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Executive SummarySDG Target 16.7: Ensure responsive, inclusive, and representative decision making at all levels.

SDG Indicator 16.7.1: Proportions of positions (by age group, sex, persons with disabilities and population groups) in public institutions (national and local), including (a) the legislatures; (b) the public service; and (c) the judiciary, compared to national distributions.

As countries increase their efforts to build responsive, effective and accountable public institutions, promoting inclusive and representative decision-making has emerged as critical to achieving this goal. 

The need to pursue these two objectives in tandem is recognised under Sustainable Development Goal 16, with its Target 16.7 on responsive and accountable public institutions and its corresponding indicator 16.7.1 on proportional representation in legislatures, the public service and the judiciary at national and sub-national levels. However, indicator 16.7.1 is a ‘Tier III’ indicator, meaning that no globally comparable methodology or baseline currently exist to monitor the representativeness of these critical institutions.

As interim custodian for 16.7.1(b), the public service sub-component of the indicator, UNDP initiated a study to inform the methodology for this indicator. This study included 1) extensive background research on existing national data collection practices across the world, 2) the development and pilot-testing in 13 countries of a metadata and data reporting form, and 3) a pilot-survey asking the same 13 countries about their existing data collection practices and about the feasibility and relevance of the proposed metadata. The process was led by UNDP in close coordination with national public service commissions and national statistical offices around the world, as well as with various experts across sectors (public service, gender, labour statistics, etc.) and UNDP country offices.

The public service sub-component of SDG Indicator 16.7.1 is complex. It covers multiple branches and levels of government, draws from standardised definitions and classifications of  public service occupations and positions, and calls for disaggregation across many population groups. The study aimed to test solutions to these various definitional and methodological challenges and to develop recommendations for the methodology to be used for monitoring this indicator. 

The table below provides an assessment of the proposed indicator methodology along main dimensions of relevance, soundness, measurability, and ease in communication.
	Criterion
	Sub-criterion
	Indicator 16.7.1 (b)

	1. Relevant
	Linked to the target
	Target 16.7 focuses on ‘decision-making’ and the extent to which it is responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative. Indicator 16.7.1(b) tracks representation of certain socio-demographic characteristics (sex, age, disability and population group status) in the public service, and considers both bureaucratic positions and front-line service worker positions, at national and sub-national levels. Among bureaucratic positions, a focus is placed on four occupational categories, aligned with the ISCO-08 standard classification of occupations: (1) Managers, (2) Professionals, (3) Technicians and Associated Professionals, and (4) Clerical Support Workers. Among front-line service workers, the following four occupational categories are prioritized: (5) Police personnel, (6) Health personnel, (7) Education personnel, and (8) Front-desk administrative personnel. Each one of these four categories are sub-divided using the same four levels used to classify bureaucratic positions (e.g. Within the category of police personnel, countries are requested to report separately on (1) Managers, (2) Professionals, (3) Technicians and Associated Professionals, and (4) Clerical Support Workers).   

	
	Policy relevant
	The indicator is relevant to national commitments on equal opportunities to participate in public life. More specifically, the indicator assesses the extent to which the composition of the public service reflects the composition of the national population, with respect to women, youth, persons with disabilities and contextually relevant population groups. Data generated by this indicator can be used 1) to design programmes of proactive measures to increase the representation of certain groups in the public service; and 2) to identify and eliminate barriers in the public service that prevent certain group members from accessing jobs, promotions, training, etc. Overall, data produced by this indicator can be used to change hiring practices so that members of disadvantaged groups are better represented in the public service.

	
	Consistent with the international law
	The indicator is consistent with provisions aimed at ensuring equal opportunities to participate in public life found in the following international commitments:
· 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development
· International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
· Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW, 1979)
· United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2006)
· Declaration on the Rights of Persons belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities (1992) 
· United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007)
· Security Council Resolution 2250 (2015) on Youth, Peace and Security

	2. Methodologically sound
	Based on sound methodology
	This methodology was developed under the guidance of the Praia City Group on Governance Statistics. It draws on extensive research conducted by the UNDP Gender Equality in Public Administration (GEPA) Initiative, in collaboration with the University of Pittsburgh’s Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL), on the availability and quality of data on women in public service in over 130 countries. The lessons gathered by this research on public service definitions, data sources, data collection mechanisms, disaggregation, and reporting practices have informed the development of this methodology.  For monitoring disability, this methodology recommends the adoption of the internationally recognized short set of questions developed by the Washington Group on Disability Statistics. 

	
	Pilot-tested and found to be feasible and reliable
	The methodology was piloted in 13 countries across all regions and various development contexts, with positive feedback received as to the relevance and viability of the proposed approach.  

	
	Coherent and complementary
	16.7.1(b) can complement other SDG indicators monitoring opportunities for equal participation in public and political life, including SDG 5.a.2, 5.1.1, 5.5.1 and 16.7.2. 

	3. Measurable

	High quality and sustainable 
	Data collection and compilation for this indicator draws on existing, well-established human resources management information systems in relevant public service bodies. In view of the multi-dimensional nature of this indicator and several data points to be provided for each dimension, a detailed data reporting form (Excel document) and accompanying reporting guidelines have been developed to guide the reporting institutions and to ensure high quality reporting.

	
	Disaggregated
	Disaggregation by age, sex, disability and contextually relevant population group is inherent to the methodology for this indicator. 

	
	Managed by one or more  responsible agency/ies
	UNDP led the development of the methodology in close consultation with the OECD and the University of Pittsburgh’s Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL), which have extensive experience in this area. Going forward, UNDP will assume the role of ‘custodian organization’ and ‘data compiler’ responsible for compilation and reporting on this indicator at the global level. 

	4. Easy to communicate and access
	Easy to interpret and communicate
	As indicated by the pilot study, national public service bodies find the indicator easy to interpret and communicate. 

	
	Easily accessible
	This indicator will make easily and openly accessible some key data points on the composition of the public service that may not currently be easily accessible at country level. 





[bookmark: _Toc2016590]Introduction

The 2030 Agenda reflects a bold human rights agenda, placing public institutions at the heart of building peaceful, just and inclusive societies. Sustainable Development Goal 16, specifically, gives new momentum to strengthening state-society relationships by promoting inclusivity in public decision-making. For the first time in a global agenda, a diverse public service is recognized as vital to achieving effective and accountable governance.
The public service is the bedrock of government – where the development and implementation of public policies and programmes takes place and where society interacts with the government. Moreover, the public service is the single largest employer in most countries. As such, employment in the public service should be representative of the people it serves, from senior management to clerical support, to frontline service workers.
SDG Indicator 16.7.1(b) is an opportunity to support countries in establishing mechanisms for data production, analysis and reporting on the representativeness of the public service – a branch of government that has often been ignored in the discourse on diversity and inclusion in public decision-making. Because no global baseline or methodology currently exists to monitor proportional representation in the public service, developing the metadata for this indicator required substantial research, testing, revising and validation.
[bookmark: _Toc2016591]Background Research and Consultation

As there are no existing international data sources or organizations currently monitoring all dimensions of public service representativeness covered by SDG Indicator 16.7.1(b) – namely, representativeness at various levels of decision-making and across all levels of government – the development of a methodology for this indicator had to build on efforts from several entities monitoring various aspects of public service diversity, at national, regional and international levels.

