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At the April 2017 UNECE CES Expert Meeting on Stas for the Sustainable Development Go

als,

countries, custodian agencies and the United Natitatistics Division (UNSD) agreed to examjine

more closely extant and emerging data flows forvjaliog statistics on global SDG indicators a

hd

thereby better understand and support coordinatenmong main actors across national and
international statistical systems. Accordingly, tBeering Group established a task team to design,

implement, and analyse results from an observatienaly of data flows for a subset of global S
indicators.

DG

Volunteers from countries, custodian agencies, BiNSD were asked to describe their currént

practices in SDG monitoring. These actual expeesnwere examined to identify best practices
recommendations for practical solutions to commballenges. The overarching question pose

and
d is

“What information is needed to be able to complater assigned task regarding the SDGs glgbal

indicator reporting?
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I. PURPOSE, APPROACH, AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. Monitoring progress of the Sustainable Developméals requires unprecedented
collaboration and coordination across the inteamat statistical system. The scope of Agenda 2030,
the inclusion of all UN member countries in its Igpand reporting requirements at both global and
national levels call for a deeper understandingx$ting and emerging data flows between national
and international data providers to enable acctlmtannual reporting of progress to the UN General
Assembly and the High Level Political Forum (HLPFhrough initial consultations among main
actors, it became clear that navigating the coatain necessary would benefit from a closer look.

2. In response, a pilot was undertaken to test intijgeat¢he data flows for providing data on
global SDG indicators. The aim of the pilot is tilect experiences so that the data provision cbald
done in a transparent and efficient way, and torinfthe deliberations of the IAEG-SDGs charged by
the UN Statistical Commission in 2017 with devetapiguidelines on SDG data flows. This report
describes the design, implementation, and findivfgthe pilot study, including practical suggestions
for facilitating data flows based on the observaifound.

A. Background

1. The 2030 Agenda calls for UN Member States and ghaies to examine and strengthen the
timeliness, accuracy, transparency and coordinatfotheir existing statistical reporting processes.
This need was recognized at the"4®ssion of the UN Statistical Commission (Marci 20 and
reflected in a resolution to ECOSOC which requeshedSecretary General to continue to facilitate
collaboration between national statistical systeamsl the relevant international and regional
organizations to enhance data reporting channeleasure the harmonization and consistency of data
and statistics for the indicators used to followamal review the SDGs and target.

2. The same resolution also urged international omgdiains to base the global SDG follow-up
and review on data produced by national statissgatems. If specific country data are not avadabl
for reliable estimation, international organizas@hould consult with concerned countries to preduc
and validate modeled estimates, before publicatiGommunication and coordination among
international organizations should be enhancedséadaduplicate reports, ensure consistency of data
and reduce response burden on countries. Furtiternational organizations should make public the
methodologies used to harmonize country data fi@rmational comparability and produce estimates
through transparent mechanisms.

3. Therefore, a continuous and transparent dialogtigirweountries, among agencies, between
countries and agencies is highlighted as key. Comization and sharing of information are essential
to build trust and ensure effective working relasibips between national statistical systems and
international organizations.

4. UNSC called for the Inter-Agency Expert Group f@& indicators (IAEG-SDGS) to prepare
guidance on SDG data flows between countries, dismtoagencies and UNSD, and to present that
guidance at the 49UN Statistical Commission Meeting (March 2018). tAe March 2017 IAEG-
SDGs meeting, initial preparations to develop détav guidance were discussed. The meeting
welcomed a pilot study to examine the steps invbled the needs of reporting countries, custodian
agencies and UNSD, and to inform the work of thEGASDGSs in preparing its guidance.

5. At the April 2017 UNECE Expert Meeting on SDGs, woties, custodian agencies, and
UNSD presented and discussed the challenges amdtoppies of managing data flows for the SDGs.
It was agreed that a pilot study of such data floveaild be of interest of CES members. It was
decided to undertake such a pilot in Summer 201thabothe resulting analysis would be most useful
to the IAEG-SDGs when developing their guidancen€e and Turkey agreed to design and co-chair
this pilot.



6. The Steering Group is aware that a similar exerois@iloting and documenting data flows
was conducted by the IAEG-SD&3he two exercises are complementary and aim twrnmffuture
work of both the Steering Group and the IAEG-SD@Gs#tthg group on Guidelines on data flows.

B. Objectives

7. The objective of the pilot is to describe the eigrases, needs, and resources of the main
actors involved in producing global SDG statistios the purposes of follow-up and review by the

HLPF. The input of the pilot study would be tranged to the IAEG-SDG to be discussed during its
November 2017 meeting to inform its deliberation ddta flow guidance and, subsequently,

considered during the December 2017 UNECE CESiStg&roup Meeting.

8. The number of participants in the pilot was limifgarposefully in order to manage the level
of effort within the time frame provided. The paipiating countries and organizations were selected
with the goal of representing the diversity of megional arrangements, considering the degree of
statistical system centralization, lead of NSO atiamal SDG data provision or elaboration role, and
represent different regions.

9. It was also agreed that pilot participants shontdude the main actors in the SDG data flow
process: UN member countries (in this case, CESbaes)y custodian agencies (particularly those
already reporting Tier 1 indicators at the gloleaidl), and UNSD. Volunteers were selected from
Steering Group member countries; custodian agemaes invited to participate based on the
indicators selected for the pilot. Participatingictries were: France, Russian Federation, Turkey,
United States, and United Kingdom. Participatingregges were: FAO, IMF, OECD, UNEP, and
UNODC.? Participants were invited to join the observatl@tady (described in Chapter 2) and the
self-analysis (described in Chapter 3), as thefepred (as noted).

10. In reviewing this report, is important to note tliatvas expected that national and global
statistics will often differ, as global statistiese the result of aggregation and harmonizatiorn fo
comparabilty across nations. Differences betwedioma and global estimates may also differ due to
differenes in metadata, such as the target populathe data source/instrument, and the calculation
process. The intent of the pilot’s review betweatianal and global statistics, then, was not taiens
that such statistics were exactly the same. Rathevas to ensure that differences observed are
understood and accepted by both countries anddiastagencies. Therefore, the pilot's focus was to
understand and thereby identify ways tobetter sumggtective communication of data flows.

C. Scope

11. To describe these experiences and needs, a smaflglebal SDG indicators was selected to
represent the different statistical domains (ecdopsocial, and environment). In addition, indiaato
were selected to include both statistical indica@mmd non-statistical indicators; and among stegist
indicators, indicators produced by NSOs, indicatasproduced by NSOs, and indicators intended to
follow-up on national strategies. See Table 1.1.

12. Countries participating in the pilot were requestedprovide national statistics for these
indicators to the custodian agencies listed ab@ueguthe process they had planned. (As this was an
observational study of current practices, a prosedor data flows was not suggested to pilot

https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/meetings/iaeg-sdgsinge@6/ and then select “Document” and then select “IAEG
case studies or data flows for selected indicatorshapter “Background documents”. These caseietpds
requested by IAEG-SDGs, have been prepared bynatienal/custodian agencies with countries on 7
representative global SDG indicator.

2 UNSD, ILO, UNESCO-UIS were not participants to tphidlot as they pull their data from intermediary
international bases. As for WHO, the agency seiitasrcomments to explain these indicators areragmore
wider data collection and validation process foe #World Health Statistics reports. Moreover, a ddt
information is available on WHO website.




participants.) The custodian agencies for thesécatats were requested to review the national
statistics received, harmonize them for global carigon, and request verification of the harmonized
statistics from reporting countries. Custodian agEnwould then report the harmonized statistics to
UNSD for the global indicator database accordingxisting practice, where they would subsequently
be used in preparation of the annual progress réptne UN General Assembly. See Table 1. 2.

Table 1.1 List of Indicators and Agencies Selectddr the Pilot Study

Indicator Custodian | Statistical | Domain
Agency Indicator?

A. Pilot will examine data flow between countriea@custodian agencies

2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inggdénithe FAO Yes Health
population, based on the Food Insecurity ExperiSuade (FIES)

4.b.1Volume of official development assistance flawscholarships | OECD No Governance
by sector and type of study

12.4.1 Number of parties to international multitateenvironmental UNEP No Environment
agreements on hazardous waste, and other chernfiaimeet their
commitments and obligations in transmitting infotima as required
by each relevant agreement

15.1.1 Forest area as a proportion of total laed ar FAO Yes Environmen

16.1.1 Number of victims of intentional homicider 3€0,000 UNODC Yes Social
population, by sex and age

17.1.2 Proportion of domestic budget funded by daiméaxes IMF Yes Economic

B. Pilot will analyse transmission from country totermediary (e.g., Eurostat)

8.1.1 Annual growth rate of real GDP per capita ONS | Yes Economic

8.6.1 Proportion of youth (aged 15-24 years) naduocation, ILO Yes Education

employment or training

9.5.1 Research and development expenditure agpaniom of GDP | UNESCO- | Yes Economic
uls

C. Pilot will assess countries’ perspectives onidation processes

3.1.1 Maternal mortality ratio WHO Yes Health
3.6.1 Death rate due to road traffic injuries WHO esY Health
13. Participant countries were free to select from lisighe indicators they would like to pilot.

Countries were encouraged to pilot as many indisae possible (ideally all 11 indicators from the
above list).

D. Method

14. The pilot is an observational study of participgticountries and custodian agencies actual
experiences using their planned monitoring proces$be overarching question asked is: “What
information is needed to be able to complete yasigned task regarding the SDG global indicator
reporting?” It is expected that there may be chaks to an orderly and robust data flow; the intént
the pilot is to record experiences and identifyth@sctices rather than anticipate a single, best
approach.



15.

To assist participants’ responses, guidelines artdnglate questionnaire were provided.

Countries were asked to record experiences at eath flow stage: initial reporting, receipt,

harmonization, verification and delivery of theimstte for the global SDG indicator. Countries and
custodian agencies were also asked for their apeedtexperiences, issues identified and solutions
found.

