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The report presents the results of the second UNR®E study of data flows from countries
to custodian agencies responsible for SDG indicator

The aim of the pilot studies was to explore methodacilitate understanding and agreement
between national statistical offices and custodagencies regarding harmonized, global
statistics for SDGs. The pilots were undertakethatrequest of the 2017 and 2018 UNEICE
Expert Meetings on Statistics for the Sustainabdedlopment Goals (SDGs). A Task Team
carried out the pilots, co-chaired by France andkay, consisting of Denmark, Kazakhstan,
Russian Federation, Sweden, United Kingdom andedritates.

The first pilot of data flows was undertaken in sugn 2017. Five countries and six custod|an
agencies participated in the pilot. Data flows feven SDG indicators were analysed. The
findings from the first pilot contributed to theidance prepared by the Interagency and Expert
Group on SDG indicators (IAEG-SDGSs) to improve tiiamsparency and efficiency of global
data flows for SDGs.

The second pilot was carried out in summer 201&odused mainly on the difficulty of
validating data not produced by the national statel system, such as data produced|by
custodian agencies through modelling, geospati@rimation, or other data sources generally
outside of the purview of national official staiist Thirty-seven countries and five custodian
agencies participated in the pilot, analysing détavs for ten SDG indicators.

The two pilot studies resulted in concrete recondagans to improve the data flows (see Table
). The outcome of the second pilot study conta@ub the principles and best practices of data
flows prepared by IAEG-SDGs and the Committee fmor@ination of Statistical Activitie
(CCSA) that was endorsed by thé&' BN Statistical Commission. The outcome also cbuted
to greater clarity regarding data transmission aralidation on a number of indicators and [to
improving the coordination of data provision foetglobal SDG indicators. Following the two
pilot studies, a number of countries in Africa aimd ESCAP region carried out similar
exercises.
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RESULTS OF THE UNECE 2018 PILOT STUDY OF DATA FLOWS FROM
COUNTRIES TO CUSTODIAN AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR SDG
INDICATORS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. The scope and ambition of the 2030 Agenda for $hedtée Development calls for
national statistical offices and international angations to strengthen their coordination in
producing harmonized, global statistics to mongargress in the Sustainable Development
Goals. The 49th session of the UN Statistical Cossian (UNSC) requested IAEG-SDG and
the Coordinating Committee of Statistical ActiviidCCSA) to prepare implementation
guidance for SDG data flows.

2. Recalling the request of UNSC, the interest exgess the UNECE Expert Meeting on
Statistics for SDGs in 2018, and in consultationthwiAEG-SDG and the UN Statistical
Division, the UNECE Task Team on Data Flduainched a pilot study to examine country
and agency practical experiences with SDG datasf|levith a particular focus on the difficulty
of validating data not produced by the nationatisiaal office (NSO)/national statistical
system (NSS).

3. The study was designed to explore methods to fai@liunderstanding and agreement
between NSOs and custodian agencies regarding haedy global statistics produced by
custodian agencies through modelling, geospatiainmation, or other data sources generally
outside of the purview of NSOs. It also examinednpl for automating data flows from

reporting platforms.

4.  Thirty-seven countries responded during the sun2@8. The high number of countries
who participated in this voluntary pilot shows ihgportance that they attach to the issue of
data flows and validation of data that is publisfadtheir country in international databases.
Custodian agencies for selected indicators wereialsted to participate. The main findings
of the pilot and possible solutions are summarineithe table | below and in the concluding
chapter. The main points include:

a) Some country focal points are still not known dmyencies. Agency contacts are
sometimes not known to countries (e.g. for 9.1h2,frecise agency focal point contact
information is lacking). Countries sometimes do kobw the previously established
focal points with well-established data flows fanmse SDGs indicators, and identified
new ones.

b) Some metadata are incomplete and misclassitiéd.(), difficult to understand or
have open questions (6.4.2, 15.4.2). Countries soreg disagree with metadata which
impose a data source (15.4.2) or a method of estimalone by agencies (3.9.1).
Metadata for Tier | indicators are not currentlyhin the purview of IAEG-SDGs. There
IS no process to initiate a review or update ofadata in case issues are identified with
it.

c) Sometimes national focal points are not askedhtmlate data associated with their
country published in the UN global data base aeg thsagree with the data (e.g. 9.1.2
on road transport). Data validation is sometimasmex and requires sufficient time for

1Organized under the UNECE Steering Group on Sizgifr SDGs.



countries and agencies. Countries require clabtyuawho is responsible for the data
being published in the global database.

d) Data or related data are already collected tilrcan existing reporting mechanism
(e.g. 6.4.1, 6.4.2) and countries would like to idvduplicate reporting even if an
adaptation of the questionnaire is required.

5. Overall, we found broad consensus in the issuattifa and the solutions proposed.
Many appear to require a low level of effort. Howewt is clear that all actors in SDG data
flows have a role to play in strengthening the dpmrency and efficiency of data flows, and
improving the process requires close collaboration.

6. Some of the possible solutions suggested by paatics in the pilot (table 1) were taken
into account in the IAEG-SDGs and CCSA guidelfn&se discussion with custodian agencies
allowed to clarify many questions and to improve finocess and data quality. Metadata were
improved for some indicators (9.1.2, 15.4.2 fatamce) or are going to be improved (17.3.1).
Other regions were carrying out similar exercises.

2 Criteria for the implementation of the guidelines data flows and global data reporting for SD@sinex | of
the IAEG-SDGs report for the BBtatistical Commission (https://unstats.un.orgd/statcom/50th-
session/documents/2019-2-1AEG-SDG-E.pdf)



Table I. Possible solutions suggested by parti¢gpamthe pilot

Proposed lead

Possible solutions

NSOs (with
UNSD)

1. National country focal point information shoudd added to the UNSD global database
resource for agency focal points (at the countrlissretion) and regularly updated.

2. National contacts provided by NSOs should bedinated at the national levels and consis
with the mandate received by the custodian agenfri@® country governments.Such
coordination is also essential for reporting natistical indicators.

3. The list of national country focal points shoiridlude any other relevant national contacts

AS a

ent

for

extant data flows related to SDG indicators in theSD global database (at the country

discretion).

4. NSOs should inform agencies how they want teivecdata requests from agencies (i.e., to
focal point, or with the focal point in copy)

5. Countries should be able to ask IAEG-SDGs teerevier | or Tier Il indicators and metada
when they note an issue

IAEG-SDGs
(with UNSD)

1. IAEG-SDGs does not have a governance mechanisnandate to review metadata for Tig
and Il indicators. Countries felt this is a cleaed?

2. Some indicators have more than one metadatalfiis can be confusing. The files should
integrated by custodian agencfes.

3. Major changes in metadata files should be resielwy IAEG-SDGs. IAEG-SDGs shou
receive feedback from countries on metadata amalfalp with custodian agencies as neede

4. It would be helpful to denote in the UNSD globatabase and/or official indicator list whi
global indicators are non-statistical in natured #mse that apply to a subset of countries ¢
(for example, LDCs, SIDS, LLCs, DAC members) anasthwhich rely on a common model.

5. In cases where country validation is difficaltpote should be added indicating that the dats

the

be

d
.
ch
bnly

d are

calculated/modelled by the custodian agency andtttas of validation by the country (validated

by country/country can’t validate/not validated dguntry/pending review). Thus, it would
easier to publish globally harmonized national @atd statistics in the UNSD database with
acceptance of the country. This was recommendedpdate to the 2018 UNSC data flg
guidance.

e
the
W

Custodian
Agencies

1. The data sources used to calculate harmoniztidtists should be referenced in the UN
global database, including data taken from oth&atieses. (Unanimous opinion of responderi

SD
nts.)

(with UNSD)

2. The UNSD calendar should indicate agencies’ caltaction and validation time frames. When

exact dates are unknown, tentative dates shouldéd so NSO work programs can plan ahe

ad.

3. Agency contact information should be updatedfdetad for indicators.

4. The following indicators seem to have missindadata or require clarification, based on
data flow pilot include: 9.1.2, 15.4.2 and 17.3.1.

the

5. Work plans for some Tier Ill indicators are it and need to be updated.

UNSD (with
countries and
agencies)

1. A dashboard is needed to support communicatietfwden countries and agencies. T
dashboard should integrate contact informationcfmuntry and agency focal points and d
collection schedules. The information for the dasitd should be provided by both countries
agencies, should be up to date, and easily acte/ssiared.

his
ata
and

2. Any updates made in the metadata files sholggvalotification and tracking of these upda
by national focal points. This will help NSOs resddo agency requests in an efficient mann

[es

er.

3. The validation status should be displayed inUNSD global database, and updates (suc
new postings by custodian agencies or revisiorm)ldibe communicated to national and age
focal points. For example, such changes could gémean automatic email to focal poin

h as
ncy
ts.

(Unanimous opinion of respondents)

3 This coordination is especially necessary for naamgy data flows, such as DAC flows, where theldisthed
national contact is nominated by the governmet'sign ministry or UN national permanent mission).

4 Countries observed, through the course of théieroactivities, that multiple metadata files weosted for the
following indicators (not the focus of the datavflpilot): 1.1.1, 1.3.1, 2.2.2, 5.5.1, 6.6.1.

5 Countries also observed that metadata were missiaded clarification for the following SDG indioas (not
the focus of the data flow pilot): 1.2.2, 1.a.3.8, 4.4.1, 3.5.2, 8.9.1, 10.c.2, and 11.1.1.

iv
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l. PURPOSE, APPROACH, AND L IMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

A. BACKGROUND

7. The scope and ambition of the 2030 Agenda for $hedtée Development calls for
national statistical offices and international angations to strengthen their coordination in
producing harmonized, global statistics to mongargress in the Sustainable Development
Goals. With the contributions of many, including ttdNECE SDG Steering Group’s Task
Team on Data Flows 2017 Pilot Study, the Interagéhgert Group on SDGs (IAEG-SDGS)
and the Committee for the Coordination of Statetisctivities (CCSA) prepared guidance to
improve the transparency and efficiency of glolatistical production for SDGs. The 49th
session of the UN Statistical Commission (UNSC)weied this initial guidance and requested
IAEG-SDG and CCSA to prepare implementation gui@afioc discussion at the 50th session
of the UNSC. Recalling the request of the UNSC,itiherest expressed at the UNECE Expert
Meeting on SDG Statistics, and in consultation WREG-SDG and UN Statistical Division
the Steering Group proposed, at its Second Expeetiklg on Sustainable Development Goals
in April 2018, that its Task Team on Data Flowsne a second pilot study to further inform
the development of the coordination of global didavs. The pilot was also to aim to inform
IAEG-SDG’s and CCSA's preparations of the implemaéion guidance. This study would
build upon the success of the first pilot, condddte2017, which described country and agency
practical experiences with SDG data flows.

B. OBJECTIVES

8.  Like the first pilot, the second pilot was desigied@xamine data flows for global SDG
indicators. The aim of the pilot was to proposemified procedures to limit reporting burden
for both countries and agencies while maintainragsparency of process, concordant with the
Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics

9. Based on the main concerns expressed during tlemddexpert meeting, the specific
focus of the second data flow pilot was on theiclifty of validating data not produced by the
national statistical office (NSO) or within the raial statistical system (NSS). It was designed
to explore methods to facilitate understanding agregement between NSOs and the custodian
agencies responsible for SDG indicators regardargnbnized, global statistics produced by
custodian agencies through modelling, geospatiainmation, or other data sources generally
outside of the purview of NSOs. It also examinednpl for automating data flows from
reporting platforms.

C. METHODS

10. The examination of experience focused on validagenes represented by a small set of
global SDG indicators. The indicators were seledtedepresent the different cases where
data/statistics are not sent directly to agencyesaointries, either because they are calculated,
modelled or estimated by the agencies; or becdugseare already transmitted to agencies via
another already existing, well-established processaddition, the choice of indicators
represented the different categories of indicapyesent in the global indicator framework:
statistical indicators, non-statistical indicatonglicators produced by NSOs and indicators not
produced by NSOs. All indicators except one weassified as Tier | in the global indicator
framework. Indicator 5.1.1 is classified as Tier Il



11. Pilot participants included key actors in the SCHEadlow process: UN member countries
(in this case, mostly UNECE members but also a murabcountries from outside the region)
and custodian agencies responsible for indicataesmened in this pilot study. Country
participants were invited from the list of attensiée the UNECE Second Expert Meeting on
Statistics for SDGs. Other volunteer countries vadse welcomed.