Throughout the methodological development process, UNDP consulted with regional and international organizations with long-standing experience in producing and collecting relevant data, as well as with NSO and expert members of the Praia City Group on Governance Statistics. Their valuable insights and advice have informed the design of the metadata and data reporting form. More specifically, consultations were held with the following actors:
[bookmark: _Toc2016592]Expert Group Meeting with members of the Praia City Group on Governance Statistics and other National Statistical Offices 
The Praia City Group, with a membership of over 40 national statistical offices and 30 member organizations and observers, has been tasked by the UN Statistical Commission to develop international methodological guidelines for the production of governance statistics, including for Tier III SDG16 indicators. The aim of the Praia Group is to encourage countries to produce governance statistics based on sound and documented methodologies. The Praia Group Secretariat and its members supported the development of Indicator 16.7.1(b) 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, on 9-10 May 2017.

This EGM brought together seven NSOs from countries that have a well-established practice of tracking the socio-demographic composition of the public service workforce, namely NSOs from Cabo Verde, Colombia, Jamaica, Kenya, Norway, South Africa and Uganda. At the meeting, NSOs were invited to share experiences and advise on a range of definitional, methodological and practical issues that needed to be considered to develop a harmonized methodology for this indicator.

In preparation for the meeting, a global online survey of current data collection practices by NSOs and/or data-producing agencies in the public service was completed by 33[footnoteRef:1] country respondents around the world. This survey provided a preliminary overview of broad trends with respect to the various types of data collected on public servants (e.g. which positions, at what levels of the public service, etc.), the mechanisms used to gather this data (e.g. human resources management systems, specialized surveys, etc.), the extent to which it is disaggregated (by sex, age, disability and population group status), its public availability, how frequently it is updated, etc. Also in preparation of the meeting, a preliminary research paper was developed by the UNDP Oslo Governance Centre to frame discussions at the meeting. This Issues Paper on SDG indicator 16.7.1(b) provided a first stock-taking of global and regional data collection initiatives on the composition of the public service, and identified a set of ‘key issues’ to be considered by the Working Group, such as defining the scope of the ‘public service’, identifying specific categories of occupations for this indicator to focus on, developing a harmonized typology for these occupations, etc.  [1:  Country respondents to the survey included 3 countries from the MENA region, 5 from Africa, 19 from Europe, 1 from North America, 3 from Latin America, and 2 from Asia-Pacific. The full list of respondents is as follows: Australia, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Canada, Colombia, Cote d’Ivoire, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Jamaica, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Palestine, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, South Africa, Sweden, Turkey and Uganda.  ] 


This EGM generated consensus around some key aspects of the methodology to be developed for 16.7.1(b), including the following: 
· It was agreed that the internationally agreed definition of ‘general government sector’ from the System of National Accounts could be used to harmonize the scope of the public service, given national definitions differ significantly; 
· It was noted that data derived from administrative records maintained by a Public Service Commission (or related public administration body) is more comprehensive and reliable and therefore more suitable to reporting on 16.7.1(b) than public employment statistics derived from a national labor force survey; 
· It was recognized that a harmonized typology of occupations in the public service would need to be elaborated to guide the recoding of national classification systems in accordance with the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08); 
· Given that UNDP’s GEPA research (see below) was mainly focused on the availability of sex-disaggregated public servant data, the meeting identified a need to further investigate whether public service bodies also collect data on contextually relevant population groups and disability status.

Further to the Expert Group Meeting, a draft metadata for 16.7.1(b) was elaborated in close consultation with the regional and global organizations listed below. Consultations with these organizations, prior to, during and after the pilot exercise, were critical to generating broad-based consensus and buy-in by these various actors for the proposed methodology.

[bookmark: _Toc2016593]UNDP’s Gender Equality in Public Administration Global Initiative (GEPA) 
UNDP GEPA is a global policy and programming initiative aimed at getting more women into public service leadership by (1) addressing the systemic lack of data and knowledge on women in decision-making in public administrations and by (2) developing an evidence base that demonstrates the impact of women’s public service leadership on governance outcomes.
Together with the University of Pittsburgh’s Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL), UNDP GEPA conducted a global mapping of the availability and quality of data on women in public service in over 130 countries. The findings gathered by this research over the past three years, on public service definitions, data sources, mechanisms, disaggregation, and reporting practices, have informed the methodological development of Indicator 16.7.1(b).
[bookmark: _Toc2016594]OECD’s Data Collection on Central Government Workforce
At regional level, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s experience in collecting data on the composition of the central government workforce in 35 OECD countries was carefully examined, particularly with respect to the typology of positions developed by the OECD to enable harmonized reporting on the representation of women at various levels of decision-making. Using selected occupational codes in the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08) and their corresponding definitions, national public administration bodies were able to translate relevant figures from their national registries into this harmonized typology, thus producing comparable statistics. The OECD provided detailed descriptions of each occupational category to guide respondents on how to translate the relevant figures from their national registries into this international typology. UNDP built on this approach for the design of the metadata for this indicator.
[bookmark: _Toc2016595]UN Women
UN Women provided guidance throughout the methodological development process, based on its experience with developing methodologies for indicators under SDG5, particularly for SDG Indicator 5.5.1b on the proportion of seats held by women in local governments. UN Women also shared advice on the design of the pilot study, including on pilot country selection and on structuring survey instruments. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016596]International Labour Organization
At the 2017 Expert Group Meeting, the ILO provided guidance specifically on the use of labour force surveys (LFS) for the collection and reporting of public sector data. It was noted by participating NSOs that since LFS are administered to samples including both public and private sector workers, this reduces the reliability of estimates produced for the public sector only, making it impossible to disaggregate results to the level required by this indicator (i.e. by age group, population group, by position/level/grade, etc.) Because the ILO produces employment statistics disaggregated by occupation using the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08), it has been important to ensure that the occupational categories listed in the metadata were in line with this international standard. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016597]The European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE)
The EIGE, an autonomous body of the European Union, produces sex-disaggregated statistics on individuals holding positions at the first and second highest levels of national public administration across Europe, based on national definitions. This data is published on the EIGE’s Database on Women and Men in Decision-Making. The EIGE methodology was considered by the Expert Group as another effective approach to harmonizing public servant statistics across very diverse configurations of public service in 35 countries of the European Union.   
[bookmark: _Toc2016598]Indicator Components

[bookmark: _Toc2016599]Public Service Definition

The way a country defines the ‘public service’ is determined by national laws and various historical and social factors. The range of sectors and institutional units included in the public service therefore varies from one country to another. To be able to monitor representation in the public service on a global scale, an internationally standardized definition is necessary.

Following the 2017 Expert Group Meeting on SDG 16.7.1(b), a recommendation emerged to employ standard definitions from the System of National Accounts 2008 (SNA 2008) for the ‘general government sector’ and ‘general government employment.’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  General government sector consists of the following groups of resident institutional units: (1) All units of central, state or local government; (2) All non-market, non-profit institutions (NPIs) that are controlled by government units; (3) Social security funds, either as separate institutional units or as part of any or all of central, state, or local government. The general government sector does not include public corporations, even when all the equity of such corporations is owned by government units. Nor does it include quasi-corporations that are owned and controlled by government units. However, unincorporated enterprises owned by government units that are not quasi-corporations remain integral parts of those units and therefore must be included in the general government sector.

General government employment covers employment in all levels of government (central, state, local and social security funds) and includes core ministries, agencies, departments and non-profit institutions that are controlled by public authorities. Data represents the total number of persons employed directly by those institutions, i.e. employees under the general employment framework or statute and not consultants. This differs from the ILO “public sector employment,” which includes public corporations and all contracts.] 