16.

Information collection occurred between August-®eto2017. Table 1.2 presents the initial
schedule. Delays are attributed to coordinatiornilie UNSD data flow pilot, which had not been

expected but was much welcomed.

Table 1.2 Initial Schedule for UNECE CES Data FlowPilot

Step | Details Observations Deadline
Establish focal points for the pilot in coutnrigglacustodian agencies 12 July
Co-chairs preapre templates for recording 14 July
Contact information and schedules
Operations of data flows and transations
Self-anlaysis from each participant (what did/dat work)
Launch of pilot study 4 August
NSOs produce data on the selected indicatorsjr@cqqUNSOs and custodian August/
them from the agencies producing them, or verify | agencies exchange data on September
data in global SDG database if already posted. the select indicators and
i i i record their approach and
Countries send data to the contacts in custodian | experiences. Recording
agencies or inform them that data are available on should be done on the
NRPs (if not already posted on global SDG databasg@implate provided by the
Countries validate data in global SDG database (if pilot co-chairs. There are
two templates—contact

already posted) . . :
information and operations

Custodian agencies check the data and, if needed, and self-anlaysis—for

adjust for international comparability countries and agencies,
separately.

Custodian agencies send back the adjusted d#te tp

NSOs Countries and agencies send

Communications between country (NSO or data templates as the_y_ are

. o . . completed to facilitate

provider) on validation the data, including further Ivsis. Anticioated dat

clarification of the data provider (where the cukam analysis. An |cr|1pa_e a ad

agency obtained the data if not the NSO) provision mechanisms an
schedules from both

Final validation of data by the country (NSO dneat | countries and agencies are

producer) provided and circulated
among pilot participants.

Custodian agencies send data to UNSD to be indlide

in the global SDG database

Co-chairs prepare draft paper of the pilot design 29 August

Co-chairs prepare draft paper of data collectich amalysis

20 September

Co-chairs circulate draft paper of main outcomet wilot members

29 September

Co-chairs draft recommendations to IAEG-SDG

29 September

Co-chairs finalize documents

4 QOctober

Co-chairs submit draft report to CES Steering Grimupeview

14 October




UNECE CES Steering Group delivers report to IAEGESD 28 October

E. Results

17. The questionnaire responses were evaluated asilmEban Table 1.3, below. Common
challenges and potential solutions (often offereg filot participants) were identified for
consideration.

18. Chapters 2 and 3 document the experience and péedsh of the main actors in the data
flow process. Early drafts of this report were slawith the IAEG-SDG for their consideration in
developing SDG data flow guidance in November 2@&Uhsequently, the draft results from this pilot
and the complementary pilot engaged by the UNSDpleal by the recommendations of the IAEG-
SDG (see Chapter 4), are considered in the coaféke UNECE CES as presented in Chapter 5.

Table 1.3 Evaluation Approach

Aspect Scope of Evaluation

Timeliness Reporting and production times

Adherence to Concordance with global methodological standardksaailability of metadata
standards

Transparency Verification process and resolution of discrepasiciéow transparent and accessible are

the methods of adjustments and estimations; traespamechanisms of communication

Collaboration, Who are the involved players at all levels: thearal level between the national
partnership and system, regional level, and the international syste

coordination

Overall process Clarify needs for each actor and identify posshi#et practices

Communication, Best practices in countries-agencies communicatahtransmission of data (NRP, data

effective working flows, SDMX data flows, others)
relationships

19. The draft results were shared with the pilot pgréints and the UNECE CES SDG Steering
Group for comment prior to presentation at the IAEBG meeting in November 2017. An updated
draft was circulated prior to the UNECE CES SDG tingein December 2017; a final draft is
expected before March 2017.

F. Limitations

20. To complete an informative data flow pilot withihet available timeframe, the design was

limited in scope to only a few actors and only & f&f all available SDGs indicators. Furthermore,

some inconsistencies uncovered between nationalabftatistics and globally published data were

unresolved; therefore, some necessary discussiohsw to eliminate these inconsistencies were not
initiated.

21. A first limitation is that selected countries have, many ways similar, data production
processes. Therefore, the pilot results do notritescircumstances for countries where variations i
the process (e.g., diverse data sources) can #ffectata flows and the comparability of data.th#
countries involved in the pilot study, except Rarsiederation, are members of the OECD. Three of
them participate in Eurostat data collection, aaptimdicator of strong similarities across national
statistical systems. They all have a rather madtatistical system and less need of capacity mgldi
than in other parts of the world.



22. A second limitation of the pilot resulted from tbelection of indicators, which included only
Tier 1 indicators (except one in Tier 2). These lddae most likely subject to near term official @at
transmission of national statistical authoritiegtéflows for Tier 1 indicators describe a “besteca
scenario” because the tier designation indicates itidicator is conceptually clear, has an
internationally established methodology and stasglamnd is produced regularly for at least 50
percent of countries and of the population in evegion where the indicator is relevant.

23. A third limitation is that the inconsistencies oh&zl for some specific indicators could not be
resolved because of lack of time or confirmed fooaints (i.e., 3.1.1, 3.6.1, 8.1.1, 8.6.1, 9.5.1).
Further discussion is needed to resolve incongisenand establish strong data transmission
relationships.

24, This pilot study should be viewed a first step dentify challenges and to make practical
suggestions to improve the efficiency and consisterf data flows. The results of pilot study should
be reviewed further to resolve discrepancies beatweational and global data and to work on
indicators recently re-classified as Tier 1. Despitese challenges, we are encouraged by the very
supportive discussions we have observed throughpitat, and recognize a strongly felt commitment
to robust data flow relationships for successfabgl reporting on the SDGs.
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II. SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS

26. The pilot comprised two parts. The first pertainediata flow observations from the point of
view of countries and custodian agencies, respagtiwvhich is presented here. Both general
observations and indicator-specific experiencesewacorded by participants. Participants were
invited to describe contact focal points; curresacflows, if any; national and global data avaligh

and consistency/comparability across national dotad metadata and data. The second part of the
pilot comprised self-analysis by countries and adisin agencies, which is presented in Chapter 3.

27. In reviewing Chapters 2 and 3, it is important tenthat it was expected that national and
global statistics will often differ, as global ssiits are the result of aggregation and harmoioz&dor
comparabilty across nations. Differences betwedioma and global estimates may also differ due to
differenes in metadata, such as the target populathe data source/instrument, and the calculation
process. The intent of the pilot’s review betweatianal and global statistics, then, was not taiens
that such statistics were exactly the same. Rathevas to ensure that differences observed are
understood and accepted by both countries anddiastagencies. Therefore, the pilot's focus was to
understand and thereby identify ways to better supdfective communication of data flows.

A. Approach

28. This chapter provides a general overview of daiev fbbservations organized by observation
theme. Recommendations are noted throughout. Alettanalysis of observations from countries
and custodian agencies, which is organized by atdicis presented in Annex 2.

B. Participants

29. Pilot study participants could choose to parti@pat either the data flow observation or the
self-analysis, or both components. Countries piagidspecific information on the data flows
component included France, Russian Federation, ejurkinited Kingdom and USA. Agencies
providing specific information on data flows inckal FAO, OECD, IMF, UNODC, and UNEPAs
Table 2.1 describes, participants could also chdoseport their observations on all 11 indicators
selected for the pilot, or a subset.

Table 2.1. Participation in Data Flows Component, ¥ Indicator

Indicator
c
c 2 £ 3
>
Q | 8 8 XN 59| 5. 80O
e nol 2l o8l g <
c 0w o re = c = "r‘u " o
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A. Examination of data flow between countries andstodian agencies
2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inggénrthe X X X
population, based on the Food Insecurity ExperiGede (FIES)
4.b.1Volume of official development assistance fliow NC | NC | X | NC NC
scholarships by sector and type of study
12.4.1 Number of parties to international multitateenvironmental X X X X
agreements on hazardous waste, and other cheitfiaaiseet their
commitments and obligations in transmitting infotioa as

3 WHO doesn't answer the Pilot study’s questionnhiretransmitted written comments and links towaasr
website to provide clarification to countries oatipilot. As for IUCN? Information was shared withe
country of that pilot in the framework of the IAEEDGs data flow pilot.



Table 2.1. Participation in Data Flows Component, ¥ Indicator

Indicator
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required by each relevant agreement
15.1.1 Forest area as a proportion of total laed ar X X X X
16.1.1 Number of victims of intentional homicider 460,000 X X X X
population, by sex and age
17.1.2 Proportion of domestic budget funded by dcsiinéaxes X X X X X*
B. Analysis of transmission from country to interrdery (e.g., Eurostat)
8.1.1 Annual growth rate of real GDP per capita X X | X X NA
8.6.1 Proportion of youth (aged 15-24 years) nadaocation, X X X X NA
employment or training
9.5.1 Research and development expenditure agpanian of X X X X NA
GDP
C. Aseessment of countries’ perspectives on vai@aprocesses
3.1.1 Maternal mortality ratio X X X X NA
3.6.1 Death rate due to road traffic injuries X X X X NA

NOTE: NA: Not applicable. NC: Not concerned. *: Pided for one country.

C. General analysis

30. Among the global indicators selected for the pgaidy, national statistics for participating
countries were available in the SDG global datalbested by UNSD, with the exception of 17.1.2.
This finding was anticipated as all pilot studyigadors were selected from the “tier 1" designation
(with the exception of 17.1.2), and therefore wdogdmore likely to be readily produced compared to
indicators designated as “tier 2" or “tier 3.”

31. However, participating countries reported that ptathe launch of the pilot study, they had
received no specific request from custodian agsrfoietransmitting their national data or metadata,
nor any such request or notification for validation publication of globally haromonized data.
Further, several countries and agencies noted s&xjte clarification of both global and nationaita
and metadata. In this way, the pilot study providedadditional venue for countries and agencies
involved to communicate effectively and resolve c#jpe issues together in practical ways. Their
experiences have been generalized in the recomitiemslgoresented here to thereby improve the

overall process.

