Tier re-classification request
Indicator Number and Name:
Indicator 16.6.2: Proportion of the population satisfied with their last experience of public services, specifically a) healthcare services, b) education services and c) government services. 

Custodian Agency(ies): UNDP
Current Tier:  III
Proposed Tier: II
1. Background and rationale for indicator re-classification
Governments have an obligation to provide a wide range of public services that should meet the expectations of their citizens in terms of access, responsiveness and reliability/quality. SDG 16.6.2 aims to generate globally comparable data on the availability and quality of services as they were actually delivered to survey respondents.  To this end, SDG 16.6.2 focuses global reporting on the three service areas of (1) healthcare, (2) education and (3) government services (i.e. services to obtain government-issued identification documents and services for the civil registration of life events such as births, marriages and deaths).  While there is considerable experience with measuring citizen satisfaction with public services, there is also a tremendous diversity in the methodologies used by countries. Meanwhile, SDG indicator 16.6.2 lacked specificity in at least two respects – namely regarding the specification of “public services” (How many? And which ones?) and regarding the meaning of “satisfaction”, and how this concept should be measured. 

SDG indicator 16.6.2 is an opportunity to support countries in establishing mechanisms for producing globally comparable data in this critical area of governance. Because no harmonized methodology currently exists to monitor satisfaction with public services in a globally comparable way, developing the metadata for this indicator required substantial research, testing, revising and validation.  

2. Information on how and when the methodology has become an international standard and who is the governing body that approves it
The methodology draws considerably from standardized questionnaires developed by global and regional producers of data on citizen satisfaction with public services, and adopts the existing standards established by these questionnaires. The methodology also draws on an extensive mapping of current surveying practices on satisfaction with public service delivery, conducted through a survey and follow-up interviews of national statistical offices in selected countries, including Cameroon, Germany, Georgia, Kenya, Latvia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, South Africa, Tunisia and Viet Nam. Methodological choices and assessment of trade-offs between alternative approaches were informed by extensive consultations with a wide range of survey experts in this area – including from the Afrobarometer, the World Values Survey, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate, Eurofound (which manages the European Quality of Life Surveys), V-Dem, the World Bank, etc.

[bookmark: _GoBack]NSOs are provided with a detailed metadata, three dedicated batteries of questions on healthcare, education and government services, and accompanying survey implementation guidelines. Incorporating the 16.6.2 batteries of questions into a suitable (nationally representative) survey vehicle has well-established advantages as a cost-cutting measure and as a means to enable fine-grained disaggregation of results. It can also enable cross-tabulation of satisfaction levels with other socioeconomic variables found in the larger survey vehicle, such as the health conditions of respondents. This enables a more comprehensive analysis of disparities in the provision of services. 

3. Development and testing of the methodology (please also include information on how NSSs, and in particular NSOs, are involved in methodology development, data collection and data validation)
UNDP led the development of the methodology in close consultation with selected Praia City Group NSO members, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate and Eurofound, which have extensive experience in this area.  The Praia Group Secretariat and its members informed the development SDG 16.6.2 in each phase, including by supporting UNDP’s custodianship role throughout the process, and by co-hosting with UNDP and Statistics Norway a dedicated Expert Group Meeting (EGM) on this indicator, in May 2017. This EGM brought together 14 NSOs with a well-established practice of measuring satisfaction with public services, namely from Cameroon, Cabo Verde, Colombia, Germany, Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico, Norway, Palestine, the Philippines, South Africa, Tunisia, Uganda, Viet Nam. NSOs shared experiences and advised on a range of definitional, methodological and practical issues that needed to be considered in developing a harmonized methodology for this indicator.  In preparation for this first EGM, the UNDP Oslo Governance Centre designed an online survey which was completed by 33 NSOs around the world. This survey helped identify broad trends in current surveying practice by NSOs ahead of the Meeting, notably in regards to the type of questions posed (i.e. measuring experiences or perceptions), the range of sectors/services monitored, the frequency of data collection, and common disaggregation practices.  The UNDP Oslo Governance Centre also conducted an in-depth review of methodologies in place in 13 NSOs and relevant government agencies around the world, including Cameroon, Germany, Georgia, Kenya, Latvia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, South Africa, Tunisia and Viet Nam. This review looked at the  scope of national surveys with a focus on public service provision, question formulation, response modalities and survey implementation issues. In addition, this review consulted survey experts in the research community to compile the latest research and ‘best practices’ on a number of methodological considerations of relevance to 16.6.2.