For this indicator, public service employment is therefore defined as the total number of employees working below ministers in the executive branch of the central, state or local government, including core ministries, agencies, departments and non-profit institutions that are controlled by public authorities. 

Background research has shown three common categories of variance in public service employment definitions:
1. Variations in the sectors included (health, education, security, etc.)
2. Variations in the levels of government included (central, provincial/state, local, etc.)
3. Variations in the range of occupations included (bureaucrats, teachers, nurses, police officers, etc.) 

As such, for the metadata to generate internationally comparable data for this indicator, precise instructions are required to address the above three areas. 

It is important also to distinguish the ‘public service’ from the ‘civil service.’ In some instances, the distinction is merely semantics. However, in most cases, the civil service is made up of a distinct body of employees who generally occupy bureaucratic positions in the central and/or sub-national government and are part of the broader public service. While there is no standardized definition of ‘civil service’, in most contexts, the laws and regulations that govern the civil service are different from those governing employees of the broader public service.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  World Bank, “Civil Service Law & Employment Regimes”  ] 


[bookmark: _Toc2016600]Public Service Sectors
It is important to understand which ministries, agencies, departments and other institutions are included in a country’s definition of public service employment because these variations will influence the degree of diversity recorded in the overall ‘public service’. Certain public service sectors tend to have one sex overrepresented. For example, education and health sectors are often predominately female, while security and finance tend to be disproportionately male. If one country’s public service employment figures include military personnel, and another’s does not, then the latter’s public service may appear to have a higher proportion of women. 

The following example highlights how representation of women in the public service can be skewed depending on whether a particular sector is included in a country’s definition of public service employment. The data below shows the difference between overall public service employment figures and those that exclude some sectors. In the case of Australia in the first table, when the defence agency is not included, the proportion of women is higher because the total excludes an arena where they are underrepresented. In the case of Oman in the second table, the proportion of women is lower when we exclude the education sector, where women make up the majority. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk509880705]Australia
	Men
	Women

	All Sectors (incl. Defence)
	41%
	59%

	Defence Agency
	59%
	41%

	Total Excluding Defence
	39%
	61%



	Oman
	Men
	Women

	All Sectors (incl. Education)
	53%
	47%

	Education Sector
	42%
	58%

	Total Excluding Education
	62%
	38%



In order to determine whether the scope of the public service could be standardized, the study tested the feasibility of collecting data for two distinct definitions of public service employment: one ‘broad’ and one ‘narrow.’ The ‘broad’ definition asked respondents to report figures encompassing all sectors, ministries, agencies, departments and institutions included in their national public service, in line with the SNA 2008 definition of the ‘general government sector’. The ‘narrow’ definition was tested to see if a set of ‘core’ ministries relatively common among countries would provide a higher level of standardization. For this narrow definition, respondents were asked to provide figures for the 6 ministries closest aligned with: interior; finance; justice; education; environment; and health (Findings are presented below).

[bookmark: _Toc2016601]Level of Government
Indicator 16.7.1 calls for reporting on representation in both national and sub-national public institutions. For the public service, the local level is important as this is where most interaction between the state and society takes place – where public services are delivered to the people. As such, diversity in the local public service is an important aspect to monitor.

For this reason, questions on the tracking of public service employment at sub-national level were included in the pilot survey, even though background research has shown that data at the sub-national level is more difficult to obtain (as it may be collected by a different entity).

[bookmark: _Toc2016602]Occupations and Grades
Occupational categories and grades (or levels, echelons, etc.) in the public service can differ greatly from one country to another. Once again, the inclusion or exclusion of certain occupational categories can skew overall figures on representation in the public service. The critical question is whether a country’s public service employment figures include ‘front-line service workers’ or not, such as teachers, nurses, police officers and front-desk administrative workers. These front-line service positions make up a substantial portion of a country’s workforce. Whether or not they are considered public service employees by a country has a big impact on the data reported for indicator 16.7.1(b). Yet diverse representation in these positions is important as it has been found to help raise the quality of public services by improving the understanding of community needs and ameliorating social dialogue and communication with the wider population.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  OECD (2009), Fostering diversity in the Public Service, Public Governance and Territorial Directorate – Network on Public Employment and Management. ] 

Most front-line service workers are part of the sub-national public service. In the background research phase, it became evident that data on public servants working at the sub-national level is not as readily available as data on public servants working at the national level. Of the countries reviewed by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative for the availability of sex-disaggregated public servant data, only about 30% had this data available at the sub-national level. Data collection and reporting systems will therefore need to be developed or expanded to be able to monitor this important component of a country’s public service.
Building on the previously mentioned OECD methodology to collect data on the central government workforce based on ISCO-08 occupational categories, a first set of internationally standardized occupational categories was developed for the pilot survey, to track public service positions at both central and local levels (see definitions of each occupational categories in the metadata): 
· Bureaucratic positions within the public service
· Senior managers
· Middle managers
· Professionals
· Clerical support workers
· Front-line service workers
· Police personnel
· Education personnel
· Health personnel 
The above-listed front-line service workers are not an exhaustive list. However, these three categories of workers – namely police officers as well as education and health care professionals – were short-listed given the frequent direct interaction they have with the public. 
The pilot survey asked respondents to align their national public service occupational categories with this set of standardized occupational categories (Findings are presented below).
[bookmark: _Toc2016603]Data Collection Mechanisms
A substantial amount of background research was conducted to map out the range of institutions involved in the production, storage and reporting of public service employee data, the various data collection methods used, and how this should figure in the metadata for this indicator. 
A preliminary review of public service data collection systems in use in approximately 70 countries was conducted by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative as part of its research on existing mechanisms producing sex-disaggregated public servant data. This review identified four main mechanisms as the most widely used: human resource management information systems; civil service census; labour force surveys; and other specialized reports. A first important distinction to be made is that while labor force surveys are run by NSOs, the latter three mechanisms are run by Public Service Commissions or a relevant public service body. Below is a brief overview of each mechanism: 
	Mechanism
	Strengths
	Challenges
	Notes

	Labour Force Surveys (LFS)
	· Potential to be low-cost because the systems are most often already in place.
· NSO-owned and validated data.
· Possibility to disaggregate data by disability status and ethnicity/other groups 

	· Occupational categories used in LFS are not specific to the public service – figures on any given occupational category lump together positions in the private sector, in other branches of government and in for-profit public enterprises.
· Sample size is too small to yield reliable estimates for public service employees only. 
	· Of the sex-disaggregated public servant data reviewed by GEPA, only 5% was sourced from LFS.
· For LFS to be used as a source for this indicator, 1) considerable investments would be needed to add questions to LFS questionnaire to be able to produce statistics on other occupational categories of particular relevance to the public service, and 2) sample sizes would need to be significantly increased to capture a sufficient number of public servants among total respondents. 

	Civil Service Census
	· Exhaustive data collection process (information gathered on each public servant)
· Allow for retrieval of very specific information.
· Technology can be leveraged to reduce costs.
	· Most censuses happen in the civil service, which does not capture the entire public service.
· Human resource-intensive to conduct.
· Lower frequency of data gathering.
· Expensive.
	· Of the sex-disaggregated public servant data reviewed, 16% was sourced from civil servant censuses.


	Human Resource Management Information System (HRMIS)
	· Produces high-quality data.
· High-frequency of data gathering is common.
· Extraction of specific data is easily done. 
· Most often, a centralized system.