1. Role of NSO and points of contact

32. An important step in understanding data flows isitderstand communication flows. As we
learned when preparing the UNECE CES Roadmap otist@ts for SDGs, the role of NSOs in
coordinating and providing national statistics 8Gs varies within the UNECE region. Accordingly,
it was necessary the role of participating NSOshwigard to data flows between countries and
agencies. Second, it was necessary to identifgdbatry and custodian agency focal points for each
indicator included in the pilot study (from the ggective of both countries and custodian agencies).



33. The role of the NSO in coordinating national datewls for SDGs varies, as does their
familiarity with extant national data flows to codian agenciesOverall, most countries participating
in the pilot reported that their NSO coordinatesadaansmission and validation for all global SDG
indicators. However, this varies. For example, Bhessian Federation reported that its NSO will
calculate and transmit data only for those SDGcattairs within its competence.

34. Even among countries where the NSO coordinatesriresion and validation of data for
SDGs, the country focal points for particular iredars may be employed by offices outside of the
NSO or national (principal) statistical agenciesere for statistical indicators. For example, the
country focal point for official statistics for ifghtor 16.1.1 (homicide) is outside of the NSO in
France, USA, and Russian Federation. Additionahg, country focal point for official statistics for
15.1.1 (forest area) and 3.6.1 (road traffic deatheutside of the NSO in France.

35. The national SDG coordinator often does not choagimnal focal points for SDG indicators.
Instead, these decisions are made outside of fheiriew as a matter of ministerial, rather than
statisical, policy. In fact, a given SDGs indicatdten is one of several indicators for which st#ts
are transmitted routinely to agencies on a givemth (e.g., road accidents, forest).

36. In some cases, custodian agencies did not provaietey focal points, but for different
reasons Among the indicators selected for examinatiomatf flows in this pilot, custodian agencies
were able to provide agency points of contact incakes. However, custodian agencies did not
provide country focal points for several of theigadors under this reviéwIn one case, this is
because only one country in the pilot providedigias for this indicator (2.1.2). In another case,
statistics were transmitted to UNSD according teeti-established procedure (4.b.1, 12.4.1).

37. When country focal points were identified by cusandagencies, they were often out of date
(including retirement) This may be a worst case scenario, in that teeodian agency believes that it
is communicating effectively and mistakenly beligtkat the country is not responsive due either to
passive agreement or disinterest. There is a stamagimmediate need to update this information
through an easily managed process.

Table 2.2 Focal Points Provided by Custodian Agenes, By Indicator

Indicator Custodian Custodian Agency
Agency Identified...
Agency | Country
Focal Focal
Paint Point
A. Examination of data flow between countries andstodian agencies
2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inggénrthe population, | FAO X X*
based on the Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES
4.b.1Volume of official development assistance flawscholarships by | OECD X
sector and type of study
12.4.1 Number of parties to international multitateenvironmental UNEP X
agreements on hazardous waste, and other chernfiaimeet their
commitments and obligations in transmitting infotioa as required by
each relevant agreement
15.1.1 Forest area as a proportion of total laed ar FAO X X
16.1.1 Number of victims of intentional homicider 4©0,000 UNODC X X
population, by sex and age

4 The custdian agency confirms that all the focah{soare available online
5 In the case of 12.4.1, the Custodian agency exphare is an established official procedure of imaiing
focal points (through the Ministry of Foreigh Afffg), so it is the responsibility of the memberestab update

their contacts. The custodian agency cant do thiehrto improve it.




Table 2.2 Focal Points Provided by Custodian Agenes, By Indicator

Indicator Custodian Custodian Agency
Agency Identified...
Agency | Country
Focal Focal
Point Point
17.1.2 Proportion of domestic budget funded by daiméaxes IMF X X

B. Analysis of transmission from country to interrdary (e.g., Eurostat

8.1.1 Annual growth rate of real GDP per capita

8.6.1 Proportion of youth (aged 15-24 years) naduocation,
employment or training

9.5.1 Research and development expenditure aganiem of GDP

C. Aseessment of countries’ perspectives on vai@aprocesses

3.1.1 Maternal mortality ratio

3.6.1 Death rate due to road traffic injuries

NOTE: * For one country only (USA). Other countriaghe pilot do not produce these data.

38. In sum, the SDG data flow does not begin “from wdrA but it does require broader
coordination at the national and international levArrangements for SDG data flows should be
made at the country level in a way that aligns wakional governance and established data flows.
However, even where established processes arage that can be repurposed and extended to
support SDG monitoring, these arrangements caretaken fully into account if the entities
coordinating SDG monitoring at the national lewe aot aware of them. NSOs need assistance to
become aware of these data flows, particularlydtibat have not traditionally engaged the NSO, so
that national level coordination can occur. Thif§ mquire patience and education from custodian
agencies.

39. There are several ways in which an NSO can bermédrabout existing and emerging data
flows relevant to SDG monitoring. The NSO could dr@e the new country focal point for a given
indicator, or may be added to communications aslegtéor a new or an existing data transmission.
The exact method used should be discussed andedesita case-by-case basis, in consultation with
the custodian agency.

40. Regardless of its form, it seems important for antky focal point to be identified for each
indicator, even if that focal point is the overd5O coordinator for SDGs. At minimum, NSOs need
to be aware of existing data flows that relate @RGSmonitoring to coordinate effectively. Even
existing data flows used for the additional purpoéhe SDGs may benefit from a careful metadata
review. Further, establishing a country focal pairgty be important even when data are not produced
yet by the country, as this would aid preparatimnsioing so. This approach is consistent with UNSC
48/10/1, which provides that data reporting may edrom non-official sources (with the consent of
the country).

2. Data reporting mechanisms

41. A second objective of the pilot was to better ustierd NSOs’ planned data transmission and
dissemination approaches for SDG indicators. ltinportant to emphasize that the countries
participating in the data flow pilot are not regmetative of all UNECE CES country experiences and
realities; they were selected based on self-nomimat herefore, their processes for SDG data flows
may be more similar (perhaps more mature) thangssms in place among countries that did not
volunteer for the pilot. Nonetheless, among pilttigipants, we observed a range of plans at difder
levels of maturation. The type of indicator andsérg data flow arrangements also influenced the
planned data reporting process.
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42. Data transmission and/or dissemination plans areefteping.At the time of the pilot, the US
was using a national reporting platform for datasmission purposes (for global monitoring) and for
data dissemination purposes (for public commurocaand accountability). For the UK, an SDGs
databasewith time series, metadata and link towards ma@nemic analysis of data was already
available. However, currently, this NRP is planmedly for data dissemination purposes; a decision
was not yet made regarding using the NRP for deaiasinission purposes. For two countries,
discussions were ongoing regarding on the best twatransmit data to custodian agencies (for
instance, how to best leverage use of SDMX). Fesdlcountries, an NRP might be implemented, but
only for the part of the data transmission underrdsponsibility of NSO.

43. Indicator types differ, with implications for natial transmission practice§ he nature of the
SDG indicator can influence NSO plans regardingdts in transmitting and disseminating national
SDG data. Most SDG indicators are statistical iturea but others are non-statistical (such as 1p.4.
and are outside the scope of official statisticlomgoroduction and validation. Some NSOs choose to
coordinate transmission and dissemination of datatatistical and non-statistical indicators, fart

the latter abstain from validating the data’s gyalinstead noting the responsible agency for f@llo
up). Some NSOs decline coordination of SDG indicsathat are not produced by their office, or are
not statistical in nature.

44, Even among statistical indicators, the role of NS@gproduction and transmission varies.
Some NSOs transmit some indicators routinely tdodlian agencies, and these statistics are available
in agencies’ intermediary databases (e.g., 8.1611,89.5.1). Data for some indicators are trarteahit
through well-established data flows with custodi@encies with a national focal point who, in some
cases, may be a policy expert rather than a staist(e.g., 3.1.1., 3.6.1, 15.1.1, 16.1.1, 17.11R)
other cases, national data for indicators may matlable from the country, but custodian agencies
may propose to use data from an international sutgeaddress this gap (e.g., 2.1.1 and Gallup
survey).

45, In sum, unprecedented coordination of data flowstlie SDGs is necessary to avoid double
reporting and inconsistencies. Looking ahead, enptatforms for transmission of statistics (rather
than paper surveys, such as FRA with FAO, or exables) could be used to support this
coordination. However, the degree to which a natioeporting platform hosted by the NSO would be
useful for either data transmission or data dissation purposes likely depends on the role of the
NSO in national SDG coordination (which may varyihgicator type and data source).

3. Examination of metadata
46. A third objective of the pilot was to assess thailability and transparency of global and
national metadata for the selected indicators. rCéal accessible metadata are necessary for the

production of comparable national and global diatidor indicators.

47. Overall, metadata were availabldviost global metadata were posted on the UN SDGs
websité at the time of the pilot, with the exception of .28 °

48. However, some metadata were incompl¥e observed that in some cases, the defintion of
the indicator was not provided, and the calculativethod for the aggregation of national statistics
into global statistics was missing (e.g., 17.12pther cases, information on the data sourced#te

collection and release calendar, and date of “lsiifeom online sources was incomplete, especially
when indicators were pulled from an internatiomabimediary database (for instance 8.1.1, 8.6.1).

8 This database contains only statistical data prediy the statistical system. It is not planneddd non-
statistical data, this data/observation being dettihe mandate of National Statistical System.

7 https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/metadata/.

8 Metadata are available only in the archive.

9Through involvement in the pilot study, UNEP reatizmetadata they had transmitted to UNSD for 12vére
not posted on the UN SDG website and asked UNSipdate the website.
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Information is needed on current data availabiyd the treatment of missing values in the
calculation of regional and global estimates (sag!8.6.1}° This information is needed for countries
and custodian agencies alike to understand soofagifferences between global and national data so
that errors, if any, can be addressed, legitimdterdnces can be noted, and the global statistiche
affirmed.