12. Countries participating in the pilot were askedléscribe how they validate data for the
indicators selected for this pilot (that is, whéeit data are already provided to agencies by
other means). Based on these experiences, counteies then invited to consider how to
simplify the data validation process, identifyiragses where the process of validation could be
lightened. In cases for which countries’ data tnaission for SDG purposes was not necessary,
countries were invited to describe how this woutd reflected in their national reporting
platform (NRP), if applicable.

13. Custodian agencies of selected indicators wereialgied to make proposals to lighten
the burden of data validation. They were also ewito clarify the role they would like their
agency reporting platform (ARP) to play in datans@ission.

14. Table 1 lists the indicators selected for the p#tidy and their associated agencies.
Members of the Task Team were asked to summalseresults concerning each issue type.

Table 1. Scope of Work for the Second Data Flow it

Issue Type Indicator Custodian Agency
A | Indicators modded by agenc 3.9.1,11.6. | WHO
B | National data are produced by agen: 15.4.: FAO
using geospatial information
C | Non-statistical indicator based on a sun | 5.1.1 UN Womer
whose responses may be adjusted by the World Bank Group
agency OECD Development
Centre
D | Indicators produced by agencies that 17.2.1, OECLC
data, transmitted by a well-established 17.3.1
proces
E | National data are transmitted already t¢ | 6.4.1, 6.4. FAO
intermediary international datab:
F | Indicators calculated by the agency withoi| 3,6,] WHO
validation of the nationally nominated SDG$.1.2 ICAO and ITF-OECD
focal point

15. A survey for country participants, and separatestamized surveys for each invited
agency (FAO, ICAO, ITF, OECD, UN Women, and WHO)&prepared (see Annex 1). The
surveys could be completed online using Survey Mgn&s a fillable pdf, or as a fillable Word
document. Participant countries were free to chdoséndicators they would like to pilot from
the list, although they were encouraged to resporiestions for all indicators on the above
list. The surveys were posted on the public wikly aountry was free to participate, although
the message asking to participate in the pilot sesd to the participants of the UNECE Expert
Meeting on Statistics for SDGs. Upon confirmatiooyntry participants were asked to provide
survey focal point contact information (if possilée least two names).



16. Forty-three responses were received at the clodedurvey collection period (3 July to
10 August, with some received after the deadli@¥)these, 38 were countries antivéere
agencies. Although most responses were contriboyecbuntries within UNECE (31 of 56
UNECE member countries), 7 responses were alsaveecérom countries in other regions
(ESCAP and ECLAC). Annex 2 lists the contacts fsponses received from countries and
agencies as of 28 August. The respondents to tiveysin countries were the focal points for
SDG data in NSO¥<.

17. As separate activities initiated by IAEG-SDG coiedy the survey also informed
examinations of SDG data flows in the ECA (Afriead ESCAP (Asia and the Pacific) regions.
Members of IAEG-SDG from the ECA region summarizkeéir experiences in an October
2018 note to IAEG-SDG. The survey also motivateitia event at the October 2018 ESCAP
Commission, wherein a panel of ESCAP country repregives to IAEG-SDGs discussed their
SDG data flow experiences.

D. FINDINGS

18. Chapter 2 summarises findings regarding particggadordination of SDG data flows,
use of national reporting platforms and attituadsgard SDMX. Chapter 3 presents country and
agency experiences for each indicator studied, pgrduoy potential validation challenges.
Common challenges and potential solutions (oftdaredl by pilot participants and custodian
agencies) are identified for consideration. Chagteresents the findings of the self-analysis
portion of the surveys. The report concludes wittogerall summary of findings and practical
suggestions to support transparent and efficieotiajldata flows.

19. Initial findings were shared with the co-chairsGESA and IAEG-SDGs in late August
2018, and a more synoptic review was presentdtedAEG-SDG meeting in November 2018.
The draft report was distributed for comments totgarticipants (countries and agencies), and
subsequently, to the full Steering Group beforalization in early May 2019. The first results
of this pilot have informed discussions of CCSA éhdG-SDG in preparation of the data flow
implementation guidance requested by the UN SiadisCommission (presented in March
2019).

E. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

20. There are several limitations to this study thay mi#ect the generalization of its findings
to other country and agency experiences regardid@ 8ata flows. These limitations should
be taken into account when evaluating the findenys suggestions of this report.

21. This pilot was fielded to describe experiences ofintries in the UNECE region.
Countries within the same region have more sind&ta production processes than countries
of different regions. Many countries involved iretpilot study are members of OECD and/or
participate in Eurostat data collection, anothelidgator of strong similarities across national
statistical systems. Therefore, the pilot resulky mot reflect circumstances for countries where

6 Of these five agencies, one agency (FAO) proviegsponse for three indicators, another agencZ{ME
provided data for two indicators.

7 Some agencies have underlined that as the respisndethe survey in countries were the nationaG3iata
focal point in NSOs, the respondents may not haenlaware of the data collection process and of the
validation process for existing and well-establdata flows.



variations in the process (e.g. diverse data sseyjrcan affect the data flows and the
comparability of data.

22. The relative maturity of statistical systems vaa@aong participants. However, countries
of the UNECE region have less need of statistiapkcity building than in other parts of the
world. Therefore, pilot findings may represent dé&as in countries where statistical system
coordination is likely to be strongest. For examplaf of country respondents indicated they
were DAC donors (19 of 27 respondents).

23. A third limitation of the pilot relates to the sel®n of indicators for study. The focus of

the pilot was on indicators that may be particylaifficult for countries to validate given the

nature of the data involved (e.g., data from nawlitronal data sources, data modelled by
agencies, data for non-statistical indicators).rese, the indicators selected or this pilot were
all Tier I (Tier Il in one case). Data flows for€Fil indicators describe a “best case scenario”
for indicators that may be difficult to validatedagise the tier designation indicates the indicator
is conceptually clear, has an internationally dgthbd methodology and standards, and is
produced regularly for at least 50 percent of coesiand 50 percent of the population in every
region where the indicator is relevant. Data vaiatafor indicators using data from non-

traditional data sources that are designated Tiarlexample, may be even more challenging.

24. Despite these limitations, the pilot was conduackéith wide support from participants
and custodian agencies. There was good collabaratitth CCSA and IAEG-SDGs. The high
number of countries who participated in this voargipilot shows the importance that countries
attach to the issue of data flows and validatiregdhata that is published for their country in
international databases. It is clear that a styorfglt commitment to robust data flow
relationships for successful global reporting onG30s widely shared.
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I. NATIONAL COORDINATION OF SDGDATA FLOWS

29. Thirty-eight countries and five agencies partiogobin the second data flow pilot survey.
In most participating countries (28 out of 38), &0 has some formal coordination role. Six
countries stated that all reporting is routed tigtothe NSO, or that NSO is responsible for all
the reporting.

30. Almost all participants currently report SDG stais to custodian agencies along

traditional lines, wherein 1) requests are sentdontries from custodian agencies and the
responsible data producer transmits the statiback to the custodian agency or 2) another
process is already in place (e.g., statistics allegofrom an already existing database). Only 2
countries (i.e., Poland and USA) said they willedir the custodian agency to a national
reporting platform (NRP) where they can find thatistics requiredi

31. Half of the country respondents reported havinglafgerm or web-portal for SDG
statistics. An additional 12 countries stated theyplanning to develop a platform/web portal
for SDG statistics. Of the responding countries whaently have a platform, very few are
using it for the transmission of data for globallicators to custodian agencies. However, 7
countries stated explicitly that they plan to depeihe transmission process vis-a-vis custodian
agencies.

32. Countries appeared to be generally open to, arithgyito use SDMX or other forms of
standardized data transmission. Out of the 33 reipg countries 25 replied that they are
planning to use SDMX or that they are open to thesfbility. Three of these have stated that
they will need training. Six countries are undedidene country stated that they want a unique
DSD and MDS and database to avoid having to cugmitieir transmission forms to the
different custodian agencies. Only one countryidedlinterest.

33. In addition, 20 countries supported the use of @mhior pull technology for indicators
on their NRP or potential NRP.

34. Nineteen respondent countries indicated they astimmy or would post, statistics for
global indicators calculated by custodian agencretheir national platform. In eight of these
cases, the country indicated that this would regthe country to validate the statistics before
posting. Only 3 countries disagreed with this applo Eight countries were undecided, but
most of these state that they would consider it.

8 However, and as custodian agencies have stressediew of countries’ data hubs highlights thechfze a
clear differentiation between the official SDG icgior (heeded by the custodian agency for glolpairtig)
and national proxies on the national reportingfptats.



[ll.  ANALYSIS OF DATA FLOWS BY INDICATOR

35. The first part of the survey asked questions raggrsgpecific data flows. The questions
in this section were organized according to sixitég, each relating to an aspect that may make
validation of SDG statistics for the indicator deabjing. In general, two indicators were
selected as examples of each theme. A descriptiesch of these thematic areas, the indicators
selected, and country and agency responses arg@dobelow. Findings are summarized at
the end of each section.

A. INDICATORS MODELLED BY AGENCY (3.9.1,11.6.2)

36. The second data pilot focused on indicators that beaespecially difficult for countries

to validate given the nature of the data involv@de such case are indicators where the data
used to produce the indicator value is modelledhieycustodian agency rather than collected
directly. Two indicators sharing this data charaste were selected for the second pilot study:
3.9.1Mortality rate attributed to household and ambiantpollution) and 11.6.2Annual mean
levels of fine particulate matter (e.g., PM2.5 aRt#10) in citie3. The World Health
Organization is the custodian agency for thesecatdrs.

1.  Description of the indicator(s) and rationale fo study

37. Indicator 3.9.1 requires data on the national-l@fddiuman exposure to household and
ambient air pollution and the burden of diseasexgsessed in deaths (mortality by cause of
death). Indicator 11.6.2 requires data on the nsamal concentration of fine particulate

matter. Both are estimated by WHO.

2. Country response
Indicator 3.9.1, Mortality rate attributed to household and ambient air pollution

38. Thirty-four countries responded to questions aladitator 3.9.1. Most countries (26 of
34) reported they do not produce this indicatotthet national level. Of these, three are
considering a methodology and four are plannincgloulate the estimate at the national level
in the near future.

39. Eight countries produced estimates for this indicabne of which a national proxy
indicator (i.e., number of deaths caused by regidtesocio-domestic intoxication cases).
Among these 8, 3 countries reported routine fiegular or annual) calculation of this indicator,
while the remainder reported infrequent reportdgd@untries) or no response.

40. Ten countries indicated that the data producershisrindicator were official statistical
institutions outside of NSO. The focus of thesditagons related to hygiene, health or
environmental issues.

41. Most respondents (21 of 29) indicated that thegikaxl a request for a national focal
point from UNSD in 2017. In most cases, NSO was ethm@s the national focal point for
coordination purposes. However, two thirds of resjgmts (18 of 29) reported they did not
receive a data validation request from the custod@gency. In these cases, the request may
have been sent to another institution, such adthestry of Health, and was not shared with



NSO. As a result, most respondents indicated ti&2$did not validate data from the custodian
agency because they were not aware of the requeatitlate.

42. Six responding countries indicated that they agmegld the estimate prepared by the
custodian agency. Three of these countries exmldmebasis for this support. One noted they
trusted the custodian agency and the expert redperier the model. One indicated that the
values produced by the custodian agency and thena#lyy generated estimate were similar.
One indicated that the metadata were clear andmahte. Nonetheless, most responding NSOs
(21) could not validate the modelled data, moshese (15) citing that they were not requested
to validate this indicator prior to publishing.

43. Twenty-two responding countries agreed with theppsal to allow publication of
indicators without prior validation by the counifyit is indicated that data are calculated by
WHO and the status of validation by country (vaiéitinot validated, pending validation). In
most cases (15), countries explained that thepauwf the proposal still required their review
of the process used to provide the statistics (sigcthe national input data used to model the
statistics, the model used, and the output of thdeat). An additional five countries supported
the proposal and endorsed a simple process whereiag only share the national input data
used to model statistics and the output of the imfodeountry awareness and identification of
obvious error. Four responding countries did nqipsut the proposal to allow publication of
indicators without prior country validation.