	· Heavy initial investment of human and financial resources to set up if not already in place. 
· Sometimes HRMIS is only for civil service and does not encompass entire public service.
· HRMIS often do not collect data on ethnicity/population group and disability status.
	· HRMIS was the most common source of sex-disaggregated public servant data reviewed by GEPA, with 45% of sex-disaggregated public servant data generated by an HRMIS.




This initial review provided a basis for understanding the data collection mechanisms that are most commonly used by countries to collect public servant data, and the implications of using these various mechanisms on the availability of the data required for reporting on 16.7.1(b). 
The pilot study aimed to assess the quality and comprehensiveness of the public servant data produced by these various mechanisms. While it is beyond the remit of this exercise to require that countries adopt a particular data collection mechanism for the purpose of reporting on 16.7.1(b), the pilot study nonetheless tried to identify those mechanisms that appear to be best suited for the exercise, and formulated recommendations to this effect in the metadata. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016604]Institutions playing critical coordinating roles 
Background research conducted by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative, the 2017 Expert Group Meeting and the pilot survey confirmed that two institutions play critical coordinating roles for data collection and reporting on public servant data – namely the national statistical office and a relevant public service body. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016605]Public Service Bodies
Public service bodies are the most common data producers of public servant data. These bodies take different names in different countries: they may be a ministry of public administration, a public (or civil) service commission, a ministry of labour or a civil service board. The type of body involved may have an impact on the type of data produced. For example, a civil service commission may only collect data on civil servants, which would not capture the entirety of the public service. This pilot study therefore targeted the main public service body of participating countries to assess the comprehensiveness and quality of data produced by that body, and to determine whether such a body should be the main point of contact for reporting on 16.7.1(b).
[bookmark: _Toc2016606]National Statistical Offices
The guiding principles on data reporting and data sharing for the global monitoring of the 2030 Agenda underline the critical coordinating role that NSOs should play, given their formal mandate to coordinate the national statistical system. This was reaffirmed by the General Assembly in a statement stressing the importance for SDG monitoring processes to draw on data produced by national statistical systems.[footnoteRef:5] Above and beyond SDG reporting guidelines, it is also important to note that official data sourced from NSOs tend to have more influence over policy analysis and decision-making at national level than other sources that have not gone through the appropriate vetting and quality assurance processes managed by NSOs.[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  UN Statistical Division (2017), Guidelines and Best Practices on Data Flows and Global Data Reporting for Sustainable Development Goals 
 ]  [6:  UN Statistical Division (2017): Guiding Principles of Data Reporting and Data Sharing for the Global Monitoring of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development ] 

However, as the background research for this study demonstrated, most NSOs are not primary data producers of public service employment data. It is nonetheless recommended that NSOs serve as the main contact for compiling the necessary data to report on 16.7.1(b), in close coordination with relevant public service bodies in the country. This is to ensure compliance with international guidelines on global data flows for SDG reporting, and to leverage and further consolidate the important quality assurance role played by NSOs in reviewing and ‘vetting’ data produced by other parts of the national statistical system.
[bookmark: _Toc2016607]Identity Marker Disaggregation
Disaggregation of SDG Indicator 16.7.1(b) by sex, age, disability and contextually relevant population groups is vital to capturing the spirit of Target 16.7, which aims to ensure ‘inclusive’ and ‘representative’ decision-making.
For the 2017 Expert Group Meeting, the GEPA Initiative assessed the availability of public servant data disaggregated by these four variables in 83 countries located across 5 regions (Africa, Arab States, Asia-Pacific, Eastern Europe, and Latin America and the Caribbean). This research and the recommendations that emerged from the meeting helped identify demographic groups and other ‘population groups’ of relevance in the context of the public service.  
The below table provides a brief summary of this research and an overview of the definitions and parameters used in the pilot survey: 
	Demographic marker
	% of countries currently disaggregating public servant data by this marker[footnoteRef:7] [7:  From research by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative carried out on 83 countries across 5 regions.] 

	Observations from research
	Definition applied in the pilot survey

	Sex
	67%
	Very few countries collect data disaggregated by sex beyond the male/female dichotomy. Some may refer to gender instead of sex, but do not go beyond male or female.  
	Male-female dichotomy.

	Age
	28%
	The age categories vary across country. 
Age did not prove to be a proxy for seniority. Instead, research revealed gendered differences between age and paygrade, underscoring the importance of collecting and reporting data that is both sex- AND age-disaggregated.
	Age categories for reporting: 19-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65+





	Disability
	4%
	It is not clear what definitions of disability are being used by the 4% of countries that are currently disaggregating data by this marker.

The Expert Group Meeting recommended testing the use of the Washington Group Short Set of Disability Questions in the public service. 

	Disability/No Disability

Testing the Washington Group Questions required a separate piloting exercise – more details on this are included in the recommendations section. For the purposes of this pilot study, respondents were only asked to provide data on whether public servants have a disability or not.

	Population Groups 
	Population group markers differ by country. The most consistent one was ethnicity (10%) 

	A number of socio-cultural groups are tracked by selected countries, including on the basis of education levels, ethnicity, nationality, indigenous status, and marital status.  
	Because relevant ‘population groups’ vary depending on the national context, the definition of population groups was left to the discretion of survey respondents.


[bookmark: _Toc2016608]Pilot Study Structure

The design of the pilot study, including the selection of pilot countries, was informed by the background research conducted by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative, by the 2017 Expert Group Meeting and by numerous subsequent consultations with international experts and national statisticians.
[bookmark: _Toc2016609]Pilot Study Instruments
In October 2017, UNDP began developing the instruments needed for the pilot study. These included:
Metadata
A first draft of the metadata for SDG Indicator 16.7.1(b) was developed, which covered the following aspects:
· 


1

· Definitions
· Overview 
· Details on the scope of the indicator
· Harmonized classification of occupations in the public service based on ISCO-08
· Method of computation
· The rationale and interpretation of the indicator
· Information on data sources and data collection 
· Disaggregation 
· Comments and limitations
· Gender equality issues
· Currently available data for global and regional monitoring
· Supplementary information
· References
 

Survey
An online survey was developed for the pilot study using the web-based survey tool Qualtrics.[footnoteRef:8] The survey aimed to take stock of countries’ data collection practices in the public service, and requested countries to share available public servant data using the template provided. The survey was structured as follows: [8:  If requested, an offline version of the survey was provided to respondents.] 

i. Details on public servant data collection and reporting practices in the country
ii. Translation of national public service occupational categories into the proposed set of internationally comparable categories based on ISCO-08
iii. Data reporting on public service employee totals, disaggregated by sex, occupational categories, age, disability and population groups
iv. Feedback and comments on the survey and proposed methodology for 16.7.1(b)

Where the NSO was the main respondent, two additional questions were included. The first requested the most recent available data on the national working-age population. This data will be needed to establish national population group ratios against which will be compared ratios of the same population groups represented in the public service. The second question asked NSOs if they could share any public servant data from the most recent labour force survey. The intention was to find out if such surveys could serve as a possible source for this indicator, and if so, to compare LFS data on public servants with that collected by Public Service Commissions (or relevant public service bodies) and see if they match up.  

Survey Instructions and Supplemental Information  
A set of instructions for survey respondents was developed to provide background information on the SDG indicator monitoring process, on Indicator 16.7.1(b) specifically and its terminology, and on the purpose of this pilot study. This document briefly outlined the survey’s structure, summarized key points from the metadata (which was not shared with respondents) and provided instructions on how to answer questions and where to provide supplementary comments and information.