49. Some metadata may need to be refindeé observed that indicator 12.4.1 was classiéied
tier 1 (meaning established methodology, routimeljected), though the methodology was difficult to
establish, the weight of different items was ndtified, and the relevance of the definition was
uncleart! Similarly, the tier classification for 17.1.2 shdwbe reviewed since the definition of the
indicator is not presice enough and the methodsygfegation of national statistics to produce dloba
statistics was not provided. Refinement of thewdicators would allocate support where further
methodological work is needed before the statist@csbe robustly and routinely produced).

50. In sum, metadata play an essential role to estatiga flows with agencies in a country led
process. To facilitate calculation and validatidnnational and global statistics by countries and
custodian agencies alike, national and global natachould be provided for each indicator,
according to the format defined by IAEG-SDGs. Tifeiguires each description field to be completed,
including the indicator’s definition and calculationethod, with a special attention to the harvegstin
process, collection and release calendars. Thasmation will assist countries and custodian agesci
in reconciling differences between national andglalata—which may be (and often are) legitimate
but require review and understanding before a cguwdn verify. A review of the availability and
completeness of metadata for Tier 1 and 2 indisatefore the March UNSC meetings (or minimally,
before the Spring 2018 IAEG-SDG meeting) may be@faéto both countries and custodian agencies.
Further, a tool for updating metadata content amWNSD site more easily (rather than uploading a
series of PDF files) should be provided. Countslsuld be able to ask IAEG-SDGs to re examine
metadata delivered by agencies if a problem istifiesh and request a reclassification of tier if
necessary.

4. Process for data validation

51. Ultimately, the purpose of the pilot was to desetibe current process of country validation of
agency-produced global statistics for selectedcatdrs. As anticipated, this stage of the process
seemed the least well established. It reflectémdral challenge and perhaps greatest contribution
the production of statistics for SDGs monitoringoination and collaboration of the international
statistical system.

52. Most countries had difficulty validating globallyatmonized national statisticsMost
countries reported not knowing the process by wiidbally harmonized country data are provided
and released on the UN SDGs website (e.g., 3.2.4,11, 15.1.1, 16.1.1.). In some cases, countries
reported that it was not clear why national datthenglobal database were not fully aligned wittada
they provided in an intermediary database (e.§.188.6.1, 9.5.1).

53. In some cases, countries were not able to validladeglobally harmonized statisti@wo
countries indicated that they were unable to védidiata for 2.1.1 because they do not collect the
underlying data or produce the resulting statistinsother cases, countries did not respond to the
custodian agency’s to validate data for 2.1.2. lintheese cases, it is unclear how values for non-
responding countries should be treated in the tzlon of globally harmonized statistics.

10 Method of aggregation, national data needed wihial differ from the transmission of national indima.

11 See the following paragraph concerning indicat#.1 in detailed analysis (Annex 2). UNEP Tried t
propose an indicator , but the definition was \@ifficult to establish. The IAEG-SDGs was not comégd, the
indicator being classified Tier 1 directly.
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54. In sum, the data validation process for SDG moimitppurposes is still maturing. To be able
to produce globally harmonized statistics, custodigencies need to undertand national statistics—
which may or may not be collected or estimatedHhgy dustodian agency. To be accountable for the
statistics published, countries need a way of wideding and affirming the globally harmonized
statistics produced by custodian agencies. Thial lefrcoordination is new, but necessary. There are
ways in which data validation can be supported &ethe needs of both custodian agencies and
countries. With focal points identified at both ages and countries, it is possible to reach agee¢m
on the process, to clarify data and metadata neadsto request further explanation of the adjustme
process.

55. Specifically, we recommend an interactive tabldanfal points to be updated by custodian
agencies and countries on a flow basis, be hosieledUNSD SDG website. It should not be static
(i.e., a series of PDFs) but in a form that allaygslates easily with login authority. The table ddou
be specific to each indicator. This may be thglsimost helpful way to support coordination of SDG
statistics, and would present very little burdenUfdSD—the responsibility for updating the table
would lie with the countries and the custodian agen

56. Looking ahead, it is clear that data validationtfoe SDGs cannot be practically implemented
as a yes/no outcome. Instead, data validation dimiregarded as a process, and progress along that
process is the intermediary goal. We recommend dhatl be developed in the SDGs database to
indicate the status of validation. This is desatibegreater detail in Chapter 3.
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[ll.  PARTICIPANT SELF-ANALYSES

57. The pilot comprised two parts. The first, presentedChapter 2, pertained to data flow
observations from the point of view of countried atustodian agencies, respectively, which is
presented here. Both general observations and aitetispecific experienc€swere recorded by
participants. Participants were invited to descrio@tact focal points; current data flows, if any;
national and global data availability; and consisjgcomparability across national and global
metadata and data. The second part of the pilopdeed self-analysis by countries and custodian
agencies, which is presented in this chapter.

58. In reviewing Chapters 2 and 3, it is important tdenthat it was expected that national and
global statistics will often differ, as global ssiits are the result of aggregation and harmoioz&dor
comparabilty across nations. Differences betwediomea and global estimates may also differ due to
differences in metadata, such as the target papnjahe data source/instrument, and the calculatio
process. The intent of the pilot’s review betweatianal and global statistics, then, was not taiens
that such statistics were exactly the same. Raihevas to ensure that differences observed are
understood and accepted by both countries anddiastagencies. Therefore, the pilot's focus was to
understand and thereby identify ways to better supdfective communication of data flows.

A. Approach

59. This chapter summarizes country and custodian ggiemaiback regarding their experiences
in the data flow process for SDG monitoring. Thelgof the self-analysis was to describe actual
collaborations and resolution to challenges. Tle@sepresented here according to theme. Suggestions
to support data flows going forward are then presidfollowed by practical, specific tools that abul

be used to implement the suggestions. A summarpfigssues, suggestions, and tools described in
Chapters 2 and 3 is presented in Annex 1.

B. Participants

60. Pilot study participants could choose to parti@pat either the data flow observation or the
self-analysis, or both components. Countries tlmhpieted the self-analysis component included
France, Russian Federation, Turkey, United Kingdand USA. Custodian agencies that completed
the self-analysis component included FAO, OECD, BN&ndCCSSA also provided a self-analysis
on data flows to IAEG-SDGS.

C. Findings

61. Issues identified through the detailed observatishaly of data flows were also described in
self-analyses provided by countries and custodigmeies. Further, the issues identified by coustrie
and cusodian agencies were not distinct; the sameetns were raised by both.

1. Delayed and/or impaired communication due to unaigmints of contact.

62. At the time of the pilot’s launch, focal points weunclear to both parties. All countries
indicated that they did not know the custodian agdncal points for the pilot indicators. Furthaf,
countries noted that some of the country focal ggatentified by custodian agencies were out of dat
or incorrect.

12 See Annex 2.
13 https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/meetings/iaeg-sdgsinge@6/ go to document and “CCSA input” in the
“background documents”
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63. Difficulty with determining focal points was alsochallenge for custodian agencies. UNEP
(12.4.1) indicated they did not know country fopaints for their pilot indicatol? UNODC (16.1.1)
reported a requirement to adhere to guidance esftell by its principal bodies, such as determining
appropriate country contacts, which may not be isterst with the focal points identified by
countries’ NSOs.

64. Suggestionldentify focal points for countries and custodigencies. This should take into
account that the focal points identified by cowegrimay not be the same as the focal points idedtifi
by custodian agencies, and that discussion aneagre may be required. Focal points are needed for
each indicator, given the scope of expertise irm\Custodian agencies often support several SDG
indicators, and focal points may differ within thesgencies depending on the particular indicator. |
addition, we recommend naming a central point oftact for each country, preferably at the national
statistical office, and each custodian agency fgivan indicator to assist with coordination.

65. If data flows for a particular indicator have oaaar through a process for other reporting
purposes? the SDG data transmission process should takerttisaccount to avoid duplication of
effort/improve communication. For these flows totaken into account, however, it is necessary for
country NSOs to learn about these existing arraegésnand the focal points involved. Custodian
agencies are asked to provide this informatiorh@rtdiscussions with NSOs. Further, countries and
custodian agencies should examine global metadataDdG reporting and the metadata for reporting
for other purposes with a view to harmonize regbstiatistics and reduce burden, if possible.

66. Tool: Post an online dashboard of focal points for ¢oe® and custodian agencies. This
dashboard should be posted on the UNSD SDG weltisite@uld be updated through secure login by
the central focal points at each country and cuatodgency. Countries would be responsible for
maintaining the list of country focal points pedicator, and custodian agencies would be respansibl
for maintaining the list of custodian agency cotgaper indicator. If there are questions or
disagreements about a particular focal point fgiven indicator, central focal points at countraesl
custodian agencies would resolve this through dson.

67. We also recommend this dashboard include linksatonal reporting platforms or other
reporting methods, if any, for ease of reference.

2. Custodian agency monitoring schedules are unclearcbuntries, resulting in delays

68. Data collection and release calendars were engdthsis important, but found incomplete or
unclear. Most countries noted that this made ifialitt to validate globally harmonized national
statistics. Custodian agencies (e.g., UNODC) also itnportance of well established reporting
schedules to facilitate good reporting and val@atly countries.

69. Suggestion Provide a schedule for custodian agency SDG dajaests and updates. This
would support sufficient time be given for courdrit® examine specific data to be published on the
UN SDG website, and allow sufficient time for cuitlm agencies to meet their publication deadlines
for the SDG Annual Report.

