took to replace unproductive sampling units (empty or 
closed halting sites). Suitable replacement, within the same PSU and stratum had to be 
checked for occupancy and accessibility before they were issued to the interviewers. 
Faster replacement, or a more convenient approach to replacing, could have helped 
retain interviewers who became unavailable for this survey when they finished their 
allocated PSUs. Finding appropriate interviewers or individuals willing to work on this 
survey close to the sampling units was also a challenge that slowed progress, as often 
the selected halting sites were quite far from the interviewers' homes. 

Throughout fieldwork, several adjustments to the sample were made, aiming to 
enhance the fieldwork efficiency. These included stepping away from the fixed number 
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of issued addresses and allowing interviewers to visit all addresses if 20 or less than 20 
addresses were found at the site. If there were more addresses, 20 needed to be 
selected using the random walk procedures. Then, all available sites in the sampled PSUs 
were considered for adding them to the sample, and were added when occupied, 
accessible, and interviewers were able to cover them. Finally, halting sites outside of the 
sampled PSUs were also added to the sample, to enable reaching the minimum sample 
size. Progress improved when the final change was made. 

Because of these problems during fieldwork, France achieved 430 completed interviews, 
falling short of the planned 670 interviews. Out of 67 sample points 25 could not be 
covered because of difficulties in accessing the site and lack of interviewers. To 
compensate for the loss, 13 were added to the sample, and fieldwork was eventually 
done across 55 sampling points, that is, across 89 halting sites. 

6.3.5. Greece 
The fieldwork in Greece started on the 25 July 2024. Fieldwork was late to start and slow 
to progress due in large part due to difficulties with mapping the PSUs. Information 
about actual areas of where Roma people reside was not readily available. Multiple 
sources had to be consulted, sometimes more than once for a single PSU. Towards the 
end of the mapping process, the experts confirmed that there were no Roma within the 
boundaries of three selected PSUs. They sometimes lived, or were moved to, just 
outside the PSU boundaries. These three PSUs had to be replaced, but as there was no 
time to map additional PSUs, the replacement SSUs had to be selected from already 
mapped PSUs, when possible, within the same strata.  

After the mapping was completed the pace of fieldwork did pick up, and as the work in 
the first part of the sample progressed, the second part of the sample could be issued. 
Fieldwork did need to be extended into December, to ensure closing all the PSUs.  

During the early stages of fieldwork, it was noticed that interviews were visiting either 
too many addresses, because they did not achieve 10 interviews in the issued number 
of addresses, or too few as they achieved 10 interviews before visiting all the issued 
addresses. Interviewers were re-briefed on the correct procedures.  
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6.3.6. Hungary 
Fieldwork started on 9 July 2024. In the initial weeks of fieldwork, extreme heat waves 
meant that fieldwork was slower than expected. During the autumn, flooding in certain 
parts of the county again impacted the pace of fieldwork. 

As in most other countries, fieldwork was phased with around half the sample being 
issued initially with a view to reviewing the sample after it was completed. The first 
batch of sample was selected from across the country. However, fieldwork did not 
progress at the same pace across regions so some interviewers who had completed their 
PSUs were then not able to move on to their next set of PSUs, which meant they were 
not necessarily available to work when the remaining sample was issued later.  

The sample in Hungary was based on 2011 Census data, the most reliable source 
available, but which proved to be quite out of date in some regions. This resulted in 
concentration levels in some areas being far lower than expected and in others it was 
higher. This was another factor affecting the pace of fieldwork as many PSUs (11) had to 
be replaced due to meeting the dropping rule, advance confirmation that Roma did not 
live in the area or for security reasons.  

Interviewers were in high demand during the fieldwork period and so it was sometimes 
difficult to secure their time. Other survey work available was considered easier than 
the Roma Survey 2024 and so interviewers sometimes opted for this alternative work.  

Interviewers in Hungary seemed to face several technical issues with using iField which 
also impacted fieldwork, particularly at the start. 

Ultimately due to the slower pace of fieldwork and issues with the outdated sample 
frame, fieldwork in Hungary was stopped before the full target sample size could be 
achieved.  

To meet the fieldwork deadline, two PSUs, were excluded from the sample. Further to 
this, PSUs that were unproductive, that is, that had no complete interviews towards the 
fieldwork end date were not replaced. Finally, 29 PSUs were not finished, mostly due to 
the lack of time. 

6.3.7. Ireland 
The fieldwork in Ireland started on the 12 July 2024 and ended on the 12 December 
2024.  
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Fieldwork proceeded more slowly than anticipated for a number of reasons. Firstly, the 
challenges in conducting fieldwork during the summer months (due to many Travellers 
travelling to areas away from their homes) meant that fieldwork needed to be paused 
during this period. This meant that momentum was lost in relation to the project, 
particularly in conducting interviewer training and introducing the survey to the 
communities. It took longer than anticipated to regain this momentum meaning that 
fieldwork progress was limited after the summer period. 

A further reason for the delays was challenges that emerged in accessing certain 
communities following a bereavement within that community which meant that 
interviewing was required to be put on hold for a number of weeks until it was deemed 
appropriate to recommence work in that area. This happened on five occasions during 
the fieldwork period, and across multiple sampling points meaning that its impact was 
quite severe. 

Combined with scheduling and workload restrictions within the interviewing teams this 
meant that fieldwork did not progress for an extended period in certain areas. This was 
further complicated by some teams having to conduct interviewing across multiple 
areas, meaning that delays were compounded. 

Ireland's final data contained 521 interviews. In Ireland seven PSU were replaced 
because of a lack of personnel that was able to cover those areas and two were left 
incomplete because of adverse condition in the sample points.  

6.3.8. Italy 
The fieldwork in Italy started on 7 August 2024. It  started late due to difficulties with 
sample mapping. There is little information held on the Roma population centrally, who 
also live quite dispersed and often not forthcoming about their identify for fear of 
discrimination. Professor Rinolo (Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore of Milan) provided 
assistance but despite extensive efforts made to engage with other Roma experts and 
associations to help with this task, many were unable or unwilling to help. The 
preference was to have significant parts of the sample mapped to allow for PSU selection 
but given the difficulties it was eventually decided to start in just a few PSUs. The start 
of fieldwork was just before the main summer holiday period in Italy, so fieldwork and 
mapping largely stopped from mid-August for two weeks. 

Fieldwork started again after the summer, but progress remained slow. Mediators 
needed to access some communities had other commitments and mapping of PSUs 
remained a difficult task.  
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At the start of September, UNAR agreed to actively collaborate following further 
communication from FRA. This led to the involvement of Professor Bravi and eventually 
UCRI. UCRI agreed to help with the fieldwork in certain regions, and only via quota 
sampling. Given the issues encountered with mapping, the time that had been lost so 
far and that it was clear that it would only be possible to access certain communities 
with the assistance of UCRI it was agreed that part of the sample could switch to quota 
sampling. The involvement of UCRI also seemed to open access to other regions/PSUs 
that were previously closed to the contractor interviewers. 

Following the changes made to the sampling approach in some areas and once UCRI 
interviewers had been trained, the pace of fieldwork improved significantly.  

In Italy eight sample points were replaced mostly because of accessibility issues with the 
sample point. Additionally, 10 were not completed to facilitate the end of fieldwork. One 
sample point was excluded from the sample for the same reason. The targe sample size, 
however, was achieved.  

6.3.9. North Macedonia  
The fieldwork in North Macedonia started on 30 July 2024. Fieldwork progressed well 
throughout and the target number of interviews was achieved before the original 
deadline. The sample was issued in three phases, and two sample adjustments were 
made, given that eligibility and response rates proved to be higher than expected in the 
first phases of fieldwork  

By the end of the fieldwork, three PSUs were unproductive, that is, that had no complete 
interviews and were not replaced. Two PSUs were not finished because of lack of 
addresses in the area, and one PSU met the stopping rule. 

6.3.10. Portugal 
Fieldwork in Portugal started on 24 October 2024. The main cause of the significant 
delay was due to the challenges of sample mapping. Data with the required level of 
accuracy is not available in Portugal, as confirmed by contact with different 
stakeholders. 

With the support of Ribaltambição – Associação para a Igualdade de Género nas 
Comunidades Ciganas (Roma CSO), it was finally possible to collect information on the 
Roma population living in 26 municipalities and to map specific areas where these 
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communities live. A further three municipalities were mapped with the support of Rede 
Europeia Anti-Pobreza Portugal (EAPN Portugal).  

Due to the lack of information to fully map all PSUs and the time that had been lost, it 
was eventually agreed that part of the sample would be moved to a quota approach. At 
the same time, it was agreed to reduce the sample size to 400 (from 500) as it was not 
realistic to achieve the full sample in the time that was left. During November and 
December, fieldwork progressed well. 

Eight PSUs were replaced as it was not possible to identify the areas where Roma live in 
them. With the decision to decrease the sample size, eight PSUs, with a representative 
distribution across the strata, were excluded from the sample. Further to this, one PSUs 
met the dropping rule and was not replaced.  

6.3.11. Romania 
The fieldwork in Romania started on 1 July 2024. Progress was slower in the first months 
of fieldwork. This was in part due to the sample mapping process which took some time. 
PSUs were released in smaller batches than was preferred, so meaning fewer 
interviewers could work on the survey at the same time. There were also some issues 
around access to some communities. Local authorities were able to help communicate 
the purpose of the interviewers visiting their communities in some cases. Roma 
mediators were also engaged to help with this, though with the most closed 
communities they also had limited influence.  

The limited availability of interviewers also contributed to slower progress at times, with 
interviewers opting for other work they considered easier. Additional bonus payments 
were made to try to increase  motivation to commit to the Roma Survey 2024. Support 
from fieldwork supervisors also increased, with them accompanying interviewers in the 
field.  

The pace of fieldwork did increase after the summer months. The final number of 
completed interviews fell slight short of the target (1,814 accepted interviews from 
1,847 achieved). The overachievement in the number of completes in the first phase of 
fieldwork was addressed in the sample adjustments, and the number of addresses to 
visit was reduced (to 75% of the planned) for the second part of the sample. The 
adjustment would have led to reaching the target sample size, however, fieldwork in 
one PSU was not started by the fieldwork end date, and two other PSUs were 
unproductive, that is, that had no complete interviews towards the fieldwork end date 
were not replaced. 
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In Romania, 10 SSUs had to be replaced mainly because of the dropping rule. Two PSUs 
met the stopping rule. 

6.3.12. Serbia 
Fieldwork began on 12 July 2024 and was complete on 20 October 2024. It progressed 
well with no significant issues.  

In Serbia four PSUs were replaced because the dropping rule. Three additional PSUs had 
to be replaced from the outset, as they did not have enough Roma to reach the target 
number of interviews in their strata. Three PSUs were not finished because of lack of 
addresses in the area, that is, PSUs had fewer addresses than indicated in the sampling 
frame. One PSU was not finished as it met the stopping rule. 

6.3.13. Spain 
Fieldwork in Spain started on 12 July and progress was good for the first weeks. It slowed 
in August due to the high temperatures and holidays but picked up again in September. 
While progress was generally steady, additional time was needed to complete fieldwork 
in November and December. This was in part due to the later than planned start and 
due to how the sample had to be managed in phases. There were also some regions in 
Spain where the sample information was quite outdated, and the Roma population have 
moved on requiring some replacements to be made. 

Due to the fact that 63% of the sample was concentrated in three regions (39% of the 
sample was allocated to one of these regions), this did present some challenges for 
interviewer resources. A few interviewers had to complete a greater proportion of the 
interviews to manage this, though the team also briefed additional interviewers.  

To meet the fieldwork deadline, ten PSUs, with a representative distribution across the 
strata, were excluded from the sample. Further to this, four PSUs that were 
unproductive, that is, that had no complete interviews towards the fieldwork end date 
were not replaced. Two PSUs were not finished due to the safety issues, one due to the 
lack of time, and five PSUs met the stopping rule. 

Spain completed a total of 1,143 interviews, across the covered PSUs. Overall, 20 PSUs 
were replaced throughout the fieldwork, due to meeting the dropping rule, Roma being 
reallocated from the sampling point, or due to safety issues.  
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6.4. Interview administration  

6.4.1. Field force 
A total of 455 interviewers worked on the Roma Survey 2024 – that is that they each 
completed at least one accepted interview. To ensure quality of the sample, it was 
agreed at the outset of the survey, that each interviewer completes a maximum of 5% 
of the total national target sample. This was monitored by the NSEs and CCT.  

As can be seen in Table 24, in all countries at least one interviewer  exceeded the 
maximum number of interviews agreed, though mostly this was only a small number. 
Therefore, the impact on sample quality is negligible, but it should be mentioned for 
transparency reasons. During the course of fieldwork, it was agreed with FRA for limits 
to be exceeded for the following reasons: 

● To allow interviewers to complete PSUs/SSUs where more than the expected 10 
(or 13 in Spain) interviews was achieved due to higher eligibility or a high 
response rate. 

● Where resources were limited in certain regions because of a concentration of 
Sampling Points in line with the sampling design. 

● To help complete fieldwork towards the end of the fieldwork period.  

For those interviewers exceeding the limit by more than a few interviews, special 
attention was paid to the quality of their work through additional data checks and back 
checks.  

Table 24 – Number of interviewers and average number of interviews 
conducted 

Country Number of 
interviewers 

5% of 
accepted 
interviews 

Interviews conducted by a single interviewer Number of 
interviewers 
exceeding 
limit 

Average Median Minimum Maximum 

AL 20 26 26 23 2 50 7 

BG 41 51 25 17 5 71 3 

CZ 39 50 26 21 3 72 2 

EL 22 26 24 24 10 37 8 

ES 23 57 50 39 5 204 7 
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Country Number of 
interviewers 

5% of 
accepted 
interviews 

Interviews conducted by a single interviewer Number of 
interviewers 
exceeding 
limit 

Average Median Minimum Maximum 

FR 29 22 15 14 1 44 6 

HU 52 52 20 14 3 70 4 

IE 67 26 8 6 1 56 1 

IT 31 25 16 15 5 43 5 

MK 34 26 15 12 1 39 4 

PT 17 21 25 20 8 43 7 

RO 41 91 44 36 1 131 2 

RS 39 34 17 15 4 36 1 

Total 455 n/a 24 17 1 204 57 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries number of interviewers, how many 
interviews were done by a single interviewer and number of interviewers who exceeded the provided 
5% of total sample limit. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - all accepted interviews; Variable used for computation of interview numbers was “Int_num”, 
RS2024_Main_Final_IntClientUse_250305. 

6.4.2. Making contact and establishing a 
willingness to cooperate 

The ease with which interviewers were able to gain access to communities and 
individuals and willingness of potential respondents to participate varied. Influencing 
factors including cultural sensitivities, levels of trust toward institutions, previous 
research experiences, and the involvement of mediators.  

Recruiting Roma and Traveller interviewers proved highly successful in Albania, Czechia, 
and Ireland. In Albania, Roma interviewers facilitated access and fostered high 
cooperation levels, leading to early fieldwork completion. Similarly, in Czechia, Roma 
interviewers, often social workers embedded within Roma communities, were essential 
for access and cooperation. In Ireland, all interviewers were from a Traveller or Roma 
background, which led to positive engagement and trust with respondents. In Serbia, 
access to communities and the target group was considered straightforward, with 
interviewers reporting good cooperation from the Roma population, even though 
mediators were not employed for fieldwork.  
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In contrast, in France, Italy, and Spain access was more challenging. In France, 
respondents were often suspicious of interviewers and the purpose of the survey 
initially. Site managers or mediators sometimes helped with introductions, but it was 
not always possible to involve them, either because they did not want to or had other 
commitments at the time of fieldwork.  

Italy's dispersed Roma/Sinti population, even in PSUs where they live in relatively high 
concentration, coupled with a reluctance on behalf of some Roma to identify as such 
outside of their own community created substantial difficulties both at the sample 
mapping stage and when trying to make contact with communities and individuals. For 
some regions it was only possible to proceed with fieldwork after the Roma CSO UCRI 
became involved. Interviewers from UCRI were able to enter communities that had 
previously been closed to Ipsos Italy’s staff.  

In Spain, while the Roma community was generally welcoming, interviewers faced 
threats in some areas, leading to PSU replacements. In Greece, gaining access was 
generally straightforward, although suspicion was more evident in some PSUs. In these 
cases, interviewers gained trust by accepting mediation where required and working in 
pairs so one could conduct the interview while the other speaks with the wider 
community. In Hungary, interviewers did not face specific barriers related to access, 
although respondents in some settlements did not readily identify as Roma. 

An interviewer in each of Czechia and France had bad physical experiences. In Czechia, 
the interviewer was physically assaulted while in France the interviewer’s car tyres were 
slashed. Neither interviewer chose to report their experiences to the police. The SSUs 
were these incidents happened were replaced.  

6.4.3. Questionnaire and engagement 
The questionnaire was generally well-received by respondents across the participating 
countries. Indeed, when asked to rate respondents’ cooperation, the majority of 
interviewers considered it at least good in each country with very few, at most 3%, 
considering cooperation to be poor (see Table 25).  

Table 25 – Respondent’s cooperation 

Country 
 How would you rate respondent's cooperation? 

Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

AL 21 34 33 11 1 0 

BG 37 26 23 14 1 0 
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Country 
 How would you rate respondent's cooperation? 

Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

CZ 9 33 41 15 3 0 

EL 12 41 43 3 0 0 

ES 35 14 36 14 1 0 

FR 22 30 28 18 2 0 

HU 32 32 25 10 1 0 

IE 28 33 29 9 1 0 

IT 13 25 37 23 2 0 

MK 37 22 20 19 3 0 

PT 5 9 59 24 3 0 

RO 15 35 36 14 0 0 

RS 67 20 6 7 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries percentage of responses from 
interviewers on question ‘How would you rate respondent’s cooperation?’ with responses on the scale: 
excellent, very good, good, fair, poor don’t know. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - all accepted interviews 

Interviewers also considered that most respondents were interested in the survey 
(Table 26) and that respondents were giving honest answers all or most of the time 
(Table 27). 

Table 26 – Respondent’s interest in the survey 

Country 

Would you say that he/she was very interested, somewhat 
interested, not very interested or not at all interested? 

Very 
interested 

Somewhat 
interested 

Not very 
interested 

Not at all 
interested 

Don’t 
know 

AL 47 43 8 1 0 

BG 58 30 10 2 0 

CZ 30 56 11 3 0 

EL 27 48 21 4 0 

ES 47 39 11 3 0 

FR 33 51 11 5 0 

HU 45 46 8 1 0 

IE 43 46 10 1 0 
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Country 

Would you say that he/she was very interested, somewhat 
interested, not very interested or not at all interested? 

Very 
interested 

Somewhat 
interested 

Not very 
interested 

Not at all 
interested 

Don’t 
know 

IT 20 58 20 2 0 

MK 67 25 7 2 0 

PT 31 53 14 2 0 

RO 57 37 5 0 0 

RS 74 24 1 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries percentage of responses from 
interviewers on question: ‘Would you say that he/she was very interested, somewhat interested, not 
very interested or not at all interested?’ Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - all accepted interviews 

Table 27 – Interviewers’ assessment of the respondents’ honesty during 
interviews 

Country 

 Do you feel the respondent was giving their honest 
views during the interview? 

All of the 
time 

Most of 
the time 

Some of 
the time Never Don’t 

know 

AL 61 35 4 1 0 

BG 73 24 3 0 0 

CZ 48 41 9 2 0 

EL 55 40 3 2 0 

ES 53 31 15 0 0 

FR 52 35 11 2 1 

HU 72 24 2 1 0 

IE 67 30 3 0 0 

IT 53 33 13 1 0 

MK 69 22 9 1 0 

PT 24 63 12 0 1 

RO 63 32 5 1 0 

RS 79 19 1 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries percentage of responses from 
interviewers on question ‘Do you feel the respondent was giving their honest views during the 



 113 

 

interview?’ with responses on the scale: all of the time, most of the time, some of the time, never and 
don’t know. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - all accepted interviews 

Issues flagged by interviewers related to the interview length, the complexity of some 
questions and some questions dealing with sensitive topics.  

In Czechia, France, Greece, Ireland, and Spain, interviewers and respondents observed 
that the section on discrimination felt confusing, repetitive, and monotonous, leading 
to a decline in attention and patience. More specifically, respondents in Greece found 
the discrimination section confusing due to being asked about similar experiences across 
different time frames. In France, interviewers noted that Travellers were unfamiliar with 
the term "minority" and did not consider themselves as such.  

In Hungary, interviewers suggested that questions could be shorter and more concise to 
accommodate respondents with lower educational levels, who sometimes struggled to 
comprehend the phrasing. They highlighted one specific question about accessing 
various public spaces as particularly problematic due to its wording. In some cases, the 
length of the questionnaire also posed challenges, contributing to respondent fatigue 
and a perceived loss of concentration, especially in Czechia and France.  

In Hungary, respondents found the social and economic sections more engaging, 
showing less interest in questions about institutions. Specific questions, such as those 
related to HIV and income, were identified as sensitive by both interviewers and 
respondents in Ireland, with similar sensitivities on income also noted in Czechia and 
France. In Italy, health questions, especially those directed at women, were considered 
invasive, with cultural beliefs sometimes linking discussing illness with bad luck  

In many countries, respondents were also uncomfortable with providing telephone 
numbers for any further communication.  

Overall, the findings indicate that despite some variations across countries, the 
questionnaire was generally well-received and understood by the respondents. The high 
levels of reported interest and honesty points towards positive engagement from 
participants, increasing the validity of the collected data. 

6.4.4. Respondents’ literacy and comprehension 
of the questionnaire  

Across the participating countries, interviewers reported that the majority of 
respondents were able to understand the questionnaire. As shown in Table 28, 
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comprehension was considered highest in Serbia followed by Romania and Hungary. In 
Albania, Czechia, France and Italy around one in ten interviewers thought that 
respondents were only able to understand some of the questions. 