44. Overall, responding countries prefer that if natiodata are disseminated in the global
SDG database, the national focal point must revl@vmodel used to provide these global
statistics. However, five countries indicated thational data modelled by the agency should
not be published in the global database when thiera focal point cannot validate the data
(or underlying model) even if the data source dral dtatus of validation by the country is
indicated.

45. Eight responding countries indicated that they wantlude the indicator estimated by
the custodian agency in their national reportirggfpkm, either because it is an indicator used
to monitor their national SDG strategy and no othetional indicator is available, or due to
communication purposes with the general public. Tesponding countries indicated they
would not include the global estimated indicataihieir NRP; seven of these countries indicated
that they only publish on their NRP the data preduor validated by their country and 3
indicated that they produce a national indicatorcidiffers from the globally harmonized
indicator produced by the custodian agency.

Indicator 11.6.2, Annual mean levelsof fine particulate matter in cities (population weighted)

46. Thirty-five countries responded to questions regaydndicator 11.6.2. Most of these

countries (23) reported producing national dataha indicator, generally on an annual basis.
Twenty-eight reporting countries indicated thatiovadl data producers were other official

statistical institutions or non-statisticians, getly related to hydrometeor or environmental
issues. Two countries indicated that they produoeypindicators, which are very similar to

the global indicator. Some countries reported thay are unable to produce this indicator
because the state level data are not centralizead nmanner that would allow for national

estimates.



47. Twenty-five responding countries indicated thatythad received a request from UNSD
for national focal point information in 2017. In st®f these responses, NSO was named as the
national focal point for coordination purposes. Hoer, most responding countries (20)
indicated they did not receive a request to vadidhe data. Further, 17 countries could not
validate the data modelled by the custodian agesmye citing as the reason that they were
not aware of such a request.

48. Four responding countries indicated that they abm¢h the estimate prepared by the
custodian agency. Two noted they trusted the cisstaabency and the expert responsible for
the model. One indicated that the values produgetthd custodian agency and the nationally
generated estimate were similar. One indicatedttifemetadata were clear and reasonable.
Nonetheless, most responding NSOs (19) could riatata the modelled data, most of these
(11) citing that they were not requested to vaédats indicator prior to publishing.

49. Nineteen responding countries agreed with the maldo allow publication of indicators
without prior validation by the country if it isdicated that data are calculated by WHO and
the status of validation by country (validated/malidated, pending validation). Four of these
countries agreed with the proposal, indicating theair responsibility was clear and the global
process is transparent. However, in most of thesesc(12), countries explained that their
support of the proposal still required their reviefsthe process used to provide the statistics
(such as the national input data used to modestttestics, the model used, and the output of
the model). An additional three countries suppottedoroposal and endorsed a simple process
where agencies only share the national input dsgd to model statistics and the output of the
model for country awareness and identification lofious error. Six responding countries did
not support the proposal to allow publication afigators without prior country validation.

50. Overall, responding countries prefer that if natilodata are disseminated in the global
SDG database, the national focal point must revl@vmodel used to provide these global
statistics (that is, the national input data usecbdel the statistics, the model used, and the
output of the model). However, six countries inteécathat national data modelled by the
agency should not be published in the global date lwhen the national focal point cannot
validate the data (or underlying model) even if dla¢a source and the status of validation by
the country is indicated.

51. Seven responding countries indicated that they avontlude the global estimated
indicator in their national reporting platform, et because it is an indicator used to monitor
their national SDG strategy and no other nationadicator is available, or due to
communication purposes with the general public. EMav, 13 responding countries indicated
they would not include the global estimated indicah their NRP; 7 of these countries
indicated that they only publish on their NRP tlaadproduced or validated by their country
and 4 indicated that they produce a national iridicavhich differs from the globally
harmonized indicator produced by the custodian @gen



3.  Agency response

52. WHO indicated that the quality and coverage of imfation about human exposure to
urban ambient air pollution have improved signifitg in recent reporting periods; more than
1,000 cities and towns have been added to the WHgbaGUrban Ambient Air Pollution
database since 2016. The improvement was facditatepart, through the WHO-led Global
Platform on Air Quality and Health, which has emabbreater cooperation among partners
(including academia) on data assessment and muogletiethods.

53. Accordingly, the tracking of progress using indarat1.6.2 is expected to improve. The
database has been updated, and the updated vesiflithe released in May 2018, featuring
more than 4000 human settlements publicly repottieg ambient air quality levels.

4.  Findings

54. Overall, there were similarities in responses fathtindicator 3.9.1 and 11.6.2 regarding

data availability, the validation process, and mation and dissemination. Most responding

NSOs currently do not produce national data fosehiedicators. There are various reasons
cited for this, chief among them being the abserieenational-level data source for the global

indicator and the availability of proxy indicatarery similar to the global indicator.

55. Mostrespondents provided contact information @rmtétional SDG statistics focal point,
and in general, NSO were the appointed nationahlf@oint with a coordination role.
Nonetheless, most NSOs could not validate the netldiata from the custodian agency. The
reason cited most often was that NSOs were noteawfasuch a request (perhaps the request
was sent to another agency). When asked to valitiatelata for their country in the global
database, most NSOs could not do so. There wermtimreasons for this. First, other national
institutions were responsible/had the required gigeeto validate and there was not sufficient
time to contact them. Second, there was insufficieformation in the global metadata to
ascertain why national and global estimates diffeoe no national data were available.

56. With regard to the publication and disseminatioglobal estimates, if national data are
modelled by a custodian agency and included imgkbieal database, this should be noted in the
database as modelled by the custodian agency argltulations used should be reviewed by
the national focal point prior to posting. If thational focal point cannot validate these data, 6
countries required the national data not to beiphétl in the global database. Further, most
NSOs would not publish national data modelled bst@dian agencies on their NRP if the data
were not produced or validated by the country/metidocal point.

B.  NATIONAL DATA PRODUCED BY AGENCIES USING GEOSPATIAL INFORMATION  (15.4.2)

57. The second data pilot focused on indicators that Ioeaespecially difficult for countries
to validate given the nature of the data involvidother such case are indicators where the
data used to produce the indicator value is ges@rfiom geospatial informatidnOne
indicator with this data characteristic was sel@dte the second pilot study: 15.4/Buntain

9 Reviewing this report, FAO stressed that geoshiafiarmation is used to estimate national figuiesthis
indicator only when no alternative data has beewigded from the countries. Knowing that a very teci
number of countries are able to produce data fdg 35.4.2, FAO has produced country estimates using
geospatial data, has requested countries to valilese estimates and invited countries to proafigenative
data through national sources.



Green Cover Index (MGQI)The Food and Agricultural Organization is thetoglian agency
for this indicator.

1. Description of the indicator and rationale for sudy

58. Indicator 15.4.2 is one of two indicators in pldoemeasure the target 15.4 “by 2030,
ensure the conservation of mountain ecosystemisidimg their biodiversity, to enhance their
capacity to provide benefits that are essentiasimtainable development.” MGCI is meant to
measure the changes of the green vegetation in taiauareas and provides an indication of
the status of the conservation of mountain enviremis1 A direct correlation between green
coverage of mountain areas and their state oftheafecognized by the scientific community.
Green mountains and especially trees fulfil varieaesystem services and thus prevent, for
example, soil erosion and mudslides.

59. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the Uninattions (FAO) has been designated
as the custodian agency for this indicator, beiagponsible, amongst other things, for
collecting data from countries, producing regioreld global estimates, and providing
statistical capacity development support to coastfor their regular reporting. UNEP is listed
as partner agency in this context.

60. Given that most countries are not in a positioprimduce data for 15.4.2 and in order to
establish a global baseline based on comparableamibnized national estimates, FAO relied
on Collect Earth, a remote sensing applicatiordei®rmine the coverage of green vegetation
in mountain areas. As these estimates, howeveg marbased on national official data, FAO
proceeded to validate the data with all countried affered countries the possibility of
providing alternative national data if available.

61. IAEG-SDGs designated MGCI in 2016 as a Tier |l gador, meaning that the measure
was considered to be conceptually clear and based established methodology, although not
routinely measured in all regions of the world wheelevant. In the case of MGCI, the tier

designation was given although there were no mtaaailable at the time of classification.

In 2017, a global baseline was prepared usingasdabf 500,000 sampling points which were
collected at regional scale by circa 30 scientificl government institutions and coordinated
by FAO. At the end of November 2017, MGCI was rssified to Tier | because of its data

availability.

62. On 20 December 2017, FAO contacted either the NBG $cal points (for the 90
countries that had provided them at the time) terahtively the NSO Head to validate the
national estimates of SDG indicator 15.4.2 caladdiy FAO. Concerns or other feedback as
well as country data could be sent until 18 Jan2&d8. National data were attached to the
email by FAO (a pdf file) and countries were indit® introduce alternative national data in a
separate Excel table if such data was available.

63. After this first contact, FAO shared a detailed wloent on the data collection
methodology, definitions and the methods to asgesgdicator with all countries. FAO also
provided to the raw data used for calculating tb&Sndicator 15.4.2.

64. The UNECE Data Flow Pilot for indicator 15.4.2 cistesd of three questions focusing

on (national) data availability/production, threene questions on the data validation process
in 2017 including the national SDG statistics fopaint request by UNSD and two final
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guestions on the country opinion of publicatiomofh-country and/or non- validated data (eight
guestions in total, numbers 24 to 31).

2. Country response

65. Thirty-two countries responded to pilot questicegarding indicator 15.42 At present,

26 of 32 responding countries (81%) indicated ttheyot produce data for this indicator. Two
of these countries stated that the indicator is retgvant for their country as there is no
mountain area within national borders. Five coestri16%) responded that the indicator is
under development. One country confirmed that w moduces the indicator fully aligned
with the global metadata. In two of the five coiggrpresently developing the indicator, a
periodicity of three years is foreseen; while thieeos could not provide any information on
this. Only the country already producing MGCI pass the data annually, starting from 2017.
Four countries answered only the first question skidped the rest. Therefore, 28 countries
are considered as total in the subsequent analysis.

66. Fourteen countries responded to questions regapdisgible national data providers. A
range of possible data providers were mentionedudmng NSO, ministries for forest and

agriculture or nature protection as well as natiamstitutions/agencies responsible for topics
like agriculture, cadastre/mapping/cartography remment or forests.

67. In2017, UNSD requested countries to provide thethn thie contact information for their
national SDG statistics focal point. Twenty-onepawding countries confirmed that they
provided this information. In most of these ca$¢SO was designated as the national focal
point. Five countri€s skipped the question, and two said they had nowiged this
information.

68. As the custodian agency for indicator 15.4.2, FADts data validation request to the
national SDG focal points in December 2017. Thiguest reached 19 of the 28 countries
(68%). Six countries were not aware of such a datalation request, and three countries
skipped the question. One reason could be the mgisgimination of an SDG national focal
point (see above). However, four of the six coastthat said they were not aware of the request
affirmed in the prior question the provision ob&dl point contact information to UNSD. Other
possible reasons could be wrong email addresseselass changes in staff assignments or
general organisational/technical issues.

69. In summary, 7 countriéévalidated the data, while 19 (68%) did not. Théy@ountry
that already produces MGCI in compliance with thetadata, however, did not validate the
data prepared by the custodian agency due to elifters between FAO’s estimation and their
national values. The main reason for the diffexahie was identified to be the lower number
of observation points in FAO’s calculation. Additally, two countries did also not validate
the custodian agency’s data because of inconsigtdues. Other reasons for non-validation
(16 countries) were missing country data for theeasment, technical issues and/or missing
responses of other involved national stakeholdarssing instruments, non-relevance of the

1033 countries responded. But one of these courtteadsot received the relevant information from the
responsible ministry to answer the questions defiity within the period of the pilot study and tafore did not
answer further questions.

11 This excludes the four countries that only ansdihe first question on national data availabitihd skipped
the following questions.

2 One of the two countries that reported the indiemnot being relevant still validated the data.
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indicator, concerns on the methodology or that FA@quest did not reach the person in
charge. One country replied they could not validiagedata because of an issue concerning the
interpretation of the trend of the indicator rethte climate change. Two countries skipped the
questiont?

