
 

 

Raw notes from IAEG-SDGs: 
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Day 1 of IAEG-SDGs: 

- I’ll start with an update on a question that some have raised over the past few weeks since the 
UN Statistical Commission: refinement and adding supplementary indicators. We have heard 
that the IAEG-SDGs has discussed this issue already in its closed meeting this morning, and that 
the IAEG-SDGs now sees two separate tracks of work over the next several months: one on the 
tier system, methodological and metadata compilation work stream and one on a process of 
refining the indicators set going forward. So the answer is yes, the IAEG-SDGs does plan on 
discussing further refinement of the indicators list, and the process and mechanism for 
refinement and decision-making on those refinements will be discussed on Friday. Other sub-
groups will also potentially be discussed, including one that was mentioned on interlinkages, 
and the really interesting discussion points are all on Friday – including on the process for 
metadata compilation for the indicators, global reporting mechanisms, baselines for monitoring, 
indicator refinement process and thematic and regional indicators.  

- Discussions in the morning today focused on over-arching comments and updates on the 
process to date from high-level speakers, IAEG-SDGs co-chairs and the Secretariat. The 
afternoon session focused on the tiering system of indicators, where indicators have been 
assigned “tiers” for the IAEG-SDGs to decide which indicators they must work on over the next 
year, in terms of developing/refining methodologies and discussing data availability and 
reporting mechanisms. Those classified in tier III – indicators in which methodologies AND data 
for monitoring are not clearly defined – will be the focus of the discussions tomorrow as well. So 
far, goals 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 10 have been discussed, with the remaining goals being discussed 
tomorrow. You can find the agenda for the IAEG-SDGs here.  

- The substantive discussions around the tiering of indicators has been strangely structured, with 
the UN Statistics Division calling upon specific UN Agencies to elaborate on their methodologies, 
data and reporting mechanisms to the expert group, with brief discussions and Q&A on these 
presentations. No action items have resulted from any of these discussions, meaning that this 
seems merely like an opportunity for discussion, with decisions that will be made at a later 
stage. Also up for discussion is the identification of UN Agency focal points for tracking, 
monitoring and reporting on various indicators.  

- In terms of next steps for the tiering process, the IAEG-SDGs will focus its work over the next 
two months on taking decisions on the final tiering of indicators, via their online engagement 
platform. In terms of the implications of these tiers on our own work, you could see it from 
multiple perspectives, which adds to the complexity of our advocacy over the next couple of 
months. On one front, you could see it as having indicators in tier III would mean that the IAEG-
SDGs would focus on these issues and indicators in-depth over the next year, in terms of 
methodologies and data, which would be positive. However, you could also see it that since 
these tier III indicators will still need further discussions, these indicators would not be ready or 
usable for global monitoring and review until this methodological and data-related work has 
concluded, as opposed to tier I and tier II which could be used for monitoring right away. We 
were told from our contacts within the IAEG-SDGs that if an indicator is marked as “tier III,” 
there is no risk that this indicator will be dropped from the final set, and the tier system is 
merely a way for the expert group to identify its next steps.  
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http://unstats.un.org/sdgs/files/meetings/iaeg-sdgs-meeting-03/3rd-IAEG-SDGs-Provisional-agenda-29-03-2016.pdf


 

 

- Space was given for stakeholder statements over the course of the three days, with 12 total 
opportunities for interventions. Whereas many of the civil society interventions are focused 
around the clusters of goals identified in the IAEG-SDGs agenda, we have managed to secure a 
speaking slot for an intervention on just Goal 16 – thanks to the engagement and support of 
many TAP members here in Mexico City. Our statement, which we’ll deliver tomorrow, will 
largely be based on existing metadata that we have compiled as a Network, but we will also be 
reacting to the discussions on Goal 16 throughout the day tomorrow, and I will send the 
statement to all of you tomorrow once it’s been put together.  

 

Day 2 of IAEG-SDGs 

- Discussions continued today with presentations from UN Agencies on methodologies, and 
interactive dialogue with IAEG-SDGs Members. Goal 16 was part of these discussions in the 
afternoon.  

- Discussions on Goal 16 were quick and efficient, with presentations on 16.4.1 from UNODC and 
16.10.1 from UNESCO, ILO and OHCHR on methodologies and further work going forward.  

o The 16.4.1 discussions were fairly non-controversial, with all agreeing that the issue 
remaining with that particular indicator was the political and statistical definitions of 
what constitutes “illicit financial flows.” UNODC proposed developing a technical sub-
group of the IAEG-SDGs to consider how to define this term in statistical terms.  

o Discussions on 16.10.1 ended up dragging 16.10.2 into the discussions, as UNESCO, ILO 
and OHCHR highlighted that these are complementary indicators that are intended to 
measure the full scope of the target. However, there was some disagreement that these 
two indicators measured the full scope of the target as they stand, with Germany 
pushing back by stating that “fundamental freedoms” referenced in the target are not 
sufficiently covered by the two current indicators. Cabo Verde concurred and supported 
Germany’s assertion that these two indicators were not fully covering the target as they 
stand, but reminded Germany and the expert group that there are many cases in the 
indicators list that do not cover the scope of the target as well, and that these were the 
best indicators they could come up with given the time constraints. However, they 
proposed that the Praia Group could work on further additional indicators that cover 
the scope of the target going forward.  

o Italy intervened during the discussion to express strong support for adding more 
subjective indicators under Goal 16, and all other goals. They expressed support for civil 
society proposals for Goal 16 indicators, but did not specify which civil society inputs 
they were supporting.  

o IDLO also intervened during the discussion to highlight that the current indicators for 
16.3 are not sufficiently covering the full scope of the target, as they currently only 
cover criminal justice. They also highlighted that, in support of Italy’s intervention, Goal 
16 and 16.3 in particular is the right place for subjective indicators, and that subjective 
data for 16.3 is widely available.  