Table 28 – Comprehension of questions 

Country 

 In your opinion, to what extent was the respondent able to 
understand the questions? The respondent was able to understand … 

all of the 
questions 

most of the 
questions 

only some of 
the questions 

none of the 
questions 

Don’t 
know 

AL 56 32 11 0 1 

BG 74 24 2 0 0 

CZ 57 32 11 0 0 

EL 67 30 2 0 0 

ES 67 29 4 0 0 

FR 60 31 10 0 0 

HU 80 18 2 0 0 

IE 66 31 2 0 0 

IT 58 32 10 0 0 

MK 65 28 6 1 0 

PT 74 20 5 0 0 

RO 81 17 2 0 0 

RS 84 13 3 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries percentage of responses from 
interviewers on question ‘In your opinion, to what extent was the respondent able to understand the 
questions? The respondent was able to understand … all, most of, only some or none of the questions’.  
Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - all accepted interviews 

Interviewers were asked to elaborate on the reasons why some respondents had 
difficulty understanding the questions. There is some variation by country as to whether 
it was lack of required knowledge, the way the questions were phrased or another 
reason, but few interviewers thought the misunderstanding was due to language 
difficulties suggesting that for the most part the languages that the survey was available 
in were the correct ones (Table 29).  
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Table 29 – Main reasons why respondents did not understand the 
questions 

Country 

 Thinking about the questions which were not understood by the 
respondent, would you say that this was mainly due to…? 

The respondent's 
language 

difficulties 

The respondent's 
lack of required 

knowledge 

The way the 
questions/items 

were phrased 
Other Don’t 

know 

AL (n=221) 27 34 24 11 4 

BG (n=270) 11 33 50 3 2 

CZ (n=429) 16 37 37 10 1 

EL (n=170) 25 25 50 0 0 

ES (n=373) 4 57 32 6 0 

FR (n=174) 19 25 43 13 1 

HU (n=207) 1 21 58 7 2 

IE (n=174) 6 26 40 24 4 

IT (n=211) 34 22 34 9 0 

MK (n=180) 17 28 44 10 1 

PT (n=108) 7 52 34 4 3 

RO (n=348) 12 18 57 11 2 

RS (n=109) 12 35 46 7 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries percentage of responses from 
interviewers on the reasons for not understanding of the questions – language difficulties, lack of 
required knowledge, the way the questions/items were phrased or other reason. Countries are listed 
alphabetically in rows and for each also total number of responses for this question is provided.  

NB: Base - Respondents who were not able to understand all of the questions, as indicated in question 
E06. 

6.4.5. Interview language  
Interviews were conducted in the national language in all countries. In Ireland, 
Bulgarian, Czech and Romanian were also available as interviewers speaking these 
languages were employed – 15% of the interviews conducted in Ireland were in these 
languages. Interviewers were asked to rate the respondent's command of the local 
language, or selected language in the case of Ireland. The proportion of respondents 
who had an excellent command of the local language (mother tongue) was highest in 
Hungary (49%), followed by Spain (47%). The proportion of respondents who had a poor 
command of the local language was highest in Italy (7%). 
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Interviewers were provided a Romani glossary to aid with key terms during interviews. 
The majority of interviews in all countries did not use the glossary (89%). Highest usage 
was reported in Albania (27%), Ireland (21%), Czechia (14%) and Italy (14%). Glossary 
was not used in France and only 1% of interviews used it in Greece. In remaining 
countries around one in ten interviews used the glossary. This suggest that the glossary 
was a useful aid in making the interview accessible and aiding comprehension. 

6.4.6. Location of the interviews 
The majority of interviews were conducted in the respondent’s home (overall 84%). This 
ranged from 56% in Ireland (47% elsewhere – other than the respondent’s home) to 
100% in Greece. Interviews were most commonly conducted somewhere other than the 
persons home in Czechia (27%), Ireland (41%), Italy (37%) and Portugal (17%). 

The higher proportion of interviews conducted in places other than respondents’ homes 
in Ireland and Italy was expected as it was discussed with the Roma and Traveller 
organisations involved in fieldwork in advance that they would make appointments for 
interviews to be held other than respondents’ homes as per their preference. In Ireland, 
the most common other location for the interview was the office of Traveller support 
organisation. In Italy, when not completed in the respondents’ home, interviews were 
completed in nearby public spaces/places, in other people's homes, or in community 
centres. 

In Czechia, in other surveys that the contractor has conducted it has been noted that 
there is a growing trend for respondents opting for the interview to take part elsewhere, 
after being recruited at home.  

6.4.7. Presence of others during the interview 
Across the participating countries, most interviews were conducted in privacy with just 
the respondent and interviewer present (77%), but this varied  by country (between 57% 
in North Macedonia and 91% in Romania). Generally, where another person or persons 
was present this was most likely to be the respondent’s partner/spouse or a child, 
though on occasion, friends, other family members or other people were also present 
during the interview.  

On average, other people were most likely to be present during the household grid 
(71%) and housing and living standards sections (69%), with these people very often 
helping to answer some questions. This was permitted in order to ensure the most 
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accurate data was collected in these sections. For the personal questionnaire and socio-
economic background sections of the interview, fewer people were present (60% and 
66%, respectively). Of those that were, they were less likely to intervene in the 
respondents’ answers though this did still happen on occasion. In the majority of cases 
(70%), interviewers reported that the presence of other people did not influence the 
respondent’s answers, although in France in over half of cases where someone else was 
present it was thought this person influenced responses to some extent (58%). 

6.4.8. Interview length 
After removing outliers, the median interview length ranged from 26.5 minutes in 
Czechia to almost 44 minutes in Greece (Table 30).  

Table 30 – Length of Interview 
Country Min Max Mean Median 

AL (n=504) 0:14:09 2:46:07 0:32:32 0:28:01 

BG (n=1,028) 0:12:07 1:54:56 0:34:21 0:34:32 

CZ (n=993) 0:12:00 1:43:23 0:28:26 0:26:33 

EL (n=522) 0:24:19 1:14:33 0:43:59 0:43:47 

ES (n=1,132) 0:12:13 2:31:34 0:32:09 0:29:50 

FR (n=425) 0:12:11 2:59:33 0:44:32 0:38:46 

HU (n=1,046) 0:13:11 2:20:55 0:35:45 0:34:38 

IE (n=506) 0:15:28 2:26:31 0:43:21 0:38:55 

IT (n=505) 0:15:54 2:01:25 0:41:59 0:40:06 

MK (n=514) 0:13:10 1:58:01 0:35:31 0:32:27 

PT (n=422) 0:15:57 1:55:44 0:34:22 0:33:13 

RO (n=1808) 0:13:40 2:39:47 0:34:55 0:32:47 

RS (n=670) 0:19:39 1:17:35 0:38:34 0:37:20 

Total (n=10,075) 0:12:00 2:59:33 0:35:47 0:34:00 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries minimum, maximum, mean and median 
length of interview together with the total number of interviews from which these are calculated 
Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - All accepted interviews excluding outliers, defined as interviews below 12 minutes or above 3 
hours. 
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6.4.9. Incentives 
Nine of the 13 countries provided incentives to respondents as an acknowledgement of 
gratitude for taking part. In Albania Roma CSOs consulted during the background 
research stated not to use incentives because, considering that the Roma population 
lives in a collective manner, they thought that it could create tensions in the 
communities where potentially everyone would want to be selected because of the 
incentives. Local Roma CSOs advised against the use of incentives for the same reasons 
in Hungary, Ireland and Portugal, where it is also not standard practice to offer 
incentives for social research. The type of incentive used was decided by NSEs based on 
the knowledge of what is appropriate. Where they were used incentives were 
considered helpful.  

 Table 31 – Incentive provided to respondent 
Country Description of incentive 

AL No incentives  

BG A pack of coffee, valued at BGN10 (€5)  

CZ Cash - CZK300 (€12)  

EL A gift card of €5 from a major supermarket  

ES A Carrefour gift card worth €12  

FR A voucher of €10 from the gift-voucher provider Kadeos (can be used in various stores).  

HU No incentives  

IE No incentives  

IT A voucher worth €10. In some instances, food items, especially for children, such as candy 
and snacks, were provided. 

MK A Makpetrol voucher worth MKD500 (€8)  

PT No incentives  

RO A coffee package (€7)  

RS A Lilly card (a local store which sells cosmetics and Household products, as well as 
pharmaceutical items) worth RSD800 (€7)  
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Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information on what kind of incentive, if 
at all was provided to respondent. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

6.5. Quality control  
To ensure the accuracy and reliability of the data collected, extensive quality checks 
were implemented throughout the fieldwork phase of the Roma Survey 2024. These 
checks included data validation, continuous monitoring of interviewer performance and 
back checks. 

6.5.1. Data validation 
Data validation – quality flags 

Data validation procedures were employed to identify and rectify inconsistencies or 
errors in the data. This involved examining the data for illogical responses, missing 
information, and discrepancies between the household screening information and the 
main interview (Table 32).  

Table 32 – Quality flags 
Check 
Code 

Check Name Check Description Check purpose 

1A Age Match The age of the selected 
individual from the screener 
does not match the age of the 
respondent  

To ensure correct respondent 
selection 

1B Age Match The age of the selected 
individual from the screener 
does not match the age of the 
respondent but matches 
someone else in household 
screener 

To ensure correct respondent 
selection 

2A Missing 16+ in screener Observe other Roma 16+ year 
old being included in household 
grid but not in screener. 

To ensure correct respondent 
selection 

3 Gender skews Gender profile of those listed at 
screener stage vs gender profile 
of all respondents in country 

To compare the country 
gender profile vs the 
screened households gender 
distribution and therefore 
identify if there is an issue 
with the respondent’s 
selection 
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Check 
Code 

Check Name Check Description Check purpose 

4 Selection of informant The informant is selected more 
often than any other HH 
member. 

The purpose of this check is 
to analyse if the informant is 
selected more often than any 
other eligible HH member. 
This is also to understand 
whether interviewers are 
correctly following the 
selection process. 

5 High conversion rate in 
SP 

Not documenting all addresses 
visited on random walk  

To identify where 
interviewers are potentially 
not documenting 
unproductive addresses on 
their random walk. 
Unproductive addresses 
include non-contacts and 
refusals. Very high yield rates 
were flagged  

7 Start Location Issue To check if location of the first 
address visited in the SP is not 
where the start location is. 

To identify wrong start 
locations, which might 
explain higher eligibility. 
Some interviewers may not 
respect the rule to start the 
random walk from the start 
location GPS provided, which 
may indicate an issue 

11 Incorrect use of codes 
511, 512 and 596 

Not completing the minimum 3 
visit contact strategy to an 
address where required to do 
so. 

To identify interviewers using 
final outcome codes 511, 512 
and 596 on 1st or 2nd visit to 
an address. 

14 Wrong location based 
on GPS 

Interview with GPS in wrong 
location (>3km from the start 
location).  

To detect interviews done in 
the wrong location.  

16 Household Size Small Check if the average HH size 
looks lower than expected based 
on previous Roma Surveys  

To identify interviewers that 
might not be documenting all 
people in the household – 
flag those interviewers who 
have done 6 or more 
interviews and the % of 
responding households with 
2 or less people in the HH at 
HH01 >=50%.  

18 Missing Telephone 
Numbers 

Share of missingness for 
telephone numbers. 

To check whether an 
interviewer does not fill in 
the telephone number on 
purpose. It is an important 
sign of quality check 
(numbers needed for back-
check) 
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Check 
Code 

Check Name Check Description Check purpose 

19 Length of interview in 
total  

Length of interviews based on 
the timestamps 

To detect interviews that 
would be too short according 
to the minimum set which 
would be suspicious in terms 
of quality.  

20 Times of interview  Check whether the interview 
started suspiciously too early or 
too late 

To detect interviews that 
were not done during regular 
hours or were made up 
because at a very unusual 
time (before 8 am/After 10 
PM) 

21 Item non-response 
(completeness of the 

interviews)  

Check that the level of non-
response is not above 25% 

For quality purposes, 
interviews that have more 
25% of item non-response 
are flagged for verification. 
Some questions (screener 
and age in the household grid 
can't have non- response) 

22 Plausible checks 
FLAG_HH01 

If more than 15 people per 
household 

Check plausibility  

23 Plausible checks 
FLAG_HH14agegroup  

If partners/children in law 
younger than 15, grandchildren 
older than 64, parents/parents 
in law younger than 20 

Check plausibility  

24 Plausible checks 
FLAG_HH14agegroup_2  

If own or step or in law or 
grandchildren are older than 
respondents or if respondents 
are older than their parents. 

Check plausibility  

27 Plausible checks 
FLAG_AgeBirth  

If age at first birth larger than 
50. 

Check plausibility  

28 Plausible checks 
FLAG_NoChildTotal  

If number of children is larger 
than 15. 

Check plausibility  

29 Plausible checks 
FLAG_NoChildAlive  

If the difference between the 
number of children and the 
number of children still alive is 
larger than 2. 

Check plausibility  

30 Plausible checks 
FLAG_eduyearsage  

If more than 0 years in 
education but never been in 
formal education indicated, if 
more than 13 years in education 
and less than lower secondary, if 
less than 4 years and more than 
primary education. 

Check plausibility  
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Check 
Code 

Check Name Check Description Check purpose 

31 Plausible checks 
FLAG_noRooms  

If 0 room or if the number of 
rooms is much larger than the 
household size or if the 
household size is much larger 
than the number of rooms. 

Check plausibility  

32 Plausible checks 
FLAG_ageparents  

If difference between 
respondent and mother alive is 
less than 15 or more than 50. 

Check plausibility  

33 Plausible checks 
FLAG_incomelowbound  

If net household income is lower 
than a certain number – 
minimum suggested values: 
Greece < €50 /Portugal < €50 / 
Italy < €50 / Ireland < €50 / 
Spain < €50 / France < €50 / 
Albania < 5200 / Bulgaria < 100 
лв / Czechia < CZK 1 300  / North 
Macedonia < MKD 3100 / 
Romania < RON 250 / Serbia < 
RSD 6.000/ Hungary < HUF 
20.000 

Check plausibility  

Alternative text: Table displays a list of 24 quality flags which were defined for this survey. It provides a 
description of what the check does, followed by its purpose.  

The CCT provided the NSEs with an Excel file of all flagged cases requesting feedback 
from them on a regular basis. The file was organised as follows:  

● Quality Control Metrics: This tab listed the designed quality check flags, their brief 
descriptions, purposes, and recommended actions, as referenced in Table 32. 

● Summary Address Level: Included a column for all quality flags and a list of all 
flagged interviews. Here, NSEs and CCT teams provided feedback on each 
individual flag. 

● Complete sample point quality control checklist: including a number of checks to 
be performed for every single sample point before the fieldwork could be 
considered closed at each location (e.g., the correct outcome codes have been 
used, the contract strategy has been observed to the agreed rules, 10% of the 
random walk routes have been verified, all contacts have been conducted in the 
correct location (within 3km of start address) the GPS of the first address visited is 
within 150 meters of the start address GPS). 

● Deleted Interviews: This sheet listed all interviews removed due to failed checks 
after being flagged. 
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● Data Edits: This sheet included all interviews that required data cleaning after 
being backchecked. 

In addition to seeking feedback from the NSEs to allow for interviews that were flagged 
to be validated, these data checks allowed for reminders to be sent to interviewers on 
the processes to be followed and for accurate data collection. For example, in Greece it 
was noted that interviewers were not visiting the correct number of addresses, so this 
was reiterated. In Hungary, interviewers were reminded about correct respondent 
selection after some discrepancies in this were noted from the early interviews.  

In other cases, the flagged cases were deleted. For example, in Bulgaria interviews that 
were conducted outside of the PSU borders according to the GPS coordinates record 
were removed while in France a number of short interviews that could not be verified 
due to no telephone number being recorded for back checks were deleted. 

Data validation – sample and quota checks 

Alongside data quality flags, the sample was controlled and checked through the use of 
iField functionality, fieldwork progress reports and data checks.  

Within iField the GPS coordinates were used to check for the correct random start being 
used in 100% of cases, through checking at least 10% of the random walk routes and to 
ensure that the interviews were conducted within the PSU/SSU boundaries.  

Through the fieldwork progress reports and ECS data it was checked that all opened 
addresses were visited the required number of times. Fieldwork progress reports were 
also used to monitor that the correct number of addresses were visited. 

Examples of discrepancies identified via these checks included in Bulgaria interviews 
being conducted outside PSU borders (the interviews were deleted), or in other 
countries that not enough addresses were opened in certain PSUs when interviewers 
had reached the target 10 interviews within a PSU.  

In Ireland, and later Italy and Portugal, the NSEs were responsible for monitoring that 
the quotas were being met. This was also checked by the CCT.  

Interviewer supervision 

Interviewers were in regular contact with supervisors, ensuring continuous monitoring 
of their performance and adherence to the methodology. This involved daily contact in 
some countries, like Romania, and frequent debriefing meetings in others, such as Czech 
Republic. In cases where data quality issues were identified, supervisors provided 
feedback and guidance to interviewers, ensuring corrective action was taken. For 
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example, in Portugal, two interviewers were incorrectly coding non-eligible households 
(28).  

6.5.2. Backchecks 
Back-checks involved recontacting at least 10% of the respondents and at least one 
interview for each interviewer to confirm their participation in the survey and verify key 
information from their interviews. During the back checks, a short questionnaire was 
administer covering the following:  

● Location of interview 

● Length of interview 

● Relationship to interviewer (if any) 

● Questions on interview process (date of interview, how interview was recorded) 

● Respondent selection process 

● Basic demographics of respondent (age and gender, number of persons living in 
household, country of birth, marital status, employment situation, education 
level) 

● Recording confirmation 

● Use of showcards 

● Did the respondent receive an incentive to participate 

Answers provided were then cross-checked against the data collected during the main 
interview. If any interviews failed the back check, they were removed at data processing 
stage. Interviews were selected for back checking based on if they had been flagged by 
iField or through the quality checks listed earlier in this section, as well as the inclusion 
of some randomly selected interviews.  

The back checks were mainly conducted by telephone, but in some countries (Albania 
(31%), Bulgaria (11%), Ireland (24%), Italy (10%), and Romania(12%)) face-to-face back 
checks were conducted. The back checks were carried out by an independent validation 
team from the local fieldwork agency (i.e. the NSE and/or day-to-day fieldwork 

 
(28) This was identified, reported to the CCT, and corrected in the data file 
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supervisors were not responsible for this task). The 10% minimum backcheck threshold 
was met in every country and exceeded considerable in most (ranging between 14% in 
Spain and 67% in North Macedonia). No interviews were deleted due to failed 
backchecks in Greece and North Macedonia. In remaining countries, between 1 (France) 
and 141 (Serbia) interviews were deleted as a result of failed backcheck. 

6.6. Fieldwork outcomes 
This section details the fieldwork outcomes in terms of calculations of sample outcomes 
and response rates (computed using final codes and, therefore, after the completion of 
the contact strategy), the socio-demographic profile of respondents and other 
household members.  

6.6.1. Response rates  

Response rate ranges from 45% to 68% (Table 33). Response rates are provided only for 
those countries that used a random probability sampling approach. In Italy and Portugal 
only those PSUs that used this approach are included.  

Table 33 – Fieldwork outcomes and response rates 
 AL BG CZ EL ES FR HU IT MK PT RO  RS 

Total sample (households) 1617 3472 2699 2116 7429 907 4582 954 2527 848 6165 2592 

Confirmed ineligible 
households (CIH) 629 863 535 623 3632 97 1498 223 642 207 2119 988 

Uknown eligibility (UE) 402 1490 1110 926 2554 343 1962 197 1353 200 2152 906 

Confirmed eligible 
households (CEH) 586 1119 1054 567 1243 467 1122 534 532 441 1894 698 

Interviewed households (I) 510 1029 998 522 1143 430 1047 505 515 422 1814 670 

Invalid address (deadwood) 198 330 452 477 3099 24 938 136 416 196 1247 796 

Eligibility rate (e) % 48% 56% 66% 48% 25% 83% 43% 71% 45% 68% 47% 41% 

Response rate % 65% 52% 56% 52% 60% 57% 53% 75% 45% 73% 62% 62% 



 126 

 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries information from the fieldwork used for 
calculation of eligibility rate and response rate. Countries are listed alphabetically in columns. Ireland is 
not included as random probability sampling was not used in this country. 

NB: Base - all ECS records where random probability sampling was used (but excluding interviews that 
were removed for quality control purposes or on respondent request); Interviews that were removed 
for quality control purposes or due to the respondent requesting that their data be removed are not 
included in the eligible household total nor the interviewed household total. 

The final outcome codes allocated to each of the categories in Table 33 is provided in 
Table 34.  

Table 34 – Outcome codes allocated to fieldwork outcome categories 
Fieldwork outcome 

category 
Outcome code (ID number in the ECS) 

eligible household ▪ Completed interview by target respondent (110) 
▪ Refusal by target respondent before interview (321) 
▪ Refusal by proxy (other household member) after respondent selection (322) 
▪ Refusal during the interview (330) 
▪ Broken appointment, no re-contact (350) 
▪ Language barrier with target respondent (412) 
▪ Ill at home during field period (415) 
▪ Contact made at address, but not with target respondent (512) 
▪ Personal information consent refused (after screening) (395) 
▪ Physically or mentally unable but eligible (411) 
▪ Household language barrier but eligible (413) 
▪ Away/in hospital throughout fieldwork period (414) 
▪ Other non-response (details provided) (420) 
▪ Full interview achieved but respondent requested data be deleted (451) 
▪ Full interview achieved but deleted due to failed quality control (453) 
▪ Address inaccessible (eligible) (520) 
▪ Access to PSU/neighbourhood denied (eligible) (595) 

ineligible household  ▪ Resident household, but not eligible for the survey (220) 
▪ Selected respondent not eligible (295) 
▪ Other ineligible (260) 

unknown eligibility ▪ Refused to take part or give any information (312) 
▪ Information refused about number of households at the address (311) 
▪ Information refused about whether address is residential (612) 
▪ Information refused about whether resident(s) are eligible (611) 
▪ Unable to confirm eligibility of resident(s) due to a language barrier / 

Household language barrier (614, 496) 
▪ Unable to confirm eligibility of residents due to a lack of knowledge (613) 
▪ Physically or mentally unable / incompetent (495)  
▪ Address inaccessible (597) 
▪ No contact with anyone at the address (596) 
▪ Other unknown eligibility (620) 
▪ Personal information consent refused (pre-screening) (695) 
▪ Other non-response (497) 
▪ Broken appointment, no re-contact (698) 
▪ Access to PSU/neighbourhood denied (598) 
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Fieldwork outcome 
category 

Outcome code (ID number in the ECS) 

invalid addresses ▪ Not yet built / under construction (212) 
▪ Address not valid (vacant/empty/demolished/derelict) (213, 214) 
▪ Non-residential address (e.g. business, office) (215) 
▪ Address occupied, but no resident persons (e.g. second/holiday home) (216) 
▪ Communal establishment/institution (217) 

Alternative text: Table displays final outcome codes and title of the code from electronic contact sheet 
that were used to calculate number of eligible and ineligible households, number of households with 
unknown eligibility and number of invalid addresses. 