70. The initial SDG data flow guidance noted by the Shatistical Commission in 2018
recommends the use of globally harmonized natiola#h only to calculate the global and
regional aggregate when national data or statigticgided by the custodian agencies are not
validated by the country. But the globally harmaudiznational data may not be published in
the SDG global database. As alternative to thipgsal, the pilot examined the opinions of the
participating countries on another possible prooedin cases where data validation might be
difficult for countries as they do not produce thdicator, an alternative guidance could be a
note including “both that the data are calculatgdthe custodian agency and the status of
validation by the country (e.g. validated by coyntrountry can’t validate, not validated by
country, pending review) ". Of the 22 countriest tlesponded to this proposal 9 did not favour
it while 3 countries fully agreed to it, 7 wantem ¢heck the custodian agency’s calculation
before their release and 3 preferred pre-relea@miation for country awareness and
identification of obvious errors. Six countriesgked the question

71. The final question examined if countries would pshblthe indicator calculated by the
custodian agency on their national reporting pftatfdNRP). Three out of twenty-three
countries (13%) approved because of the natiotedaace of the indicator, while four more
countries limited their “yes” to communication pages. One country answered with “yes” and
“no” and mentioned that it would prefer to produttee indicator in accordance to the
internationally accepted methodology on its ownzeé®emore countries responded they prefer
country data. Two countries would accept and pbbimslicators calculated by custodian
agencies if the method has been accepted and aatableen assessed as high quality by the
country, which means that data have been validdtes countries indicated they would
publish only indicators with national relevancetibeir NRP. One country skipped this question
as they had no NRP implemented yet.

72. One country drew attention to the error of + 19%labal level that increases to + 2% at
regional level and is expected to rise furthehatnational level. Therefore, it was suggested
to publish FAQO’s data with the corresponding accyra

73. Regarding the publication of non-validated datap teountries emphasised in their
comments that the decision on the data publicatauld be left to the countries following the
principle of subsidiarity. One of these countrieslerlined that it would not be seen as non-
transparent or in contrary to the Fundamental ipyies of Official Statistics if national data
produced by agencies are only used to calculatglti®al and regional aggregates. Another
country underlined a footnote is not sufficientuagrs of the data may gloss over it and think
it is the country response.

74. Three countries indicated methodological concerith whe indicator. For the first
country, an increase of the green cover of moustaould not only be perceived as positive
as it may be a sign of climate change (e.g. mebingnow and ice, trees growing higher up).

BAs these two countries also skipped the prior goeston providing the SDG focal point as well aseieing
the FAQO'’s request, it is unclear whether or notwakdation request of the FAO reached them and wiea
result was. According to the global database, dilkemn has validated the data, while the validaisopending
for the other one.
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With regard to that, the country proposed to adcheeat in the metadata concerning its
relevance and the interpretation of its evolutibhe second country had a general problem
with the meaningfulness of the data and saw a gmeadrtainty as measuring the change over
3 to 5 years will most likely not provide meaningiitformation. The third country disagrees
with the FAO methodology in the national context.

3.  Agency response

75. FAO is at present the (sole) custodian agency $o8DG indicators and together with
other agencies responsible for three more SDG aalis. Three indicators were part of the
second UNECE data flow pilot, namely 6.4.1, 6.4@ &5.4.2.

76. For indicator 15.4.2 FAO contacted all national SfoGal points collected by UNSD in
2017 by email. A short note was provided, with lgaokind information on the indicator, the
classification used for defining mountains andriethodology used for obtaining the data at
country level. The recipients were requested taatd the data. FAO estimates that 7 percent
of the countries refused to validate the data,eli2gnt validated the data, 20-25 percent started
a validation process and 56-61 percent did notoredpo the validation request. FAO supported
countries that could not validate the data by mamgil exchanges and Skype discussions to
describe the methodology more in detail and to eragge them to validate the data. Two
capacity development workshops have been orgaiiizecember 2017; November 2018) for
all countries that requested a training. The warkshgoal was to enhance countries capacities
S0 as to enable them to validate the MGCI datactdt by FAO and to intensify the sampling
points at national level.

77. FAO plans to update the metadata with missing médion, e.g. a schedule for data
validation, guidance on how to interpret an inceeathe green cover of mountains in cases
where it should not be regarded as positive (espds of permanent snow cover area), and date
of release. A better understanding of the methapoleould enhance country validation.

78. FAO was also interviewed on their opinion on theeralative proposed guidance to
publish, additionally to regional and global valuhee national data or statistics calculated by
FAO in the UN global database as well as the vabdastatus by country (see 12). FAO agreed
to this proposal because the process of validatidirbe simplified, but FAO will still offer
countries training to make them able to implembsatrethods for their country and to check
the data calculated by FA®

¥ n addition, FAO is promoting land monitoring amskessments at national level with the same
methodological approach in more than 50 countiii@gnty-two countries have already officially subteit data
collected by using the FAO tool, Collect Earth, enthe reporting schemes of the Climate Change €uion
(UNFCCC REDD+ Web Platforrttps://redd.unfccc.int/submissions.hynit is expected that many of these
countries will elaborate the MGCI using their nafbdatabase
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4.  Findings

79. As many as 33 of the 38 participating countrieshef sescond UNECE data flow pilot
answered the questions on indicator 15.4.2, indigad high importance of this topic for the
countries.

80. The indicator is not relevant for all countrieslasre are countries with neither mountains
nor local elevation range higher than 300 metetg. &en so, for some of these countries,
FAQO'’s geospatial tool produced restitts

81. One country declared they already produce the &didn compliance to the metadata,
but with a different result than FAO’s estimatidttowever, no country sent data to substitute
FAOQO'’s estimates.

82. FAO contacted the national SDG statistics focah{sin NSOs, using the list provided
by UNSD, to validate its estimates for SDG indicaié.4.2 between December 2017 and
January 2018. However, as many as up to 61 peofeobuntries did not react to FAO’s
validation request. Possible reasons could be weingil addresses as well as changes in
responsibilities and contact persons or generarosgtional/technical issues. The time of year
could also be a factor.

83. Inadequate national coordination may play a pathénfailure to validate the estimates.
Often times FAO experienced that the SDG natiooedlifpoints did not share the data with the
relevant ministry/technical unit therefore hampgrihe validation process. It could be helpful
if countries identified specific national focal pts for each SDG indicator, besides the generic
NSO SDG focal point. Custodian agencies can sugparttries by providing names of persons
or organisations in the countries that they areantact with regarding similar issues or that
have previously been appointed focal points focgpepre-existing data flows.

84. Nineteen of the countries responding to questio@%m the data flow pilot questionnaire
had not validated the data calculated by FAO félecent reasons, e.g. inconsistent values,
missing country information or instruments for #esessment, non-relevance of the indicator
or disagreement with the metadata — in particulartd a different definition of mountain areas.

85. FAO published its estimates also in cases wherddteehad not been validated because
of no country feedback. Some countries were ctitaéathis process. Footnotes itself were
considered as not sufficient as users may glossibaad regard the data as country approved
or country data. However, this issue has now besolved by the final IAEG-SDG Guidelines
on Global Reporting that allow for custodian agesdb publish data in case of non-response
by countries, provided that a reasonable amoutitngf has elapsed.

86. Most countries prefer to publish their own calcedhtesults on their national reporting
platform, but would also publish national data proed by agencies, if they considered the data
quality sufficiently good. One country recommengrlishing data estimated by agencies
with the corresponding precision rate.

15 The indicator value is very low and a footnoteidates in the UN SDGs Global data base, thesesthatald
be removed because of no mountains in the cour&§ took notice of this issue and is now in thegess of
removing the data for these countries from theliza
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C. NON-STATISTICAL INDICATOR BASED ON A SURVEY WHOSE RESPONSES MAY BE
ADJUSTED BY THE AGENCY (5.1.1)

1. Description of the indicator and rationale for sudy

87. In late 2017/early 2018, custodian agencies of SRG1, Whether or not legal
frameworks are in place to promote, enforce anditooequality and nondiscrimination on
the basis of se{UN Women, World Bank’s Women, Business and the irtiative and the
OECD Development Centre’s Social Institutions ameh@er Index) sent UN member countries
an email requesting review and validation of a joesaire compiled by their legal experts on
the legal frameworks for gender equality. They dgke countries to review and validate a pre-
filled survey consisting of 45 “Yes/No” questions national gender legislation. This process
reduced country respondent burden, while givingmthi#ne opportunity to engage and
contribute, including adding quality checks viaigation.

88. At the IAEG-SDGs meeting in April 2018, the tieatsts of SDG 5.1.1 was raised to a
Tier 1l (from a Tier 1), increasing the incentiv@éo measure this indicator. The 2018 UNECE
Data Flow Pilot survey attempts to track data flamsa “non-statistical indicator based on a
survey whose responses may be adjusted by the@garah as SDG 5.1.1.

2. Country response

89. Out of 33 countries participating in the surveynast two-thirds have identified a
specific data provider for indicator 5.1.1. Lesartthalf of the national focal points identified
were “NSO Statistician.” The rest of the nationatdl points were from “relevant policy-
making institutions.”

90. Out of the 20 countries transmitting informationanational NSO focal point to UNSD
in the fall of 2017, 9 received the questionnagertdy UN Women. Among them, 5 received
the request indirectly. Four reported that theyravweot aware of such a request.”

91. Among the countries who replied to this questiothedata flow questionnaire, less than
one-third (6 countries) completed and/or validatked questionnaire. Only a few survey
respondents gave specific information regardingtiatyng discrepancies with the custodian
agency; there does not seem to be any major desagigs over the negotiation process except
one question with one country concerning the imtggtion relative to gender discriminations
of national safety measures which protect womend—amt all workers- from hard work
dangerous for their health. Less than half (42%thefcountry respondents agreed to letting
IAEG help settle any pending disputes, many coestexpressed a preference to communicate
directly with the custodian agency.

92. Half of the countries indicated that they would tpt®e indicator (generated by the

custodian agency) on their NRP. The other half mepahat they won’t post and will not retain
this indicator for their national implementation®DGs.
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3.  Agency response

93. The custodian agencies for indicator 5.1.1 repgustiover half of the countries (50 of
89 or 56%) identified a national focal point, of iath only one-fourth (26%) were NSO
Statisticians. Although the country survey resstiew a somewhat higher percent of national
focal points as NSO Statisticians (36%), the ingilans are the same—since this is not a
statistical indicator, most of the national focalimfis have a policy-related (not statistical)
background.

94. The custodian agencies estimated a global respatesef just over 50 percent(46 of 89),
which includes completed questionnaires as weduageys undergoing validation. By region,
the response rates range from a high of 59 pe(Eemope and North America) to a low of 24
percent (Sub-Saharan Africa). Based on the piletrdpancies were relatively mild and were
resolved directly with the countries. Countries @vepntacted and given another chance to
intervene before data is “finalized” by the custodagency. Data would not be released without
this validation process, which was approximatefy/i@onths long. According to the guidelines
presented by IAEG-SDGs at the 49th UNSC, when djipbarmonized national data provided
by the custodian agency are not validated by thatry, the globally-harmonized national data
can be used to calculate the global aggregate,chanot be published in the SDG global
database. But to increase transparency and betalbpeiblish data used to calculate the
aggregate even when they are not validated by dbetoy, the custodian agencies would
support the questionnaire suggestion to includeanbte indicating the answer was not
validated or was pending validation/review, as 8metby the country concerned. However,
during the validation process, they would contirtoeoffer countries training to better
understand their assessment framework.

95. While the custodian agencies think the current ggecworks well, they will support
IAEG reconciliation for any potential on-going i€su

96. The custodian agencies plan to release data for SIDG& every other year, beginning in
the first quarter of 2019. At present, they haveplams in place to automate the exchange of
SDG data and metadata.

4.  Findings

97. The custodian agencies engaged with this indig&joort that this process is inclusive
and productive. They reported planning to reled3& S.1.1 during the first quarter of 2019.
After the survey vas closed, UN-Women provided satadfication on the process. Some of
the countries had not been approached at all ifirSteycle of data validation initiated by UN-
Women. This was the case for 7 of the countrielyirggpto the data flow pilot questionnaire,
which would explain some of the disconnect regaydiaints of contact. Another reason could
be due to job changes since the last collectioN®D focal points made by the UNSD. Still,
some 40 percent of the NSOs from countries thdigyzated in the data flow pilognd were
approached by UN-Women for this request, were neara of the existence of the
guestionnaire. This gap needs to be bridged.