70. Tool Provide a master schedule for updates of datansstddata for each indicator on the
SDGs website. This schedule could be maintained dogtodian agencies using secure
access/password. The schedule should provide ignfficotice for countries to submit and verify data

3. Metadata for requested statistics are unclear, ritigig in delays.

14 UNEP precises there are official focal pointsdach MEAs to which the indicator is referring. Auotry
focal point for all chemicals and waste MEAs daxist — as it depends on whether a country is ty Baa
particular convention

15 For example, national statistics requested fawargSDG indicator may be a part of a previousligtixg and
broader transmission of data and indicators tatistodian agency
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71. Metadata were missing, incomplete, or unclear flot pndicators. Global metadata for certain
tier 1 (12.4.1 indicator) and 2 (17. 1.2) indicatavere not posted on the UNSD SDG website at the
time the pilot was launchedh addition, metadata that had been provided flmt gtudy indicators
posted were not sufficient to explain observedrdigancies between national statistics from coustrie
and national statistics pulled from an internatidntermediary database. Since all of the indicator
selected for the pilot were tier 1 (with the exeepidf 17.1.2, designated as tier 2), complete datta
should have been available. However, in some céisesnetadata appear to be under development
(e.g., UNEP’s proposal to review its metadata fard1l; metadata proposals for IMF's indicator,
17.1.2). The need for national metadata was algzhagized. Two agencies noted the importance of
national metadata accompanying the national datesitnitted for accurate adjustment.

72. Looking more broadly, countries noted they werewara of working groups established by
custodian agencies to develop and refine methogldtmgeertain tier 3 indicators. For all countries
benefit, it would be helpful to make the proceedin§these workgroups available online.

73. Suggestionimprove communication of global and national rdeta. Global metadata should
be provided by custodian agencies according tofthmat agreed by the IAEG-SDGs. Global
metadata provide information on data sources, #t@ cbllection process, methods of calculation, and
methods of aggregation at the regional and globetll Reference to international standards of
classification and methods should be mentionearin&tion about working groups engaged in tier 3
methodology development should be made accesdiblional metadata should always be provided
with national data (using NRPs or any other metbbdeporting). National metadata should also be
provided by countries to custodian agencies acogri a format agreed by the IAEG-SDGs.

74. Tool Post an interactive metadata page to allow eagdates of metadat&urrently, the
UNSD metadata pages are static (in pdf format)s&éhmges could be displayed in a way that allows
for easy updating by custodian agencies via selogiia. For Tier 3 indicators, information on the
development of methodology should be provided emtletadata web site, with links to ongoing work
and contacts for relevant working groups.

4. Data transmission processes should be made moiieiefft

75. Monitoring requirements for the SDGs require effigiies and flexibilities in reporting for
both countries and custodian agencids the time of the pilot, USA had developed a nadio
reporting platform for SDGs; UK was in process ofrg) the same. France had developed an SDGs
database. Russian Federation and Turkey were @rimgjdvays to ensure efficient data transmission,
perhaps using an NRP and/or SDMX format. Two aigsnwere planning to develop an agency
reporting platform to receive statistics (e.g., F&AGRA Online Platform for Forest Reporting; and
UNODC'’s platform to receive statistics for the UNirGe Trend Survey). In addition, FAO reported
using web scraping to receive statistics for 2(U3A).

76. Suggestion Both countries and custodian agencies shouldudiss@xisting and emerging
transmission needs and opportunities. Potentiaitisols could be discussed at the November IAEG
meeting, the January UNSD meeting on reportindgtais, and the March 2018 UNSC side meetings
on data flows. Included in this discussion could(tigstodian agency) systems to gather information
from different (national) sources to reduce the pitetion process, such as use of an agency regortin
platform that reads from national reporting platiisror other electronic sites. It may also be udeful
consider including a functionality in agency repuytplatforms that allows comparison of statistics
reported for other purposes (such as for convesitiand those reported for the SDGs. Ideas for a
federated reporting platform (hosted by UNSD) tlauld receive inputs from other reporting
platforms (countries and custodians alike) coul@xgored.

77. Tool: Arrange workshops to explore existing and pogritansmission options. A workshop
discussing national reporting platforms (and camisitions for agency reporting platforms) was hosted
prior to the 2017 UNECE CES Expert Meeting on SD&@®ther such workshop is planned in 2018,
with particular focus on data flows and possibleddrated” platforms. After the completion of the
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pilot, UNSD hosted a national reporting platformrishop in January 2018 to explore needs of
developing countries in this area.

5. The validation process is unclear

78. To produce globally harmonized national statistie are recognized by and accountable to
countries, it is necessary to develop a transpgm@tedure by which countries are able to revied an
verify them. However, this procedure is not yetlwstablished. All countries participating in thieop
expressed concern that they were not requestedlitiate the statistics reported by a custodian @agen
for their country before publication.

79. Some custodian agencies noted methods in placaciiate countries’ understanding of the
global harmonization process in advance (such a®D®Is annual or biennal meetings). In some
cases, custodian agencies noted that differentdrazation methods are used for the same indicator
by different custodian agencies (since the stasisire collected for different, extant purposes-ras
the case for the indicator on intentional homicademanaged by UNODC and WHO); this shared
responsibilty can also complicate the validationcpss.

80. Some custodian agencies, such as UNODC and UNH®erted preference for using an
agency questionnaire or its secretariat for recgjptational statistics and producing global stias
This would ensure that the national metadata atel réaeived were in suitable form and of sufficient
guality to produce robust global statistics.

81. With regard to 2.1.2, FAO reported that some coestdeclined to validate the global
estimate with the rationale that only national @i data could be used for SDG reporting. If tisis
the case, there is a concern that reporting on SBibe severely limited and potentially not take
full advantage of other available data sources tatld otherwise meet acceptable standards of
statistical quality. Further, FAO reported thaisitunclear how to treat non-responding countries—if
their national statistics should then be removearnfrglobally harmonized estimates or aggregate
statistics. Standard practice has been to treaeths tacit approval. However, recently some camtr
have voiced disagreement with that practice. TRAS) requested IAEG opinion for a way forward.

82. SuggestionA transparent (and flexible) validation procesatthllows maturation is needed.
This will take time to implement, as it represeatshange from standard practice of tacit approval.
Therefore, patience is needed from both countnescastodian agencies as the process is established

83. Minimally, the validation status must be transparen countries and custodian agencies.
Country-level statistics published in the SDG glotata base should always be published with the
status of validation by country. Countries shoudérthe discretion to approve the use of non-affici
national statistics for SDG reporting purposes, sient with UNSC 48/101/1. The validation
negotiation process between countries and cust@jancies may be sensitive, and such deliberative
discussions should be protected. A method is netdddllows flexibility in country approval. If th

are taken from international databases, the citatiod date of that harvest should be cited in the
global database. Discussions between custodianci@gesharing custody to determine a common
approach and single estimates should be encoueagkrkported to the IAEG.

84. Tool: Include on the UNSD SDG dashboard a mechanismatilithte the validation
negotiation process. Allow countries to indicateotlyh secure access the status of validation in a
manner that protects the sensitivity of delibersiand using a format that allows for progression o
validation and does not unduly impede publicatibstatistics. This moves beyond an (overly simple)
approval/disapproval status, allows progressiondrification over time, can help target additional
support, and supports custodian agency reportiedséas this could allow publication to occur with
caveats specified by the country).

85. Three status variables are proposed; the valuethédofirst two variables would be limited to
viewing by identified points of contact at counsriand custodian agencies. The third variable would
be viewable by all. Countries would be notifiedalidate indicator data according to the master
schedule (described above).
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Variable 1. For each indicator in the global SD@dadbase, the country should be able to select
among these labe(giewable only by points of contacBee example below.

2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inseityrin the population, based on the Food Insecurity
Experience Scale (FIES)

Review Status (select one):
¥ | Not reviewed by country (default)

v | Country reviewing
Country reviewed

Variable 2: The level of validation could then bdicated with a second varialfieewable only by
points of contact)See example below.

2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inseityrin the population, based on the Food Insecurity
Experience Scale (FIES)

Validation Progress (select all that apply):
¥ | Not reviewed by country (default)

Data source confirmed by country

Method of calculation confirmed by country

Method of comparability (adjustments) confirmeddoyntry

Data values confirmed (assumes the other previeassiare confirmed)

v
v

Variable 3: Then, the country could signal its it statugviewable by all)See example below.

2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inseityrin the population, based on the Food Insecurity
Experience Scale (FIES)

Approval Status (select one):
¥ | Pending input from countridefault; country unable to validate these data)

v | Country approves data
Country does not approve data

86. Additional Suggestions: Request the IAEG-SDGs tosater a policy scenario whereby
global statistics would not need to undergo coumtyidation, such as when global statistics are
produced using a previously approved methodologgéification.

6. A negotiation and resolution process should be édighed.

87. Navigating the SDG monitoring process would notpessible without the strong, positive
relationships long-established in the internaticstatistical system. With the extraordinary chaijien
of providing statistics for SDGs comes great resfmlty and pressures to maintain high professional
standards while making progress—together--in alfiatgely unknown. All participants in the pilot
study countries expressed strong and positive ioaktips support and willingness to continue
discussions with those involved. These participgpntsided extraordinary examples of the patience,
flexibilty, and ingenuity needed for effective mtwring to succeed.

88. Making progess required detailed discussions.mgs, this revealed differences of opinion or
expectation on the part of countries and custodigancies alike. Yet, common understanding could
not be reached without identifying these differene@md resolving them. Deeply-felt professional
respect and shared values of the Fundamental plesocof Official Statistics provided a strong basis
for finding a way forward.

89. Suggestion: Countries and custodian agencies shestftblish early the collaboration style
that works best for them allowing variation by icatior, country, and custodian agency. In some
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countries, the role of the national validator ahd hational coordinator may differ. Establishings th
process and relationship early will inform the fgeccontent of the data transmitted by the country
and the adjustments proposed by the agency, eBpegleen initiating dataflows or modifying data
sources or metadata. Clarifying the specific metihagical requirements of the indicators througts thi
dialogue may reduce the need for adjustments toiaffnational statistics or estimations by non-
country sources. NSOs should establish a dialogtie austodian agencies regarding their statistical
capacity development efforts. Automatic exchangaddtbe pursued based on current experiences
(e.g., SDMX flows).
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ANNEX 1: TABLE OF RECOMMENDATIONS (AND STATUS)

Issue

Suggestion

Tool |

Status

Delayed and/or impaired
communication due to

Identify focal points for countries
and custodian agencies.