The eligibility rate is calculated as follows: 

                           CEH 
e = –––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

                                CEH + CIH 

Where:  CEH = Confirmed eligible households and CIH = Confirmed ineligible households 
+ Invalid addresses. 

The response rate is calculated as follows, and in accordance with the RR3 definition of 
response rates by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) (29). 

                                                   I 
Response rate = –––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

                                  CEH + e(UE) 

Where: I = interviewed households, UE = Households where eligibility is unknown and 
e(UE) = eligibility rate*unknown eligibility. 

6.6.2. Socio-demographic profile of respondents 
and household members 

The average number of eligible household members varied between 1.84 in Czechia and 
2.66 in Albania (Table 35). This is similar to values in Roma Survey 2021. 

Table 35 – Number of eligible 16+ people in the interviewed households 
Country 1 to 2 3 to 4 5 or more Average 

AL 287 184 39 2.66 

 
(29) p. 85 in The American Association for Public Opinion Research. 2023. Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case Codes and 
Outcome Rates for Surveys. 10th edition. AAPOR.  
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Country 1 to 2 3 to 4 5 or more Average 

BG 715 247 67 2.34 

CZ 822 169 7 1.84 

EL 331 162 29 2.57 

ES 706 364 73 2.53 

FR 340 79 11 2.08 

HU 775 227 45 2.21 

IE 356 132 33 2.34 

IT 339 138 28 2.37 

MK 335 147 33 2.51 

PT 252 152 18 2.54 

RO 1083 627 104 2.56 

RS 406 217 47 2.55 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries number of eligible 16+ people in the 
interviewed households in categories 1 to 2, 3 to 4, 5 and move and the average. Countries are listed 
alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - All accepted households from ECS data. 

Overall women are slightly overrepresented in the sample which is in large part due to 
a higher response rate among women. The age profile of respondents is overall older 
than all household members. This is not true for all countries, however (Table 36).  

Table 36 – Sex and age distribution of respondents and household 
members (%) 

Country 
Sex Age 

Men Women Other 16-29 30-44 45+ 

AL 
Respondent 44 56 0 21% 25% 54% 

All HH members aged 16+ 49 51 0 28 25 46 

BG 
Respondent 41 59 0 22 23 56 

All HH members aged 16+ 46 54 0 27 25 48 

CZ 
Respondent 44 56 0 34 33 33 

All HH members aged 16+ 45 54 0 36 32 32 

EL 
Respondent 47 53 0 36 30 34 

All HH members aged 16+ 49 51 0 37 29 34 
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Country 
Sex Age 

Men Women Other 16-29 30-44 45+ 

ES 
Respondent 38 62 0 29 31 40 

All HH members aged 16+ 47 53 0 35 29 36 

FR 
Respondent 46 54 0 32 27 42 

All HH members aged 16+ 47 53 0 35 27 37 

HU 
Respondent 38 62 0 22 28 50 

All HH members aged 16+ 46 54 0 28 28 44 

IE 
Respondent 43 57 0 35 31 34 

All HH members aged 16+ 46 54 0 42 27 31 

IT 
Respondent 48 52 0 33 31 36 

All HH members aged 16+ 49 51 0 34 31 36 

MK 
Respondent 46 54 0 21 30 49 

All HH members aged 16+ 50 50 0 27 30 42 

PT 
Respondent 47 53 0 30 29 41 

All HH members aged 16+ 49 51 0 37 27 35 

RO 
Respondent 45 55 0 25 28 48 

All HH members aged 16+ 50 50 0 29 29 42 

RS 
Respondent 44 55 0 28 27 45 

All HH members aged 16+ 47 53 0 33 28 39 

Total 
Respondent 43 57 0 27 29 44 

All HH members aged 16+ 48 52 0 32 28 39 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries proportion of respondents and 
household members 16+ of different sex and age. Sex categories are men, women, other. Age 
categories are 16-29, 30-44 and 45+. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

NB: Base - All accepted interviews. 
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7. Data processing and delivery 

7.1. Data processing files: Typology and 
structure 

7.1.1. Datasets 
There are two main datasets produced for the Roma Survey 2024, each with their own 
codebook. The individual register (IR) includes data from the questionnaire. This file 
includes all productive interviews and contains a row for each individual (that is each 
respondent interviewed, and each household member recorded in the household grid).  

Each household has been assigned a unique identifier (HHID), which enables members 
of the same household to be linked. Each individual was assigned a unique personal 
identifier (PID). The variable “Resp” denotes whether the individual was the interviewed 
respondent, or a household member who did not participate.  

Household level data provided by the respondent was copied across for all household 
members (variables HH01, HLSN01 to SI09 and SI01_01 to SI06). The interviewer number 
of the respondent has been copied to the household members who did not participate. 

New variables were created for several questions combining respondent and household 
member answers into one variable (Sex, HH04m, HH05m, EU04m, HH09m, HH10m, 
HH10am, HH10bm, HH10cm). Some sample variables (such as NUTS1, NUTS2 and 
NUTS3), degree of urbanisation, and sample type and sampling group are also included, 
as are the interviewer demographics (where consent was given by the interviewers to 
include these) and the weighting variables. 

There were a number of country specific questions, which had to be harmonised into a 
single variable to aid comparisons. This included the type of accommodation in which 
the household lives, all education questions, equality bodies related questions, 
country’s national language and the national basic health insurance scheme. The 
codebook can be used as a reference for country specific terms/names.  

The electronic contact sheet (ECS) file includes all sampled addresses, contact attempts, 
interim and final outcome codes. Each sampled address has a unique identifier (HHID) 
and can be used to match ECS data with the interview data in the IR file.  
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In addition, all relevant PSU/SSU frame information—such as selection syntax, selection 
outputs, and final samples (post-replacement)—was provided in the respective stage of 
the survey implementation.  

To facilitate linking relevant variables across the data files, a set of identifying variables 
has been included in the datasets (Table 37) their localisation across data files.  

Table 37 – The localization of unique identifiers across data files 
Identifier File where it is the 

unique identifier 
Level In IR file In ECS file 

HHID ECS file Household Yes Yes 

PID IR file Individual (both respondent and 
household members) Yes No 

ClusterID ECS file Address Yes Yes 

ACS_CoreHHID ECS file Address Yes Yes 

PSU_ID PSU file PSU Yes Yes 

SSU_ID PSU file PSU Yes Yes 

SP_ID PSU file PSU Yes Yes 

Alternative text: Table lists seven identifiers in rows. For each of them table displays in which data file it 
is a unique identifier (ECS, IR or PSU file), at which level it is (household, individual, address or PSU) and 
in which datafile it is localised (IR or ECS or both).  

Prior to delivering the final data files, the contractor provided interim datasets at three 
key milestones: (1) after completing 1,000 interviews across at least five countries, (2) 
after reaching 200 interviews per country, and (3) after completing fieldwork for 6 
countries. FRA reviewed these datasets, recording observations in a data quality log 
(DQL), with the contractor tracking the status of required actions. This process involved 
multiple iterations and revisions.  

Before being shared with FRA, personally identifiable information (PII) - any details that 
could identify an individual – was removed from the data to comply with data protection 
regulations and preserve anonymity. All datasets were delivered in SPSS with 
corresponding codebooks (MS Excel) detailing the information included in each dataset.  

7.1.2. Codebooks 
The codebook outlines the format of the datasets delivered, the variables included in 
each, and any routing for these variables. All codebooks have a tab to explain the format 
of the unique identifiers included and a description of any derived variables. They also 
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include the definition of missing values and item non-response (INR), established during 
questionnaire and codebook development (Table 38).  

Table 38 – The missing or item non-response codes used in the data files 
Code Label Data files / where used & 

Definition 

sysmis system missing ECS/IR 
Code for missing data not elsewhere explained, for example 
coding for situations when a certain part of the questionnaire was 
not intended by design for a particular individual, as well as 
respondent/interviewer errors and production/system errors. 

-2 Not on route ECS/IR 
Occurs where the respondent has been routed away from the 
question in light of the relevant filtering conditions included by 
design in the questionnaire. 

-80 Non-core addresses 
not visited due to 
safety concerns 

ECS 
Code used to depict situations where a non-core address should 
have been visited but was not due to safety concerns. 

-93 Data not collected ECS 

-95 No level completed 
in another country 

IR 
Used only for questions DE02/DE02_HH which asked about 
education completed in a country other than the survey country. 

-96 Refusal ECS/IR 
Where the respondent has explicitly refused to provide an answer 
for a given question. In some questions (sensitive questions), an 
explicit refusal code is available. In other questions, this code is 
not given to respondents but can be coded by the interviewer. 

-97 Doesn’t understand 
the question 

ECS/IR 
Code used when the respondent has expressed that they do not 
understand the question being asked. The interviewer could also 
use this code it if they got the impression that the respondent did 
not understand the question without presenting this code to the 
respondent. 

-98 Not applicable ECS/IR 
Where the respondent indicated that the question is not 
applicable to her/him. In some questions, an explicit not 
applicable code is available. If not, “Not applicable” is not included 
in the dataset as it was not presented to the interviewer as a valid 
answer option 

-99 Don't know ECS/IR 
Where a respondent has expressed that she/he doesn’t know the 
answer to a question. These codes were almost always available 
but not read out as is common practice in survey research, apart 
from when it has been deemed a crucial variable for analysis 
purposes (for example the place where the household lives or the 
number of household members). 
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Alternative text: Table lists in rows nine variable codes with the following information for each: label, 
data files where it is used and definition of the variable.  

The IR file codebook includes also the following additional tabs: country list; equality 
bodies: the names of the country specific equality bodies in the order that they are asked 
about in the questionnaire; ISCED: a list of education codes; language list; and weighting 
variable list. 

7.1.3. Tabulated indicators 
The contractor received the syntax for calculating key indicators, developed for the 2021 
Roma Survey. This syntax was based on previous methodological handbooks used for 
EU-MIDIS II and the 2019 Roma and Traveller Survey. The initial set of delivered tables 
was based on the third interim data set, while the second and final version of the tables 
was based on the final unweighted data.  

7.1.4. Syntaxes 
Number of syntax files was used for the data quality checks, data cleaning, imputation, 
weighting, indicators tabulation and data anonymisation. Overall, 15 sets of syntaxes 
were delivered by the contractor to FRA for documentation.  

7.2. Data processing and quality control 
This section outlines the data processing procedures, which included two interim data 
files and a final file, as well as the quality controls applied during and after fieldwork. It 
also details the reasons for interview deletions and provides the corresponding number 
of deletions. 

7.2.1. Data processing 
In all countries, the ECS and questionnaire were administered on tablets via contractor’s 
iField platform. For each case, the interviewer would first open an ECS to complete the 
details about their visit. Where applicable, they would then enter the questionnaire. 
Once they had finished the interview, the script would take them back to the ECS to 
record an outcome code. Any data collected would be automatically saved to the device, 
and data was transferred to the contractor’s Data Processing (DP) team once the device 
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had an internet connection. Once received, the DP team would process the data into 
the SPSS format in accordance with the codebook. 

Various quality checks were made on the main interview data throughout mainstage 
fieldwork and after completion by the CCT, FRA, and at the local agency level. To keep 
an overview of the data-related quality observations and issues, and to systematically 
provide explanations and verification, FRA and the CCT used a Data Quality Control log 
(DQL). It was updated and exchanged on a rolling basis during and after fieldwork until 
the data set was considered final. 

7.2.2. Data checking 
Centralised quality control 

To ensure the quality of the data, checking syntax was written centrally in SPSS. The 
syntax checked the following in the main data: 

● The data matched the data map. 

● The ID numbers were unique and that there were no duplicate records. 

● The routing had been adhered to. 

● Only permitted values were inputted. 

● For any cases meeting one of the quality flags as provided in Table 39, Table 40 
and Table 41.  

Table 39 – Flags related to logical quality checks and number of cases in 
data 

Variable name in IR dataset Description of variable Count 

FLAG_HH01 if more than 15 people per household. 1 

FLAG_HH14agegroup if partners/children in law younger than 15, grandchildren 
older than 64, parents/parents in law younger than 20. 

25 

FLAG_HH12HH02 if own or step or in law or grandchildren are older than 
respondents or if respondents are older than their parents 

24 

FLAG_marrAlone if own or step or in law or grandchildren are older than 
respondents or if respondents are older than their parents. 

41 

FLAG_AgeBirth if age at first birth is lower than 10 or larger than current 
age or larger than 50. 

0 
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Variable name in IR dataset Description of variable Count 

FLAG_NoChildTotal if number of children is larger than 15. 2 

FLAG_NoChildAlive if the difference between the number of children and the 
number of children still alive is larger than 2 or if more 
children are alive than were born. 

18 

FLAG_eduyearsage if more than 0 years in education but never been in formal 
education indicated, if more than 13 years in education and 
less than lower secondary, if less than 4 years and more 
than primary education. 

5 

FLAG_noRooms if 0 rooms or if the number of rooms is much larger (>8) 
than the household size (<4) or if the household size is 
much larger (>10) than the number of rooms (<3) 

15 

FLAG_ageparents if difference between respondent and mother alive is less 
than 15 or more than 50. 

131 

FLAG_incomelowbound if Eurozone country less than 100; Czechia less than 1,000, 
Hungary less than 10,000; North Macedonia less than 
1,000; or Serbia less than 1,000;  

65 

Flag_Cum_Logical_QC_age A cumulative flag based on all logical checks related to age 
(If 3 or more of the following flags: FLAG_HH14agegroup, 
FLAG_HH12HH02, FLAG_AgeMarriage, FLAG_AgeBirth, 
FLAG_eduyearsage, FLAG_eduyearsattain, FLAG_ageimm, 
FLAG_ageparents) 

0 

Flag_Cum_Logical_QC A cumulative flag based on all logical checks (If 3 or more of 
the following flags: FLAG_HH01, FLAG_HH14agegroup, 
FLAG_HH12HH02, FLAG_AgeMarriage, FLAG_menbirth, 
FLAG_AgeBirth, FLAG_NoChildTotal, FLAG_NoChildAlive, 
FLAG_eduyearsage, FLAG_eduyearsattain, FLAG_ageimm, 
FLAG_noRooms, FLAG_ageparents, 
FLAG_incomelowbound) 

0 

Alternative text: Table displays a list of 13 logical checks used in Roma Survey 2024 with description of 
each check and count of failures to pass each check.  

Table 40 – Flags related to quality checks on length and timing of 
interview and number of cases in data 

Variable name in IR dataset Description of variable Count 

Flag_Overall_IntLenght Overall interview length (substantive part = 
FINALmod_start_time_TimeOnly - 
START_SUB_QRE_Time) 40% lower than the median 
interview length 

30 

Flag_Average_Question_Lenght Average question length is under 40% of average length 
(this was computed by dividing the total interview 
length by the screen count) 

0 

Flag_ImpausibleStarTime Timing when the interview is conducted/ its start is 
before 8am or after 22pm 

59 
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Alternative text: Table displays a list of three quality checks on length and timing of interview used in 
Roma Survey 2024 with description of each check and count of failures to pass each check. 

Table 41 – Flags related to quality checks on items non-response and 
number of cases in data 

Variable name in IR dataset Description of variable Count 

Flag_Missigness_1 If item non-response is 50% or above 0 

Flag_Missigness_2 If item non-response is between 25% and 50% 4 

Flag_Missing_Age_Sex If item non-response in variables Age and Age_Group (both 
based on HH02, HH12 , HH12_01, HH12b_01, HH12b_02, 
HH12_1b, HH12b) or Sex (based on hh03 and hh13) 

0 

Alternative text: Table displays a list of three quality checks on item non-response used in Roma Survey 
2024 with description of each check and count of failures to pass each check.  

The ECS data was also regularly checked for logical errors during fieldwork and after 
completion, including:  

● Confirming that the outcome code matched ECS_C1 (whether the address was 
occupied and residential).  

● Confirming that the number of face-to-face visits was correctly derived. 

● Confirming that all cases had been assigned a final outcome by the end of 
fieldwork, and all ECS records had a final visit indicated at variable ECS_A3. 

● Checking any missing values. 

● Confirming that every interview in the main questionnaire data had a Contact 
Sheet with a productive outcome, and that every contact sheet with a productive 
outcome had an interview in the main questionnaire data.  

Localised quality control 

In addition to the quality control implemented by the CCT and FRA, local agencies were 
required to back check 10% of interviews and provide feedback on any irregularities 
were automatically flagged on iField or via the flagging variables as detailed earlier in 
this section. These cases were back checked wherever possible, and this information 
was used to decide with FRA which cases should be removed from the data.  

Deleted cases 

Overall, 273 interviews were removed following the quality control measures discussed 
in this section (Table 42). 
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Table 42 – The number of deleted interviews per exclusion criteria 
Exclusion criterion Number of 

deletions 

Initially flagged issues during fieldwork failed the backchecks by the contractor 141 

Flagged for deletion due to incorrect use of MACS 64 

Flagged in more than 2 age related checks (from the list of logical checks) 7 

Speeding in the overall interview length and high level of missingness (>25% <50%) 61 

TOTAL 273 

Alternative text: Table lists four criteria for deleting an interview and number of deletions for each. 
Highest number, 141, was deleted because of failing backchecks during the fieldwork.  

7.2.3. Back-coding  
Several questions allowed respondents to give an alternative answer to the pre-coded 
list of answer options. In these cases, the verbatim response was reviewed and where 
possible ‘back coded’ into the original list of responses where it made sense to do this. 
If the verbatim response did not fit one to the existing categories it was left in the ‘other’ 
category. This work was undertaken by the CCT who used machine translation to 
translate the verbatim response from their original language to English before 
completing the back-coding exercise. The back-coding was reviewed by FRA, with their 
several suggestions incorporated into final coding.  

7.2.4. Imputation of age 
Exact age for all household members was asked. In a small number of cases respondents 
said that they did not know or refused to provide this information. In such cases a second 
question was asked, requesting the age band that the household member was in. For 
those household members where the age band was recorded, an exact age was 
imputed, taking the mid-point of the of the age band. Overall, age was imputed from 
age bands for 30 household members.  

7.2.5. Imputation of income 
Exact household income was collected through the question SI03 (detailed income). 
Those respondents who did not know or refused to answer this question were asked to 
indicate in which band their household income fell into (SI03_1, income bands). There 
remained a sizeable proportion of missing data so given the importance of having 
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information on household income data was imputed where possible (INR < 40 %). In 
addition to imputing income for those cases where data was missing, outliers were also 
identified and imputed.  

Outliers were defined as follows 

● Countries were split into three groups according to the spread of values between 
the lowest and highest at risk of poverty value as follows: 

Group 1: Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, North Macedonia, Romania, Serbia 
Group 2: Czechia, Greece, Portugal, Spain 
Group 3: France, Ireland, Italy 

● Within each group, the upper bound limit was set as the mean + 3 standard 
deviations, based on all responses in SI03_EUR. Income exceeding this amount 
and where the respondent also did not answer “Fairly easily” “Easily” or “Very 
easily” to SI06 (“Ability of household to make ends meet”) and where there were 
fewer than four people living the household were considered outliers. 

● The lower bound limit was set at €20, €30 and €40 for each of groups 1, 2 and 3, 
respectively. Income that was less than this amount and where the respondent 
answered that they received income from employment (SI01_1) or saving and 
investments (SI01_10) and answered “Fairly easily” “Easily” or “Very easily” to 
SI06 (“Ability of household to make ends meet”) were considered an outlier.  

The imputation process involved different techniques: hotdeck, band, and KNN 
imputation. A specific country and income band approach was used to determine 
whether to apply hotdeck or band imputation, offering a more detailed assessment of 
data sufficiency for hotdeck usage. A total of 2,510 cases were imputed (Table 43). 

Table 43 – Income imputation details 

Imputation method Mean Standard 
Deviation Count 

Donor (no imputation) 769.9 818.0 7,616 

Band 1,187.8 1,173.6 387 

Hotdeck 932.3 477.9 637 

Nearest Neighbour 917.3 839.9 1,486 

Total 817.6 826.4 10,126 
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Alternative text: Table displays details of imputations by type of imputation provided in rows. 

7.2.6. Data anonymisation 
The survey data was anonymised to protect participant privacy and comply with legal 
and ethical standards. The steps and details of the process were approved by FRA.  

Key identifiers in the dataset were transformed, such as changing 'Int_num' to random 
numbers between 100,000 and 999,999 and turning 'PID' and 'HHID' into new 
alphanumeric codes. These variables were then renamed back to their original terms 
after recoding to maintain data continuity. 

To protect personal and geographic identity, 'IN05' (country of birth) was categorized 
into 'Survey Country' and 'Other Country.' Household member counts in 'HH01' were 
capped at '11 or above' to prevent identifying large households. 

Socio-demographic data like age ('HH02') was capped at 80, with older ages grouped 
together. Employment data in ('HH04m') was merged into 'Other' for less common 
responses, and income data in 'SI03_impited' was divided into specific income ranges. 

Sensitive or identifiable variables, such as 'INTNR' (Interview number) and 
'IntLengthTimeStamp,' were deleted to eliminate any risk of tracing back to individuals. 
Variables relating to discrimination experiences, marked by identifiers like 
'DX2_A_1_Original,' were removed to prevent breaches of confidentiality. 

This anonymisation process was designed to rigorously protect privacy. All recoded 
variables were aligned with the IR codebook and listed in a separate codebook to ensure 
data consistency and accuracy. 

7.3. Data protection 
The following protocols were followed to ensure privacy and compliance with General 
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the corresponding Regulation which applies to 
FRA as an EU agency.  

● Informed consent was obtained from all survey respondents. 

● Survey data was stored securely on servers located within the EU in accordance 
with GDPR-compliant protocols and any transfer of data was completed using the 
contractor’s secure and encrypted transfer system “Ipsos Transfer”. Any 
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respondent identifying information was securely and permanently deleted once it 
was no longer necessary to retain it for this survey. 

● Personal data and other confidential data held on the contractor’s systems were 
stored in an encrypted format, with access limited to authorised staff via the 
network settings and/or database access control policies. This data was not 
provided to FRA. 

● Respondents were informed of their right to access, rectify, or withdraw their data 
via a privacy notice in line with the General Data Protection Requirements (GDPR).  

● Only anonymous and aggregated data will be reported on by FRA. Survey results 
will be presented in a statistical report, and no individual will be identified in the 
published report or in the published data set.  