98. The issue could possibly be resolved via askinddN&D and UN Women to compare

their contact lists for this indicator, and themdiag it out to the country focal points for
verification. Another approach may be to split thugstion to identify a “national focal point”
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and the “subject matter expert” for the specifdicator. The former is the facilitator. The latter
is the data provider and negotiator. Of coursis, possible for one person to fill both roles.

99. UN-Women confirms that it makes all efforts to emsgorrespondence reaches the
appropriate country counterpart, using the moremet/NSD contact lists, complemented by
any updates it receives directly from countries.

100. The 5.1.1 indicator is not a statistical indicatéfhen there is disagreement between
agencies, the primary information provider can nie¢® with the custodian agencies. If an
agreement cannot be met after a reasonable effestpdian agencies would support the
suggestion to publish national data with their uigabf validation (not validated/pending
validation /review as specified by the country)ntgocountries support the idea of publishing
the status of validation of any indicator publisimethe UN database, but some are still reluctant
to allow the custodian agency to publish data atitlated even with this notation provided.

D. INDICATORS PRODUCED BY AGENCIES THAT USE DATA TRANSMITTED BY WELL -
ESTABLISHED PROCESS(17.2.1,17.3.1)

1.  Description of the indicator and rationale for sudy

101. The collection of ODA related statistics is part aflong-standing OECD statistical

practice, governed by the OECD/DAC Working Partydewelopment finance statistics (WP-
STAT). The data flow pilot used indicators 17.2\kt official development assistance (ODA)
as proportion of the OECD Development Assistanaai@ittee donor's gross national income
and 17.3.1Foreign direct investment (FDI), official developmassistance, and South-South
Cooperation as a proportion of total domestic budae examples of indicators produced by
agencies that use data already transmitted tontieenational organisation by the countries
through an already established process. Both itateare classified as Tier | in the SDG global
indicator set, but only 17.2.1 is produced. Indical7.3.1 is not produced due to both
methodological issues and lack of data.

102. DAC statistics are often produced and transmitte@ECD by a national Development
Cooperation Agency or by the Ministry of Foreigrfaifs. National SDG focal points have not
been requested to validate the indicators befotdiqation in the global SDG indicator
database.

103. The reasons for choosing to investigate the twacatdrs are twofold. Firstly, the task

team wanted to get an indication on whether coemtwould agree to the indicators being
posted in the global database without the (re-ghailbn of the indicator by NSOs, given the
fact that the statistics have already gone thr@ugalidation process when it is first transmitted
to OECD/DAC. Secondly, the task team was interetstdabar countries and OECDs views on
the metadata that have been communicated for thénahcators and on the tier classification.
The task team’s starting point was that indicatér2ll was classified correctly but that
indicator 17.3.1 in all but actual classificatienai Tier Ill indicator.
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2.  Country response

104. To the task team’s surprise, 13 out of 25 counthes replied to the question about the
metadata for the indicators said that the metguotatdaded on the UNSD website was sufficient
for a Tier | indicator. Eleven countries found thetadata not sufficient. Eight of these added
that this response applied for indicator 17.3.1tbat the metadata for 17.2.1 was fine.

105. Following up with a few countries the task team adoded that respondents have

generally examined the metadata for ODA and folmadl sufficient. One reason for this could

be that the indicator has often been identifiedaselevant for their country which has resulted
in a not very thorough investigation of the metad&nother could be that as a general rule
NSO does not produce the statistics that go ireac#hculation of the indicator and hence NSO
does not have a clear idea about what would cobsufficient information for the indicator.

106. A majority (16 of 17) of countries stated they agtewvith the current process of data
collection from country to OECD, and the calculatad ODA by OECD. The one country that
disagreed did so mostly from the point of collectaalendars. A majority (16 out of 21) also
supported the guiding principle for the indicatmattwas proposed in the questionnaire:

When data for an indicator are transmitted to agea@nd validated according
to a well-established process by a national datavmter designated by the
country, countries also should designate the saate provider as an SDG focal
point for the indicator to avoid duplication andrdasion.

107. However, some countries stated that their reply @pplied to the two investigated
indicators and that any other indicators of the esétmd (separate, but well-established
collection and validation process) needed to bestigated on a case by case basis.

108. Four countries stated that they wanted a procesgrentthe indicators are
(re-)validated by NSO before they are publishethenglobal database.

109. Fifteen out of twenty countries responded that teyld be open to including the ODA
indicator calculated by OECD in their national S@icator set. Some of these also said they
would vet and validate them first. Four countritegexd that they only post indicators produced
by national producers on their SDG data platforrpantal.

3.  Agency response

110. OECD stated that the current process regardingaddiiection for ODA works well and
that the WP-STAT (under OECD/DAC) continuously empemin improvements to data and
reporting mechanisms. It seems no plans for chatogd® data collection relative to the ODA
indicator is known to the rapporteur. OECD seesnaed for additional validation by the
national SDG focal points since the data are ajrgatidated by the country in another process.

111. OECD also stated that the tier classificationnsadter for IAEG and that OECD (and the
IMF) have raised some serious methodological issu#sindicator 17.3.1 in IAEG-SDGs.
OECD mentions several options to improve the indicgdor example, the data reported by
OECD under indicator 10. b.1. on total resourcevfidor development could be used in the
numerator, and the denominator could be changé&Di® or population, which would make
the data under this indicator comparable over tam& between countries. It could also be an
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option to use figures on Total Official Support Bustainable Development (TOSSD) when
these become available. Any change — includingimteise of proxy indicators while a final
resolution is sought — would however be up to IA&DGS to discuss and decide.

4.  Findings

112. As stated, the motive behind choosing these indisdab be investigated in the data flow
pilot was twofold. The task force concludes thategi the sample of countries that replied to
the questionnaire, most countries supports theentiprocess for collection of ODA related
statistics. However, the national coordination wioube facilitated if OECD would
communicate to NSO SDG focal points the contadrmftion for the national data provider.

113. OECD could also consider establishing a processaMi80s, as a curtesy, are given the
opportunity to examine the indicator s) and congitlh the national data provider, some time
before they are published in the global database.

114. Regarding the issue of metadata and tier clasgdits, the task team found, after drilling
down into the subject, that there are some senmethiodological issues with indicator 17.3.1
as it stands. It would recommend that the IAEG-SE{&ser consult the OECD about using a
readily available substitute indicator (such abl0as a share of GDP), or downgrade the
present indicator to Tier Il and start the procesind a new indicator for this target.

E.  NATIONAL DATA ARE TRANSMITTED ALREADY TO AN INTERMEDIARY INTERNATIO ~ NAL
DATABASE (6.4.1, 6.4.2)

1.  Description of the indicator and rationale for sudy

115. The indicators investigated were 6.4£hange in water efficiency over time a®d.2
Level of water stress: freshwater withdrawal ag@portion of available freshwater resources.
Twenty-nine countries provided responses/commaertiset section on those two indicators.

116. National data and information on water resourcegtewuse and agricultural water
management are key to monitor the water-relatedaBable Development Goals (SDG)
indicators and to provide policy makers with confygnesive information on the state of water
management in their country in support of natigpaicy formulation and assessment.

117. Regarding these two particular indicators, it i$ clear how the data flows will work.
OECD/Eurostat/lUNSD collect data on water biannualtg the data can be partly used for
monitoring of indicators 6.4.1 and 6.4.2. The néata collection, at the time the pilot was
conducted, was foreseen to for 2018. However, F&@ & questionnaire on data on water for
SDG indicators in spring 2018. This creates an mgupasituation of double-reporting. FAO
comments that data collected by OECD/EUROSTAT dbpmnovide enough information in
order to produce water related SDG indicators,thatla discussion has been initiated in order
to formally merge the two questionnaires.

2. Country response
118. Twenty-nine countries responded to the pilot qoastiregarding indicators 6.4.1 and

6.4.2. To the question whether metadata postedhenUNSD website provide sufficient
information needed to produce national statistcgte two indicators, 13 countries responded
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‘yes,’ 6 countries ‘no,” and 10 countries providetbther answer. One country commented that
metadata for indicator 6.4.1 was sufficient buvats not the case for the indicator 6.4.2.

119. On the provision of a national SDG statistics fquaiht, 22 countries responded that they
had provided such information, three countries atdand one country responded that it was
not contacted.

120. Regarding the question on reception of a request ffAO on nomination of a contact

person, 8 countries responded that they receivequbstionnaire indirectly with the focal point
in copy and 11 countries responded that they haglwed the questionnaire directly to the focal
point nominated. Six countries were not aware chsarequest.

121. Nine countries answered that a focal point dedit&beFAQ's questionnaire had been
identified, and seven countries that they havesaabéished focal points for reporting the data
to Eurostat. The other answers were evenly digitbbetween other possibilities.

122. Fourteen countries replied that they had respotal&®O’s questionnaire, 10 countries
hadn’t. Replies to the question about the reasondbreplying to the FAO guestionnaire were
sparse. Six countries replied that they did nottv@uuplicate data transmission. Twenty-two
countries were positive towards encouraging FAQ@dordinate their data collection process
on water with existing data flows.

123. The data flow pilot introduced a proposal for tigihg the burden by allowing custodian
agencies to publish data drawn from already avi@lalatabases furnished by national, or
nationally verified, data for the purpose of SD@lgll reporting. Eighteen countries agreed to
this but six countries preferred to calculate tlosun national statistic and transmit it to FAO
in order to more closely monitor country statisfiesglobal SDG indicators.

124. Finally, on the question on whether a country womdude data calculated by the
custodian agency in their national data platforecauntries replied ‘no,” and 8 replied ‘yes.’

3. Agency response

125. Globally, 95 countries (51%) have nominated AQUAST®ational correspondent and
60 countries (32%) have sent back the questionfasr®f the time of filling in the data flow
guestionnaire sent by UNECE). FAO states that ®i82alata collection allowed collecting
more data than previously collected through thenBarAQUASTAT questionnaire.

126. As the custodian agency for this indicator, FA@esponsible for collecting the necessary
data from countries. However, as some of the damas required are already collected by other
agencies through different instruments, FAO hasabdished a dialogue with
OECD/EUROSTAT and UNSD to harmonize the definitionsed in their respective
guestionnaires, and better coordinate the dat@ctadh process. However, this means that
existing OECD/EUROSTAT or UNSD data collections &édw be adapted (i.e. include more
information) to the needs of the SDG data collectiBurthermore, some of the existing
guestionnaires seem too complex for developing t@msand the metadata in not detailed
enough. However, FAO is providing support to therdaes through the Integrated Monitoring
Initiative for SDGB6, reinforcing and complementiting information available in the metadata.
Countries will also be given the opportunity toatadite their own statistics for the SDG a
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127. FAO clarified that they are waiting for how to pead on situations when nationally
published data conflicts with internationally pwbled data. Nationally published indicators
would only be useful in situations when not onlg tresults, but all the variables of the
indicators subject to calculation are availabléntem.

128. FAO also noted that, as water statistics are csestral and irrigation statistics are
cross-thematic, it was difficult to identify the stoappropriate AQUASTAT national
correspondents.

129. Finally, FAO agreed that the validation status lobglly harmonized national statistics
should be noted with a flag (official data as omubso estimated/unofficial data), and that
IAEG-SDG should serve as a referee in case of theagents between countries and agencies.

4, Findings

130. Most responding countries seem to agree on thessigeof encouraging FAO to
coordinate data collection with existing data floaheady implemented (22 positive replies).
Furthermore, most responding countries have alswiged information on national SDG
statistics focal points (22). Eighteen countrieppsuted the proposal on coordination of
international data flows. The other replies areermrenly distributed between countries. The
comments provided by the countries indicate thextetlns a lack of clarity on the process as well
as lack of understanding for why data from theirN&e not used as well as why countries are
asked to duplicate reporting.

131. FAQO’s answer indicates that existing data collectior water is not sufficient to cover
water related SDG indicators. Furthermore, FAO respan increase in response from countries
comparing with the previous AQUASTAT data colleaso(though without indication of
response rate in previous collections).