A 2nd EGM was held in December 2017 in which the draft survey instrument was revised to incorporate suggestions made by national statisticians and experts, and further rounds of consultations and revisions were held with selected NSOs and with the Statistics Directorate of the OECD, given the latter’s extensive research and policy work on various aspects of service delivery, drawing from well-established European survey instruments such as the EU-SILC ad hoc module 2016 and the EQLS. In this phase, maximum efforts were made to align questions in the survey instrument for 16.6.2 as closely as possible with existing survey questions in these standardized regional questionnaires, with a view to minimizing disruption in time series in countries already using these regional questionnaires.  

[bookmark: _Toc1938488]A final round of consultations with selected NSOs and the OECD’s Statistics Directorate on the revised survey instrument took place between January – June 2018, before piloting the instrument with NSOs from July 2018 onward. 

4. Results of the pilot studies and list of countries consulted that are regionally representative

In July 2018, the NSO membership of the Praia Group and other NSOs that are members of the IAEG-SDGs or that have been involved in consultations around SDG indicator 16.6.2 were invited to contribute to the final validation of the methodological proposal for this indicator in three possible ways, namely: (i) Through piloting on a large-scale (integrating the short set of survey questions proposed for indicator 16.6.2 into an upcoming nationally representative household survey); (ii) Through piloting on a small-scale (testing the methodology on smaller samples of 500 or above if no large-scale survey was planned in the near future); or (iii) Through a review of the methodological proposal (if piloting was not possible). 

The methodology was piloted in 7 countries (Cabo Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Palestine and Uganda) across a diversity of regions (Africa, Latin America, Asia, Middle East) and a diversity of development contexts, with positive feedback received as to the relevance and viability of the proposed approach. Meanwhile, 6 NSOs (Canada, Colombia, Egypt, New Zealand, Sweden and Turkey) provided detailed feedback on the proposed survey instrument, its methodological soundness and feasibility in individual national contexts. At the time of submitting this report, pilot survey results were available only for Cape Verde, Palestine and the Republic of Korea, which are presented at the end of the report. Meanwhile, 6 NSOs (Canada, Colombia, Egypt, New Zealand, Sweden and Turkey) provided detailed feedback on the proposed survey instrument, its methodological soundness and feasibility in individual national contexts. 

The piloting demonstrated the technical feasibility/pertinence of all questions: no question was found to be irrelevant in a given national context, or difficult to understand and/or respond to by respondents.  The pilot results also showed significant differences in the experience of different sub-groups with public services, and in their levels of satisfaction. This confirms the importance of disaggregating results on indicator 16.6.2 as much as possible, and at minimum, by sex, age and place of residence (rural/urban and/or administrative region).  The 16.6.2 survey items will need to be attached to surveys with a large number of respondents. This is especially important because a sizable share of individuals will not have had experience with one or more of the three service areas in the past 12 months. It is also necessary to obtain quality estimates at disaggregated levels.
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5. [bookmark: _Hlk1994431]Confirmation/explanation of joint submission with other partner/co-custodian agencies (if applicable)
The methodology was developed by the custodian agency, UNDP.
6. Conclusion
The proposed methodology for indicator 16.6.2 offers a technically feasible and cost-effective approach to measuring people’s experience of public services.  The development of the methodology was informed by global mappings of existing NSO experience, by consultations with numerous experts in the field including NSOs and international organisations, and through pilot-testing of the proposed questions.  The re-classification of the indicator from Tier III to Tier II will encourage countries to establish mechanisms for producing globally comparable data in this critical area of governance. Furthermore, this indicator will make easily and openly accessible some key data points on disparities in access and quality of public services that may not currently be easily accessible at country level. 