● After fieldwork, any personal information was securely destroyed.  

● All members of the CCT have been trained to ensure a high level of data protection 
awareness and data protection adherence.  

● The local fieldwork suppliers were selected based on their capacity to comply with 
the contractor’s data protection requirements. All suppliers signed an agreement 
with the contractor including data protection clauses as strict as the contracts the 
contractor signs with its clients and requirements of national and EU data 
protection legislation, and no supplier must transfer any personal data outside the 
European Economic Area unless they agree to appropriate safeguards and obtain 
customer consent. Additionally, the contractor’s suppliers cannot subcontract part 
of the personal data processing services to sub-processors without the central 
team’s prior approval. 
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8. Weighting  
This chapter provides detail on the weighting procedures applied, following the 
sampling approaches described in chapter 4. 

The overall weighting design reflects the sampling methods used at each stage of 
sampling and is tailored to the particular sampling design used in each country. The 
weighting procedures initially relied on those implemented in the Roma and Travellers 
Survey 2019 (for France and Ireland) and in the Roma Survey 2021 (for all other 
countries). At each step of the weighting process the contractor and FRA, with support 
from University of Siena experts, made decisions to ensure the most efficient weighting 
design for the Roma Survey 2024 was implemented.  

8.1. Weighting procedures overview 
The weighting included one or two stages, with differences between countries in how 
these were applied, reflecting each of the sample designs. 

The weighting included the following stages: 

1. Adjusting samples using design weights to reflect the probabilities of selection. 
This was applied only for the random probability samples. 

2. Adjusting for differences between the sample and population distributions on 
variables that are considered to be related to key survey questions (via calibration 
weighting), applied to all samples. 

For Italy and Portugal, where both random probability and quota approaches were used, 
a weighting design combining these approaches was initially considered. The plan was 
to create separately the weights for the random-probability part and for the quota part 
of the sample, and only once all stages of weighting were applied to each to consolidate 
the two weights together. However, this approach required for the two samples to be 
similar in size, and eventually they were not. The random probability samples in these 
countries were small – 174 completes (34% of the entire sample) in Italy and 163 
completes (39% of the entire sample) in Portugal. The design weights for these small 
samples had large variability and would have provided unstable results. Therefore, the 
contractor and FRA decided to treat the entire samples in these two countries as quota 
samples in weighting. 



 142 

 

In each country, two different weights were calculated in parallel: one for the sample of 
all household members (of all ages) in the responding households, and the other for the 
sample of randomly selected respondents (aged 16 and above) in the responding 
households. Two versions were calculated for each of these weights – one with a mean 
of 1, that sums to the unweighted sample size, and the other that is a projection 
(grossing) of the weight to an estimate of the covered Roma population (of all ages and 
aged 16 and above, respectively). These are summarised in Table 44. 

Table 44 – Final weights 
 Weight name Description  Available for 

W_ALL Final weight for all household members (0+), scaled to the mean 
of 1 – to be used for metrics measured for each member of the 
household (used within country only) 

All household 
members 

W_RESP Final weight for respondents (16+), scaled to the mean of 1 – to 
be used for metrics measured at respondent level (used within 
country only) 

Respondents only 

W_ALL_POP Grossed final weight for all household members, projected to 
covered Roma 0+ population – to be used for metrics measured 
for each member of the household (used within and across 
countries) 

All household 
members 

W_RESP_POP Grossed final weight for respondents, projected to covered 
Roma 16+ population – to be used for metrics measured at 
respondent level (used within and across countries) 

Respondents only 

Alternative text: Table displays four weight variables with description and information for who it should 
be used (all household members or respondents only).  

The weights were calculated following the steps listed below: 

1. (For the random probability samples only) Calculate the design weight – this 
accounts for the probability of selection at the sampling units, address, 
household and individual selection stages. Apply trimming to the full address 
selection weight (sampling unit and address unit selection weights combined), to 
the household selection weight and to the individual selection weight at agreed 
percentiles. 

2. (For the random probability samples only) Calculate a pre-weight for the sample 
of all household members, which is the product of the trimmed design weights 
without the individual selection weight – that is, the product of the sampling 
units, address and household selection weights. 

3. (For the random probability samples only) Calculate a pre-weight for the sample 
of respondents, which is the product of the trimmed design weights – that is, the 
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product of the sampling units, address, household and individual selection 
weights. 

4. Calculate a weight that calibrates the pre-weighted sample of all household 
members to the 0+ Roma population estimates on region and urbanity, gender 
and age. 

5. Calculate a weight that calibrates the pre-weighted sample of respondents to 
the 16+ Roma population estimates on region and urbanity, gender and age. 

6. Apply trimming to both weights after calibration (the weight for the sample of all 
household members and the weight for the sample of respondents) at agreed 
percentiles. (W_ALL and W_RESP are derived in this step.) 

7. Project the weight for all household members to an estimate of the covered 
Roma 0+ population (W_ALL_POP). The 0+ covered population is the population 
covered by the sample design, after exclusions at the PSU and SSU selection 
stages 

8. Project the weight for respondents to an estimate of the covered Roma 16+ 
population (W_RESP_POP). The 16+ covered population is the population of that 
age covered by the sample design, after exclusions at the PSU and SSU selection 
stages. 

Non-response weights consideration 

Non-response weights adjust the responding units to match the characteristics of all 
eligible units. Therefore, to be able to identify any bias in the responding sample, non-
response weighting requires information to be available for both the respondents and 
the non-respondents. In the Roma Survey 2024, the information on the non-responding 
households was collected by interviewers during fieldwork. Estimating and correcting 
for non-response is an important step in reducing error if it provides an added value for 
the improvement of final weights. 

In line with the weighting procedures applied in the Roma Survey 2021, the non-
response model was fitted using a multi-level logistic regression, with response to the 
survey (yes or no) as the binary dependent variable and household description and 
whether or not the interviewer was accompanied by a site manager or mediator as 
address-level predictors. The other variables (barriers to accessing the sampling unit, 
and in Spain vulnerability and neighbourhood typology (30)) were added as sampling unit 

 
(30) These two variables were available in the SSU sampling frame for Spain. 
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level predictors. Only predictors that had a significant effect were kept in the model. 
Only eligible cases were used in the model as only these can provide the required 
information on Roma households. Completed interviews were counted as success, and 
the eligible non-completes as non-success in the model. Given the high response rate 
among confirmed eligible addresses, not many significant predictors were identified, 
and the non-response weights were ineffective. 

Therefore, the contractor and FRA agreed not to include the non-response weights in 
the overall weighting design. When implementing the Roma and Travellers Survey 
20219 and Roma Survey 2021, there was a lack of demographic population data covering 
the Roma population to use for the calibration weighting, and there was a value in 
calculating the non-response weights to help correct the bias. For the Roma Survey 
2024, the results of the previous two surveys could provide an approximation of the 
target population demographic data to use in the calibration weighting.  

8.2. Design weights 
Design weights are required to equalise differential selection probabilities arising from 
the sample design.  

The sample design weights include the following three/four stages:  

1. Selection of sampling units (PSUs), via a one-stage (PSUs only) or two-stage (PSUs 
and SSUs) approach  

2. Selection of addresses 

3. Selection of households 

4. Selection of one individual to participate in the interview. 

The product of the probabilities calculated at each stage provides the overall probability 
of inclusion for each case in the sample, and the design weight is calculated as the 
inverse of this probability. The first three stages are included in the calculation of the 
design weight for the sample of all household members. All four stages are included in 
the calculation of the design weight for the sample of respondents. 

For the non-random (quota) samples, the design weights were not calculated. While it 
would have been possible to calculate sampling unit selection probabilities as these 
were selected randomly, calculating probabilities for the second stage of selection (the 
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selection of addresses) would have not been possible, as the selection was not done 
randomly. Applying the design weights for only one stage of selection would have not 
reflected the full design. The sampling units were selected with probabilities 
proportional to size (PPS), and this would mean that unequal sampling unit selection 
probability weights would be applied but without the cancelling effect of unequal 
address selection probabilities. This would not result in an efficient sample, as it would 
not reflect a self-weighting approach at household level. Design weights were therefore 
not calculated for the non-probability samples. These were considered self-weighting in 
terms of the design, and adjustments were made at the later stage of weighting 
(calibration weighting), to correct for any regional or demographic imbalances against 
the population profiles. 

8.2.1. Stage 1 - Sampling unit selection 
The sampling units were selected in a one or two-stage process and were selected with 
probabilities proportional to size (PPS).  

Within each explicit stratum, the PSU selection probability, pPSU, is calculated as follows: 

pPSU = nPSU*sizei/∑sizei  

Where: nPSU = number of PSUs sampled in the stratum. (As applied in the Roma Survey 
2021, this is the number of PSUs where fieldwork took place. (31)); sizei = size of PSU I; 
∑sizei = sum of PSU sizes within the stratum 

The SSU selection probability, pSSU, is calculated as follows: 

pSSU = nssui * sizej/∑sizej  

Where: nSSUi = number of SSUs sampled in the i-th PSU; sizej = size of SSU j; ∑sizej = sum 
of SSU sizes within the PSU  

In case of PSU or SSU replacements, the sizes (sizei or sizej) of the replacement 
PSUs/SSUs were used in the calculation.  

It is a general practice that pSSU is calculated in the event of two-stage unit sampling 
(PSUs and SSUs) and that it is not considered in one-stage samples (hence provided in 

 
(31) The sampled PSUs that could not be covered during the fieldwork were not counted 

towards this number. 
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square brackets in the formulae below). The sampling unit selection weight DWPSU_initial 

is then calculated as the inverse of its probability, pPSU* [pSSU]:  

DWPSU_initial = 1/ (pPSU * [pSSU]) 

Initially, this approach to calculating the sampling unit weight was followed for the Roma 
Survey 2024. However, as with the previous surveys with the Roma population (Roma 
and Travellers Survey 2019 and Roma Survey 2021), the sampling frame information 
proved to be inaccurate in many cases, and the resulting weights had a large variation. 
The population sizes across SSUs identified during the mapping stage often differed from 
the sizes expected in the PSU sampling frame (due to out-of-date statistics at PSU level). 
Furthermore, the sizes identified during fieldwork sometimes differed from the SSU 
sizes estimated during the mapping (for example, in France, occupancy of halting sites 
varied due to the nomadic lifestyle of Travellers). This led to high variation of the 
combined sampling unit weight and the address selection weight (section 8.2.2). As in 
the Roma and Traveller Survey 2019, to reduce the variability of the combined weight, 
the contractor and FRA decided to use only the PSU selection probabilities (pPSU) when 
calculating the sampling unit selection weight (DWPSU = 1/ pPSU), and to consequently 
calculate the address selection weight at this level as well (see section 8.2.2). 

Further to this, an adjustment made in the Roma Survey 2021 of clustering sampling 
units with 10 or less core addresses worked (visited) to avoid increasing the size of the 
design weights at the address section stage, was implemented only for France. There 
were eight PSUs with these numbers of worked addresses, so they were clustered with 
other PSUs within the same NUTS3 region. If no other PSU had been worked in the same 
NUTS3 region, or less than 11 addresses was worked across a NUTS 3 region (after 
clustering PSUs in the region), then it was clustered with another PSU in the same NUTS2 
region. (32) This adjustment was not necessary in other countries. (33)   

8.2.2. Stage 3 - address selection  
Within each sampling unit, addresses (households) were selected randomly via random 
walk. Addresses had different selection probabilities across sampling units, given the 
sampling units were of different sizes and the numbers of addresses selected varied to 

 
(32) Only in case of two PSUs belonging to the same NUTS3, merged into a single cluster, the 

number of worked addresses was still below 11, but there were no other PSUs within the 
whole stratum (NUTS1) to merge further. 

(33) There were only three affected PSUs in Hungary and one In Italy, and these did not 
significantly affect the variation in weights.  
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deliver similar numbers of interviews in each sampling unit. In general, the probability 
of selection of each address (conditional on selection of its sampling unit) is: 

punit_initial = nunit_initial / Nunit_initial 

Where: nunit_initial = number of addresses selected and used in the sampling unit (i.e. the 
number visited, whether interviewed or not); Nunit_initial = total number of 
addresses/households in the sampling unit  

The address selection weight DWunit_initial is calculated as the inverse of its probability, 
punit_initial: 

DWunit_initial = 1/ punit_initial 

In line with the calculation of the sampling unit selection weight, the address selection 
weight was calculated at PSU level, that is, based on the number of addresses selected 
in a PSU, and the total number of addresses in the PSU. Initially, a weight based on all 
addresses was calculated, as per the formulae above. However, the numbers of Roma 
were used in the sampling unit selection process and not the total population counts, 
and this was reflected in the sampling unit selection weights. To align the parameters 
used in the calculation at each step of the selection, the contractor and FRA agreed to 
use the number of eligible addresses and number of Roma households in the address 
selection weight. This approach to calculating the address selection weight is also in line 
with the implemented sample design – issuing a fixed number of addresses based on 
the target response rate and eligibility to have the same number of eligible addresses 
per sampling unit.  

The probability of selection of each eligible core address (conditional on selection of its 
sampling unit) was calculated as: 

punit = nunit / Nunit 

Where: nunit = number of eligible core addresses selected and used in the PSU (i.e. the 
number visited, whether interviewed or not); Nunit = total number of Roma 
addresses/households in the sampling unit. This number is based on the overall number 
of Roma in the PSU – available in the PSU sampling frame and used in the PSU selection 

The address selection weight DWunit was calculated as the inverse of its probability, punit: 

DWunit = 1/ punit 

Further to this, an adjustment to the total number of addresses/households in a 
sampling unit similar to one made in the Roma Survey 2021, was implemented. When 
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the total number of eligible core addresses worked was higher than the estimated total 
Roma household count, the total number of Roma households in the PSU, used as the 
denominator when calculating the probability of address selection, was adjusted. The 
adjustment took the total number of core eligible addresses worked as the total number 
of Roma households. (34) 

Adjustments for modified adaptive cluster sampling (MACS) 

The rationale for weighting for the standard ACS approach is explained first, as bases for 
the calculation for MACS.  

The probability of selection of the initial set of (core) addresses is based on the number 
initially selected. Additionally, in theory any address in a chain of neighbouring eligible 
addresses would be included in the sample if any address in the chain was initially 
selected (as the addresses neighbouring an eligible address are added to the sample). 
Hence, the probability of selection of all addresses in ACS PSUs, whether selected at the 
start or through association with other eligible addresses, could be considered to be in 
proportion to the number of addresses in the chain. For example, an address which 
neighbours one other eligible address had twice the chance of selection as an eligible 
address on its own; addresses in chains of three eligible addresses had triple the single 
eligible address selection probability, and so on.  

The probability of selection of an address in an ACS PSUs is: 

punit_ACS = punit * Nunit_ch 

Where: punit = probability of selection of eligible core address; Nunit_ch = Number of 
eligible addresses in its chain (35) 

The ACS PSU address selection weight DWunit_ACS is calculated as the inverse of its 
probability, punit_ACS.  

DWunit_ACS = 1/ punit_ACS 

 
(34) In the Roma Survey 2021, the number of all worked core addresses and the number of all 

households was used in the address selection weight calculation. So, the adjustment also 
used the sampling interval for estimating the number of households in the sampling unit – 
the adjusted figure for the total number of households was calculated as the total core 
addresses worked multiplied by the selection interval used. 

(35) “Chain_size” in the weighting syntax. 
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The formula for calculating the probability of selection of an address in an ACS PSU was 
used to approximate the probability of selection of an address in a MACS PSU, given that 
the rationale for higher selection probabilities for addresses in the chains remain. This 
is in line with the calculation used in the Roma Survey 2021. (36) 

For SSUs where the MACS chains were not fully completed by the fieldwork end, all 
MACS addresses were removed and the SSUs were treated as random walk only SSUs. 
This was not done when the chains were not completed due to the stopping rule. 

8.2.3. Stage 4 - household selection  
In rare cases where more than one household was found at an address (Table 45), 
households were selected randomly from the list of all households at the address. The 
probability of selection of each is: 

PHH = 1 / NHH 

Where: NHH= number of households at the address  

The household selection weight DWHH was calculated as the inverse of its probability, 
pHH: 

DWHH = 1/ pHH 

Table 45 – Number of households at sampled addresses (responding 
households only) 

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

AL 429 32 21 14 6 5 2 1 

BG 944 58 21 4 2 0 0 0 

CZ 833 139 12 9 2 2 1 0 

EL 522 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

ES 1,242 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FR  251 63 48 41 18 7 2 0 

 
(36) There was a mistake in the Roma Survey 2021 technical report, saying that instead of using 

Nunit_ch (number of eligible addresses in its chain) as a multiplier in the address selection 
probability calculation, Nunit_ch – 1 was used (number of eligible non-core addresses). 
However, in the Roma Survey 2021 weighting syntax it is clear that Nunit_ch was used. 
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Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

HU 938 66 27 7 4 2 0 3 

MK 474 27 0 5 4 2 3 0 

RO 1,732 58 20 4 0 0 0 0 

RS 618 36 16 0 0 0 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays for each country where probability sampling was used information on 
number of households at sampled addresses between 1 and 8. Mostly one household was present with 
1 case of eight households in sampled address in Albania and 3 such cases in Hungary.  

8.2.4. Stage 5 - individual selection  
The probability of a respondent being selected (conditional on selection of their 
household) is: 

pind  = 1 / Nind 

Where: Nind = total number of eligible individuals in the household (Table 46) 

The individual respondent selection weight DWind was calculated as the inverse of its 
probability, pind: 

DWind = 1 / pind 

Table 46 – Number of eligible 16+ people in the interviewed households 
Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean 

AL 81 224 101 70 19 10 3 0 1 1 2.56 

BG 241 474 143 104 42 15 7 2 0 1 2.34 

CZ 404 417 124 46 6 2 0 0 0 0 1.83 

EL 47 285 80 81 22 6 0 0 0 1 2.56 

ES 245 509 214 108 45 13 8 1 0 0 2.37 

FR  103 242 52 23 8 2 0 0 0 0 2.06 

HU 279 509 141 78 28 9 1 2 0 0 2.15 

MK 88 251 70 75 15 13 2 1 0 0 2.48 

RO 255 843 370 249 59 34 2 0 0 2 2.52 

RS 130 287 123 84 16 22 6 2 0 0 2.51 
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Alternative text: Table displays for each country where probability sampling was used information on 
number of eligible 16+ people ranging between 1 and 10 and mean value.  

Overall design weight 

The overall design weight is the product of each of the weights required for the 
applicable sample design. Two different design weights (to be used as pre-weights for 
the calibration weights) were calculated – one for the weight of all household members 
and the other for the weight of the respondents. The latter (DWoverall_ind) was calculated 
as a product of all design weights listed earlier: 

DWoverall_ind = DWPSU * DWunit * (DWHH *) DWind 

The individual selection weight was not included in the calculation of the overall design 
weight for the sample of all household members (DWoverall_HH): (37)     

DWoverall_HH = DWPSU * DWunit * (DWHH )  

8.3. Calibration weights 
In order to ensure that the samples accurately reflect the structure of the target 
populations, a final weighting procedure was carried out to align the samples to external 
population data. This was applied to both probability and non-probability samples. 
Calibration weighting adjustments depend on having reliable population data covering 
the survey population. Since the target populations represent small proportions of the 
overall country populations, socio-demographic profile data about the population is of 
a limited nature in countries where Census, or alternative sources, do not report on the 
Roma background. In countries where Census captures this information, in most cases 
they underreport the size of the target populations and so demographic variables may 
be questionable as a result. The background research report provided details on the 
available demographics and comments on quality of the data sources.  

The main variables considered for calibration weighting were those found in the survey 
sampling frames, typically region and urbanisation (where available (38)). The sampling 

 
(37) The selection for this sample ends with the household selection. Then, all household 

members are included in the sample.  

(38) DEGURBA was not available in the sampling frames for Greece, Ireland – Roma sample and 
Italy. 
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frames also provided information on the estimated target population sizes, which were 
used for weighting to the gross population, to give unbiased estimates across countries.  

In addition to the region and urbanity variables available in the sampling frames, the 
contractor and FRA agreed to also include age and gender in the calibration weighting. 
The weighted sample profiles from the Roma and Traveller Survey 2019 for France and 
from the Roma Survey 2021 for the countries covered by that survey were used as 
targets. As Albania and Bulgaria were not included in the previous FRA surveys, the age 
and gender targets were based on the data available in the sampling frame sources 
(Roma Census 2014 in Albania and Census 2021 in Bulgaria). In Ireland, Census 2022 data 
on age and gender were used for the weighting targets. 

Initially, the region categories used in the explicit stratification were used for the 
weighting targets. For age, the following categories were initially considered: 0-15, 16-
24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65+. However, using age interlocked with gender (14 
categories), a detailed regional split and urbanity in the calibration weighting model led 
to the creation of many small cells, which could lead to unstable weights. (39) Smaller 
cells might ensure better homogeneity and reduce bias by capturing finer details in the 
data. However, they can lead to inefficiency due to higher variance in the estimates from 
each cell as the smaller sample sizes in each cell increase the uncertainty of the 
estimates. Consequently, this decreased the efficiency of the model. Therefore, the 
contractor and FRA agreed to collapse age and where possible region categories, to find 
a pragmatic balance that maximizes the reliability and accuracy of the model's outputs 
without compromising much on statistical efficiency. The age categories were collapsed 
into the following: 0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+. For the region variable, the number of 
categories used in the stratification and the achieved sample sizes across the categories 
was reviewed, before deciding whether collapsing categories was necessary. This was 
done in the following countries: Czechia, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland for the Roma 
sample, North Macedonia, Portugal and Spain. When collapsing, where possible, a 
higher NUTS level was selected (for example NUTS1 instead of NUTS2). Where this was 
not possible, geographical proximity was considered when grouping the regions.  

Most of the countries used the same weighting calibration scheme that included region, 
urbanity and age x gender variables (Table 47). Exceptions were those countries where 
DEGURBA was not available in the sampling frame (Greece, the Roma sample in Ireland 

 
(39) Calibration in Household Living Condition Survey 2009 in the Ukraine p.27 in Betti, G. 