F.  INDICATORS CALCULATED BY THE AGENCY WITHOUT A VALIDATION OF THE
NATIONALLY NOMINATED SDGS FOCAL POINT (3.6.1,9.1.2)

1. Description of the indicator and rationale for sudy

132. There are several indicators that are calculateal cystodian agency without asking the
national SDG focal point for validation. The exaegplooked at here are indicator 3.®&ath
rate due to road traffic accidentsvith World Health Organization (WHO) as the cusém
agency, and indicator 9.1.Passenger and freight volumes, by mode of transpoth the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) drthe International Transport Forum (ITF)
as the custodian agencies. The Task Team on Dats as interested in finding out whether
countries were publishing their own data for theskcators, and whether countries agree with
the figures included in the global reports. Thé tiam also wanted to find out what level of
support there was for the proposal that, even whene are existing processes, national
statistical offices should be given the opportutityalidate any new or changed data for SDG
indicators calculated by a custodian agency.
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2.  Country response
I ndicator 3.6.1, death rate dueto road traffic accidents

133. Information about experiences with this indicat@sweceived from 35 countries. For
all except one data for their country is reportedhie WHO Global Status Report on Road
Safety 2015°

134. Most responding countries (84%, 22 countries) cordd they had not been asked to
validate their country’s data, although more thao-thirds (69%, 24 countries) confirmed that
these data are collected through a process thalgtes SDGs. Some countries have confirmed
that they are having difficulties identifying exigy focal points in their country for this
indicator and they have not been informed of th& dalidation process. One country
confirmed that an expert, though not the SDGs fpoatt for that country, had asked them to
validate the dat&’ Two-thirds (66%, 23 countries) confirmed they paovided details of their
focal points to the UNSD.

135. Countries were also asked whether the custodiamcgigbad provided sufficient
information to allow for validation. As only one watry had been asked to validate their data,
a fifth (20%, 7 countries) said that as no reqtestlidate had been received, no metadata had
been received either, and so they could not comaretite quality of the metadata. A further
49 percent (17 countries) said that the informati@s not adequate, but this could also be
because no information was provided direéiliyletadata for this indicator are available in the
SDG metadata repository and four countries wensfit with the quality of the metadata
available there.

136. Countries were then asked to check their natioatd dgainst the data available in the
global report® Of the 29 countries who were able to check, 9 toes(31%) were not satisfied
with the figure presented in the global reportdiity it inconsistent with their own data. A
further 10 countries were content that the figuss wsimilar, or close enough for international
comparisons. It was suggested that the differebetgeen the figures in these cases could be,
for example, due to the use of national populagoojections calculated by the country
compared with those calculated by the UN departroémtopulation. Another cause of the
discrepancy may be different definitions (e.g. dopasing police data with a death cut-off rate
of 30 days and WHO taking into account any deathtduoad traffic accident regardless the
date of death they occur). Two countries said thay trusted the figure produced by the
agency.

137. The task team had proposed in the questionnaitevtien a custodian agency calculates
new data, or adjusts existing data for countri@sl then publishes these data in the global
database, the agency should always send thesagqueesfto the national SDG focal point for

8 In our review of the report, Ukraine is the onheoof the 26 not included.

71t is not clear from the country’s (Lithuania) pesse if this request for validation was specificédr the
SDG indicator, or part of the existing process.

8 This question may have been misinterpreted byoredgnts. It is not clear whether the eight respugdi
countries said that the information was not adegjbatause they didn’t receive it, or because thie the
metadata are not clear enough.

19 This question may also have been misinterpreteg&yondents. More countries than 14 answered this
guestion, but their answers seemed to be answarstightly different question.
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validation, even if an existing method for collegtidata and validation is well-established. Of
the 33 countries who commented on this proposato2@tries (88%) were in favour.

138. Of the 26 countries who responded to whether thewldvconsider publishing data
calculated by the custodian agency for their cquatr their National Reporting Platform, 6
countries said they would, 5 said they might whftesaid that they would not. The undecided
countries were either not sure, because they hawvget developed an NRP and so have not
defined criteria for publishing data or said tHatyt may consider using data calculated by a
custodian agency if national data were not avalad the methods and data sources were
validated and approved by their focal point.

Indicator 9.1.2, passenger and freight volumes, by mode of transport

139. This indicator covers several different issuesjragkor passenger and freight volumes

by mode of transport. The metadata provided byodish agencies addresses only air, road
and rail transport mode. For most countries, tifigrmation is taken from questionnaires they
complete for the ICAO (air) and the ITF (rail armhd). Data are modelled for countries who

are not members of the ITF.

140. Information was received from 31 countries aboid thdicator, all of whom said they
produce national statistics for this indicator.tétal 26 countries (84%) said they produce
national statistics for all three elements (aill,aad road), while 6 countries said they produce
national statistics for just part of this indicattmost half of the countries (17 of 35) produce
these data annually, 5 produce data monthly, coduyzes quarterly, while 7 countries produce
data covering different periods for different elenseof the indicator, such as quarterly for air
and rail, but monthly for road.

141. These data are produced, for the most part by N3®sountries), often with input from
other organizations such as the Ministry of Tramspothe Aviation Authority. AlImost two-
thirds (19 countries) said that they provided detai their focal points when asked last year.

142. None of the countries received a request (that these aware of) to validate their

country’s data, although all except two, confirntledt they were members of ICAO and ITF.
Most of the countries knew that they complete gaastires for these organizations (19 of 31
respondents for ICAO, 17 of 31 for ITF), but théets did not know, or did not receive a
guestionnaire.

143. Countries were also asked to look at the data aailonline and compare it with their
own data. Of the 30 countries who responded togiésstion, only one said that the data were
accurate. A few countries were unsure of how ad¢eulee data were, three because they didn’t
have their own data, one because there was ndatdteeir country in the global database and
eight because they needed more information or rore to discuss with topic experts. The
biggest problem seemed to be a problem with thigsd it's worth noting that while some
countries said that they could not validate thead#tis was sometimes due to just one
component, not all three.

20SDG database used to have a unit problem betweéatioavand road/rail but that's seem no longerdhase
when this report was finalized.
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144. Only four countries would be content to publishsiinéata for their country in their own
national reporting platform, but a further five wdwonsider it. The 15 countries who would
not publish this figure said that they would onlybpsh their own data, or data they have
validated.

145. Of the 30 countries who responded to the propbsaldustodian agencies would need to
validate data with countries prior to publishin§,\#ere in favour.

3.  Agency response
I ndicator 3.6.1, death rate dueto road traffic accidents

146. WHO believe that the global metadata for this iathc are precise, and pointed out their
data are calculated from Civil Registration andaV8tatistics data (CRVS), with ITF-IRTAD
(International Road Traffic Accidents Database)allsucoming from Police records. They
reported that they ask countries (the National @aardinatot* for the Global Status Report
on Road Safety) to validate the data they publishestimate that between 81 and 90 percent
of countries comply.

147. WHO said they aim to convince countries to shagrt@RVS data through ongoing
conversations, including, when required, travehi® country to hold face to face discussions.
WHO suggest that clear explanations of how CRV& @a¢ collected, and how they differ
from Police recorded data, would aid country vdlata WHO were in favour of the proposal
to clearly identify whether data have been validated propose ensuring the use of the phrase
“SDGSs” in the subject line to help facilitate emedquests for data validation. WHO also
suggest involving the person responsible for véldadata earlier in the process to ensure
understanding of why WHO use estimated, and nadrteg, data. WHO do not support the
proposal that IAEG-SDGs act as a referee to resdisagreements between countries and
custodian agencies.

148. WHO could not confirm whether they would be devaiggSDMX capability and do not
wish to take part in a further pilot to test ddtavs using country National Reporting Platforms.

Indicator 9.1.2, passenger and freight volumes, by mode of transport

149. ICAO?? replied with information from its perspective redjag indicator 9.1.2.
ITF/OECD did not reply to the main questions raiggdthe countries involved in that pilot
study. The task team had identified that the metad@ailable are not in the format proposed
by IAEG-SDGs, and that some information is missorgjot clear. ICAO was asked if metadata
would be revised and ICAO stated they would not.

150. Although most of the countries who responded dagg tould not validate their data in
the global database, the custodian agency, ICAffjrated that most of their data is reported
data, and very little data are modelled. They atpmrted that they use country data, and that

21 This national data coordinator is appointed thipagormal process by the national government. Thei
responsibility is to validate data before final picdtion. But most of the time, the national SD@sdl point
does not know this contact in his country and isaveare of the data validation process.

22 Only ICAO replied and commented their data. Ndyégrm ITF for which the main concerns come witieir
data because information failed to get them.

24



between 91 and 100 percent of countries validaal#ta. They were confident that coverage
and quality of reported data are excellent.

151. The custodian agencies were supportive of the teskn’s proposals to improve
communications through methods such as ensuriregradil correspondence contains “SDGs”
at the start of the subject, or that countriesipdunctional mailboxes for SDG work.

152. The agencies would like to automate the exchangataf or metadata for some or all the
components of this indicator.

4.  Findings

153. The responses from countries and custodian agestooesthat communication regarding
SDG data flows remains a challenge. Although WH®Ilighes the name of their country
contacts in the annex of the annual report on exattlents, in some cases these names cannot
be identified within the country.

154. The national data coordinators for these indicaaoesappointed through a formal process
by the national government, with the responsibiidyvalidate data before final publication.
The agencies could inform the National SDGs focahipof their pre-established contact and
data provider to facilitate coordination within tbeuntry.

155. ITF/OECD also publishes data, but the countriesewaver invited to validate them.
Some data in the global SDGs database are diffex@ntthe official statistics produced by the
ITF themselves (data which come from a common quastire shared with UNECE and
Eurostat).

156. After the survey was closed, ITF-OECD providedriegn reasons why data provided to
the SDGs are different from ITF country data. TheadTF collects come from questionnaires
sent to countries. But these data contains linoitatithat do not serve the purpose of the 9.1.2
SDG indicator, i.e. urban transport is not includeed transport is collected for EU countries
on the nationality principles (not the territortg)iand ITF data covers ITF members countries
only, not the whole world. For these reasons, I$€dudata from the ITF freight and passenger
transport models. But ITF also confirms they wiyl in the next SDGs reports to use as much
as possible “real” data, coming from questionnad@sntries supplied to both the ITF and the
UNECE.

157. There also seems to be a need for greater clawiynd metadata and the differences
between published data in the global databases@nury data. The fact that some countries
were not able to identify the cause of differenbesveen the two sets of data suggests that
information on methods and sources used are ndicisatly transparent. The metadata
currently describe how the aviation data are predudut for road and rail much of the
metadata description details the ITF's model andsdaot describe statistics production. A
reference to the Eurostat/ITF/UNECE Glossary fariBport Statistics could also help improve
understanding, as would adding country-specificati@ta that already exists in the ITF
database.

158. With regards to the indicator itself, it is alsonyonoting that its wording in the official

list of SDG indicators is “Passenger and freightuwges, by mode of transport”. Therefore,
Custodian agencies might be questioned why inlaai@mtransport is not included in freight
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(a significant proportion of many countries’ tonk®), especially since these data are available
through the ITF's statistics database. Similarlpepne transport should also be considered in
freight transport. Equally, it might be analytigallseful to split road passenger transport and
private transport.

5. Post survey agencies’ development

159. For the 2019 edition of the SDGs report, the cuatocgencies have significantly
enhanced their internal coordination, and also dioated with UNECE, ITF-OECD and
UNCTAD. For the first time thanks to UNCTAD, data the maritime transport have been
provided in the 2019 report in addition to otherd®es. Also in collaboration with UNECE and
ITF-OECD, the ITF modelled / calculated rail, raamuntry data was replaced with the actual
reported data from States so that the variancescketthe State data and the agency provided
data is minimal. ITF also confirms that inland @ratay and pipeline transport could be added
to the data transmission. In addition UNECE hasatgud the metadata information on how
States report the transport data. This too has jmesded by ICAO to the UN for their updates
to the metadata repository.
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V. SELF-ASSESSMENT BYCOUNTRIES AND CUSTODIAN AGENCIES

160. The second part of the survey asked respondingtiwesiand agencies to provide their
own assessment of what worked well, what challengesain, and some suggestions to
strengthen data flows for SDGs. A description & #pproach, suggestions received from
countries and agencies, and overall findings aesguted below.

A. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF APPROACH

161. Firstly, countries and custodian agencies were cas&ereflect on their experiences
interacting with each other to produce harmoniziadissics for a small, yet diverse, set of
indicators. The Task Team was interested in unaedstg specific roles of each in the review
process, with a view to improving communication #mekreby transparency and efficiency of
data flows. The Task Team was also interestedarusie of tools developed since the time of
the first data flow pilot, such as the UNSD indargbcal point dashboard, and how these could
be improved.