Post an online dashboard of focal UNSD added

points for countries and custodia

nprototype in

unclear points of contact. agencies. late 2017.
Custodian agency Provide a schedule for custodian | Provide a master schedule for | April 2018,
monitoring schedules are| agency SDG data requests and | updates of data and metadata fagr UNSD
unclear to countries, updates. each indicator on the SDGs provided a

resulting in delays

website

webpage with
data
collection
information

Metadata for requested

Improve communication of global

Post an interactive metadata pageseptember

statistics are unclear, and national metadata to allow easier updates of 2018, UNSD
resulting in delays. metadata. created a E-
Handbook
Data transmission Both countries and custodian Arrange workshops to explore | January 2018
processes should be madeagencies should discuss existing | existing and potential UNSD
more efficient and emerging transmission needs$ transmission options Workshop
and opportunities
April 2018
UNECE
Workshop
The validation process is| A transparent (and flexible) Include on the UNSD SDG [update?]
unclear validation process that allows dashboard a mechanism to
maturation is needed facilitate the validation
negotiation process.
A negotiation and Countries and custodian agencies Arrange workshops and pilots to| [update?]

resolution process should
be established.

should establish early the
collaboration style that works bes|

faciliate country and custodian
t agency collaboration on data

for them

flows
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ANNEX 2: DETAILED ANALYSIS BY INDICATOR

1. 2.1.2 Prevalence of moderate or severe food inggdarthe population

Overall assessmenbata availability is low in developed countries.t®are not yet published in the

global database, although FAO could provide its aata based on Gallup data when national data

are not available. The challenge is to find an egient with FAO to be able to calculate the indicato

at least at the regional level for developed coesitr

» Since July 2017, data are no longer released igltteal database for pilot study countries (apart
from USA).

* FAO has provided metadata that are complete aial. dFAO has proposed a national survey with
a FIES-SM module. As an alternative if countries’tddmplement such a survey, data may be
provided through a Gallup survey with FIES moduf@lemented by FAO of 1000 individuals.

Information provided by countries: One country hasational survey which is not fully aligned with
the FAO/FIES data primary because different thriishdhigher) are used to determine food
insecurity. Therefore, country’s data are not coaple with FAO/FIES data and an adjustment is
necessary to make data comparable at the global. |&he country has not validated FAO’s
adjustment because of a lack of transparency oftligstment. The country would like to be more
closely involved in the adjustment and requests RAQse their NRP and not another international
database to pull their data.

Two other countries have no data and have beetethtd validate FAO estimates based on Gallup
surveyst® One of this country has recognized the importamichaving the indicator at the global
level. Without data, and with a low probability ledving such indicator in a near future, the country
proposed to mention clearly the FAO data sourcetlieir national data with metadata (sample
definition, sample size, raw or adjusted datagoltld be added that the country is unable to vedida
them. Another solution could be the publicationdafta only at the regional level for developed
countries, with national data estimated for thewation of the aggregate but not released. In any
case, the country validation is necessary.

Finally, two countries have not answered to the FA@quest.

Information provided by custodian agency: FAO régrhat two of the five countries in this case
study did not validate the data FAO proposed, basedhe notion that they were not derived by
national official surveys. Taken to its logical ctusion, this position would imply that only natain
official data can ever be used for SDG reportingicl in FAQO’s view, is not the proper meaning of
UNSC 48/101/l. This would imply that non-officiabsrces (private sources, “big data”, new data
sources generate by the “data revolution”) caneaided by virtue of their very nature, irrespectife
an validation procedure carried out by the NSOseéms that currently many NSOs are not in a
position to validate data which are not producedhgyn (or by other national institutions).

FAO underlines the treatment of non- respondingitées. Could be interpreted as a tacit approval?

Proposal from pilot study:

* A transparent and flexible validation process thHbws maturation (for instance status of
validation by country and status of the validatioegotiation process between countries and
custodian agency)Sge part 3 point 5 on country self assessment)

» A conflict resolution process, especially to dé treatment of non responses
» National focal point reliable for Agencies negtitins
* A calendar for validation and for release

18 \When data are not produced at the National lévelight be challenging finding the potential praduin the
country

21



» Possibility to ask an arbitration of IAEG-SDGs
2. 3.1.1 Maternal mortality ratio

Overall assessmenk dialogue with WHO would be useful to analyse epancies between national

and global data estimated by WHO

» Data are released in the global database for atitdes of that pilot study.

» Metadata are provided by WHO. However, the explanatare not sufficiently developed on
differences between global and national figuresy\@tjustments are necessary when countries
have data fully aligned with metadata?

Information provided by countries: National data aow available for three countries. One country is
currently doing some data quality assessment betaréng to release its own data. National dag¢a ar
transmitted to the European Health database bytgesiof that pilot study. One country has noted
countries’ data in the European Data base diffanfthose of the Global Data base. Clarification is
needed.

Information provided by custodian agency: WHO ha®rb reporting on Maternal mortality rate
regularly since early 2000s for MMR. The MMR wor& overseen by the Maternal Mortality
Estimation Inter-Agency Group (MMEIG) and an indegent external technical advisory group. The
latest report, with estimates for years 1990 td520 country, is available at
http:/www.who.int/reproductivehealth/publicatiomgnitoring/maternal-mortality-2015/en/

For this indicator, WHO carries out a consultatieith Member States prior to publication of final
results. In line with Executive Board resolutideB(L07.R8), public release of estimates at country
level must be preceded by consultation with WHO MenStates. Consultation with Member States
is carried out in coordination and consultationhWwiYHO Regional Offices and Country Offices. This
consultation is intended to provide Member Statéh an opportunity to comment on methods and
data sources, and where relevant, to provide ugdapeit data. It also aims to promote strengthening
of country health information systems and counsiineation capacity. The consultation also gives
Member States advance notice of estimates thabwiiublished for their country.

Note that country consultation does not requird IW&/lO and an individual Member State reach
consensus on the final results. This is often ragsiple, as Member States may use a range of
methods and assumptions, and differing approachleiss$ adjustment. Where Member States produce
official estimates that differ, either because dfedent but generally valid methods, or because of
differences in approach to definitions and biasisitipent, WHO may include a statement such as the
following with the results: “Figures have been catgal by WHO to ensure comparability, thus they
are not necessarily the official statistics of MemlStates, which may use alternative rigorous
methods”.

The data inputs and methods for MMR estimates alhg ih the public domain and available at the
publication link given above.

Proposal from pilot study:
* A meeting with WHO is necessary to clarify why oatl data, even if they are fully aligned with
metadata, can’t be used.

3. 3.6.1 Death rate due to road traffic injuries

Overall assessmenf dialogue with WHO would be useful to clarify fdgaoints and to analyse

discrepancies between national and global datmatd by WHO.

» Data are released in the global data base foroalhtcies of that pilot study (last data available
2013)
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* Metadata are available in the global database. Maynetadata could be complemented with
information on re treatment of missing values, dstarces, data collection and data release
calendar and sources of differences in nationdighobal level.

Information provided by countries: Four countries/é data fully aligned with metadata. However,
national data for three countries differ from thgmelished in the national database. They ask for
clarification.

For one country, global data are fully aligned wiitleir national data. The national focal point with
WHO for this indicator is a member of the Interdepeental Ministerial Road Observatory,
designated by the French government. He has tertialata on road traffic, included the SDGs data,
in order to produce a report on road security. Nf®@®s not wish to change this organizatiomhich
works well. But as it is a statistical indicatorS® would like to be informed when national data and
indicator on death traffic are transmitted, and lddike to be involved in any negotiation with the
agency concerning the adjustments of data if ne€lieel death rate but also the absolute level af roa
death should be transmitted to calculate the agt¢ged he country also noted that data are already
published in the OECD data base and are bettertegbttaan those of the UN global database.

Information provided by custodian agency: WHO hasrbreporting regularly biennially from 2009
for the road traffic accident (RTA) . The RTA suitlance work is carried out by WHO with financial
support from Bloomberg Philanthropies and invohaebiennial survey of WHO Member States
requesting a range of data related to road injagluding available time series for road injury thea
from surveillance systems. WHO also routinely e relevant data as part of its overall collectio
of cause of death statistics from vital registratgystems in Member States. The latest reporh wit
statistics and estimates for year 2013 IS available at
http://mwww.who.int/violence_injury_prevention/roaifety status/2015/en/. WHO carries out a
consultation with Member States prior to publicatiof final results. In line with Executive Board
resolution (EB107.R8), public release of estimatiesountry level must be preceded by consultation
with WHO Member States. Consultation with Membeat& is carried out in coordination and
consultation with WHO Regional Offices and Countdffices. This consultation is intended to
provide Member States with an opportunity to comimam methods and data sources, and where
relevant, to provide updated input data. It alsmsaito promote strengthening of country health
information systems and country estimation capaditye consultation also gives Member States
advance notice of estimates that will be publisieedheir country.

Note that country consultation does not requird IN&lO and an individual Member State reach
consensus on the final results. This is often ragsiple, as Member States may use a range of
methods and assumptions, and differing approachleiss$ adjustment. Where Member States produce
official estimates that differ, either because dfedent but generally valid methods, or because of
differences in approach to definitions and biasistdpent, WHO may include a statement such as the
following with the results: “Figures have been catgal by WHO to ensure comparability, thus they
are not necessarily the official statistics of Me&mlStates, which may use alternative rigorous
methods”.

The biennial survey of Member States also collestslable RTA mortality statistics from national
road injury surveillance systems, often run seplirdtom the death registration system. These data
are also used in the analysis, although they daemesent a gold standard as they usually collect
information on deaths within a restricted time feagat the scene, within 1 day, within 1 week, or
within 1 month for example). The most recent degported from surveillance systems is also
reported in the Global status report on road safEiye surveillance data is the primary source for
some countries where surveillance data (adjusteake account of under-reporting from time frame)
systematically have higher numbers of deaths at¢hessime period than does the death registration
data. All your pilot study countries participatetie WHO survey and country consultation.