(2019). Assessing and Improving Survey Methods. Working paper 10, Expert meeting on 
measuring poverty and inequality: SDGs 1 and 10. Economic Commission for Europe. 
Conference of European Statisticians, Geneva  

https://unece.org/sites/default/files/datastore/fileadmin/DAM/stats/documents/ece/ces/ge.15/2019/mtg2/10._Gianni_Betti.pdf
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and Italy). Further to this, in Albania, the target population statistics were available for 
age and gender separately, and not interlocked, so needed to be used as such in the 
weighting. In Bulgaria, the target population data was available for age categories that 
were different to the ones used in other countries. In Ireland, the age categories needed 
to be collapsed further for the Roma sample, given the small sample size.  

In countries where the age and gender targets were sourced from the Roma Survey 
2021, the household member level weight from that survey was used when sourcing the 
targets for both the weight for all household members and the weight for respondents. 
For France, age and gender targets for the 16+ population were sourced from the 
weighted respondent level sample in the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019. The 
proportion of 0-15 population among population of all ages in France was estimated 
based on the proportion in the unweighted Roma and Travellers Survey 2019 data for 
all household members. 

Table 47 – Variables, categories and target sources used in the 
calibration weighting 

Country Variables  Categories Target sources 

AL 

NUTS2 AL01, AL02, AL03 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age 0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+ Roma Census 2014 

Gender Male, Female Roma Census 2014 

BG 

NUTS2 BG31, BG32, BG33, BG34, BG41, BG42 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-39, 40-59, 60+) x (Male, Female) Census 2021 

CZ 

NUTS2 grouped CZ01+CZ02+CZ03, CZ4, CZ05+CZ06, 
CZ07+CZ08 

Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

EL 
NUTS1 grouped EL3, EL4 +EL6, EL5 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

ES 

NUTS1 grouped ES1+ES2, ES3+ES4, ES5, ES6 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

FR NUTS1 grouped FRI+FRJ, FR1+FRB, FRC+FRE+FRF, 
FRD+FRG+FRH, FRK+FRL 

Sampling frame 
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Country Variables  Categories Target sources 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma and Travellers 
Survey 2019 

HU 

NUTS1 HU1, HU2, HU3 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

IE - 
Travellers 

NUTS2 IE04, IE05, IE06 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Census 2022 

IE - Roma 
NUTS2 grouped IE04+IE05, IE06 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35+) x (Male, Female) Census 2022 

IT 
NUTS1 ITC, ITF, ITG, ITH, ITI Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

MK 

NUTS2 grouped MK001+MK005, MK002+MK004+MK007, 
MK003+MK006, MK008 

Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

PT 

NUTS2 grouped PT11, PT15+PT18, PT16, PT18 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

RO 

NUTS2 RO11, RO12, RO21, RO22, RO31, RO32, RO41, 
RO42 

Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

RS 

NUTS2 RS11, RS12, RS21, RS22 Sampling frame 

DEGURBA 1, 2, 3 Sampling frame 

Age x gender (0-15, 16-34, 35-54, 55+) x (Male, Female) Roma Survey 2021 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries variables used for weighting calibration, 
categories and source of targets. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and 
Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

Calibration weights were calculated using rim weighting/raking. 
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8.4. Trimming 
The weighting procedures sometimes resulted in large variations between weights. This 
was mainly due to the complex sample designs that relied on the estimated sizes of the 
target population, that is, on estimated eligibility rates. Large weights can result in 
substantial losses in sample efficiency and so it is common practice to trim weights. 
Weights were therefore trimmed at several stages during the weighting construction 
process.  

It is a general approach to trim weights on both side of its distribution if the distribution 
is symmetric. However, if the distributions of weights are skewed towards lower values, 
it is accepted to apply the trimming only to larger values. These values are the ones 
distant from the mean, and they have a great impact on variability. If the lowest values 
of weights on the other side are very similar, given the skewed distribution, trimming 
them would have a limited impact on variability. However, in some instances of skewed 
distributions trimming at both ends helped with reducing the ratio between the smallest 
and largest weight (see tables in this section).  

The weights were trimmed at several stages during the weighting: 

● The full address selection weight (sampling unit and address unit selection 
weights combined, (DWPSU * DWunit) (40) 

● The household selection weight (DWHH)  

● The individual selection weight (DWind) 

● The final weight that combines the design and calibration weights – W_ALL for 
the sample of all household members and W_RESP for the sample of 
respondents. 

The iterative process was used so that the effect of later stages of weighting is retained 
in the sample. If all trimming is done at the end this would disproportionally affect 
certain cases. The decisions on the trimming rules at each stage were made in 
agreement with FRA. Sensitivity checks were done at each stage and documented in a 
file, based on which the decisions were made. The final decisions were documented, 
along with a rational behind them, in a separate file.  

 
(40) “DW_addr_6” in the weighting syntax. 
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In order to control variations in weights, both percentiles of the distribution and the 
ratio between the smallest and largest weight were reviewed and considered when 
deciding on the trimming values.  

The tables provided in this section also report on efficiency of the calculated weights 
after the trimming.  

The full address selection weight (sampling unit and address unit selection weights 
combined, (DWPSU * DWunit) was trimmed when the ratio between the smallest and 
largest weight was greater than 10, at maximum 10th and 90th percentile of the 
distribution. This was the maximum level of trimming applied. Less trimming was applied 
if the difference between the smallest and largest weight was within/could be brought 
within 10 by a smaller amount of trimming. 

Table 48 – Trimming of the full address selection weight 
Country Distribution Trimming percentile Ratio after 

trimming 
Efficiency 

AL Symmetrical 4th and 96th percentile 8.0 77% 

BG Skewed 99th percentile 6.8 87% 

CZ Skewed 90th percentile 13.8 71% 

EL Symmetrical 1st and 99th percentile 8.7 77% 

ES Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 10.2 74% 

FR  Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 12.2 59% 

HU Skewed 98th percentile 8.7 82% 

MK Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 11.3 61% 

RO Skewed 6th and 94th percentile 5.9 85% 

RS Skewed 99th percentile 6.6 80% 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of country where probability sampling was used details about 
trimming of the full address selection weight together with ratio after trimming and sample efficiency. 

The household selection weight was trimmed at 95th percentile of the distribution. This 
meant trimming at 1 in Greece, Romania and Spain, at 4 in Albania, at 5 in France, and 
at 2 in all other countries. 

The individual selection weight was trimmed at 95th percentile of the distribution. This 
meant trimming at 4 in Czechia, France and Hungary, and at 5 in all other countries. 

The final weight for all household members was trimmed when the ratio between the 
smallest and largest weight was greater than 10, at maximum 10th and 90th percentile of 
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the distribution. This was the maximum level of trimming applied. Less trimming was 
applied if the difference between the smallest and largest weight was within/could be 
brought within 10 by a smaller amount of trimming or no trimming was required to 
reach this level. 

Table 49 – Trimming of the final weight for all household members 
Country Distribution Trimming percentile Ratio after 

trimming 
Efficiency 

AL Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 24.5 60% 

BG Skewed 93rd percentile 9.8 83% 

CZ Skewed 92nd percentile 9.5 72% 

EL Symmetrical 2nd and 98th percentile 7.7 81% 

ES Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 10.2 72% 

FR  Skewed 9th and 91st percentile 9.5 65% 

HU Skewed 3rd and 97th percentile 9.1 78% 

IE - Travellers Symmetrical No trimming 2.1 98% 

IE - Roma Symmetrical No trimming 4.1 85% 

IT Symmetrical No trimming 5.5 89% 

MK Skewed 9th and 91st percentile 8.5 64% 

PT Symmetrical No trimming 4.4 92% 

RO Skewed 3rd and 97th percentile 9.2 76% 

RS Skewed 99th percentile 9.9 76% 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries key information for trimming the final 
weight for all household members and its effect on weighting efficiency. Countries are listed 
alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

The final weight for respondents was trimmed when the ratio between the smallest 
and largest weight was greater than 10, at maximum 10th and 90th percentile of the 
distribution. This was the maximum level of trimming applied. Less trimming was applied 
if the difference between the smallest and largest weight was within/could be brought 
within 10 by a smaller amount of trimming or no trimming was required to reach this 
level. 

Table 50 – Trimming of the final weight for respondents 
Country Distribution Trimming percentile Ratio after 

trimming 
Efficiency 

AL Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 18.9 59% 



 158 

 

Country Distribution Trimming percentile Ratio after 
trimming 

Efficiency 

BG Skewed 6th and 94th percentile 9.6 71% 

CZ Skewed 8th and 92nd percentile 9.5 67% 

EL Skewed 3rd and 97th percentile 9.4 72% 

ES Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 13.4 62% 

FR  Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 12.2 64% 

HU Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 10.1 68% 

IE - Travellers Symmetrical No trimming 2.3 95% 

IE - Roma Symmetrical No trimming 1.7 96% 

IT Symmetrical No trimming 2.1 97% 

MK Skewed 10th and 90th percentile 12.6 63% 

PT Symmetrical No trimming 6.8 86% 

RO Skewed 6th and 94th percentile 9.4 71% 

RS Skewed 7th and 93rd percentile 9.7 70% 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries key information for trimming the final 
weight for respondents and its effect on weighting efficiency. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. 
Information for Roma and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

8.5. Country population (cross-national) 
weights  

Initial weights were calculated as the product of design weights (where applicable) and 
calibration weights. In the final weighting stage, the weights were then grossed to the 
target population size in each country as this will mean that a single weight can be used 
to provide weighted estimates for within country or cross-country analyses. The total 
populations were taken from the sampling frames, based on the covered populations of 
the corresponding age – populations of all ages for the weights for all household 
members (Table 13), and population aged 16 and above for the weights for respondents.  
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9. Quality assurance and control 
This section provides an overview of the Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) implemented in 
the Roma Survey 2024 (RS2024). It describes the measurement and management of 
risks during the survey and outlines the quality outcomes related to the quality 
objectives and targets. 

9.1. Quality assurance plan 
The Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) for the Roma Survey 2024 was developed by the 
contractor and approved by FRA. It outlines specific quality criteria to measure the 
survey's success, aligning with standards used in previous projects by FRA and other EU 
agencies and the Quality Assurance Framework of the European Statistical System (ESS 
QAF) (41). It was designed to ensure that all stages of the survey were conducted with 
high quality and met both the survey's statistical quality indicators and implementation 
indicators. The QAP and an associated risk register were integral components, appended 
to all monthly reports to ensure transparency and accountability. 

To ensure that data is effective, reliable, and useful for decision-making and analysis, 
the following quality dimensions or principles formed the basis of the QAP and the final 
quality assessment:  

● Relevance & Timeliness - Relevance for FRA and other users of the survey data 
and survey-based reports, both in terms of substance and timing of publication 

● Punctuality - Adherence to timeline for all activities as agreed at the start  

● Coherence & Comparability - Explanations and information provided in detail to 
facilitate understanding; outputs are consistent with other data sources  

● Accessibility - Availability of outputs and transparency of processes relating to 
how the data were collected  

● Accuracy - Validity and reliability of the survey data and factors that might impact 
on that  

 
(41) Quality Assurance Framework of the European Statistical System, version 2.0, bbf5970c-1adf-

46c8-afc3-58ce177a0646 (europa.eu) 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/64157/4392716/ESS-QAF-V1-2final.pdf/bbf5970c-1adf-46c8-afc3-58ce177a0646
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/64157/4392716/ESS-QAF-V1-2final.pdf/bbf5970c-1adf-46c8-afc3-58ce177a0646
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To evaluate the performance of quality objectives during the survey implementation, 
specific quality indicators and targets were established. These targets were designed to 
assess each indicator, either through compliance (Yes/No) or a quantitative score (e.g., 
out of 100). Progress towards each target and the final outcomes were documented, 
with a focus on deliverables and other relevant information.  

To evaluate the risks associated with each quality objective, a comprehensive risk 
assessment was conducted assigning scores (from 1 to 5).) for both the likelihood and 
impact of not meeting the targets. These scores were then multiplied to produce an 
overall risk level, which could vary from 1 to 25. A risk score ranging from 1 to 9 was 
deemed acceptable, while scores between 10 and 25 necessitated remedial actions by 
the contractor, and occasionally by FRA, to address any issues that arose. These actions 
were discussed and agreed upon with FRA before implementation.  

The contractor reported on progress towards various quality indicators in the monthly 
reports and updated the QAP with the risk score monthly, including any mitigating or 
remedial actions taken. Additionally, any changes in risk status were also reported in the 
weekly reports. Quality objectives and respective quality indicators are provided in 
Annex 1. 

9.2. Quality outcomes 
In total, 175 quality targets were specified in the QAP for the Roma Survey 2024 (see 
Annex 1). Of these, approximately 89% were fully met, 9% were partially met, and 2% 
were not met (Table 51). A full description of the ways in which the quality targets were 
met or not met is provided in the final version of the QAP. For each of the targets that 
were ‘partially met’ or ‘not met’, the reasons for this are provided in Table 52.  

Table 51 – Results for quality targets for each survey life cycle stage 

Survey life cycle stage 
Number of 
quality 
targets  

Number of 
targets 
fully met 

Number of 
targets 
partially 
met 

Number of 
targets 
not met 

X. Project Management 30 29 1 0 

1. Background research & preparatory work 9 9 0 0 

2. Development of overall sampling and 
weighting designs and sampling plans 16 12 4 0 
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Survey life cycle stage 
Number of 
quality 
targets  

Number of 
targets 
fully met 

Number of 
targets 
partially 
met 

Number of 
targets 
not met 

3. Questionnaire finalisation; development 
of fieldwork materials 8 8 0 0 

4.Translations and verification of the final 
versions of the survey 10 10 0 0 

5. Development of survey tools 9 9 0 0 

6. Interviewer recruitment and selection 6 2 4 0 

7. Pilot and pilot reports 7 4 3  

8. Interview training 8 0 0 0 

9. Full-scale Data Collection 25 19 2 4 

10. Data coding, entry and processing 21 19 2 0 

11. Weighting 15 15 0 0 

12. Calculation of selected indicators and 
tabulation of results 4 4 0 0 

Z. Delivery of final technical and quality 
report 7 7 0 0 

Alternative text: Table displays total number of quality targets, number of those fully met, partially met 
or not met for each of 12 stages of the survey life cycle, project management and for delivery of final 
technical and quality report listed vertically.  

Table 52 – Quality indicators/targets that were not fully met 
Quality indicator (target) Reason quality target was not fully achieved 

Xi. Share of deliverables 
submitted on time (100%) 

The project was completed on time, but some deliverables 
including sampling plans and the final data set were delivered 
later than originally planned. 

2a. Share of countries where a 
sampling frame selected/ 
constructed is suitable for the 
planned sample design (100%) 

Italy and Portugal had notable challenges primarily due to data 
gaps and mapping difficulties, and the SSU sampling frame could 
not be constructed for implementing the random probability 
approach in all sampled PSUs. Further collaboration with local 
CSOs and implementation of a non-random sampling approach in 
the part of the sample that could not be mapped allowed 
completing the fieldwork in these two countries. 
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Quality indicator (target) Reason quality target was not fully achieved 

2c. (Out of countries where PSUs 
were large geographies) share of 
countries where the data at SSU 
level are mapped/ obtained from 
CSOs (100%) 

The risk of not meeting this target arose in July due to rising 
concerns about the feasibility of mapping in Italy and Portugal in 
particular: limited engagement from Roma organisations and the 
invisibility of the population, leading to slow and time-intensive 
mapping. In August, actions discussed included using existing data 
(RS2021) and potential non-random sampling methodologies. As 
mapping difficulties persisted, a strategic shift to quota sampling 
was agreed and implemented in a part of the sample in these two 
countries. This adjustment was crucial in ensuring data collection 
proceeded effectively. Support from a local entity (UCRI) in Italy 
was also negotiated.  

2h. Share of countries where the 
sample is stratified by region and 
urbanisation (100%) 

The sample was stratified by region and urbanisation in all 
countries where these variables were available to the PSU 
sampling frame. In France, Greece, Italy and Ireland (Roma) the 
PSUs were larger units that could have different DEGURBA within 
them, so these samples were restricted to stratification by region 
only. The information on urbanity is available for SSUs in these 
countries, and it is added to the dataset. 

2k. Share of countries where a 
probabilistic sampling design is 
used at all stages of selection 
(92%) 

A probabilistic sampling design is used in 12 out of 13 countries 
as planned. However, due to the challenges with the mapping 
process, a part of the sample in Italy and Portugal had to adopt a 
non-probability approach. 

6b. Number of interviewers with 
the same background as the 
target group (>2 per country) 

In Bulgaria, France, Greece, Portugal and Spain there were no 
interviewers with the same background as the target group. 
Hungary and North Macedonia had one interviewer per country. 
However, this did not negatively impact the data collection. The 
fieldwork teams in these countries either worked with mediators 
or had experienced interviewers within their core team, many of 
whom have experience from previous studies with vulnerable 
audiences conducted for FRA. 

6d. Number of interviewers who 
quit the project and are not 
replaced (0) 

In most countries (all aside from Greece, North Macedonia, Serbia 
and Spain) more interviewers were briefed than eventually 
completed an interview.  

6e. Share of peer interviewing, 
interviewer matching, paired 
interviewing (5% per country) 

While gender matching of interviewers and respondents was 
considered during the background research consultations, it was 
deemed unnecessary and impractical by NSEs in all countries. In 
regions where the interviewers were mostly Roma and part of the 
communities, interviewer pairing was particularly unnecessary. 

6f. Number of mediators 
recruited to support data 
collection (>4 per country) 

Mediators were not used in all countries. The fieldwork teams in 
Albania, Czechia and Ireland were mostly or entirely consisted of 
interviewers with Roma background hence access to 
communities was facilitated through this approach. In France, 
Hungary, North Macedonia, Romania, Portugal they were 
deemed unnecessary from the outset (during background 
research consultations) or the local organisations were not 
supportive / not able supply such. Mediators were successfully 
employed and contributed to the fieldwork in Bulgaria, Italy, 
Greece and Spain. 
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Quality indicator (target) Reason quality target was not fully achieved 

7a. Number of countries where 
pilot sample designs do not 
mirror planned mainstage 
approach (0) 

In France, due to the challenges faced by the local team 
(respondent refusals, unwillingness to participate, hostility at the 
selected PSUs/halting sites), recruitment was changed to 
convenience sampling instead of full random probability part way 
through fieldwork in order to at least test the questionnaire 
within the time available for the pilot. Insight into the challenges 
of a random probability approach were still gained.  

7b. Share of countries that 
conduct at least 20 pilot 
interviews (100%) 

In France only 10 interviews could be completed in the time 
available  

7c. Number of pilot interviews 
where full contact procedure not 
followed 

In France, due to the challenges noted under point 7a and the 
change in sampling methodology, not all addresses visited 
followed the full contact procedure.  

9d. Number of interviewers who 
exceed 5% of total sample size per 
country 

In all countries at least one interview exceeded the limit, usually 
only by a few interviews. The decision was made with FRA to 
accommodate PSUs/SSUs where more interviews than expected 
were achieved or to address resourcing in certain regions.  

9e. Share of countries that do not 
meet agreed sample size (0%) 

The target sample size was not achieved France, Hungary, 
Portugal, Romania and Spain. Sample was managed to deliver a 
representative set of PSUs, but the small sample sizes in France 
and Portugal could have some impact on analysis (each achieved 
fewer than 500 interviews).  

9l. Share of interviewers who 
upload data daily (100%) 

In some instances, interviewers did not upload on daily basis. It 
did not have a significant impact on the ability to monitor 
fieldwork.  

9y. Fieldwork extension required 
(No) 

An extension of six weeks was required. Fieldwork as not 
completed in all countries by the extended deadline. Final data 
was delivered by end of contract despite the fieldwork extension.  

9x. Number of countries fieldwork 
observed by CCT (13) 

The CCT observed fieldwork in all countries except Czechia. It had 
been planned for FRA to observe fieldwork there, but eventually 
it could not be arranged due to timings.  

10f. Share of cases failing 
plausibility checks (<5%) 

The share of cases failing plausibility checks is approximately 5% 
(excluding Flag_2A_plausibility - missing adults in the screener 
(which was considered acceptable during fieldwork for various 
reasons), and ignoring the sample point level flags),  

10h. Number of cases that 
included in final data that still fail 
plausibility checks after 
investigation (e.g., INR greater 
than 50%, interview too short) 

The number of cases included in the final data that still fail 
plausibility checks, after the above-mentioned exclusion, is 1%. 

Alternative text: Table displays reasons for not fully achieving 19 quality targets across six stages of the 
survey implementation listed vertically. 
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10. Survey quality assessment 
This chapter describes the quality of the data collected along five quality dimensions: 
relevance; timeliness and punctuality; coherence and comparability; accessibility; and 
accuracy and reliability. 

10.1. Relevance 
In addition to FRA, other stakeholders and users of the survey data include: 

● the European Commission, and the governments of the EU Member States.  

● statistical users, such as national statistical offices.  

● academic and other research users.  

● other users (Roma associations, Roma CSOs, the media, etc.). 

To ensure its relevance to these stakeholders, various measures have been taken over 
the previous waves that the Roma and Traveller surveys have been implemented.  

The questionnaire draws on other similar research that has been conducted by FRA 
among different minority groups. It also uses standard questions from EU-SILC and other 
EU-wide surveys in order to produce comparable statistics with regards to housing and 
living standards and demographic data.  

Experts from Roma/Traveller associations and CSOs have been consulted throughout 
the various waves providing input on the questionnaire, sampling, communication and 
engagement strategies and where possible as interviewers and mediators in the field. 
FRA also consulted with Roma/Traveller stakeholders in the analysis and reporting of 
the results. 

10.2. Timeliness and punctuality  
The project was commissioned in December 2023 with a view to delivering all outputs 
within 15 months of the contract signature date. The set-up stages of the survey 
progressed well. Background research was delivered according to schedule as was the 
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development and translation of the survey materials. The sampling design was complex 
and ultimately needed more time than was allowed for in the proposal. As such 
fieldwork started a little later than anticipated (staggered start between end of June and 
early November 2024, while planned for mid-June in all countries). Fieldwork also took 
longer than was allowed for in the initial timetable. It was completed (or stopped before 
target sample sizes were achieved in some countries) before Christmas 2024 avoiding 
any impact that this holiday period could have had on the data collected (see section 
6.3). However, it should be noted that due to the contract start date, fieldwork in all 
countries except Albania and Portugal coincided with the summer period, which could 
have had limited impact on the available population. 

10.3. Coherence and comparability 
The Roma Survey 2024 set out to provide data that would allow for analysis of trends 
over time regarding the rights, living conditions and experiences of discrimination 
among Roma and Travellers living in Europe, allowing for comparison with previous 
versions of FRA surveys among Roma and Travellers (EU MIDIS II 2016, Roma and 
Travellers Survey 2019 and Roma Survey 2021). The data should also allow for 
comparison with the general population across the EU27 with regard to living standards. 
This section summarises the extent to which this is possible.  