162. Another interest was the specific ways data wewestnitted for selected SDG indicators,
and to gauge current use and commitment to use Sid¥e broadly for this purpose.
Moreover, suggestions were sought from both paoielsow to improve the current validation
process, make better use of the UNSD databaségmnove national coordination in the scope
of specific SDG indicators. Among 40 participaticauntries, 32 responses were received on
the self-assessment part of the survey.

B. SUGGESTIONS FROM COUNTRIES

163. Countries were asked about what aspects of th@ereence with the SDG data flow
process worked well and what did not. Fifteen coestgave positive comments on the current
process and provided details in this regard. Mdrilgem acknowledged improvements in their
own national coordination. Many also noted thaiamat focal points were better identified,
better informed, and had more clearly defined aadsparent responsibilities. Some countries
noted that, in some cases countries suggestedremept data to custodian agencies, and these
were agreed upon with agencies and incorporatedghrthe reporting process.

164. Countries also noted some aspects of the curretat fitav process that remained
challenging. Eleven countries identified specifisues that are yet to be resolved. A key
underlying issue wakack of sufficient information provided to NSOs Specific examples
include:
» when custodian agencies contact NSOs but put atiteonal contacts on blind copy;
» when custodian agencies send requests to a natiomiact that is not the national focal
point, and do not copy the national focal pointl an
* when custodian agencies do not describe a progessilch countries are invited to
validate harmonized data before publication, dhi$ process is not conveyed to the
national focal point.

165. Although existing data flows should be leveragedmagh as possible, the way these
flows have operated in the past should be adjustetket the coordination needs for SDGs. It
will not be sufficient to rely on “business as usu@o address thissustodian agencies should
always copy national focal points when communicatmwith national contacts, especially
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for extant data flows. This allows NSO to become more familiar with extdata flows and
improves communication and coordination overall.

166. Countries were also asked if they were using thenayg focal points list provided by
UNSD, and whether it was sufficient or not. Tweetght of the countries answered, and about
half of these explained that they had not knowruskias contact list earlier or had not used it
yet but planned to do so.

167. Seventeen countries indicated that they used th&Jfdcal points list and many found
it very useful. Of these, 8 countries noted that ltet was somehow insufficient and needed
improvement. Specifically,
» agency focal points and their contact informatie@revincomplete;
* national focal points were not identified (which ut help improve national
coordination and awareness of existing data floesjt
» the data publication schedules were not clear ercétendar.

168. Countries were also asked for feedback regarditicator metadata availability,
accessibility and quality: Many countries notedt theetadata were available and accessible,
and expressed gratitude for the recent improvemiantlis regard. Twenty-four countries
commented favourably on at least one of these ttles@able features; and all respondents
found the metadata at least partially available awcdessible. However, about half of
responding countries indicated that metadata quahts not standard, and improvements were
needed to address missing information.

169. Countries were asked for feedback regarding howdaibn status should be described
and how and where it should be noted. Of the 3fomdents, 29 supported the validation
categories as described in the survey (or simi@r)nclusion in the UNSD global database.
Specifically, in cases for which country validationght be difficult to achieve, the proposed
alternative could be that a note is added indigdtivat the data are modelled by the custodian
agency and the status of validation by the cou(dry., validated by country/country can’t
validate/not validated by country/pending review)ricluded. Thus, all globally harmonized
national data and statistics could be publishethenUNSD global database. This could be
recommended to the UNSC as a modification to tH82INSC data flow guidance. Countries
also agreed (essentially unanimously) that valkisastatus should be included in SDMX
updates for SDG use.

170. Countries were also asked whether validation stsigild be simplified. There were
many different views on this and what the categoc@uld be. Thus, as one country offered, it
may be preferable “to wait for gathering enoughezignce related to data flows and validation”
before identifying simplified categories.

171. Most responding countries were very interestedsingtSDMX for SDG purposes, but
are not yet doing so. Of 32 respondents, 5 stdtatithey are already capable of SDMX
transmission for SDG purposes, and they will iniggrthis into their SDG data flows. Of
respondents not yet capable, 10 countries are iplgbtmuse SDMX for SDGs indicators in the
coming years and 4 are ready to organize SDGdldatawith SDMX. Eight countries confirm
that SDMX adjustments are planned after the relegaidance is provided. Most countries
also supported the use of automated “push/pull tr@nsmissions.
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172. Countries were asked if they were willing to inaangte Custodian Agency estimations
or calculations in their national reporting platforTwenty-one of the twenty-six respondent
countries found this possibility favourable, buteof with a condition that they can validate the
agency'’s calculation or otherwise affirm the daaldalation as sufficient. A few countries were
undecided or indicated that only data that arenmith their national SDG Strategy would be
posted in NRPs.

C. SUGGESTIONS FROM AGENCIES

173. The agencies participating in the pilot were adketheir views on issues to be addressed
and suggestions to improve the transparency aruiegity of SDG data flows. As with country
participants, these questions focused on commummcatith focal points, validation and
SDMX related issues.

174. Because agencies were invited to participate daly indicator they are custodian agency
for was selected for the second data pilot, ordg&ncies were eligible to respond. Of these, 4
agencies responded to the survey and only 2 pravetback on the self-assessment section.

175. The two agencies responded that they appreciateftbes of countries in the data
collection process for their indicators. Both ddsed the need for greater national coordination
and communication. One agency agreed with the stiggeto provide more complete contact
information for indicator focal points. One agerstypported the validation status categories
suggested for UNSD global database but did not auppmplifying the validation status
categories further.

176. Both responding agencies are eager to the makefuS®MX for SDGs as well as
automation of data transmissions. One agency vednat to participate in an SDMX pilot
activity, if available.

D. FINDINGS

177. There was broad agreement for the issues identiieédse can be described in two
groups: metadata quality and focal point coordoratiMetadata quality, even for Tier |

indicators, was uneven and sometimes incompletelatds to metadata were not clearly
denoted or communicated to national focal point&aF point information is also uneven, at
times incomplete. Coordination should be improvelagh national and agency levels.

178. There also seemed to be broad agreement for sauiisppractical, low effort solutions
to these issues. Each of the actors involved coadribute to their implementation.

179. Possible solutions that could be implementedNB®0Os (with UNSD)include:

» National country focal point information should ddded to the UNSD global database
as a resource for agency focal points (at the cpsrdiscretion) and regularly updated.

* National contacts should be coordinated at theonatilevels by NSOs and consistent
with the mandate received by the custodian agemfi@es country governments. Such
coordination is also essential for reporting naatistical indicators.

» Lists of national country focal points should imbduany other national contacts for
extant data flows related to SDG indicators inWiNSD global database.

* NSOs should inform agencies how they want to receéiata requests from agencies
(i.e., from the focal point, or with the focal pbin copy).
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180. Possible solutions that could be implementedAyG-SDG (with UNSD) include:

* |AEG-SDGs does not have the governance mechanismandate to review metadata
for Tier | and Il indicators. Countries felt thisa clear need.

* Some indicators have more than one metadata files dan be confusing. The files
should be integrated by custodian agencies.

* Major changes in metadata files should be revieledAEG-SDGs. IAEG-SDGs
should receive feedback from countries on metadath follow up with custodian
agencies as needed.

* It would be helpful to denote in the UNSD globatatsse and/or official indicator list
which global indicators are non-statistical in maftand those that apply to a subset of
countries only (for example, LDCs, SIDS, LLCs, DAt&mbers) and those which rely
on a common model.

» In cases where country validation is difficult,@enis added indicating that the data are
modelled by the custodian agency and the statualiofation by the country (validated
by country/country cannot validate/not validated bguntry/pending review) is
included. Thus, all globally harmonized nationaiadand statistics are published in the
UNSD database. This could be recommended as upm#te 2018 UNSC data flow
guidance. (Near unanimous opinion.)

181. Possible solutions that could be implementedchgtodian agenciegwith UNSD)
include:

* The data sources used to calculate harmonizedtatatshould be referenced in the
UNSD global database, including data taken froneotlatabases. (Unanimous opinion
of respondents.)

« The UNSD calendar should indicate agencies’ datkeatmn and validation time
frames. When exact dates are unknown, tentativesddtould be used so NSO work
programs can plan ahead.

* Agency contact information should be updated/cotepléor indicators.

* The following indicators seem to have missing mataadr require clarification, based
on the data flow pilot: 9.1.2, 17.1.2, and 17.3.1.

* Work plans for some Tier Ill indicators are outdh#and need to be updated.

182. Possible solutions that could be implementedbysD (with focal points)include:

» A dashboard is needed to support communicationdestweountries and agencies. This
dashboard should integrate contact informatiorcéemtry and agency focal points and
data collection schedules. Information to the daahtb should be provide by both
countries and agencies, be up to date, and easigssible/shared.

* Any updates made in the metadata files should atlotification and tracking of these
updates by national focal points. This will help@kSrespond to agency requests in an
efficient manner.

» The validation status should be displayed in theSONylobal database, and updates
(such as new postings by custodian agencies aioeg) should be communicated to
national and agency focal points. For example, scichnges could generate an
automatic email to focal points. (Unanimous opifion

183. Looking ahead, there was broad support from coesitaind agencies to apply SDMX to

their SDG data flows. Providing non-technical gmicdato NSOs and agencies would assist in
the planning process. Providing more opportunitbescountries and agencies to pilot SDMX
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and its SDG enhancements would also be welcomis. dtso anticipated that NRPs may
increasingly feature both national statistics atadistics generated by custodian agencies (if
validated or otherwise affirmed by the country pprapriate for its national platform).
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ANNEXES
ANNEX 1. COUNTRY AND AGENCY SURVEYS FOR THESECOND DATA FLOw PILOT

The instruments used for the second data flow paotbe found on the UNECE public wiki
(https://statswiki.unece.org/display/SFSDG/Task+Team+on+Data+Flows+for+SDGs).

Country Questionnaire (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)
Agency Questionnaires

FAO (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)

WHO (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)

ICAO (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)

UN Women (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)
OECD (PDF | DOC | Survey Monkey)

Ol B W DN —
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ANNEX 2. COUNTRY AND AGENCY PARTICIPANTS TOPILOT FLOW SURVEY

11%

Participant Name of Contacts Email of Contacts
1 Albania Alban Cela Acela@instat.gov.al
2 |wgena MG |mehooguiecon
3 Armenia Anahit Safyan info@armstat.amsafyan@armstat.am;
4 Australia Douglas Jacobs douglas.jacobs@abs.gov.au
5 Azerbaijan Sabina A. Guliyeva Sabinag@azstat.org
6 Belarus sdg@belstat.gov.by
7 Belgium Frank Verschaeren Frank.Verschaeren@economie.fgov.b
8 Elgfgézg\r/]iﬂa Sevala Korajevié sevala.korajcevic@bhas.gov.ba
9 Brazil Wanda Rodrigues Coelho | wanda.coelho@ibge.gov.br
10 | chile Paola Garcia Lapa__quette paola.qarcia@in_e.cl
Olga Barquero Alpizar olga.barquero@ine.cl
11| Crech Republic | viodt I ANeetis 2 milosiavavesela@ezso.cz
12 | Denmark Maciej Truszczynski MTR@dst.dk
13 | Estonia Kaia Oras kaia.oras@stat.ee
14 | Finland Ari Tyrkko ari.tyrkko@stat.fi
Functional mailbox coordination-statistique @insee.fr
15 | France Sylvie Eghbal Sylvie.Eghbal@insee.fr
Claire Plateau claire.plateau@insee.fr
16 | Germany Miriam Blumer_s Miria_tm._Blumers@destgtis.de
Functional mailbox sdg-indicators@destatis.de
17 | Ireland Kevin McCormack Kevin.McCormack@cso.ie
Amit Yagur-Kroll amitk@cbs.gov.ll
18 | Israel Yoel Finkel yoel@cbs.gov.il
Sigalit Mazeh sigalit@cbs.gov.il
19 | ltaly Angela Ferruzza ferruzza@istat.it
20 | Japan Mari Watanabe dgpp_ss_intl@soumu.go.jp
21 | Kazakhstan Ainur Dossanova ai.dosanova@economy.gov.kz
22 | Latvia Anna Velika Anna.Velika@csb.gov.lv
23 | Liechtenstein [Partial response]
24 | Lithuania Audroa Miskinene Audrone.Miskiniene @stat.gov. |t