[bookmark: _Toc2016610]Selection of Pilot Countries
The selection of pilot countries was based on a number of factors. In addition to ensuring geographical representation of all regions, pilot countries were selected so as to include countries using various types of public servant tracking systems (labour force surveys, human resources management systems, civil servant censuses, etc.) Variations were also sought in terms of levels of public accessibility to public servant data, and types of disaggregation. The following thirteen countries completed the survey: 

	Africa
	Asia and the Pacific
	Arab
States
	Latin America and Caribbean
	Europe and Central Asia
	OECD

	Ghana
	Fiji
	Egypt
	Jamaica
	Georgia
	Germany

	Mauritius
	Indonesia
	Tunisia
	
	FYR Macedonia
	New Zealand

	South Africa
	Malaysia
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc2016611]Pilot Study Coordination 
The pilot study was coordinated by UNDP’s Oslo Governance Centre and the GEPA Initiative, and implemented in tandem with UNDP’s country offices, whose existing in-country relationships with the government of the selected pilot countries greatly helped secure government buy-in in the study. A pilot study coordinator, based in UNDP New York, was brought on board to finalize some background research, support the development of the data reporting form and serve as focal point for pilot study respondents.

After the larger set of pilot countries were selected, a message was sent to UNDP Regional Hubs, which included background information on the study and a request to connect the pilot study coordinator with the SDG focal point in the respective UNDP country offices. The country office focal points were then able to introduce the pilot study coordinator to the national statistical office and/or the relevant public service body in pilot countries. The pilot study coordinator then handled communications with government counterparts for the duration of the study, and providing clarifications as needed as they answered the survey. 


[bookmark: _Toc2016612]Findings 

The issues, findings and recommendations emerging from the pilot study are summarized in the table below: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk511811186]
Issues and Questions
	How issues were addressed in survey/pilot-testing
	Findings
	Recommendations

	Given wide national variations, how can we define ‘public service’ in an internationally comparable way?
	The System of National Accounts 2008 definition of ‘general government employment’ was used as a ‘broad’ definition. 
	The ‘general government employment’ definition was interpreted clearly by most respondents.
	Use the SNA 2008 definition of ‘general government employment’ in the metadata.

In data reporting form, provide clarification on common areas of discrepancy (esp. inclusion/exclusion of the military and public corporations)

	
	Tested whether a ‘narrower’ definition of public service (i.e. focused on 6 ‘core’ ministries) provides more globally comparable data. 

Both narrow and broad definitions were tested for comparison.
	There were difficulties in aligning national ministries/agencies with the set of ‘core ministries’ included in the narrow definition.

High levels of missing data for individual ministries.
	Do not use the narrow definition of public service. 

Rather, use the broad definition (i.e. SNA 2008 definition of ‘general government employment’) and request the list of ministries and/or agencies which are included in the reported aggregate figures. 

Continue to encourage countries to report ministry or agency-specific data, as part of reporting on this indicator.

	
	Determined whether there were differences between national and sub-national data collection processes.
	Both national and sub-national public servant data are tracked by the same agency in 70% of cases.
	Data reporting form should request public service employment data at both national and sub-national levels.

In cases where different agencies track public servant data at national and sub-national level, the national statistical office should coordinate with sub-national tracking agencies as needed. 

	
	Tested how respondents translated national occupational categories into the proposed harmonized typology of occupational categories based on ISCO-08.
	Translation into standardized occupational categories worked well in general.
In only three cases were there issues translating national categories into the proposed harmonized typology.
	Could provide examples of how national classifications of jobs in the public service translate into the standardized occupational categories elaborated for this indicator.

As suggested by respondents, add a fourth category of front-line service workers (in addition to police, health and education personnel) – namely administrative personnel who sits in forward-facing government offices.


	How are public service employees currently tracked? 
	Determined the role of the national statistical office (NSO) in the public servant monitoring mechanism.
	In no case was the NSO found to be the primary data collector of public servant data; however some NSOs did hold data collected by Public Service Commissions and published it. 
	While Public Service Commissions (or relevant public service body) tend to be the primary data producers, NSOs should be responsible for coordinating with the data producers and for quality assuring the data produced. Given the coordinating role played by NSOs in the National Statistical System, they should be the primary focal point for reporting on 16.7.1(b). 

	
	Requested information on the agency/ies that collect public servant data.
	Public Service Commissions (PSCs) are the most common primary data producing agencies.
	While Public Service Commissions are the most common primary data producers, NSOs should be responsible for coordinating with them and for quality assuring the data produced.

	
	Identified the data production method that generates the best quality of public servant data.
	Human Resource Management Information Systems (HRMIS) are most common and produce the best quality data.
	While HRMIS are most common and produce the best quality of disaggregated public servant data, the metadata for 16.7.1(b) should not require that any particular data collection method be used to produce the data needed to report on the indicator. What matters is that the reported data meet the specifications outlined in the metadata. 

	
	Determined frequency of data collection and reporting.
	Up-to-date data was available in all cases (from 2016 or 2017). 
	The metadata should request annual reporting.

	How is public servant data disaggregated? 
	By sex (Male; Female)
 
	All respondents track the sex of public servants in at least some sectors; sex-disaggregation is the most common type of disaggregation.
	While disaggregation across multiple intersecting dimensions (i.e. sex and age, sex, age and decision-making level, etc.) should be encouraged, current monitoring systems rarely allow for this type of reporting. May be premature to include in metadata. 

	
	By age (19-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65+)

	Over three quarters of respondents track age.

The age categories that were used aligned in all but two cases.
	Keep the same age categories (they are in line with UN standards for the production of age-disaggregated population statistics), but revise the first category to “below 25 years old” (better not to set a lower bound for this first interval as in some countries, public servants can start working younger than 19 years old).

The same age categories will be used for reporting on the judiciary sub-component of Indicator 16.7.1, so this will ensure comparability of age-disaggregated data across public institutions.  

	
	By disability status (disability; no disability)

	Roughly one third of respondents track disability; some disability figures were provided, but in only one instance was this data also disaggregated by sex.
	Pilot-test the Washington Group Short and Extended Set of Questions on Disability in the public service to assess the feasibility of measuring disability on the basis of self-reporting rather than on clinical assessments/medical certifications (see overview of pilot experience in South Africa below)  

	
	By relevant population groups (e.g. race, ethnicity, nationality, language group, etc.)
	About one third of respondents track at least one of these categories.
	Population group tracking should be encouraged, using self-reported survey data, but this aspect should be left to national discretion in view of possible national sensitivities. 



The following section provides more detail and explanation on the pilot study findings and makes recommendations for developing a robust and practical methodology for SDG Indicator 16.7.1(b). 

[bookmark: _Toc2016613]Public Service Definition

[bookmark: _Toc2016614]Sectors Covered by the Public Service 
Respondents were first asked to provide aggregate public servant data according to the ‘broad’ definition of public service. Aligning national public service definitions to the System of National Accounts 2008 (SNA 2008) definition of ‘general government sector’ and ‘general government employment’ was simple enough for most respondents. Only in one country was it problematic as public corporation staffing data was included in total public servant figures, and could not be easily separated out.