10.3.1. Survey target population 
For the most part the survey target population is the same as that covered by the Roma 
Survey 2021, the Roma and Traveller Survey 2019 and EU MIDIS II 2016. In all covered 
countries the overall definition remained the same – those self-identifying as Roma or 
Travellers (or any other group sub-summed under this umbrella term in a country), aged 
16+ and living in a private household were eligible to participate. In Ireland, in the Roma 
Survey 2024 Roma were included in the survey while in previous versions only Travellers 
were. In the Roma Survey 2024 Travellers comprised 80% of the sample in Ireland. Aside 
from this deviation the survey target population is comparable.  

10.3.2. Survey instrument 
The source questionnaire follows that used for the Roma Survey 2021. Two new health 
related questions were asked but changes otherwise were minimal and are very unlikely 
to have any impact on responses. For those countries included in both the 2021 and 

https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2022/roma-survey-findings
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2022/roma-survey-findings
https://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2018/roma-and-travellers-survey-2018
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2017/second-european-union-minorities-and-discrimination-survey-main-results
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2022-roma-survey-2021-questionnaire_en_0.pdf
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2024 survey, therefore, data are comparable. Roma Survey 2024 questionnaire is made 
available to public. 

For France and Ireland, there are some more significant changes to the survey 
questionnaire compared with the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019. The key changes 
which potentially impact the possibility to compare certain indicators between the two 
surveys are as follows: 

● Experiences of discrimination when using ‘other’ services (tried to enter a night 
club, a bar, a restaurant or hotel, used public transport, been in a shop or tried to 
enter a shop) were collapsed into one category. This and the order in which the 
services were asked about coupled with including all as one category mean direct 
comparisons cannot be made with the FRA Roma and Travellers survey 2019. 

● Reporting/non-reporting of experiences of discrimination was not asked for each 
situation but collectively for all seven situations (employment (looking for work/at 
work), health services, housing, education, admin/public services, shops / 
entertainment) and so is not directly comparable Roma and Traveller Survey. 

Full comparability was achieved with the Eurostat indicators on material deprivation, 
housing deprivation, overcrowding, health-related activity limitations (Global Activity 
Limitation Indicator) and the subjective health assessment. For comparability between 
headline and secondary indicators calculated from the Roma Survey 2024 and Eurostat’s 
general population indicators see Table 9.4 and for details of calculating these indicators 
see Annex 3 of the Roma Survey 2021 – Technical Report. 

10.3.3. Sample design comparability 
In all countries implementing the random probability approach (BG, CZ, EL, ES, FR, HU, 
IT (partially), PT (partially), RO, AL, MK and RS) a very similar sampling design was 
employed to survey the Roma/Traveller population (Section 4). The allocation of a 
sample to a stratum was proportional to its estimated Roma/Traveller population, and 
Roma/Traveller individuals were sampled using a stratified multi-stage cluster sampling 
design. The main difference in the design between countries was in the choice of 
Primary Sampling Units (PSUs), which was driven by the availability of population data 
on Roma/Travellers at subnational level. In countries implementing the quota approach, 
IE, IT (partially) and PT (partially), also a similar sampling design was employed across 
countries and target groups. Apart from the differences mentioned for the random 
probability approach, another difference was in using additional quota parameters in 
Ireland, where this information was available and relevant. 

https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2025-roma-survey-2024-questionnaire_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2020-roma-survey-questionnaire_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2023-roma-survey-2021-technical-report_en.pdf
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The Roma survey 2024 set out to achieve comparable sample designs to the ones 
achieved in previous FRA Roma surveys – the Roma and Travellers Survey 2019 for 
France and Ireland and the Roma Survey 2021 for countries where this survey was 
implemented and for Albania and Bulgaria. This was achieved, with the minor 
differences mentioned earlier for the random probability approach, in all countries 
except in Italy and Portugal, where the quota approach was implemented for a part of 
the sample, and the entire country samples were eventually treated as quota samples 
in weighting. 

10.4. Accessibility 
All project stages, decisions and outcomes were thoroughly documented (Table 53). The 
clarity of the data was assured by ensuring a high standard of questionnaire design and 
revision and translation processes, by developing detailed and clear codebooks for each 
dataset, and by documenting all the scripting and data processing changes and quality 
checks in a dedicated Data Quality Log (DQL). All the final datasets follow the definitions 
presented in the relevant final codebooks. 

Table 53 – Monitoring and documentation system 
Document Overview of information within 

the document 
What the document monitors 

Inception report Summary of inception meeting Record of key discussions and actions from 
the meeting 

Weekly updates Activity for the last week. 
Upcoming activities/tasks 

Observation of the project activities over 
each week and key action points related to 
the project activities 

Weekly call notes  Summary of weekly call Outcome of meetings, communications 
and how key decisions were taken 

Daily/Weekly field 
progress reports 

Fieldwork progress, sample 
realisation, back check/quality 
control outcomes 

Observation of the fieldwork progress in 
each country over each week and key 
action points related to the fieldwork 

Monthly report Summary of activities and decisions 
made in previous month. Update of 
the QAP/risk register 

Observation of the key activities across the 
entire project for the month. Performance 
against the QAP and evaluation of risks 
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Document Overview of information within 
the document 

What the document monitors 

Background 
research report 

Summary of consultations and 
sample mapping exercise 

Observation of the communications and 
key decisions taken following the expert 
consultations and sample mapping 
exercise. This file would include key 
information and findings from the 
stakeholder contact sheet, expert 
consultation notes template and expert 
consultation summary 

Sample template Sampling information Data collected for sampling throughout 
the project 

Overall sampling 
design and country 
specific survey and 
sampling designs 

Sets out the sampling and survey 
design and implementation 
strategy for the Roma Survey.  

Observation of the main sampling 
approaches used across countries 
including country specific descriptions of 
population and allocated sample sizes, 
available sources and mapping exercises, 
sample designs for each group and step-
by-step survey implementation plans. 

Pilot report Pilot report summarising the 
findings of the pilot and 
recommendations for the 
mainstage fieldwork  

Observation of the key outcomes of the 
pilot report and implications for the 
mainstage fieldwork 

Interviewer 
training report 

Details of the training session, 
number of interviewers that 
attended the briefing, overview of 
issues raised 

Summary of interviewer training sessions 

Interim dataset Data collected from the first 1,000 
interviews and 200 interviews per 
country conducted 

Interim interview data 

Code book Structure of the dataset and the 
describes the variables contained 
within the final dataset.  

The structure of the dataset and the 
describes the variables contained within 
the final dataset.  

Final data set Final datasets including sampling 
data, interview data, contact data, 
meta and paradata 

The final interview data, the ECS/PSU data 

Syntax files Syntax files related to quality 
control checks and construction of 
the tabulated indicators 

The code of the calculation (SPSS or 
similar) to monitor the processing of the 
data for quality control checks and to 
replicate and quality check the production 
the tabulations. 

Final technical 
report 

Final report that provides an 
overview of the entire project 
following the completion of the 
fieldwork 

A detailed overview of the project, which 
synthesises all of the information collected 
throughout the project including the 
information contained in the 
aforementioned documents on this sheet.  



 169 

 

Alternative text: Table displays vertically listed 15 types of documents produced by the survey and for 
each of them showing the overview of information it provides and what it monitors. 

The results from the survey are published in Rights of Roma and Travellers in 13 
European Countries. Perspectives from the Roma Survey 2024. FRA also published the 
Roma Survey 2024 Questionnaire and detailed data for each collected question in data 
visualisation. The anonymised microdata is published at the GESIS archive in 2026. 

10.5. Accuracy and reliability 
The assessment of the accuracy and reliability of the data covers the following types of 
errors that occur in statistical surveys: 

● Sampling errors. 

● Coverage errors.  

● Non-response errors. 

● Measurement errors (from the questionnaire, data collection method, 
interviewer or respondent). 

● Processing errors (in data cleaning). 

● Adjustment errors (in weighting). 

Given the limited availability of statistical data on the Roma and Traveller populations in 
some survey countries, survey design decisions had to be taken and revised in an 
iterative process of assessing the available data throughout the project. The background 
research and stakeholder consultations at the beginning of the project were needed to 
provide a solid basis for the steps that followed, and decisions made when designing the 
survey and the samples. 

10.5.1. Sampling errors 
All sample surveys are affected by sampling error, given that the surveys interview only 
a fraction of the total population. Therefore, all results presented are point estimates 
with underlying statistical variation. Slight differences of a few percentage points 
between groups of respondents must be interpreted with caution because there may 
not be a statistically meaningful difference between the groups compared.  

https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2025-roma-survey-2024-questionnaire_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/data-and-maps/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/data-and-maps/2025/roma-survey-2024
https://search.gesis.org/?source=%7B%22query%22%3A%7B%22bool%22%3A%7B%22must%22%3A%7B%22match_all%22%3A%7B%7D%7D%2C%22filter%22%3A%5B%7B%22term%22%3A%7B%22person.keyword%22%3A%22European%20Union%20Agency%20for%20Fundamental%20Rights%20(FRA)%2C%20Vienna%2C%20Austria%22%7D%7D%2C%7B%22term%22%3A%7B%22type%22%3A%22research_data%22%7D%7D%5D%7D%7D%7D&lang=en
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Only more substantial differences between population groups should be considered 
actual differences in the total population. Results based on small sample sizes are 
statistically less reliable and are flagged in figures and tables (for example by putting the 
results considered less reliable in brackets in the figures) and not interpreted 
substantially. These include statistics that are based on samples of between 20 and 49 
respondents in total. This could be the case, for example, when analysing the results for 
a specific category of respondents based on their socio-demographic characteristics, or 
when analysing a question that only a small set of respondents was asked to answer. 
Results based on fewer than 20 respondents are not shown.  

Table 54 provides an overview of the commonly used 95 % confidence intervals for 
selected indicators. The confidence intervals reflect the uncertainty in the estimates due 
to sampling and are mainly influenced by the sampling design and the sample size. These 
were calculated for the random probability samples. For the quota samples in Ireland, 
and in Italy and Portugal where a part of the sample was non-random, the theory of 
statistical inference using confidence intervals does not apply, and they are not 
presented in the table. 

Table 54 – Standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for three key 
survey estimates 

 Country 
dis12lkwork redisOverall1 work 

A B C A B C A B C 

AL 41 6 29-52 8 3 2-13 51 2 47-54 

BG 26 3 20-32 7 2 3-11 62 1 60-65 

CZ 47 3 41-54 7 2 4-10 55 2 52-57 

EL 61 5 52-71 0 n/a n/a 54 2 51-58 

ES 30 3 25-36 6 1 3-8 31 1 29-33 

FR 40 7 25-54 5 2 1-9 39 2 35-44 

HU 34 4 26-42 1 1 0-3 69 1 66-71 

MK 23 4 15-32 3 2 0-7 53 2 49-56 

RO 27 3 21-32 7 2 4-10 59 1 57-61 

RS 21 4 14-29 6 2 1-11 50 2 47-53 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of 10 countries where random probability sampling was used 
value in percent, standard error in percent and the 95% confidence interval for three selected 
indicators. 

NB: dis12lkwork is the share of people who felt discriminated against in the 12 months before the 
survey because they were Roma when looking for work (Base: Respondents who have looked for work 
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in the past 12 months, 16+); redisOverall1 is the share of people who felt discriminated against (in any 
area) in 12 months before the survey because they were Roma and reported the last incident of 
discrimination (Base: Respondents who felt discriminated against (in any area) in past 12 months, 16+); 
and work is the share of people 20–64 years old who self-declared their main activity status as ‘paid 
work’(Base: Individuals in the population 20-64). A is the indicator value (%); B is the standard error (%); 
and C is the 95 % confidence interval (lower bound–upper bound (%)). 

10.5.2. Non-sampling errors 
Non-sampling errors are present in all types of survey, including censuses and 
administrative data collection. They arise for reasons, such as the sampling sources 
(frames) may be incomplete, respondents may not accurately report data or data may 
be missing for respondents. This section looks at coverage errors, productivity of sample 
points and non-response errors as examples of non-sampling errors.  

Coverage errors 
A population register for the Roma/Traveller population was not available in any of the 
13 countries covered, so an area sampling frame had to be established at the Primary 
Sampling Unit (PSU) level. PSUs are defined as the lowest level of geographical units for 
which information on the countrywide Roma/Traveller population is available and 
recent. 

The background research identified available sampling frames in each country and 
explored the lowest administrative unit for which the data on the Roma/Traveller  
population was available, quality of the frames and their accessibility (Table 9 in section 
4.4).  

Table 10 in section 4.4 addresses implications of identified coverage and other issues in 
the used PSU sampling frames’ sources related to the sample quality, and how these 
were overcome. For each country, the most recent and most reliable available sampling 
sources were used. In most cases no systematic issues were expected. When the size of 
the Roma population was underestimated in certain areas, these still had a chance to be 
included in the sample when larger territories were used as PSUs. However, some 
coverage issues were more difficult to overcome. When areas where Roma live were 
not covered by the sampling frames and smaller territories were used as PSUs, these 
areas could not be included in the sample.  

One of the main objectives of the sampling designs in the Roma Survey 2024 was to 
maximise the coverage of the Roma/Traveller population, to ensure that the sample 
represents the wide and diverse Roma/Traveller population. Given the time and cost 
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implications of screening households to survey Roma/Travellers, the areas with very few 
or dispersed populations were excluded. The minimum level of coverage across both the 
PSU frame and the SSU frame was set at 70%, but ideally it would be higher. The 
thresholds used for exclusion varied slightly by country and frame due to the size and 
level of dispersion of the Roma population (Table 12). 

The total coverage, across both the PSU and the SSUs, exceeded the 70% target in all 
countries (Table 13 in section 4.5). Marked improvements in coverage compared to the 
Roma Survey 2021 are achieved in Czechia (87% compared to 76% in the Roma Survey 
2021), Portugal (92% compared to 66%) and Spain (82% compared to 74%); while in 
Serbia a notably lower coverage was achieved (70% compared to 77%) due to single 
stage approach to selecting sampling units, which in turn helped with sample efficiency.  

It should be noted that there were discrepancies between the Roma population in the 
PSU frame and the mapped Roma population in the sampled PSU, across all mapped 
locations (SSUs), Table 55. When calculating the coverage of the SSU frame in each PSU, 
the mapped population was used as the denominator for the calculation rather than the 
frame-based population estimate. There were two reasons for making this decision: 
firstly, the mappers were asked to map all Roma living in the sampled PSUs, and 
secondly, the PSU estimates were calculated from older and potentially less reliable 
data. 

Table 55 – Roma population – mapped versus PSU frame 
Country Roma population in 

PSU frame 
Mapped Roma 

population 
Difference between 
mapped and frame 

AL 17,233 17,334 1.01 

CZ 156,378 134,832 0.86 

EL 95,522 78,240 0.82 

MK 45,139 46,327 1.03 

RO 464,521 288,035 0.62 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of five countries where there was a difference between data in 
PSU frame and the mapped Roma population Roma population size in PSU frame, Mapped Roma 
population and the difference between the two. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows.  

Productivity of sample points 
During fieldwork, 12% of the issued sample points had to be replaced. Among the 
random probability samples, most were replaced in France (40% of those issued), Spain 
(22%) and Czechia (16%). The most common reasons for replacements were no Roma 
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or only small numbers of Roma identified in the area prior to the fieldwork start (39% of 
all replaced sample points), meeting the dropping rule (19%), safety issues (7%), or no 
complete interviews after visiting all issued addresses (6%) – see section 4.5. 

To finish fieldwork in time, 5% of the sample points had to be excluded from the 
sample, (42) and additional 2% of sample points that were unproductive (no complete 
interviews after visiting all issued addresses) or met the dropping rule could not be 
replaced in time (Table 19). Further to this, 6% of sample points could not be completed 
as there were not enough addresses in them – most in France (40% of the issued sample 
points) and in Hungary (16%). Another 2% of sample points could not be completed for 
other reasons.  

Inaccuracies in the sampling frame (43) and access issues encountered in France, lead to 
losses in weighting efficiency in this country. Excluding sample points from the sample 
and not having time to replace the unproductive ones in Czechia and Spain also affected 
the weighting efficiency in these two countries. In all other countries, unproductive 
sample points did not have a significant effect to the sample quality.  

Non-response errors 
Similar to coverage bias, surveys tend to lack sufficient information to measure non-
response error – to know when there are non-trivial differences between those who 
respond to the survey and survey non-responders. Minimising non-response error is not 
a simple matter of increasing the response rate as the relationship between response 
rate and non-response bias has been shown to be extremely weak. Nevertheless, a 
higher response rate does help minimise the risk of non-response bias, and sufficient 
efforts were made to maximise the response rates (see Table 33 in section 6.6).  

10.5.3. Measurement errors 
Measurement error can occur in a number of ways including through inaccurate 
translations, mode effects from different survey completion methods, respondents 
providing incorrect information or interviewers administering the questionnaire 

 
(42) Half of these were in France, mostly inaccessible sample points that could not be directly 

replaced. Instead, additional sample points were issued – see country specific sample 
design note,  

(43) That is, not being able to establish occupancy of most halting sites in advance. 
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incorrectly. This section reports the recorded and possible types of measurement error 
and analyses the impact that these might have had on the survey estimates.  

Errors due to the survey instrument 
The questionnaire for the Roma Survey 2024 was not fundamentally different from the 
Roma Survey 2021 survey, but nevertheless still underwent extensive technical 
pretesting and was tested in the field during a pilot study. Following these limited 
adaptions were made to the final questionnaire. The screener was also adapted from 
the Roma Survey 2021 and tested in the pilot prior to the main stage survey. 

The translation process was extensive. The majority of content used certified pre-
existing translations (from Roma Survey 2021, Roma and Travellers Survey 2019, or EU-
MIDIS II 2016). New or amended questions were translated using the TRAPD method. 
Qualified linguists from cApStAn’s network and the local fieldwork agencies engaged in 
the translation of added items and updates of questions and answer categories. This 
ensured a high degree of coherence between translations and the appropriate 
localisation of individual terminology and grammar structures. Limited updates to 
translations were made post pilot, but no errors were identified during the mainstage 
of fieldwork.  

The survey was made available in the national language of each survey country as well 
as in Bulgarian, Czech and Romanian in Ireland. This improved comprehension of the 
survey and minimised measurement error in Ireland in particular. It was the 
interviewers’ assessment that 83% of respondents had ‘excellent’, ‘very good’ or ‘good’ 
command of the language and 16% had ‘fair’ or ‘poor’ command of the language. The 
use of the Romani glossary could have assisted those where this was their first language 
(it was used for 12% of interviews). However, it is possible that respondents with an 
average or low comprehension of the survey language might have resulted in limited 
bias in the results.  

Interviewers stated that 5% of respondents were able to understand only some or none 
of the questions and that 24% were able to understand most of the questions. In these 
cases where the respondent was considered not to have understood all of the questions, 
a key reason was the way the questions or items were phrased (in 42% of cases where 
the respondent was considered not to have understood all of the questions). It suggests 
some elements of the questionnaire are too complex for the survey audience, 
particularly considering lower literacy rates among the target audience compared with 
the general public. This could also have introduced some bias.  
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Errors due to the data collection method 
In all countries the data collection method was via CAPI using tablets. The questionnaire 
was programmed centrally by the contractor using its face-to-face data collection 
software, iField. All countries shared the same master script (with the necessary 
localisation done through the translation stage). This minimised the potential for 
interviewer error or differences across countries. No scripting errors were identified 
after the launch of fieldwork, so there is no missing data as a result of this.  

Interviewer error 
A total of 455 interviewers worked on the Roma Survey 2024 (Table 24 in section 6.4). 
Interviewers were provided with a detailed project-specific briefing prior to starting 
fieldwork. This included a thorough review of the survey materials and questionnaire, 
with mock interviews conducted to ensure familiarity prior to starting work. Quality 
checks were in place throughout fieldwork, with a minimum of 10% of all interviews 
being back checked. Follow-up briefings were conducted with any interviewers where 
these back checks identified an element of incorrect administration of the survey.  

Overall, 3% of interviews that were completed were removed due to non-compliance 
with the methodological approaches. This covers both sampling related issues and other 
quality concerns related to the data collected. It suggests only a small degree of 
interviewer error.  

Respondent bias/error 
Respondent bias or error can occur for reasons, such as providing socially desirable 
responses, not wishing to answer (or provide honest answers) to sensitive questions or 
a lack of knowledge.  

To help minimise respondent bias/error, interviewers were provided with training on 
how to ensure informed consent, that respondents understood why certain questions 
were being asked and how the data would be used. A session on the cultural background 
and diversity of Roma was also included in the training, tailored for each country and 
delivered by Roma experts within each. The training also included a detailed review of 
the survey instrument, how to handle any respondent distress during the interview, 
advice on how to avoid social desirability and an emphasis on conducting the survey in 
private/minimising the impact of others who were present. 
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To minimise illogical response patterns due to respondent (or interviewer) error a series 
of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ checks were built into the scripts for certain questions (for example 
respondent age and number of years in education). A summary of the illogical response 
options that were still present in the data (Table 39 in section 7.2), indicates the extent 
of respondent error in completing the survey. Overall, there are only a small number of 
cases. Most notable is the difference between age of respondent and age of mother if 
alive, being potentially too great or too small. 

A high number of missingness was registered in the dataset of the continuous household 
income variable (SI03), known to be a sensitive question in general. In no country the 
share of missing continuous income variable or banded variable (SI03_1) exceeded 40% 
of accepted interviews. A total of 1,486 cases were imputed due to not having any data 
provided for either the continuous variable or the banded variable, and a further 387 
cases where only a banded response was given (Table 43 in section 7.2).  

Errors due to the interview setting  
The majority of interviews (84%) were conducted in the respondents’ homes, which is 
believed to be the optimal conditions for face-to-face interviewing of the general 
population. Where interviews were conducted elsewhere (most notable in Czechia, 
Ireland and Italy) privacy was still sought, to minimise measurement error or bias. In the 
majority of cases only the interviewer and respondent were present (77%). There was 
someone else present during the personal questionnaire in 14% of cases, but 
interviewers considered that these other persons influenced the interview in 7% of cases 
– mostly for some or few questions, suggesting limited impact due to the presence of 
others. 

