Tier re-classification request
Indicator Number and Name: 
Indicator 16.7.1 (b): 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
Custodian agency: UNDP
Current Tier: III
Proposed Tier: II
1. Background and rationale for indicator re-classification
Indicator 16.7.1(b), the public service sub-component of indicator 16.7.1, aims to measure how representative of the general population are the individuals occupying decision-making positions in the public service. It has been found that when public servants resemble the people they provide services to, in respect to sex, age, nationally relevant population groups (e.g. ethnic, linguistic, indigenous or other groups) and disability status, levels of popular trust in public institutions are higher.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  See OECD (2017), Trust and Public Policy: How Better Governance Can Help Rebuild Public Trust.] 


More specifically, this indicator measures the proportional representation of various demographic groups (women, youth, persons with disability, and nationally relevant population groups) across four categories of bureaucratic positions in the public service at both national and sub-national levels – namely: (1) Managers, (2) Professionals, (3) Technicians and Associate Professionals and (4) Clerical Support Workers – and across four categories of front-line service workers – namely: (1) Police Personnel, (2) Education Personnel, (3) Health Personnel and (4) Front-Desk Administrative Personnel (each category of front-line service workers is then further sub-divided using the same four levels defined for bureaucratic positions).

The reclassification of the indicator from Tier III to Tier II will encourage public service bodies to embrace the 2030 Agenda’s commitment to responsive, inclusive and representative decision-making, by systematically reporting on the extent to which their composition reflects the socio-demographic make-up of their national population. 

2. Information on how and when the methodology has become an international standard and who is the governing body that approves it

[bookmark: _GoBack]This methodology was developed under the guidance of the Praia City Group on Governance Statistics, which has a dedicated Working Group on SDG indicator 16.7.1, and a mandate to support the development of methodologies for Tier III indicators under SDG 16. It draws on extensive research conducted over the past three years by the UNDP Gender Equality in Public Administration (GEPA) Program, in close 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, contributed substantially to the development of this methodology. 
This indicator defines public service employment as ‘employment in the general government sector’, where general government sector follows the internationally agreed definition in the System of National Accounts 2008. The types of occupations selected as primary focus for the indicator are fully consistent with the ISCO-08 international Standard Classification of Occupations, and the metadata directs countries to specific ISCO-08 occupational codes for each category, to guide the transposition of positions from national classifications. Data collection and compilation for this indicator draws on existing, well-established human resources management information systems in relevant public service bodies. A detailed data reporting form and accompanying reporting guidelines have been developed to guide the reporting institutions and to ensure high quality and consistent reporting across countries.
3. Development and testing of the methodology 
The development of this methodology drew extensively from the experiences of national public service bodies around the world, and from the expertise of regional and global organizations producing and/or collecting statistics in this area.

In 2017, an Expert Group consisting of NSOs, international agencies and experts discussed key methodological aspects of the indicator and generated consensus around the need for consistent use of subcategories of occupations in the public service, consistent with ISCO-08. It was also agreed 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. 

Further to this Expert Group meeting, a pilot study was launched at country level, which built on further consultations held with international and regional organizations with expertise in this area, such as the OECD (which had previously pilot-tested a methodology for collecting data on the composition of the central government workforce in 35 OECD countries), the ILO (which provided guidance specifically on the feasibility of using labour force surveys to report on this indicator), UNWomen (as custodian of SDG Indicator 5.5.1b on female representation in local governments), the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) (which manages a ‘Database on Women and Men in Decision-Making’) and the University of Pittsburgh’s Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL), UNDP’s partner on the GEPA initiative. Consultations with these organizations, prior to, during and after the pilot study, were critical to generating broad-based consensus and buy-in by these various actors for the proposed methodology. 

The pilot study 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. More specifically, the study requested four types of information from public service bodies, namely: (1) Details on public servant data collection and reporting practices in the country; (2) Translation of national public service occupational categories into the proposed set of internationally comparable categories based on ISCO-08; (3) Public service employee totals, disaggregated by occupational categories, and by sex, age, disability status and nationally relevant population groups; (4) Feedback and comments on the proposed methodology for 16.7.1(b).
	