Providing public servant data matching the ‘narrow definition’ of public service proved more challenging for respondents. Data was requested for public servants working in the 6 ministries closest aligned with: interior; finance; justice; education; environment; and health. All respondents confirmed that disaggregating public servant data is possible for some ministries or sectors. However, only two-thirds of respondents attempted to align their national ministries with the 6 ‘core ministries’ that were singled out in the ‘narrow definition’ – and very few provided actual public servant data for each one of these ministries.  

When using the ‘narrow definition’, respondents faced some of these challenges:
· More than one ministry may cover a single ‘core ministry’ area. For example, some countries have both a Ministry of Education and a Ministry of Higher Education.
· Conversely, national ministries may have combined portfolios that do not align well with the ‘core ministries’ listed in the narrow definition. For example, a Ministry of Labour, Health and Welfare, a Ministry of Finance and Public Service, or a Ministry of Environment and Local Affairs would be hard to categorize using the narrow definition. 
· It could also be that non-ministerial bodies cover ‘core ministry’ areas. For example, an Office of the Chief Registrar covering the ‘core area’ of justice.

[bookmark: _Toc2016615]Level of Government
Respondents were asked to explain how sub-national public servant data is tracked. In 70 percent of the cases reviewed, this local-level data is tracked by the same agency that tracks central public servant data. 
In the other 30 percent of cases, respondents indicated that local- or municipal-level data may be tracked by a sub-national statistical agency. One country reported that there was no centralized system for tracking public servant data at municipal level, but rather an annual census by the NSO which captures most of the data needed to report on 16.7.1(b).  
[bookmark: _Toc2016616]Occupations and Grades
Respondents were asked to align their national and sub-national classification of jobs (or grades) in the public service with the standardized occupational categories developed for this indicator, namely: 
· Bureaucratic positions within the public service
· Senior managers
· Middle managers
· Professionals
· Clerical support workers
· Front-line service workers
· Police personnel
· Education personnel
· Health personnel
Half of the respondents were able to successfully align their national classification with the proposed standardized categories. In the “Senior Manager” category, for example, respondents provided figures for “senior chief executives,” “grades 13-15,” “echelon 1 and 2,” “state advisor,” “head of sector,” etc. 
About one-third of these cases required some clarification from the pilot study coordinator. In two cases, the national classification used by countries made it challenging to align with the standardized categories: in the first case, two categories were lumped together – “professionals” and “middle managers”; in the second case, social, health and education workers were aggregated together. Only one respondent noted that their national classification of public service jobs and pay grades was “too complex” to translate into the categories used by this study. 
Variations in the way front-line service workers are accounted for at country-level were more significant:
Police and Military: In almost half of the cases, police personnel were not included in public service figures. This data is often tracked separately by an entity such as a Police Services Commission or the National Police Headquarters. In some instances, the police is technically included in the national definition of the public service, but data is not publicly shared. Only three respondents provided data on police personnel.
Military personnel were reported to be part of the public service data in roughly one-third of pilot countries. Military personnel are likely to be tracked by entities such as intelligence agencies or offices of the armed forces. Several respondents noted that data on military personnel are not publicly available. 
Education and Health Personnel: Respondents were asked whether teaching personnel, doctors, nurses, and other health professionals working in public institutions were included in public service employment data. In all but one case, education and health personnel were included in countries’ public service employment figures. In two cases, however, these categories were included in the ‘professionals’ category of the bureaucracy. 
Front-Desk Administrative Personnel: Some respondents suggested adding a fourth category of front-line service workers (in addition to police, health and education personnel) – namely administrative personnel in forward-facing government offices, such as personnel working in areas such as registration services (e.g. delivery of personal identity documents, various types of licenses, building/business permits, etc.), taxation, social benefits, customs and border inspection, etc.
[bookmark: _Toc2016617]Data Collection Mechanisms
[bookmark: _Toc2016618]Labour Force Surveys
The pilot study aimed to determine whether labour force surveys would provide the comprehensive data necessary for monitoring Indicator 16.7.1(b). Below are some of the responses from NSO respondents regarding the use of labour force surveys.

· An NSO in Eastern Europe explained that data from their Labour Force Survey did not align with the public service definition used by the pilot study:
[bookmark: _Hlk511127630]“From the labour force survey, there are data on public service employment in sectors of activities […], but in these sectors there are data on employment in the private sector as well, they are not separated.” 

· Other NSOs explained that they could not provide the level of disaggregation required by this indicator from Labour Force Survey data. They specifically noted that public service commissions would have more relevant data:
“[W]hat the survey requires, [NSO] does not have in such detail, for example, total public employment; it requires responses on ministers, directors, managers, judges, etc. I would think that [Public Service Commission] might have this information.” [translated from Spanish]
“[W]e can provide the data from LFS about employment by education and gender in the public sector, but these data are not in details, like your survey. […] these data are provided to us by Ministry of Public Administration (from the payroll), but not by gender and occupation.”
“We found that our data is not sufficient for the absolute majority of questions, especially when dealing with actual disaggregated data.”
Indicator 16.7.1(b) requires detailed disaggregation. First, it requires that public service employment figures be clearly distinguished from private employment figures. Second, it calls for disaggregated data on various positions within the public service, and third, on the sex, age, disability and populations group status of employees holding these positions. The pilot study findings show that labour force surveys are not adequate for these purposes.

Human Resource Management Information Systems
The most common method for collecting public servant data is a Human Resource Management Information System (HRMIS). This finding from the background research was reaffirmed by the pilot study findings. 
Nearly all respondents reported employing a HRMIS. In some cases, it is used in conjunction with employee surveys.[footnoteRef:9] In one country where a HRMIS is not already in place, a public sector modernization initiative is underway to set one up specifically for monitoring public service employment.  [9:  Employee surveys are used in some cases to collect more specific information when it is needed for specific research purposes (i.e. satisfaction surveys, institutional research or evaluations). ] 

A HRMIS appears to be the most comprehensive system for collecting data on public service employees. However, the administrative data produced is not considered “official” data in its raw form (i.e. prior to vetting/quality assurance by NSOs), which is an aspect that will need to be considered in developing the methodology for this indicator. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016619]Institutions playing critical coordinating roles 
Considering that Public Service Bodies (PSBs) produce the most comprehensive public servant data and that NSOs play a critical role in making this administrative data ‘official’, it was important to consider how NSOs and the PSBs interact. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016620]Public Service Bodies (PSBs)
As noted in the previous section, public service bodies vary both semantically and in scope. The relevant PSB in a country may be the “Ministry of Civil Service,” “Department of Public Service and Administration,” “National Civil Service Agency,” or “State Services Commission.” In all but one pilot country, some form of PSB was identified and NSOs were adept at determining which agency housed the necessary data. In two cases, NSOs identified more than one agency holding relevant public service data. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016621]National Statistical Offices (NSOs)
In the pilot study, there were more NSO respondents than PSBs, with a ratio of 2:1. This was to be expected given UNDP country offices have better-established relationships with NSOs than with PSBs. As such, country offices provided the pilot study coordinator with more NSO contacts than PSB contacts. 
In most cases, NSOs acknowledged that PSBs were best placed to produce the data required to monitor Indicator 16.7.1(b). In multiple cases, the NSO specifically declined to answer the full survey because it did not have access to the necessary data, housed in PSBs. 
In other cases where the NSO did complete the survey, the respondent mentioned that (a) the NSO had requested the data from a PSB or (b) that the missing data was with a PSB. NSOs indicated that because PSBs manage the HRMIS on their own, they are the primary data collection agencies for public servant data.
[bookmark: _Toc2016622]Identity Marker Disaggregation