Unit-level bias 
This section looks into potential biases in the respondent sample due to coverage or 
non-response error, through the sample profiles on basic socio-demographic 
parameters – region, gender and age (Table 56).  



 177 

 

Table 56 – Potential unit-level bias in respect to region, gender and age 
distribution (respondent sample) 

 Country Region Gender Age  

AL The unweighted sample was 
balanced on region, in line with the 
population statistics. However, 
while correcting the age and 
gender profile, the region profile 
was skewed in weighting – region 
AL02 is underrepresented (by 7 
percentage points) and region 
AL03 is overrepresented (by 5 
percentage points). 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 8 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the population 
statistics to the 
extent possible. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 22 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 22 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the population 
statistics to the extent 
possible. 

BG The sample is balanced on region, 
in line with the population 
statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 8 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the population 
statistics. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-29) (by 15 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (60+) (by 14 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the population 
statistics. 

CZ The sample is balanced on region, 
in line with the population 
statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 8 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile. 

The sample is balanced on 
age, in line with the 
RS2021 profile. 

EL Overrepresentation of region EL3 
(by 5 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the 
RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
age group 35-54 (by 6 
percentage points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 6 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 

ES Overrepresentation of region ES6 
(by 12 percentage points) and 
underrepresentation of regions 
ES3 and ES4 (by 9 percentage 
points) was corrected in weighting 
to match the population statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 12 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile to 
the extent possible. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 16 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of age 
group 35-54 (by 5 
percentage points) and age 
group 55+ (by 11 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile 
to the extent possible. 
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 Country Region Gender Age  

FR Overrepresentation of regions FR1 
and FRB (by 13 percentage points) 
and underrepresentation of 
regions FRC, FRE and FRF (by 7 
percentage points) and regions 
FRD, FRG and FRH (by 7 percentage 
points) was corrected in weighting 
to match the population statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the Roma 
and Traveller Survey 
2019 profile. 

Overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 10 
percentage points) and 
underrepresentation of 
younger age groups was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the Roma and 
Traveller Survey 2019 
profile. 

HU Overrepresentation of region HU3 
(by 6 percentage points) and 
underrepresentation of region 
HU2 (by 4 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 13 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
age group 16-34 (by 14 
percentage points) and 
group 35-54 (by 4 
percentage points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 18 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 

IE - 
Travellers 

The sample is balanced on region, 
in line with the population 
statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the 
population statistics. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 4 percentage 
points) was corrected in 
weighting to match the 
population statistics. 

IE - Roma Overrepresentation of region EI06 
(by 9 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the 
population statistics. 

The sample is balanced on 
age, in line with the 
population statistics. 

IT Overrepresentation of region ITI 
(by 4 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the 
RS2021 profile. 

The sample is balanced on 
age, in line with the 
RS2021 profile. 

MK Underrepresentation of regions 
MK003 and MK006 (by 4 
percentage points) was corrected 
in weighting to match the 
population statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 5 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 8 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 9 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 
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 Country Region Gender Age  

PT Overrepresentation of region PT16 
(by 4 percentage points) and 
underrepresentation of region 
PT11 (by 6 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

The sample is 
balanced on gender, 
in line with the 
RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 15 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 13 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 

RO Underrepresentation of region 
RO32 (by 5 percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to match 
the population statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 5 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 18 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of age 
group 35-54 (by 4 
percentage points) and age 
group 55+ (by 14 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 

RS The sample is balanced on region, 
in line with the population 
statistics. 

Underrepresentation 
of men (by 6 
percentage points) 
was corrected in 
weighting to match 
the RS2021 profile. 

Underrepresentation of 
the youngest age group 
(16-34) (by 7 percentage 
points), and 
overrepresentation of the 
oldest group (55+) (by 6 
percentage points) was 
corrected in weighting to 
match the RS2021 profile. 

Alternative text: Table displays for each of covered 13 countries potential unit-level bias in respect to 
region, gender and age distribution. Countries are listed alphabetically in rows. Information for Roma 
and Travellers in Ireland are provided in separate rows. 

NB: Discrepancies of 4 percentage points and above are reported in the table. 

The data are compared with the population sources available, and that were used as 
targets in the calibration weighting (see section 8.3). Comparisons between the current 
and previous Roma surveys should be made with caution when the population statistics 
were not available for weighting in the previous surveys, where these are now out-
dated, or when the weighting could not completely correct the sample profile in the 
previous survey –  if discrepancies in the sample profile across the two surveys are 
noticed, it is difficult to reach a conclusion on the sample biases. The comparisons should 
also be made with caution where different sampling approaches were used across the 
two surveys (Italy and Portugal). 

Regarding regional distribution of the samples, the sample designs followed the 
distribution of the population covered by the survey. However, the sample realisation 
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depended on the achieved response and eligibility rates across regions, which 
introduced variation in the regional distribution of the achieved samples. This was 
corrected in weighting in all countries, except in Albania, where correcting for 
discrepancies in age and gender distribution, disturbed the regional balance. 

In most countries underrepresentation of men was noticed. Regarding the age 
distribution, underrepresentation of the youngest age group (16-34) and 
overrepresentation of the oldest age group (55+) was observed in most countries. These 
discrepancies were corrected in weighting. Only in Albania and Spain, the age and 
gender profiles could not be fully corrected. 

10.5.4. Processing errors 

Data entry 
Data entry was simultaneous with data collection given the use of CAPI. While this 
minimises the potential for interviewer or respondent error during survey completion, 
the initial script needed to be accurate in the first place. 

The contractor was responsible for scripting in all countries. Measures taken to ensure 
it was accurate before the start of fieldwork included manually checking the 
questionnaire for accuracy and completeness and flooding the script with dummy data 
and checking the output files to ensure all routing was correct. Data was also checked 
at several stages during fieldwork. No routing errors were identified at any point, 
therefore there is no processing error as result of data entry.  

Data editing and imputation of missing values 
Data were edited mainly in SPSS and partly in Python, with all syntax shared and 
approved by FRA. During the data validation and cleaning 68 interviews were removed 
(Table 42 in section 7.2).  

Due to the high level of non-response on income and the importance of having 
information on household income for calculating social inclusion indicators, missing data 
for the exact household income were imputed using Python: 387 cases where only 
banded income was provided (using hotdeck) and 1,486 cases where no income 
information was provided by the respondent (using K-nearest neighbour). The 
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imputation has had a moderate effect on the distribution of the data (Table 43). Given 
the relatively high number of missing cases, this change needs to be accepted. 

Weighting accuracy 
The random probability samples were designed to be self-weighting to address level. 
The designs relied on assumptions on response rate and on eligibility rate, which is on 
accuracy of the sampling source data. Inaccuracies in any of these assumptions 
introduced variability in design weights.  

Inconsistencies between the target population sizes in the PSU lists and the size of the 
mapped population within PSUs could have introduced large variations in weights. 
However, the contractor and FRA decided to use PSU sizes when calculating the 
sampling unit and address selection weights, to reduce this variability (see section 8.2). 

The target population sizes identified during fieldwork sometimes differed from the SSU 
sizes estimated during the mapping. Coupled with variable response rates achieved, it 
led to discrepancies between the expected and achieved sample sizes per sampling unit. 
The fieldwork was closely monitored, and the designs were adjusted when necessary. 
The adjustment process was systematic and aimed to minimise its effect to the sample 
efficiency. However, variations in the design weights were inevitable. This was the most 
notable in France, where the SSU sampling frame counts often proved to be inaccurate, 
and multiple, less systematic, adjustments had to be made to the sample design.  

Aligning the sample profile on region, urbanity (where available), age and gender to the 
available benchmarks – the previous Roma surveys (calibration weights) and the 
sampling source data (Table 47 in section 8.3) introduced further variations in weights. 
For the weight of all household members, the calibration weights somewhat decreased 
the weighting efficiency in Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Serbia and Spain (Table 
49). For the weight of respondents, this was done in all countries except for France and 
North Macedonia, where the weighting efficiency increased after the calibration 
weighting (Table 50). The main contributor to the large variations in the final weights for 
the random probability samples in all countries was the variation in the design weights, 
as expected. 

Only calibration weighting was used for the non-random quota samples. As in other 
countries, this step introduced minor variation in weights. They were more notable for 
the Roma sample in Ireland and in Italy for the weight of all household members, and in 
Portugal for the weight of respondents. 
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11. Lessons learned  
This chapter provides for each stage of the survey some key learnings and 
recommendations for the future.  

11.1. Background research 
The background research was important given the information that was collected during 
it to feed into the sample designs and establishing relationships with various 
Roma/Traveller organisations for the implementation of the survey. 

In countries like Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Ireland, North Macedonia, Serbia, and 
Spain, the time available for completing this task was sufficient, in others (Czechia, 
France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania) additional time was needed. This is particularly 
true for those where data on the Roma/Traveller population is scarce and/or outdated. 
The engagement with Roma/Traveller organisations was central to acquiring the 
necessary information for identifying relevant sampling frames and mapping.  

In some countries local politics made it more difficult to engage with the Roma 
organisations which had significant impact on subsequent tasks and the eventual 
sampling approach taken.  

Recommendations 

● Phase deadlines / tasks for the background research. Certain information is 
needed early (e.g., estimations on overall population figures in order to agree 
the optimal allocation of interviews across countries), while other tasks can 
follow later.  

● FRA could collect up-to-date population data in advance, removing this as a 
contractor requirement, to speed up agreeing the overall sample design. 

● FRA could engage with Roma organisations and secure their collaboration in 
advance of the survey being contracted. It is important that the collaboration is 
handed over to the local survey teams early and that commitments on behalf of 
the local teams are not made. Early involvement coordinated by FRA could also 
include preliminary discussions on survey methodology and requirements, 
ensuring all parties are informed in advance, thus facilitating smooth survey 
implementation. 
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11.2. Sampling 

Sampling frames 
Using up-to-date and reliable sampling frames is essential for a successful survey 
implementation. For Roma surveys, the target population statistics are usually available 
for larger territories (municipalities or regions), and further mapping of the areas where 
Roma/Travellers live within them is necessary. When the data is not available even for 
these larger territories, or is not reliable, it needs to be compiled using multiple sources 
and input from experts. This can be a time and resource intensive task.  

Related to recency of the data sources, only for Hungary, Portugal and Spain the 
sampling frames from the Roma Survey 2021 were used, as no other reliable sources 
were available. In all other countries new sampling frames were either accessed or 
constructed. In most of these countries multiple sources had to be used when compiling 
the PSU level sampling frames. (44) Given the target population mobility noticed across 
countries when older sampling frames sources were used, further updates will be 
necessary for future Roma surveys.  

Recommendations 

● Establishing cooperation with the sampling frame providers, support 
organisations and experts who could further help with refining the estimates as 
early as possible could speed up the set-up stage of future surveys. If this is 
done before the contract is awarded, it would allow an early agreement on the 
sample designs and the PSU selection.  

Mapping process 
The process of identifying the areas where Roma/Travellers live within the sampled PSUs 
and estimating the target population counts in these areas was a complex and time-
consuming task. The local teams relied on availability and responsiveness of the local 
authorities, CSOs, Roma mediators and other experts who could support them in this 
process.  

 
(44) Czechia, France, Ireland (Travellers sample), Italy, Romania and Serbia. 
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Recommendations  

● If cooperation with support organisations and experts is established before the 
project start, they could potentially also help with the mapping process, making 
it smoother and more efficient.  

● It is recommended that additional time should be allocated to this task, so that 
the full process is completed before the fieldwork start. 

In the Roma Survey 2024, fieldwork was due to start after the mapping was completed 
only in a part of the sampled PSUs, and it continued in parallel with the mapping process. 
This hindered both the fieldwork management and the sample management, as they 
both had to rely on the mapping progress.  

Recommendations 

● Have all selected PSUs mapped before the fieldwork start in future surveys (as 
done in the Roma Survey 2021). It would allow the field and the sampling teams 
to plan and implement issuing the sample in batches more efficiently. It could 
overall shorten the time needed for fieldwork. 

● Allocating additional time to the mapping process would also allow for more 
thorough evaluations and verifications by experts and local teams, ensuring 
that any discrepancies or issues are addressed promptly and effectively. 

Sample design 
Roma surveys require complex sample designs that rely on the estimated sizes of the 
target population, that is, on estimated eligibility rates. During the survey 
implementation these could prove more or less accurate, depending on reliability and 
recency of the estimates, the target population mobility, and their willingness to self-
identify as Roma/Travellers.  

Recommendations 

● Careful management of the sample is required throughout the fieldwork to 
counter effects of potential inaccuracies in sampling frames. 

Implementing the random probability sampling design in France proved to be more 
challenging than expected, especially given experiences from the Roma and Traveller 
Survey 2019.  
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The inclusion of Large (High) Transit Sites in the survey sample posed significant 
challenges due to access issues. Most of these sites could not be accessed and had to be 
replaced (by significantly smaller sites), which hindered both the sample design 
efficiency and the fieldwork progress. Variable occupancy of the sites also posed 
challenges to implementing the sample design.  

Recommendations 

● If it will not be possible to secure access to Large (High) Transit Sites, they can 
be excluded from the sampling frame, to allow for a more efficient 
implementation of the sample design.  

● Adopt a more flexible sampling approach like the adjustments made in the 
Roma Survey 2024, given that the target population estimates are more 
unstable in France than in other countries covered by the survey. 

● Given the unavailability of interviewers to cover all randomly selected sampling 
units in a timely manner, allow for flexibility in the sampling unit selection. 

In Italy, challenges in getting support from key Roma organisations in initial stages of 
the project hindered both the mapping process but also access to Roma communities. 
This meant that the random probability sampling could not be implemented in all 
selected sampling units. Later in the process, Roma CSO UCRI offered support under 
condition that they implement the fieldwork in a part of the sample, following a quota 
approach, and their suggestion was adopted.  

Recommendations  

● FRA should establish cooperation with key support organisations prior to 
awarding the contract and secure their support in the project implementation.  

● The sample design should also be confirmed with them prior to commissioning 
the survey, so that their full support is received.  

● Promoting the results of previous FRA surveys among Roma in Italy would also 
help with establishing relationships. 

In Portugal, the local team also struggled with securing cooperation with key experts 
and organisations who could help them with the mapping process. The target 
population in Portugal is small, and there are not many records on the target population 
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counts even at the PSU level. (45) Once cooperation with the right informant had been 
established, his team could support with mapping for a part of the sample. The other 
part still could not be mapped. It was found that Roma live in extremely low 
concentrations and that the random probability approach could not be implemented. 

Recommendations 

● Applying the quota approach for selecting addresses and respondents, with a 
random selection of PSUs would be more appropriate method (costs vs quality 
gains) used in future Roma surveys in Portugal. 

Sample management 
The sample was managed through issuing it in batches, then reviewing the fieldwork 
outcomes to decide on any sample adjustments for the next batches. From the sampling 
perspective, the process was successfully implemented throughout the fieldwork, with 
minor losses in sample efficiency due to the adjustments. 

However, the practice of issuing the sample in batches with the aim of maintaining 
representativeness of the batches sometimes led to inefficiencies in managing 
fieldwork. This is particularly true when interviewers in certain regions were required to 
pause their work and wait for interviewers in other regions to complete their 
assignments before the work in the next batch could commence. Such an approach did 
not always result in the most efficient use of the field force from a logistical perspective.  

Recommendations  

● The sample could be managed at regional or stratum level, in agreement with 
the field team, to ensure smoother implementation of fieldwork. Such an 
approach was successfully implemented in Serbia, where fieldwork had to start 
later in one region - fieldwork started after the summer in RS22 region, to 
ensure that that target population is back from seasonal work.  

 
(45) For some of the PSUs the estimates were taken from the ones collated for the Roma pilot 

survey 2011, as no other data was available.  
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11.3. Survey implementation 

Questionnaire and Contact Sheets 
In the questionnaire, only minor amends were made to introductory text and additional 
logic added based on feedback from the previous survey and the pilot.  

In term of its reception in the field, as in previous waves, there was feedback that some 
respondents found the language used complex, the interview length quite long and 
questions on experiences of discrimination repetitive. Reflecting this feedback needs to 
be balanced with the potential impact any changes could have on trend data and 
comparability with other FRA surveys.  

Further developments were made to the contact sheets used for the MACS approach 
which simplified the work of the interviewers – new contact sheets/addresses were 
opened automatically, for example, where a core address was found to be eligible.  

Recommendations  

● Further development is needed (alongside other measures on training and 
progress reporting), to help interviewers manage the MACS in terms of 
information provided to them within the data collection software.  

● For standard PSUs, have information on number of addresses opened clearly 
identified in data collection software. 

Training Materials 
The interviewer manual was beneficial for national project leaders, but feedback was 
received that it was too long/detailed for field interviewers.  

Recommendations 

● To enhance usability and effectiveness, develop two separate manuals—one 
tailored for project leaders and another concise version for interviewers.  

● Digital materials stored on tablets could streamline the fieldwork process, 
reducing reliance on physical documents. 
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Central and interviewer briefings sessions 
The central training session of project managers was held in person. All National Survey 
Experts (NSEs) found it valuable confirming the importance of such sessions. A session 
on understanding the Roma population was included and led by the Roma expert. This 
was particularly well received, providing useful insight to NSEs and allowing them to 
think ahead who should be involved in delivering similar for their own interviewer 
briefing sessions.  

Recommendations  

● Training of interviewers should be primarily done in-person sessions – as it 
allows for discussing individual country issues and concerns. Mixed mode 
delivery could be allowed. Theoretical or background sessions can be delivered 
remotely and followed by shorter in person session focusing on practical issues. 

● Include a session about Roma/Travellers delivered by a Roma/Traveller expert. 

● Take into consideration the experience of interviewers: aspects such as 
doorstep interactions and maximising response rates are well known by 
experienced interviewers so do not need much attention. 

● Focus on practical implementation of random walk and MACS, tailored to local 
circumstances and ensure clear understanding of how MACS works.  

● Newer interviewers or those who do not constantly work with the specific CAPI 
software should receive more time to practice on tablets. 

Respondent Facing Survey Materials 
All respondent-facing materials were generally found helpful, particularly the 
information/introduction letter and leaflet, which facilitated smoother interactions with 
respondents. The glossary of terms was used for 11% of interviews. Few interviewers 
reported the showcards caused respondent anxiety due to potential literacy challenges. 

Recommendations  

● Glossary should remain part of the package of tools available for interviewers.  

● Consider dropping (minimizing) the showcards, with interviewers instructed to 
read out all answer options as needed instead. 
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Interviewer Selection  
The use of Roma/Traveller interviewers proved effective in boosting response rates and 
community access. It was essential is some countries (e.g., Ireland, Italy). As 
Roma/Traveller interviewers tend to have less experience, training needs to be adapted 
to ensure they are well prepared for the fieldwork. Training sessions were adapted, 
spending more time on sampling and using tablets and less or none on cultural factors. 

Recommendations  

● Where possible, at least some Roma/Traveller interviewers should be engaged. 

● Training of Roma/Traveller interviewers should be given special consideration. 

● Additional supervision and quality control in the field at initial PSUs is needed 
for new Roma/Traveller interviewers to help them to understand procedures. 

Implementation of Sampling Method 
Professional interviewers in the covered countries were used to implementing the 
random walk rules, and there were not many issues with it. There were only a few, 
occurring at the beginning of fieldwork, with following the maps and going beyond 
sampling unit borders. The errors were quickly rectified. Interviewers found useful a part 
of the training where examples of maps with unusual street structure were used.  

Recommendations  

● Each country should prepare local examples of maps with unusual settlement 
structure for the manual and briefings, so that interviewers can practice 
implementing the random walk rules in these areas relevant for their country. 

In some countries interviewers complained about the high number of addresses they 
had to visit per sampling unit. They also found it difficult to count them and sometimes 
visited more than required, which then had to be removed from the sample.  

Recommendations  

● The count of visited addresses and the number left to visit should be visible in 
the ECS script. 
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Pilot  
The pilot phase of the Roma Survey 2024, conducted in 13 countries, aimed to refine 
the survey approach. Each country conducted 20 interviews, except for France where 
due to challenges faced during the pilot fieldwork, eventually the method had to be 
changed, and 10 interviews were accepted.  

The pilot proved useful in confirming that the survey materials and sampling methods 
worked as expected. To this end a small pilot of 20 interviews conducted over two to 
three PSUs remains a useful step before launching mainstage fieldwork.  

Recommendations  

● A potential future development: if pilot PSUs can be selected randomly and 
assuming no signification changes to the methods or tools, consider including 
the pilot interviews in the mainstage data. This would require availability of the 
sample information and design in time to make the selection of PSUs. 

● For future waves, if France is to be included, or other new countries or 
countries that will be changing method significantly, a large-scale pilot could be 
planned to be better test the assumptions and to provide a better basis on 
which to make decisions regarding mainstage fieldwork. 

Fieldwork progress 
Fieldwork timing during the summer holiday period presented challenges in most 
countries. During the background research it was discussed if fieldwork would need to 
be paused or slowed down over the key summer months of July and August, and it was 
attempted to build this into the timetable, by trying to schedule for sample review to 
happen during these times after the first phase of fieldwork. This approach is disruptive, 
however.  

Given a later start to fieldwork in most countries than was originally planned, the 
summer holidays and other issues, an extension to fieldwork was needed in several 
countries. 

Daily fieldwork progress reports were available to NSEs and the Central Coordination 
Team (CCT) which did help with ongoing management of the sample. There were cases 
of interviewers visiting more or less addresses than they should or not fully completing 
MACS chains. Where MACS was implemented, this was a particular issue as more 
addresses being added to the progress report as core addresses were found to be 
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eligible and subsequent tracking of MACS chains. The progress report did not allow to 
identify completion of individual MACS chains within a PSU. While it might have seemed 
like all chains were completed, there were instances of interviewers visiting additional 
ineligible core addresses that they shouldn’t have, which were assumed to the MACS 
addresses in the progress report. 

Recommendations  

● The fieldwork to avoid the summer period when setting the contract dates. 

● In light of the ongoing sampling decisions that need to be made during 
fieldwork, it would be beneficial to allow for a longer fieldwork period in the 
timetable, especially for those with larger sample sizes or where sample is 
concentrated in certain parts of the country. This will help with fieldwork 
planning as well as subsequent stages of data processing. 

● Build in better visibility of fieldwork progress for interviewers (e.g., a clear 
count of how many addresses they have opened, clear details on each MACS 
chain) in the data collection software to help them manage their assignments. 
The fieldwork progress report should be adapted to flag such issues earlier. 