4. Results of the pilot studies and list of countries consulted that are regionally representative

The pilot study with national public service bodies was conducted by UNDP in 13[footnoteRef:2] countries across all regions and various development contexts. Pilot countries were also 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.)  [2:  The 13 pilot countries included: For Africa – Ghana, Mauritius, South Africa; for Asia-Pacific – Fiji, Indonesia, Malaysia; for Arab States – Egypt, Tunisia; for Latin America & Caribbean – Jamaica; for Europe & Central Europe – Georgia and FYR Macedonia; for OECD – Germany, New Zealand. ] 


Respondents provided positive feedback on the relevance and viability of the proposed approach. The key conclusions of the pilot study can be summarized as follows: 

· Definition of ‘public service’: Defining public service employment as ‘employment in the general government sector’, where general government sector follows the internationally agreed definition in the System of National Accounts 2008, was found to be a practical way to transcend significant variations in national definitions of the ‘public service’. 
· ISCO-08 classification of occupations: While respondents found it convenient to use the ISCO-08 classification to translate their national classification into the proposed harmonized categories, a few amendments were suggested, including the addition of ‘Front-Desk Administrative Personnel’ as a fourth category of  front-line service workers, the further sub-division of front-line service occupations by level of responsibility/decision-making (using the same four levels used for bureaucratic positions, e.g. within the category of police personnel, countries are now requested to report separately on (1) Managers, (2) Professionals, (3) Technicians and Associated Professionals, and (4) Clerical Support Workers).

· Disaggregation by socio-demographic variables: All respondents reported tracking the sex of public servants, and over three quarters reported tracking age as well, however most respondents indicated that their monitoring system did not allow for disaggregation across multiple intersecting dimensions (i.e. sex and age, sex, age and decision-making level, etc.) While disability status is less commonly tracked (roughly one third of respondents reported doing so, on the basis of clinical assessments/medical certifications), piloting by the national statistics office in South Africa of the Washington Group Short and Extended Set of Questions on Disability with public servants confirmed the feasibility of measuring disability in the public service on the basis of self-reporting. Similarly, one third of respondents reported tracking relevant population groups (e.g. race, ethnicity, nationality, language group, etc.), but countries advised that this aspect should be left to national discretion since contextually relevant population groups vary significantly from country to country, and collecting data on certain identity markers, such as ethnicity, may be illegal in some contexts.

· Disaggregation by national/central vs. sub-national levels: With 70% of pilot countries indicating that public service employment data at both national and sub-national levels was tracked by the same agency, the feasibility of reporting data at both levels was confirmed. (In cases where different agencies track public servant data at national and sub-national levels, the national statistical office should coordinate with sub-national tracking agencies as needed.) 

· Data collection methods: While Human Resource Management Information Systems (HRMIS) were found to be most common and to produce the best quality of disaggregated and up-to-date public servant data, countries advised that the metadata for 16.7.1(b) should not require that any particular data collection method be used to report on the indicator. What matters is that the reported data meet the specifications outlined in the metadata. 

· Collaboration between public service bodies and NSOs: While Public Service Commissions (or relevant public service body) are the most common primary data producers, countries recommended that NSOs should be responsible for coordinating with data producers and for quality assuring the data produced. 

5. Conclusion
The proposed methodology for indicator 16.7.1(b) offers a simple, realistic and cost-effective approach to monitoring progress towards achieving greater representation of women, youth, persons with disabilities and members of nationally relevant population groups (when collecting such data is possible) in the public service. The development of the methodology was informed by a global mapping of public servant data collection practices led by UNDP’s GEPA Initiative across 130 countries, extensive consultations with expert organizations in the field, and the pilot-testing in 13 countries of a detailed metadata and data reporting form. Most of the information needed to produce the indicator is already collected on a regular basis by national public service bodies. The reclassification of the indicator from Tier III to Tier II will encourage public service bodies to embrace the 2030 Agenda’s commitment to responsive, inclusive and representative decision-making, by systematically reporting on the extent to which their composition reflects the socio-demographic make-up of their national population. 