17 And the focal point is officially nominated
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Proposal from pilot study:

« Complete metadata with treatment of missing valsesyces, data collection and data release
calendar and sources of differences in nationdigobal level

 WHO should provide more information on its natiodata contact, and the adjustments made on
National data in a transparent manner

4. 4.b.1 Volume of official development assistancesébolarships by sector and type of study

Overall assessmenio difficulties reported (exception: Turkey). Datee directly transmitted by the

OECD.

» Turkey is concerned by this indicator as receivelODA from donors, Data for Turkey are
available on Global SDGs website (last data avislab14)

* Metadata, complete and clear, are available o$D®s website. Data are collected by OECD for
all DAC members and many non-DAC providers thabrepo the DAC on aid for scholarship.
Data are collected according to a procedure wellblished and data are not adjusted. OECD
transmit to UNSD data on disbursements.

Information provided by countries: These data atepnovided to UNSD by Turkey. These donations
are not followed in Turkey. Clarification is reqtes.

5. 8.1.1 Growth of GDP per capita

Overall assessmeridata are pulled from intermediary base. Global datamore or less aligned with

National data. Countries request clarification grepossibility to validate data released.

» Since this indicator is widely available in intetioaal intermediary database, no agencies focal
points have been requested for that pilot study.

* Metadata are available in the global database sndamplete. May be it should be mention more
clearly which national data are necessary to agdgeegata and calculate the global data (here, real
GDP in 2005 $ and Population, providing the natlogrowth of real GDP per capita is not
sufficient)

» Data are provided in the global database for eaghtey of that pilot study

Information provided by countries: Every countrytire pilot has national data available, which are

annually updated. Data are provided by NSO. These are transmitted to international intermediary

base (Eurostat, OECD). Nevertheless, global dataetraligned with national data, maybe because of
delay in updating. Countries agree with the preaafspulling data from international database to

avoid double reporting, but they request clarifmaton discrepancies if any. They would like to be

invited to validate data.

Proposal from pilot study:

» For each indicator, a focal point should be prodigtethe agencies to get clarification if needed
» Metadata should provide more precise informationlata updating

» Countries should be able to validate data providede global data base

6. 8.6.1 Proportion of youth (aged 15-24 years) natducation, employment or training

Overall assessment: Metadata should be updatettiiale data collection and data release calendars.

For one country, late updating of data. Countrydadlon could reduce discrepancies with national

ones.

» Since this indicator is widely available in intetinaal intermediary database (Eurostat, OECD .) ,
no agencies focal points have been requesteddopilot study
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* Metadata are available in the global database .nBunformation is provided on data collection
and data release calendar, on current data aWigflaind treatment of missing values, regional
and global estimates, sources of differences betgksal and national figure.

» Data are released in the global database for eanttry of that pilot study, last data available is
2015 except for USA 2012.

Information provided by countries: Every countrytbé pilot has national data available, which are
annually updated. Data are produced by NSO. Baseth® EU Labour survey, for EU countries
(included Turkey), the indicator is calculated byréstat and published in Eurostat database. For
USA and Russian Federation, data are directlysiréited to ILO.

National data are aligned with global data exceptwo data (2009 and 2010) for Russian Federation.
As for USA, data are transmitted to ILO but data ot released after 2012 in the global data k@se f
an unknown reason. Data are available on US NRP.

Data transmitted by USA are not exactly alignedhwiibbal data because of time period (16-24 years
rather than 15-24 years). Data transmitted by Runs&iederation don't take into account people
acquiring professional skills (training) but it Wie improved in 2018. The custodian agencies is
informed but global data are not adjusted.

Proposal from pilot study:

» An agency focal point should be provided to getifitation if needed

* Metadata should be complemented, especially wétfa @ollection and data release calendar,
collection process, treatment of missing valuesraathods of aggregation

* Countries should be able to validate data providedhe global data base to prevent any
discrepancy

7. 9.5.1 Research and development expenditure aspopion of GDP

Overall assessmentlo difficulties identified. Works rather well.

» Since this indicator is widely available in intetioaal intermediary database (Eurostat, OECD),
no agencies focal points have been requesteddopitot study

* Metadata are available in the global data base alititems requested, especially detailed data
collection process (what is welcome by countries)

Information provided by countries: Data are reléaisethe global database for each country of that
pilot study, last data available is 2014. Datapréed from the OECD data base. Every country & th
pilot has national data available, which are argugldated and produced by NSO or by the statistica
department of the Ministry of Science and Technplddote that national NRP (USA) or national
database might provide earlier updated data.

National data are aligned with global data except Russian Federation between 2011 to 2014
because of a revision in the calculation of GDPur@ries agree with the process of pulling datenfro
international database to avoid double reporting they request clarification on discrepanciesif.a

Proposal from pilot study:
* An agency focal point should be provided to getifitation if any discrepancies
» Validation of data before Global release

8. 12.4.1 Number of parties to international multil@te environmental agreement on hazardous
waste, and other chemicals that meet their commitsnend obligations in transmitting
information as required by each relevant agreement

Overall assessment: Metadata for this non-stagisiiclicator should be refined
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» Data are released in the global database for eaahtry of that pilot study, last data available is
2015

* It is a non-statistical indicator. Therefore, itost of the scope of the National Statistical Syste
(NSS). The NSS could be only a national coordinfipthis indicator, but not data provider. The
National focal point which provide information shdube designated among the national
government agencies, lines of Ministtfes

* Metadata have been posted on the UN SDGs webditesioice July 2007 following the request of
the pilot study.19

» Data are posted on the UN SDGs website withoutgoeatidated by countries, according to the
method described in the metad&8.

* No focal point at the country level has been yentdied by UNEP.

Information provided by countries: No countries {ba 4) in that pilot study have identified a natib
focal point for that indicator. It is true it is meochallenging because statisticians have to hedight
person in the line of ministries or National goveant agenciés

One country has asked for a national focal pointefich convention that scores this indicator. This
country would like to be able to verify data in adee of being posted and would like to know the
source of the information on which the respondmised

A country notes such a non statistical indicatar i vocation to be posted on its NSO websitegesin
it is not statistic data and therefore can’'t bengixad through the lens of FPOS.

Information provided by custodian agency: The UNIEeIf is very critical with the metadata it
proposed. The UNEP explained it was very challemgo develop a methodology which would be
flexible enough but also comprehensive. The conityleis linked to the fact that each of the
convention has a set of specific requirements Fe submission of information with different
schedules and triggers (e.g. in some cases ibmea-time off submission, in other cases the trigge

a specific data or an amendment of the conventialsp it was difficult to determine whether all
parameters should be an equal weight as the effortsdata collection/provision under each
parameters on the national level can significantéffer. Another challenge was related to the fact
that, for example, in the BRS Secretariat, althotigdtte are databases for the national reports other
data had to be checked manually and thereforeingutte data togother required quite significant
staff time. As for the difficulties of data submass by Parties, there is a divers number of remason
behind why Parties do not submit information/dasarequired, starting with the lack of human
resources allocated to these tasks, weak or absémzdional data collection systems, challenges in
coordination between government agencies (e,g.stnies of environment, customs, ministries of
trade, etc..), lack of involvment of the nationtatistical offices, lack of funding, delay in actesthe
GEF funding (in the case of the submission of tlatidal Implemntaion Plans under the Stockholm
Cencention etc..)

18 As mentioned above, each Party to the each agreésnepresented by the focal point, who was natei
by the Ministry of Foreigh Affairs. The focal poinhave specific responsibilities, including themaigsion of
the national reports ( under the Basel and Stockl@bnventions) to the Secretariat. For differemvemtions
focal points can be placed within different depantits of the Ministry of Environment, or differenimtries.
191t was just a problem of correct updating the UNG3 website with all information transmitted by agies
20 Data is collected by the Secretariat of the Bd&Retterdam and Stockholm Conventions from Focal (8dr
the Basel Conventions, Official contact pointstfoe Rotterdam Convention, official contact poirtsthe
Stockholm Convention, by the Ozone Secretariat fnational focal points for the Montreal Protocaideby the
Secretariat of the Minamata Convention from natidoeal points for the Minamata Convention.

2IUNEP explains that the list of focal points at tefas the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Convesstiane
publicly available on the website. Not sure whatlddbe the role of a national focal point. There @arious
parametres for this indicator and it is actually 8ecretariat who receives and repors this infaomdtirther to
UNEP as the custodian agency. E. g. if the coumdsysubmitted a National Implemnetaiotn Plan utiaker
Stockholm Convention, the Secretariat reports wévetie Plan has been received or not
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The UNEP also proposes an automatization of arsyateich would take information from different
sources, such as the Electronic system for nati@pdrting to reduce the workload for putting the
information from different sources togother.

The UNEP also requires capacity development of onati institutions responsible for the
implementaion of the MEAs on chemicals and wastebefter coordination at the national level
between different agencies, cooperation betweemihgstries of environment and national statistical
offices should be enhances, including identifyilagadgaps

Proposal from pilot study:
e |AEG-SDGs examination of the current metadata tokema decision on an eventual
reclassification and refinement of methods if neaeg

9. 15.1.1 Forest area as a proportion of total lane:ay

Overall assessment: Contact should be facilitatetwvéen SDGs national statisticians and the

officially nominated national FRA focal point. FoW as an interesting prototype for data coordimatio

the new FRA online platform development whose goab facilitate interaction and communication

between FAO and different stakeholders.

» Data are published in the UN SDGs data base. Tdetseare aligned with national data for 2 of
the 3 pilot countries which examined this indicateor Russian Federation, data are not aligned.

* Metadata are available and complete and very mretise five-year reporting to FAO on forest
area has been part of the Global Forest Resourssess8ment (FRA) for several decades. But
FAO also notes that NSO’s have not been much imebim the official forestry statistics.