Respondents were asked to provide information and data on existing disaggregation practices and on the potential to disaggregate public servant data further, according to the identity markers specified by this indicator – namely by sex, age, disability status and contextually relevant population groups. 
All survey respondents indicated that public service employment data can be disaggregated in at least one way. However, only half provided actual data. All respondents reported that they do disaggregate by sex and all respondents that provided data had it disaggregated along this dimension. 
Age was the second most frequently reported disaggregation. Only two pilot countries indicated that they do not disaggregate by age. In one instance, it was reported that while public servant data is not currently disaggregated by age in their available datasets, it would nonetheless be possible to extract age categories from their data collection system. All other pilot countries reported that they do disaggregate public servant data by age.   
With regards to disability status, five pilot countries reported that they do disaggregate public servant data along this dimension, using a binary categorization (‘disability’ or ‘no disability’). One country reported that this data is available in certain ministries but did not provide the figures or indicate which ministries. Only one of the countries reporting disability data disaggregated this data by both disability and sex. 
Regarding population groups, six pilot countries reported that they disaggregate public servant data according to at least one relevant population group in their country, such as religious, linguistic or ethnic groups, or groups of people holding other nationalities. Only two countries disaggregated public servant data by both population group and sex. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016623]Recommendations 

[bookmark: _Toc2016624]Public Service Definition
[bookmark: _Toc2016625]Public Service Sectors 
The use of a ‘broad’ definition of public service in line with the SNA 2008 definition of ‘general government sector’ and ‘general government employment’ has proven to be the simplest solution. Due to the many challenges reported by pilot countries when trying to provide data matching the ‘narrow’ definition of public service – 6 ‘core’ ministries, this approach has not been adopted for the metadata
The revised data reporting form should ask respondents to:
· Provide aggregate figures for the public service, in line with the SNA 2008 definition of ‘general government sector’ and ‘general government employment’;
· List all ministries, agencies and institutions included in the total public service figures provided, to avoid any misunderstanding on which entities are included and which are not; 
· Specify whether military and police figures are included or not in the total public service figures provided (as this differs between countries and significantly impacts overall sex-based representation);
· Confirm that public corporations are not included in the aggregated figures (in line with the SNA 2008 definition of ‘general government sector’ and ‘general government employment’).
To keep global reporting as manageable as possible, countries should not be required to provide sector-specific data when reporting on Indicator 16.7.1(b) even though sector-specific data provides substantial insight into representation across policy and programmatic areas of the public service, so having as much of this detailed data as possible is ideal. Background research and the pilot study show that some countries already have ministry- and agency-specific data available. Countries are therefore encouraged to provide as much sector-specific data as possible when reporting on 16.7.1(b). The data reporting form should include a dedicated space for providing ministry- or agency-specific data, as a supplement to the aggregate figures.
[bookmark: _Toc2016626]Level of Government
Understanding how sub-national public servant data is tracked was important to know how feasible it is to collect data at this level for 16.7.1(b). With 70 percent of pilot study countries reporting that sub-national public servant data is tracked by the same agency as that collecting public servant data at the national level, it appears feasible to collect this data in most cases.
The other 30 percent of pilot study countries reported that public servant data at sub-national level is tracked by a separate agency/ies. To coordinate the collection and reporting of data at this level, it is recommended that NSOs manage this process. NSOs will be best placed to identify which data collection agencies need to be solicited to provide relevant data. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016627]Occupations and Grades
The pilot study produced mixed results on the standardized occupational categories being tested. While extra guidance was needed by one-third of respondents, the harmonized categories did prove to be fairly compatible with national classifications of public service jobs. The supplemental information provided to survey respondents could be made more detailed, and could be complemented with examples of how various national public service occupational categories can be translated into the standardized categories.
As discussed in the findings section, the front-line service worker categories proved slightly more challenging to align – particularly for the police and military. It is recommended therefore that the data reporting form specifically asks countries whether military personnel and police personnel are included in their overall public service employment figures. While police personnel were included in the public service figures of one half of the pilot countries, this data is most often tracked by a separate agency. Similarly to the recommendation made for public service data at sub-national level, it is recommended that the NSO coordinate the process of requesting this data from a Police Services Commission or the like. Military personnel data proved to be more complex to obtain than the police, with only one-third of pilot countries considering military personnel to be part of the public service. For simplicity, it is recommended to  eliminate military personnel from the occupational categories requested for this indicator. 
Furthermore, it is recommended to add one additional front-line service worker category: front-desk administrative service personnel. Administrative services – including services to obtain identity documents, to register for business licenses or to file requests for information – make up a vital component of the state’s public service provision, and assessing representation in these positions is also important, as underlined by a few respondents suggesting that this new category be added.
Finally, three additional recommendations were made during consultation with UNDP GEPA’s partner, the University of Pittsburgh’s Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL), upon reviewing pilot results and taking into account the latest research carried out by the team of GEPA researchers at the University. 
First, mindful of a certain level of confusion expressed by pilot countries about the distinctions made between the ‘Senior Managers’ and the ‘Middle Managers’ categories, and between the ‘Middle Managers’ and the ‘Professionals’ categories, it was recommended to revise these categories to align them more closely with the four first Major Groups listed under the ISCO-08 international standard classification of occupations (which countries are already familiar with), namely: 
1) Managers
2) Professionals
3) Technicians and Associate Professionals
4) Clerical Support Workers
A second recommendation was made to distinguish between levels of responsibility/decision-making under each one of the four occupational categories of front-line service workers (i.e. Police, Healthcare, Education and Front-Desk Administrative Personnel). When hospital administrators, doctors and nurses are lumped together, the aggregate figure provided is not very insightful for policymaking (e.g. countries can provide figures suggesting high female representation in the health sector, say 70%, but this aggregate figure may hide the fact that the majority of healthcare personnel is composed of (mainly female) nurses while the smaller share of doctors is disproportionately male.) It was therefore proposed to apply the same four levels used to categorize bureaucratic positions to the four categories of front-line service workers, as follows: 
	Police Personnel
· Managers
· Professionals
· Technicians and associate professionals 
· Clerical service workers
	Education Personnel
· Managers
· Professionals
· Technicians and associate professionals 
· Clerical service workers
	Health Personnel
· Managers
· Professionals
· Technicians and associate professionals 
· Clerical service workers
	Front-Desk Administrative Personnel
· Managers
· Professionals
· Technicians and associate professionals 
· Clerical service workers