11.4. Data processing 
Early agreement on the structure of the codebook and the inclusion of the quality flags 
and indicators was beneficial and good practice. Ensuring the scripting was accurate and 
including additional logical checks on respondent answers also helped with the overall 
data processing and quality of the data. Several meetings were held with NSEs during 
the fieldwork to inform them about the various quality flags and expectations.  

Recommendations  

● A dedicated centralised session about the quality flags and responsibilities 
should be held with NSEs prior to fieldwork starting to further help embed this 
knowledge early and to manage this process. 

● Better templates for feedback on the quality flags are needed and automation 
for implementing this for data processing. 

● Automated checks keeping track of MACS implementation should be built in 
already at the scripting stage. 
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11.5. Data weighting 
The weighting process for complex sample designs is also a complex undertaking. It is 
an iterative process, and the contractor and FRA (supported by the experts from the 
University of Sienna) reviewed each step of the weighting and made decisions to ensure 
the most efficient weighting design for the Roma Survey 2024 is achieved. Multiple 
versions of the design weights were calculated in the process, the non-response weight 
was also produced, and various levels of trimming were applied, before the most 
efficient design was selected.  

Recommendations  

● The iterative and collaborative process should be applied. Multiple solutions 
should be tried, and the decisions should be made based on the result of these 
tests, so that the most efficient weighting design is implemented. 

11.6. Quality assurance 
The QAP, along with its detailed risk assessment and monitoring strategies, was vital in 
assessing potential risks and overcoming challenges like obtaining accurate sampling 
frames and meeting deadlines. The experience from Roma Survey 2024 however 
suggests that while detailed quality plans are essential, balancing comprehensiveness 
with practicality can greatly enhance project outcomes.  

Recommendations  

● Develop a simplified QAP that highlights key quality measures, ensuring it is 
adaptable and easy to communicate. 

11.7. Timetable  
The survey was delivered within the contract dates, though adjustments to the amount 
of time required for some activities was needed. For this survey, the start of the work 
necessitated that fieldwork spanned the summer months, which proved problematic for 
some countries due to interviewer availability (Czechia, France, Romania, Spain), 
livelihood patterns of the target audience (France, Ireland) and very hot weather 
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(Hungary) in some places hindering interviewers’ availability to work. It was attempted 
to expedite the preparatory stages of the survey, but the sample design and subsequent 
mapping of sampling frames are complex and time-consuming tasks. These are also 
linked to availability and willingness of Roma experts to assist. To accommodate this and 
prevent further delay to the start of the fieldwork, in Czechia, Greece, Italy, Portugal and 
Romania the mapping of sampling frames was done in phases. This was helpful in terms 
of getting fieldwork started, but it made planning of fieldwork harder as trained 
interviewers then had to wait for assignments while mapping was ongoing.  

An extension to fieldwork was needed, due to the later start and for difficulties 
encountered in the field. While the flexibility around this was appreciated, it did put 
pressure on the subsequent stages of final data processing and quality control. 

Recommendations  

● Timing of the contract start date needs to take into consideration the optimal 
time for fieldwork. 

● Ideally, the mapping should be fully completed before start of fieldwork, and 
the timetable should be designed to accommodate this as far as possible. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1 – Quality assurance plan 

Table 57 – QAP: Project management 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

X.1 Maintaining a high 
level of expertise in 
the team 

Xa. Any team member is replaced by someone with the 
equivalent or greater experience and approved by FRA 

Xb. New team members are provided with a handover note 
and / or briefing from the Project coordinator / Project 
Manager.  

X.2 Complete and 
rigorous documenting 
of all activity 

Xc. Communication protocols agreed with FRA and 
documented in the inception report 

Xd. Contact point always available for FRA 

Xe. Share of weekly updates delivered to FRA and saved on 
the contractor’s network 

Xf. Share of monthly reports delivered to FRA and saved on 
the contractor’s network 

Xg. All action points, decisions and issues documented on a 
weekly and monthly basis 

X.3 Deliverables are 
submitted on time 

Xh. Survey completed within the 15-month timeline provided 
for in the contract 

Xi. Share of deliverables submitted on time 

Xj. Request for extension of activity timeline sent on time, at 
least one week in advance of the initially planned deliver 

Xk. The request for contract extension is sent immediately 
after the need for it is identified 

Xl. Share of shifts in timeline that have been documented and 
agreed with FRA 

Xm. Number of weeks without sufficient staff cover for 
central coordination activities and within Network Partner 
agencies  
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Quality objective Quality indicator 

X.4 Ensure that final 
documents are of the 
highest quality 

Xn. All experts input into relevant documentation  

Xo. Internal reviews and sign offs carried out in accordance 
with the "Preparation, review and sign off process for key 
deliverables" table included in the inception report 

Xp. Share of important documents reviewed and signed off by 
FRA 

X.5 Ensure that data 
protection rules are 
respected 

Xq. Internal and external (FRA) DPOs appointed and consulted 
where required  

Xr. All relevant documents note the legal basis for data 
collection 

Xs. Share of data stored securely on the contractor’s network 

Xt. Data anonymised before it is shared with FRA 

Xy. Data breaches reported to the DPO within 12 hours 

Xz. All data deleted as planned 

Xaa. Share of NSEs who attend briefing, TTT and refresher 
training  

X.6 NSEs adhere to 
quality standards 
when managing the 
project at a country 
level 

Xab. Share of NSEs who are in direct and regular contact with 
the coordination team, at least once a week 

Xac. Share of NSEs who follow the QAP 

Xad. Share of months the NSEs reflect on application of 
quality standards and measures 

Xae. QAP is agreed with FRA at the beginning of the project 

Xaf. Share of quality indicators and targets monitored 
throughout project lifecycle with monthly updates provided 
to FRA  

X.7 Ensure overall 
standards of quality 
on the project 

Xag. Share of risks monitored throughout project lifecycle 
with monthly updates provided to FRA 

Table 58 – QAP: Background research and preparatory work 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

1.1 Collect detailed 
information to inform 
the sampling 

1a. Share of NSEs who attend the project briefing  

1b. Background research templates for collection of sampling 
information provided to NSEs  
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Quality objective Quality indicator 

 1c. Number of sources consulted 

1d. Share of countries that populated all fields that inform 
sampling in the sampling spreadsheet 

1e. Share of countries where a suitable sampling frame is 
identified, including auxiliary data sources that can 
supplement the official data if necessary 

1f. Share of countries where the sampling frame covers at 
least 70 % of the Roma population 

1g. Share of countries where access, timeliness, population 
coverage, and quality of sampling frames discussed in the 
background research report  

1.2 Collect detailed 
information to inform 
the survey design 
 
1.3 Engage with the 
Roma/Traveller 
organisations that can 
support the data 
collection 

1h. Background research templates for collection on non-
sampling information provided to NSEs for data collection and 
reporting 

1i. Number of sources consulted 

Table 59 – QAP: Development of overall sampling and weighting designs 
and country-specific sampling plans 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

2.1 Identify or build a 
suitable sampling 
frame in each country. 

2a. Share of countries where a  sampling frame selected/ 
constructed is suitable for the planned sample design 

2b. Share  of countries with full description on coverage, 
recency, sampling units provided for the selected sampling 
frame(s).  

2c. (Out of countries where PSUs were large geographies) 
share of countries where the data at SSU level are mapped/ 
obtained from CSOs 

2d. Share of countries for which the  information about the 
sampling frame and procedure for obtaining/ constructing it 
are documented 
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Quality objective Quality indicator 

2.2 Sampling plan in 
each country provides 
sufficient and 
accurate details on 
how to implement the 
sampling method. 

2e. Share of countries for which sampling plans provide 
sufficient and accurate details on how to implement sampling 
method 

2f. Share of countries where sampling plan is signed off by 
Senior Survey Expert 

2g. Optimal sample allocation per country confirmed  

2h. Share of countries where the sample is stratified by region 
and urbanisation 

2i .Share of countries where response rate objective is set to 
≥ 50 % 

2j. Share of countries where a suitable screening procedure 
for Roma households has been defined 

2k. Share of countries where a probabilistic sampling design is 
used at all stages of selection 

2l. Procedure to define replacements of unsuccessful PSUs 
defined before the start of fieldwork 

2m. Procedure to define and replace unsuccessful PSUs 
followed 

2.3 The sample 
realisation closely 
monitored, and 
adjustments made 
where the initial 
sample design cannot 
derive the targeted 
sample size. 

2n. Continuous monitoring of the sample realisation 
throughout the fieldwork period. 

2o. Adjustments to the sample designs, which reflect the 
findings from sample realisation monitoring, made in time, 
when necessary 

2p. Sample efficiency loss due to the sample design 
adjustments. 

Table 60 – QAP: Questionnaire finalisation; development of fieldwork 
materials 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

3.1 Questionnaire 
facilitates continuity 
from and 
comparability with 

3a. Roma survey 2021 questionnaire is implemented with only 
minimal/essentials updates 

3b. Share of relevant issues identified and addressed from the 
Roma survey 2021  
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Quality objective Quality indicator 

recent similar surveys 
e.g., Roma survey 
2021, with 
adjustments as 
needed to correct of 
any issues identified 

3c. Changes on questions  recorded. 

3.2 Survey materials 
facilitate continuity 
from and 
comparability with 
recent similar surveys 
e.g., Roma survey 
2021, with 
adjustments as 
needed to correct of 
any issues identified 

3d. Roma survey 2021 information letter, postcard, privacy 
notice implemented with necessary changes 

3.3 Detailed 
instructions 
developed for 
interviewers to 
ensure harmonisation 
and standardisation in 
how the survey is 
implemented to 
minimise “house 
effects”  and address 
potential ethical 
issues associated with 
surveying vulnerable 
groups and sensitive 
subject matter 

3e. Survey specific ECS agreed (encompassing ACS 
requirements) 

3e. Comprehensive training package (based on Roma survey 
2021) updated/developed for NSEs and interviewers. To 
cover: 
- Sampling methodologies 
-Random walk and ACS procedures 
- Use of the ECS 
- Informed consent  
- Persuading respondent to take part 
- Household and respondent selection 
- Questionnaire  
- Cultural issues   
- Quality/consistency checks 
- Fieldwork monitoring (NSEs) 

3f. Share of Interviewer training materials tailored to local 
cultural/ethical issues 

3.4 All necessary 
metadata, paradata 
and sampling data 
collected to assess the 
TSE and linked to the 
survey data via unique 
identifier. 

3k. All necessary variables collected to assess the TSE, 
sampling and weighting approach. 



 199 

 

Table 61 – QAP: Translations of new/revised questionnaire items and 
fieldwork materials, review of the existing translations and verification 
of the final versions of the survey 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

4.1 Enhance 
categorical, 
conceptual and 
functional 
equivalence in all 
translated or adapted 
versions 

4a. Share of translated questionnaires that use translations 
from Roma survey 2021  

4b. BG and FR questionnaire translations based on EU-MIDIS 
II/R&T 2019 respectively 

4.2 Translate all new 
or amended questions 
and fieldwork 
materials accurately 
and consistently 
following best 
practice procedures 
and providing 
comprehensive 
training. 
 
4.3 Ensure cultural 
sensitivity and 
appropriateness, 
taking into 
consideration the 
specificities of the 
target group 

4c. Share of linguists who receive training and briefing notes 
on relevant translation tasks 

4d. Proportion of qualified linguists involved in the 
questionnaire translation process 

4e. Number of TRAPD stages that are not completed for the  
translation of new questionnaire items 

4f. Number of survey materials (not questionnaire) where a 
single translation and independent proof-read approach is not 
adopted for updates/translation (BG)  

4g. % of amendments suggested by FRA that are not 
implemented 

4h. Share of countries for which systematic documentation in 
English is provided about the review/adjudication process and 
results 

4i. Translation report provided which includes all information 
on each step of the translation 

4.4 Translations fully 
tested before the 
mainstage 

4j. Proportion of translated materials that are tested in the 
pilot 

Table 62 – QAP: Development of survey tools 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

5.1 Develop a high-
quality instrument 
that captures the data 

5a. Number of amendments to the source questionnaire/ECS 
following sign-off 

5b. Questionnaire/ECS scripted centrally for all countries 
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Quality objective Quality indicator 

that it is intended to 
be captured 
 
5.2 Ensure the 
consistency, accuracy 
and comparability of 
data collection 
between countries 

5c. Hard consistency rules are identified and programmed into 
the script 

5d. Soft consistency rules are identified and integrated into 
the script 

5e. Scripted questionnaire/ECS manually tested by CCT 

5f. Scripted questionnaire tested with dummy data 

5g. Share of local scripts tested/signed off by NSESs 

5h. Log shared and maintained through checking script 
checking 

5.3 Survey tools 
improved on the basis 
of piloting 

5i. Share of local scripts tested in pilot 

Table 63 – QAP: Interviewer recruitment and selection 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

6.1 Select and/or 
recruit the most 
experienced (and 
suitable) interviewers 
in each country to 
facilitate successful 
data collection. 

6a. Share of existing interviewers who meet the following 
requirements: 
- have at least 3 months active interviewing experience;  
- have experience in conducting interviews using CAPI  
- have experience in conducting surveys with Roma/ethnic 
minority groups; 
- are fluent in the national language(s) of the survey country; 
- have strong computer skills, as well as conversational and 
organisational skills. 

6b. Number of interviewers with the same background as the 
target group 

6c. Share of new (peer) interviewers who received basic 
interviewer training 

6.2 Maintain 
sufficient pool of 
interviewers to 
complete fieldwork 
on time 

6d. Number of interviewers who quit the project and are not 
replaced 

6.3 Apply good 
practices and lessons 

6e. Share of peer interviewing, interviewer matching, paired 
interviewing  
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learnt in interviewing 
persons with a Roma 
background 

6f. Number of mediators recruited to support data collection 

Table 64 – QAP: Pilot and pilot report  

Quality objective Quality indicator 

7.1 Carry out an 
effective pilot in all 
countries to 
determine the 
adequacy and 
feasibility of sampling 
and survey 
approaches and 
including survey tools 
and fieldwork 
procedures. 

7a. Number of countries where pilot sample designs do not 
mirror planned mainstage approach  

7b. Share of countries that conduct at least 20 pilot interviews 

7c. Number of pilot interviews where full contact procedure 
not followed 

7.2 Deliver an 
actionable pilot report 
summarising findings 
from pilot and 
providing 
recommendations for 
main stage fieldwork. 

7d. Interview feedback and pilot report templates circulated 
to all countries 

7d. Share of countries that return fully completed country 
specific report in the template provided  

7e. Structure and content of pilot report addresses 
requirements as specified in the tender.  

7f. Number of recommendations that are not implemented 
for the mainstage  

Table 65 – QAP: Interviewer training 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

8.1 Provide a uniform 
and detailed 
interviewer training 
package covering 
every aspect of the 
survey and fieldwork 
procedures for data 
collection to enhance 
consistency in the 
data collected across 

8a. Share of NSEs fully trained to deliver interviewer 
training/attend the TTT session  

8b. Share of interviewers fully briefed in advance of mainstage 
fieldwork, to include session on cultural sensitivity and also 
sampling 

8c. Share of countries that use standardised training 
manual/briefing slides 

8d. Share of training sessions that include role plays for ECS 
and questionnaire completion 
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countries, including a 
commitment to a 
minimum two full 
days of training 
shortly before start of 
fieldwork and 
completion of mock 
interviews. 

8e. Share of training sessions that have cultural session 
delivered by Roma organisation 

8f. Share of interviewers who start fieldwork within 14 days of 
being briefed 

8g. Number of countries where one training session was 
observed by a member of the CCT 

8h. Interview training report delivered to FRA 

Table 66 – QAP: Full-scale data collection 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

9.1 Conduct 
consistent and 
accurate data 
collection.  
 
9.2 Ensure the 
consistency, accuracy 
and comparability of 
data collection 
between countries.  
 
9.3 Adherence to 
agreed fieldwork 
procedures 
 
9.4 Quality of the 
fieldwork continually 
monitored 
throughout fieldwork 
 
9.5 Rigorous 
documentation of 
progress and quality 
throughout fieldwork 

9a. Share of interviews conducted face-to-face 

9b. Share of interviews conducted using CAPI 

9c. Share of interviewers using information letter and 
postcard 

9d. Number of interviewers who exceed 5% of total sample 
size per country 

9e. Share of countries that do not meet agreed sample size 

9f. Share of addresses where call patterns did not adhere 
to/non-contact recorded before 3 visits completed 

9g. Share of respondents who self-identify as Roma 

9h. Share of respondents who provide informed consent 

9i. Admissible INR per question 

9j. Admissible INR case 

9k. Response rate met for each country 

9l. Share of interviewers who upload data daily 

9m. Sample realisation monitored on weekly basis 

9n. Key metrics included in daily progress report covering 
overall f/w progress, sample coverage, interim outcomes, 
quality control measures (see proposal section 3.10.10 for 
details) 
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9o. Key metrics included in weekly progress reports: Overall 
f/w progress, sample profile, PSU information, Interviewer 
information, Back checks (see proposal section 3.10.10 for 
details) 

9p. Share of quality concerns based on fieldwork progress 
reports/data checks discussed with NSEs 

9q. 100% of start points checked (that starting point assigned 
by CCT was adhered to) 

9r. 10% checks on the random walks by countries 

9s. Age and gender of selected household member checked 
against age and gender of respondent (to confirm selected 
respondent interviewed - all cases 

9t. % of interviewers backchecked by fieldwork agency  

9u. Share of interviews back checked 

9v. Share of weeks NSE provides fieldwork progress updates 

9w. Number of weeks when fieldwork updates not provided / 
discussed with FRA 

9x. Number of countries fieldwork observed by CCT 

9.6 Complete 
fieldwork on time 9y. Fieldwork extension required 

Table 67 – QAP: Data coding, entry and processing 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

10.1 Achieve 
consistency and 
accuracy in data files 
per country and 
overall, by following 
logic and plausibility 
checks 
 
10.2 Data editing and 
cleaning fully 
documented 

10a. Codebook for questionnaire and ECS data agreed in 
advance of pilot fieldwork 

10b: Checks to be performed on data agreed in advance of 
pilot fieldwork (and detailed in codebook) 

10c. Main questionnaire data delivered in SPSS aligned with 
codebook 

10d. ECS/PSU data delivered in SPSS aligned with codebook 

10e.Centralised data checks conducted for each interim and 
final data file (see section 3.11 of technical proposal for details 
on checks to be conducted) 

10f. Share of cases failing plausibility checks 
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10g. Proportion of cases that fail checks that are investigated  

10h. Number of cases that included in final data that still fail 
plausibility checks after investigation (e.g., INR greater than 
50%, interview too short) 

10i. . Number of errors detected in interim file that are not 
rectified in final file  

10j. Share of cases with unique identified linking datafiles 

10k. Share of substantive variables included in the dataset 

10l. Share of relevant contact sheet variables includes in the 
dataset 

10m. Share of stratification variables included in the dataset 

10n. Checking log maintained throughout data processing 

10o. Checking syntax provided 

10p. Data processing and editing actions documented in 
technical report 

10.3 Data 
anonymised, stored 
and transferred in 
accordance with 
GDPR requirements 

10q. Data manager has attended the latest (internal) GDPR 
training on data transfer and storage 

10r. Number of data files transferred without using Ipsos 
transfer 

10s. Share of data anonymised 

10.4 Data retention 
period observed, and 
all personal data 
deleted in line with 
GDPR requirements 

10t. Personal data deleted at correct time.  

10u. Blanco software used to delete personal data securely  

Table 68 – QAP: Weighting 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

11.1 A suitable 
weighting approach 
applied in each 
country 

11a. Weighting approach developed which includes all 
necessary dimensions - design weights, non-response/post-
stratification weights (where information available).  

11b. Weighting approach signed off by the senior sampling  
and weighting expert. 



 205 

 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

11c. Weighting strategy includes references to academic 
literature and technical reports of acknowledged international 
surveys, demonstrating that the selection of weighting 
variables and procedures takes common practice of weighting 
in international surveys into account 

11d. Share of countries for which all suitable weighting steps 
are applied 

11e. Share of countries where the design weight is calculated 
in accordance with the sampling design 

11.2 The weighting 
approach meets 
quality standards 

11f. Share of countries where appropriate balance met 
between correcting bias and maximising sample efficiency  

11.3 Weighting 
variables provided in 
the dataset, and 
procedures described 
in the technical report 

11g. Assess impact (or lack) of weighting to adjust for bias in 
key results and its implications  

11h. Procedure for constructing design weights included in 
the technical report 

11i. Design weight included in dataset 

11j. Non-response weight included in dataset 

11k. Procedure for constructing post-stratification weights 
mentioned in the technical report 

11l. Post-stratification weight included in dataset 

11m. Weight trimming follows the weighting strategy and is 
fully documented and replicable 

11n. Trimmed and untrimmed weights are included in the 
dataset 

11o. Trimming cut-off points and number of trimmed cases for 
each country are included in the technical report 

Table 69 – QAP: Calculation of selected indicators and tabulation of 
results 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

12.1 Provide accurate, 
clearly labelled tables 

12a. Specification provided on time 

12b. Specification is clear, with no ambiguities 
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presenting the results 
for carefully selected 
indicators as well as 
short informative 
description of 
calculation procedure 

12c. Number of errors detected in interim draft of indicators 
that are not rectified in final version 

12.2 Tables can be 
easily replicated and 
produce the same 
results 

12d. SPSS syntax used is based on Roma survey 2021 
(provided by FRA) 

Table 70 – QAP: Delivery of final technical and quality report 

Quality objective Quality indicator 

Z.1 The technical and 
quality report 
provides a detailed 
account of the 
implementation of 
the survey. 

Za. Structure and draft content of final report agreed well in 
advance of the first draft. 

Z.2 The report makes 
a thorough 
assessment of quality 

Zb. A chapter on the implementation / monitoring and 
outcomes of the Quality Assurance Plan included 

Zc. Assessment of the TSE, assessment of the internal and 
external coherence and comparability, Assessment of the bias 
include 

Zd. Chapter included which addresses biases in the achieved 
unweighted samples for each target group and count 
Metadata and paradata to be reviewed as part of overall 
quality assessment 

Z.3 
Recommendations for 
future research on the 
target population are 
included 

Ze. Each section of the report includes a sub-section on 
recommendations for future waves of the survey  

Z.4 Report includes 
detailed feedback at 
the country level 

Zf. Information on each country provided following the same 
template. 

Z.5 Report delivered 
on schedule Zg. Technical report deliverer on time 
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