Information provided by countries: In France, thedl point for FRA reporting is officially nominate
by government and is outside the National Statistsystem (he belongs to National Geographical
Information (IGN)). It was decided not to changeatvbrganisation but to ask the official national
contact to inform and associate the person resplensif SDGs indicator in the National statistical
system. In Turkey, the FRA indicator is only onetloé two national indicators produced to follow
forest area. Russian Federation states two séhied:RA series and the Rosstat series, which differ
Clarification is needed

Information provided by custodian agency: The fypear reporting to FAO on forest area has been
part of the Global Forest Resources Assessment YFétAseveral decades. All five pilot countries
have the information readily available and havenbstgle to submit their reports in a timely manner.
Communications and interactions with the officiallgminated national focal points (“FRA National
Correspondents”) has worked smoothly.

However, it is worth noting that data countriesraitlio FAO/FRA are processed by the countries to
comply to the global definition of forest and tlederence reporting years. They may therefore be
slightly different to data managed by forest auties and statistical offices based on national
categories and definitions, as well as those reddd UNFCCC according to definitions specific for
that purpose.

To facilitate the exchanges, FAO mentions the nB#& Bnline platform will include functionality to
facilitate interaction and communication betweerCF#nd national focal points. It will also include
functionality to compare reporting to FAO and SD@th national reporting to other processes, such
as the Climate Convention.

The new FRA online platform will include functiontglto facilitate interaction and communication

between FAO and national focal points. It will alsolude functionality to compare reporting to FAO
and SDGs with national reporting to other processgsh as the Climate Convention.
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FAO foresees involving more the NSOs in the repgrand capacity building for the coming Forest
reporting.

Proposal from pilot study:

» Contacts need to be taken by SDGs statisticiarts tvé officially nominated national FRA focal
point, in order tobe more involved in the validatiof data

» Follow closely the new FRA online platform develagm planned to facilitate consistency with
different reporting to international agencies. ffens new interesting perspective, more efficient
and less significant staff time

10. 16.1.1 Number of victims of intentional homicide @0 000 population, by sex and age

Overall assessment: Contact should be facilitatetwéen SDGs national statisticians and the
officially nominated national UN-CTS focal pointolfow if any, the implementation of an on-line
interface to collect data to take into accountNiaéional Reporting Platform.

» Data are released in the UN global data base lfopahtries of that pilot (2010-2015)

* Metadata are available and complete. Data areatetlevia the UN-Crime Trend Survey (CTS)
through the national UN-CTS Focal points. But nfmimation on “gaps” between National data
and global definitions.

* National focal points transmitted to countries ludttpilot are not always statisticians; sometimes
they are correspondent from the UN National Permiaméssion in Vienna

Information provided by countries: Two of three ntries providing input on this indicator would like
to change the focal point. USA requests UNODC tdtisggreferred focal point. The second country is
working on a national arrangement to solve the wpesTwo countries mention the process of
validation is not enough transparent. One countiylarlike UNODC pulls its data from its NRP.

Data are not necessarily fully aligned with UNODE@tadata. For one country, national data are not
fully aligned with UNODC metadata because of curreifferences between the UN-CTS
classification and the national law.

Information provided by custodian agency:

Focal points. UNODC promotes the role of NSOs in the collectiértrime and criminal justice from
various relevant institutions (police, prosecutieourts, prisons). The establishment of a national
mechanism under the lead of the NSO is a good ipeadh particular with a view to SDG data
collection and the implementation of the Interna&loClassification of Crime for Statistical Purpsse
(ICCS). Having a stronger and visible role of NSO the data collection, standardisation and
dissemination process is a way to strengthen thaamata collection. However, UNODC Secretariat
needs to follow decisions taken by its principlelies, such as the Commission for Crime Prevention
and Criminal Justice, as for example to establiBhi@X'S Focal Points. In many countries, especially
in Europe, the Focal Point is the NSO though this choice made by Governments.

Data collection.The data collection is done through the UN-Crimentr Survey (UN-CTS). The new
UN-CTS collects detailed and comprehensive metadatahe data provided by countries. The
framework is the one described by the ICCS ancectdl metadata assess compliance with the ICCS
definitions of international homicide, geographieald institutional coverage of data, counting unit,
counting rules.

In countries covered by Eurostat data collectiob«{Ether EU-Partner countries), UNODC carries
out its annual data collection (UN Crime Trend SyrvUN-CTS) jointly with Eurostat, which is in

charge of collecting the data and transmitting thertd NODC. Data validation is done jointly by

UNODC and Eurostat through the network of joint UDOEurostat Focal Points. This has worked
well over the past year and is planned to continue.
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A calendar for data collection and data transmissiBecause the UN-CTS needs inputs from several
agencies within each country a strong coordinaliody is needed. To facilitate the coordination, a
calendar for data collection (usually® 3uarter each year) and for data validatiofi quarter of
follwing year) has been followed in recent yeareTime plan for data collection, validation and
publication is set by UNODC in coordination withrBstat and other partner agencies.

National Validation.UNODC sends a Note Verbale to the country and=theal Point and publish the
data on a closed website with password so thatdahatry /focal point can answer UNODC potential
changes in data (passive validation).

The revision process of the UN-CTS has producednatrument more responsive to new and
emerging data collection needs, particularly on SIBG3ndicators, including the indicator 16.1.1. The
revision process included successive drafts aneheikte consultations with UN Member States. The
UN-CTS is translated in the 6 official UN languag&fe UN-CTS is sent to and received from
countries through a secure data portal. Possililerapto improve data collection in the future uroié

the development of a on-line interface data irguthe provision of standard data files, as for
example SDMX format. Though latter options are ligadependant on the availability of additional
resources for UNODC, while their acceptability Hidlity by Member States need to be assessed.

Proposals to solve conflict$echnical consultations for clarifications througle Focal Point are part
of the validation process, mostly through email sgldphone. Annual meting of Eurostat focal points
and biennal Global meetings of UN-CTS Focal Poits important for technical and strategic
discussions on data collection process and contectading SDG indicators. Importantly, SDG data
for this indicator are jointly published with WHOh aleveloping a common approach to produce a
single figure on intentional homicide for each ctoymt international level.

Proposal from pilot study:

* Contacts need to be taken by SDGs statisticiarts thé officially nominated national UN-CTS
focal point

* Follow closely the possible implementation of alime-interface to collect data and the link with
National Reporting Platform (NRP)

11.17.1.2 Proportion of domestic budget funded by diméaxes

Overall assessment: Metadata should be refinethtdycthe definition of the indicator, the methods
of calculation of a global indicator. May be an mewaation of metadata by IAEG-SDGs for
confirmation or revision of the Tier classification

+ Data have not yet been released in the global ds¢aitnough the indicator is Tier 1

* Metadata are not available with the SDGSs glob#dliiese. Metadata are only available in the
archive repository of the UN IAEG-SDGs website.

* Metadata should be complemented with the methoeld ttsaggregate the national data provided
in order to calculate the global indicator, whishindeed he aim of the national data collection by
IMF. No information are given on the planned cdil@t and release calendar.

* IMF has provided focal points for this indicatorS® focal points for 3 countries of that pilot, but
also 2 focal points in lines of Ministry of Finanfe the two other countries.

Information provided by countries: Russian Federaplanned to have data April 2018 USA Bureau
of Economic Analysis (BEA) planned to have datéhimcoming years (1 or 2 years).

Nevertheless, for one country, some question rasethe precision of metadata and on the need of
clarification on the definition of domestic budgieinded by domestic taxes (Budgetary Central
Government with or without extra-budgetary funden€blidated General Government). Moreover,
data availability with comparable data should beleated for each region in the world. Finally,
information should be given on the methods of agatien of national data to get a global or regional
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indicator. Maybe a revision of the classificatiennieeded with a re examination of this indicator by
the IAEG-SDGs.

Information provided by custodian agency: “Propmrtof domestic budget funded by domestic taxes”
is understood to mean the proportion of overall datdry central government revenue derived
exclusively from domestic tax revenues (where ddimesefers to taxes that are domestically
legislated and levied on companies doing businadsiradividuals living in a specific country). For
reporting this indicator budgetary central governmis considered the most appropriate level of
institutional coverage as it will encompass virlgiall countries. This is because, for most devielgp
and emerging market economies compiling data fercttimsolidated general government and its sub
sectors is problematic owing to limitations in enailability and/or timeliness of source data.

In the case of France (and many other EU membées3taMF explains data are not separately
reported to Eurostat for Budgetary Central GovemmBather, Budgetary Central Government is
reported together with Extra-budgetary Funds, witeeg exist. As such, for France (and many other
EU member states), Central Government (excludirgab&ecurity) would be more comparable with

those countries that are only able to report Buatge€Central Government series, since 1) this SDG
seeks to assess domestic resource mobilizationimmprbve domestic capacity for tax and other

revenue collection, and 2) for most developing a&nakrging market economies tax and revenue
collection tends to occur at the budgetary cemoalernment level, this seems to be the most logical
approach.

Nonetheless, for advanced economies (G20 and peehaplect group of others), we can see the merit
in also making comparisons at the consolidated rg¢g@vernment level. This is because for cross-
country comparability purposes the ideal comparatothe consolidated general government as
described in GFSM 2014 Chapter 2. The GFS dataddkses for this for countries that report general
government and is subsectors, as relevant. “

These comments raise the question of comparabflithata transmitted at the global level.

France notes that data are not separately reptotétlrostat for Budgetary Central Government
distinguishing budgetary and extra budgetary fubds,this piece of information is available at keas

in some European countries. The feasibility of sidgpEurostat ESA table transmission with a data
transmission which provides budgetary central guvent series separately might be examined

Proposal from pilot study:

+ Complete metadata with a more precise definitiothefindicator, the methods of aggregation to
calculate a global indicator

 Examination of the metadata by IAEG-SDGs for conéition or revision of the Tier
classification
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