Thirdly, with respect to the ‘Senior Managers’ category used in the pilot study, it was pointed out that several countries during piloting included both appointed positions (at the highest-level) and career public servants who had reached such top positions progressively, by moving up the ranks. If no distinction is made between these two modalities of acceding to ‘Managers’ positions, countries deciding to report only appointed positions may appear more representative than those including only career public servants, given the socio-demographic make-up of appointed positions can change overnight, after an election. 
Since appointing more women (or more individuals from a certain disadvantaged population group) to leadership positions after an election is fundamentally different from promoting women (or a disadvantaged population group) through the ranks, it was recommended to specify in the metadata that the ‘Managers’ category would only consider ‘Manager’ positions held by career public servants, obtained on the basis of merit and seniority – and NOT appointed (or elected) positions. This was found to be an important distinction that needed to be made to minimize cross-country variations in the way countries transpose their national classification into this particular category.
[bookmark: _Toc2016628]Data Collection Mechanisms
The pilot study sought to validate background research findings on the two primary collection mechanisms for public servant data – namely Labour Force Surveys and Human Resource Management Information Systems. The findings do show that HRMIS tend to produce the most robust data and have the most potential for expansion on various dimensions of disaggregation. However, the metadata for Indicator 16.7.1(b) will not specify that a certain data collection mechanism should be used to report on this indicator, as this is for the county to decide, based on its specific circumstances. Above and beyond the data collection mechanism used, what matters the most is the quality of the data produced.
[bookmark: _Toc2016629]Institutions playing critical coordinating roles 
The pilot study showed that public service bodies (PSBs) are the primary data collectors for this indicator. However, there were often other data collection agencies at play in the pilot countries – for example, separate agencies collecting public servant data at sub-national level or separate agencies tracking police personnel. 
In order to simplify reporting on Indicator 16.7.1(b), it is recommended that the National Statistics Office (NSO) serve as the primary coordinator for this indicator. In other words, the NSO would be responsible for identifying and coordinating with all relevant primary data-producing agencies in their country to compile the data necessary to report on this indicator. Once filled with all requested data, the data reporting form would be submitted for global reporting by the NSO. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016630]Identity Marker Disaggregation
All pilot study respondents reported that public servant data is nominally disaggregated by sex. There appears to be no significant issues with this level of disaggregation and no changes are necessary to the definition of sex applied.
As the second most frequently reported form of disaggregation, age-based disaggregation is also feasible. The age categories applied in the pilot study were: 19-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65+. There were no major issues with reporting against these age categories. It is recommended to adjust the first interval to ‘below 25 years’ so as to capture any public servant younger than 19 years old.

Because contextually relevant population groups vary significantly from country to country and because collecting data on certain identity markers, such as ethnicity, may be illegal in some contexts, it will not be possible to harmonize reporting of public servant data based on a particular set of population groups. As such, the data reporting form encourages countries to specify the relevant ‘population groups’ used in their public servant monitoring systems. 
Finally, the pilot study sought data along the binary categorization of ‘disability’ or ‘no disability’ and more countries than expected reported that they do disaggregate public servant data by disability. Since the conclusion of this pilot study, UNDP has contributed to a separate piloting exercise with Statistics South Africa to test the feasibility of using the Washington Group (WG) short and extended question sets to measure disability in the public service. This pilot study took place between June and September 2018. The main findings from this piloting exercise are captured below: 


Pilot study conducted to test the Washington Group questions to measure disability 
in the Public Service in South Africa 

This pilot research was undertaken as an important input into the planned work of the South African National Statistical System to work towards the harmonization of disability standards and measurement across Government, as required by the White Paper on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Specifically, this pilot study aimed to test the feasibility of integrating the Washington Group (WG) questions into the measurement of disability in public institutions. 

The study was conducted in August 2018 and was done in the form of a questionnaire survey that was administered as a web-based application to all staff currently employed by Statistics South Africa (StatsSA). Within StatsSA, half of respondents were randomly allocated to do the short set and the other half, the extended set of the Washington group questions on general functioning. To cross-check the responses, the data obtained was linked at person level with PERSAL[footnoteRef:10] – a database housed within National Treasury which contains comprehensive personnel (including a field on disability status) and payroll data for all civil servants. [10:  Most variables in the PERSAL database are populated when an employee is appointed and key variables  are updated as the employee’s conditions of employment changes. As such, information on post level,  job title, department/branch and salary are usually all very current. However, unless an employee wants to disclose a disability, the disability field usually remains as it was when the employee first joined the Department. This means that if someone’s disability status changes after that first completion of their personal information, the PERSAL system will not reflect those changes unless the employee chooses to disclose/update. ] 


Given that the voluntary disclosure of disability status can be a sensitive issue, two different approaches towards communication were tested during the study. Half of the respondents to each questionnaire type were randomly allocated to either receive a basic or extended communication intervention. This was done to test whether the volume and frequency of communication have an impact on response rates, as well as on the granularity of reporting. The data set and analysis was handled within the confines of the Statistics Act of 1999 which guarantees the confidentiality of the identity of respondents and the information provided by them. The data set will not be shared externally and data is only reported on in an aggregated format. 

It was found that response rates were relatively low at 65% and there was a non-response bias. Respondents who are based in provincial/district offices, work in the Statistical Collection and Outreach Branch, are black African, and appointed at the post levels 1-8 (i.e. not in managerial positions) were statistically significantly less likely to participate in the survey than other sub-groups. Given that basic information is available about non-respondents, the data set can be subjected to non-response adjustments in order to compensate for this weakness. 

The study suggests that increasing the volume and frequency of information about the survey and disability[footnoteRef:11] did not yield better response rates and may have actually contributed to lower response rates. More research is therefore needed to establish what would be the optimum communication strategy to encourage civil servants to respond to this kind of survey and disclose their disabilities.  [11:  Key messages were developed around the following themes: Why the survey is being conducted; Ethical considerations; Confidentiality of data; The importance of disability data; Addressing disability: Past and present; Rights of persons with disabilities; What is it like to live with a disability; Prevalence of disability in South Africa; The NDP 2030 vision for people with disabilities; Potential benefits of disclosure. 
] 


It was also found that disability estimates using the WG-Short Set and WG-Extended Set methodologies generated different estimates, in spite of being administered to two similar populations. One of the reasons for this could be the inclusion of questions on psycho-social wellbeing in the WG-Extended Set. Comparisons with the estimates provided by the PERSAL administrative data system also yielded different results. One of the weaknesses of this particular data set is that the disability information is not regularly updated. It also does not use as detailed a measure of disability status as the WG sets of questions especially with regards to psychosocial wellbeing. Since psycho-social problems have a relatively high prevalence amongst StatsSA employees, it will be necessary to address this dimension regardless of which data collection tools are used.

Overall, the findings of the study suggest that using the Washington group sets of questions for the measurement of disability in the public service is possible. The available evidence suggests that such a survey based on voluntary completion and disclosure may have a participation bias towards employees that are office based, regularly use computers and emails and are generally employed at higher levels of responsibility and remuneration. For this reason it is suggested that if this method is used and auxiliary demographic data is available on non-respondents, that a non-response weighting adjustment be applied. That way the non-response bias can to some extent be mitigated.
 
In addition to the weighting adjustment, it is suggested that a neutral communication platform be used to encourage employees to participate and that more research should be done into the kinds of communication strategies that will be effective to encourage participation. In this particular study, increasing the volume of messages/information did not result in higher response rates. In fact it appears as if it actually lowered the response rates. 

Even though the questionnaire survey method has its caveats, administrative data systems also have their weaknesses. The PERSAL system, as used in South Africa, has a disability field. However, this field is not regularly updated unless an employee chooses to disclose/update a changed disability status. Even though the administrative data systems are easy to use, a special communication strategy would be needed to encourage employees to disclose and regularly update their information related to disability. On the other hand, a survey such as the WG question set, administered on a regular basis, would allow for the regular tracking of such information, at minimal cost, and based on self-reports rather than on clinical assessments/medical certifications. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Based on this pilot study, it is recommended that the metadata for SDG indicator 16.7.1 (a)(b)(c) include a recommendation to use the Washington Group (short or extended) question sets to measure the representation of persons with disabilities in public institutions. It should also be specified that such a survey should be administered by a neutral institution – i.e. not the employer institution. The national statistical office is well-placed to conduct such a survey in public institutions, especially in view of the confidentiality guarantees it can provide respondents.
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