33



Participant

Name of Contacts

Email of Contacts

Macedonia, the

25 |Former Yugoslav | Snezana Sipovic snezana.sipovic@stat.gov.mk
Republic of

26 | Mexico Pilar Garcia Veladzquez pilar.garcia@inegi.org.mx
Manuel Cuellar Rio MANUEL.CUELLAR@inegi.org.mx

27 | Mongolia Ms. D. Batchuluun international@nso.mn

28 | Netherlands Lieneke Hoeksma I.hoeksma@cbs.nl

29 | Norway Live Rognerud Live.Rognerud@ssb.no
Mateusz Wyykowski m.wyzykowski@stat.gov.pl

30 | Poland -
Magdalen&ero m.zero@stat.gov.pl

31 | Portugal Conceicéo VEIGA conceicao.veiga@ine.pt

32 | Russian Federation Natalia Ignatova Ignatova@agks.ru

33 | Slovak Republic Cla_udla Meszarosova Claudia.Kleinova@statistics.sk
Kleinova

34 | Sweden Sara Frankl sara.frankl@scb.se
Functional emailbox sdg@tuik.gov.tr

35 | Turkey Oviing Uysal OVUNC.UYSAL @tuik.gov.tr

. . |.Petrichenko@ukrstat.gov.ua

36 | Ukraine Inna Petrichenko K_Babak@ukrstat.qov.ua
Joanne Evans joanne.evans@ons.gov.uk

37 | UK Functional Mailbox sustainabledevelopment@ons.gov.uk
Claudia Wells Claudia.Wells@ons.gov.uk

38 | USA Kali Kong kkong@omb.eop.gov

1 EAO Jippe Hoogeveen Jippe.Hoogeveen@fao.org
Rosa Laura Romeo Rosalaura.Romeo@fao.org

2 ICAO Antonin Combes ACombes@icao.int

3 OECD Simon Scott Simon.SCOTT @oecd.org
Janette Amer janette.amer@unwomen.org

4 UN Women Tanya Primiani tprimiani@ifc.org
Lea Fuiret Lea.Fuiret@oecd.org

5 |WHO Emilia Aragon N/A (no response)
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ANNEX 3. REFERENCES

2017 Pilot Resulthttps://statswiki.unece.org/download/attachme@@&451079/2017-Data-
Flow-Report.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1560788209&api=v2

African Region Comments on the Guidelines on D&&§ and Global Data Reporting for
Sustainable Development Goals, prepared by theediitonomic Commission for Africa,
2018https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/files/meetings/iaegssdeeting-
08/BEST%20PRACTICE%20FOR%20DATA%20FLOWS%20IN%20AERY620-
%20SEPTEMBER%202018.pdf

Concept Note for the 2017 Data Flow Pi{dtly 2017 - September 2017)
https://statswiki.unece.org/download/attachmen&452079/Pilot%20Concept%20Note_201
7%20final.doc?version=1&modificationDate=15182035a@8&api=v2
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ANNEX 4. INITIAL FINDINGS OF THESECOND DATA FLOW PILOT FORIAEG-SDGAND CCSA

24 August 2018

The initial observations and recommendations bedosvthe result of a second data flow pilot
study conducted by the Task Team on Data Flowsruhdeauspices of the UNECE Steering
Group on SDG Statistics, which was carried out dgrduly-August 2018. More information
regarding the purpose, scope, instruments and rigsliof the pilot can be found at
https://statswiki.unece.org/display/SFSDG/Task+TeamtData+Flows+for+SDGs.

Finding one

1. Most countries are strongly invested in the trassion of their data to the custodian
agencies as shown by the strong participation im sbrvey on a voluntary basis and well
beyond the geographical scope of UNE€Klost countries strive to produce national statssti

that are aligned with the UN global indicator metiad while recognizing that international
harmonization of the statistics will be challenging

2. Most agencies involved in the survey by the sebectf indicators ensured on-going
dialogue with the task team to provide clarificatmn their process of collecting national data
for global monitoring of SDGs in order to maximigeality, transparency and trust in the SDG
global reporting and adherence to the Fundamenitatiples of Official Statistics.

3. The following recommendations are intended to ¢buate to this common aim.

Finding two

4. Most countries noted with appreciation the on-goeffprts made by the UNSD to

facilitate SDG data flows between agencies and twimsnand remarked on the continued
improvements. They noted with appreciation theasteof a dashboard listing contact focal
points; and the posting of SDG metadata and gletsglistics on the UN website’s UNSD

database. They would like this work to continue sngdo further.

5. Regarding information about focal points, custodigencies regret that some countries
have not yet transmitted their national focal paanhtact information, which has, impeded
follow up to resolve data flow issues. In otheresascountries regret that the custodian
agencies’ focal point contact information is ingtiéint. For instance, for indicator 9.1.2, a
name is provided without an e mail, phone numbegahysical address.

6. Countries also note that the calendars of agenmgsiest and of data collection are also
too incomplete (and difficult to find on the UN weate), limiting the current use of this tool for
national data flow coordination.

Recommendation two
7. UNSD could post an online dashboard of focal poortact information for countries

and custodian agencies, regularly updated withiggemmntact information for each indicator
and the calendar of the data and validation requigt should be agreed by IAEG-SDGs.

23 As of 24 August, 35 countries and 4 custodian eigsmparticipated in the pilot. Of these, 28 weNECE
countries and 7 were outside the region).
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8. Taking into account concerns for confidentialitfiist dashboard should be password
protected. It should be updated through secure lbgithe central focal points at each country
and custodian agency. Countries would be respa®blmaintaining the list of country focal
points per indicator for their countries, and cdsia agencies would be responsible for
maintaining the list of custodian agency contaetsipdicator and their calendar of data request
and data validation, allowing for planning coordioa on the national level. Reminders for
updates could be timed with preparations for th&%Dnual report to the Secretary General.

9. This dashboard should become a reference docureeméén agencies and countries.
Finding three

10. SDG data transmission doesn’t start from scratchalincases. In fact, some data
transmission are already well established withrtbein focal points and their own national
mandate given by the Foreign ministry or anothdional line ministries. (For instance, the
data transmission for indicator 17.1.2 is DAC mermbebligation to OECD with their own
process of data validation; similar existing ddtavé are in place for indicator 3.6.1 reporting
on rate of death rate due to road traffic accidamis indicator 9.1.2 passengers and freight
volume by mode of transport).

11. NSOs have sometimes mapped SDGs indicators wiih iagonal statistical system
identifying a new data provider and a national fqmaint, not being aware of these existing
data flows. Discrepancies might appear with neva daurces and be source of conflict with
agencies.

12. In some cases, custodian agencies directed the® &&a request to the previously
established focal point without (also) informingetSDGs focal point? In several cases,
national SDG focal points are not aware of thesstiag data collections by agencies or recent
requests from agencies for some indicators.

Recommendation three

13. To avoid such conflicts, national coordination witbountries should be promoted. This
will require some support from custodian agencies.

14. In particular, the SDG focal point nominated by twntry should be systematically
informed by the custodian agencies of existingamati focal points for indicators and existing
validation processes, where these have been estathli

15. To accomplish this, custodian agencies are encedragput in copy (not hidden copy)
the national SDGs focal point whenever they addeessSDG data request to a previously
established national data provider, including ratgieoncerning non-statistical indicators. This
recommendation applies even if the Custodian agemeguest is broader in scope than the
SDG indicator request alone (for instance, coltecbf data on education, of which some SDG
indicators are included).

24 This should be indicated in the UN dashboard oéfpoints.
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Finding four

16. The quality of metadata for indicators assignedias1 or Tier 2 is unequal. While most
of that metadata are well structured and have gpmality concepts, some metadata are
incomplete?® difficult to understand, and feature open questiand inconsistencies. For
instance, metadata for indicator 17.3.1 are inceteplThe definition is limited to the ODA
aspect of the indicator. Overall, it seems veryilsinto the metadata provided for 17.2.1,
although it is intended, by its tier designatioa, de conceptually clear and to have an
internationally established methodology. The saarel® said of indicators 6.4.1 and 6.4.2, for
which there are many inconsistencies and open igusstemain. Also, metadata for 15.4.2
does not take into account, that some countriesreéce greening of mountain areas due to
climate change.

17. Metadata for Tier 1 and Tier 2 indicators are matiewed by IAEG-SDGs; only Tier 3
indicators are reviewed by IAEG-SDG to determinegilole reassignment to Tier 2 or Tier 1
as concepts are clarified and agreed upon methggdacestablished.

Recommendation four

18. All metadata of Tier 1 and 2 indicators should ysematically reviewed by IAEG-SDGs
to ensure that they conform to the quality anddineat recommended by IAEG-SDGs. Among
these, priority of review should be given to thosbcators that are subject to country signature.

19. Furthermore, the task team would like to encourbgjeG-SDGs to review certain
indicator’s tier classification. It is not evidefdy example, why the indicator 17.3.1 is classifie
as tier 1 even though it is not produced and tiséoclian agency has not proposed a method for
its calculation.

20. A dedicated venue should be allotted for countfigsagencies) to raise their questions
on the interpretation of metadata and difficultiesy have observed. Custodian agencies should
be invited to answer the questions raised and tatepaccordingly the metadata in track
changes (with date of update), which will allow ntries to avoid unnecessary review.

Finding five

21. In several cases, NSOs mention that they were skedato validate of some data
associated with their country that is publishedhiea UN global database, and, in some cases,
they disagree with the data published.

Recommendation five

22. The national focal point for SDGs should alwaysrdermed prior to the publication of
data on the UN SDGs global database, even if tdas® have been validated by another
process. It also gives the opportunity for a l&&tok and validation of these national data.

Finding six
23. Some SDGs indicators could be collected with exgstreporting mechanisms (for

instance 6.4.1 and 6.4.2 Aquastat indicators), satime adaptation or extension of the current
process.

25 Or, even lacking altogether (for instance, seéatdr 3.3.4).
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Recommendation six

24. Agencies are encouraged to minimize the data negoburden of Member States by
utilizing existing reporting mechanisms and adaptieem. They are encouraged to work with
other international agencies working on these exjslata flows to adapt them as appropriate
and avoid duplicative reporting and unnecessargédrgf..

Finding seven

25. Data validation is sometimes complex, especiallgnvimetadata require the indicator to
be modelled by agencies or calculated by agendiestly with open data sources (such as
geospatial information).

Recommendation seven

26. Data validation requires sufficient time for couesrand agencies to conduct their tasks
professionally, and full transparency on the statfiglata which are released in the global
database. Accordingly, a transparent validatiorcgse that allows maturation of review and
agreement should be implemented.

27. Essentially, this is a documentation process. 8yatieally, the source of data should
remain indicated in the UN global data base (ceuntry data, data estimated by the agency)
and the status of validation (i.e., validated byrdoy, cannot be validated by country (missing
data), pending review) should be included in th&a dagardless of whether the statistics is
published.

28. This modification to current procedures will makee tglobal process more fully
transparent. All data used to calculate the aggeegdl be noted. Further, reporting on SDGs
will be facilitated and potentially take greatewvadtage of other available data sources that
meet acceptable standards of statistical qualitys Tan also help communicate clearly the
responsibility of NSOs in providing national dakdoreover, the progress made in increasing
the number of indicators validated by the focalnp®inominated by the national SDGs
coordinator in itself is a measure of progressaantry-led monitoring of SDGs.

26 Reviewing the report, FAO comments that the existeporting mechanism (i.e. OECD/EUROSTAT or
UNSD data collections) are largely insufficient fsoducing the necessary information to monitoidatbrs
6.4.1 and 6.4.2. Moreover OECD/EUROSTAT or UNSDndbhave any plan/responsibility to expand their
current questionnaire to start reporting on indice6.4.1 and 6.4.2. FAO is the custodian agendyhas the
responsibility to report on indicators 6.4.1 andl.B. According to the “Criteria for the implemenmbat of the
guidelines on data flows and global data reporfiimghe Sustainable Development Goals”, adoptethbyUN
Statistical commission in March 2019, “Internatibaad supranational statistical agencies will cadiglress data
requests to countries regarding a specific Sudtdriaevelopment Goal indicator if they are the geated
custodian agency. (Paragraph 12)”
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