- From informal discussions with IAEG-SDGs Members and also with the co-chairs of IAEG-SDGs, 
we gained some insights into the closed meetings of the IAEG-SDGs from the past couple of 
days, and a preview of what will be discussed tomorrow around discussions on “next steps.”  

o First, we found out that the IAEG-SDGs will rely on the Praia Group on Governance 
Statistics regarding the further development of methodologies and metadata for Goal 
16 indicators. This is a very positive development for us, as the Praia Group is a much 



 

 

more inclusive and engaging forum for us to contribute to on this front – and is 
something that we’ve been calling for throughout this whole process.  

o We also found out that the next steps for Tier 3 indicators will likely be worked on 
over the next year or two by the IAEG-SDGs, once these Tier 3 indicators have been 
identified.  

- As mentioned yesterday, we had an opportunity to intervene on Goal 16 issues in the plenary, 
with Stacey Cram from Namati delivering this statement. You can find the statement as 
delivered attached here. 

- The co-chairs of the IAEG-SDGs hosted an informal dialogue with stakeholders during the lunch-
time hours. I presented our perspective (from the TAP Network position paper on the UN 
Statistical Commission and IAEG-SDGs) on the inclusion of civil society data in the metadata 
compilation process. Lisa Bersales, the co-chair from the Philippines highlighted that these next 
steps in the process of metadata compilation will be decided upon tomorrow, and that in 
addition to the engagement at the international level, it will also be important for these data 
providers to also work with NSOs at the national level, to feed into the national monitoring 
processes as well. She also highlighted that there will likely be further work from the 
aforementioned working group on metadata to develop common standards and criteria for 
NSOs and the IAEG-SDGs to use when considering how to utilize “non-official” data sources, as 
there are not only issues on vetting and aligning methodologies and ensuring comparability, but 
also legal/privacy issues to take into consideration as well. She also highlighted that “custodial 
agencies” identified in the proposed tiers document will merely be responsible for assisting 
the IAEG-SDGs in the tiering and metadata compilation process going forward, and will not 
have a mandate/responsibility for data collection and monitoring for each of these indicators. 
This was re-iterated by the Secretariat.  

 

Day 3 of IAEG-SDGs 

- Today, the key issues of next steps and the way forward for the IAEG-SDGs work was discussed, 
including deliberations on issues such as the metadata compilation process, global reporting 
mechanisms, data baselines, process of reviewing indicators in the current set of indicators, sub-
groups of the IAEG to take forward work on specific issues, and thematic and regional indicators. 
The IAEG met for half of the day again in a closed meeting, to finalize the next steps and the way 
forward in their work, before reporting back to the open plenary on these points. 

- On the compilation of metadata: There were various opinions on how the metadata compilation 
process should be undertaken in the coming months ahead, with some NSOs feeling that we’ll 
need to define the process for “refining” the indicators first before undertaking a metadata 
compilation process. In the end, the expert group took a decision to create a sub-group that will 
work on metadata compilation. However, for Goal 16 indicators, the Praia Group on 
Governance Statistics will undertake work around metadata compilation for all of the 
proposed tier 3 indicators, with the exception of 16.4.1 on illicit financial flows, as this is a very 
technical issue around defining IFF. It was made very clear that the Praia Group would not be a 
“sub-group” of the IAEG, but instead would continue its work mandated to it by the Statistical 
Commission on metadata compilation, and will provide recommendations to the IAEG for 
them to take up and decide upon from there.  

- On the “refinement” of indicators in this current set of indicators, it was highlighted that the 
expert group is only planning on considering revising indicators which were specifically raised 
during interventions during the 2016 Statistical Commission a few weeks ago, which was 



 

 

limited to maybe a handful of indicators. This is a bit troubling, because as some observers 
pointed out in discussions, nobody was aware that they needed to express reservations on 
certain indicators during the Statistical Commission a few weeks ago, in order for these 
indicators to be considered for review going forward. So the lack of transparency and clear 
guidance on this point in advance of the Statistical Commission made many observer NSOs, UN 
agencies and stakeholders very uneasy, and we expect that there will be significant push back 
from Member States and agencies on this point going forward. It was made clear that any 
revision of indicators would not take place until the current indicator set was adopted by 
ECOSOC and the UNGA, as according to the Secretariat, they feel that the IAEG does not have a 
mandate to revise indicators at the moment – but my own thought is that they are merely 
waiting for the current indicator set to be adopted before proposing any revisions, since they 
don’t want to have an already revised version being worked on before the current indicator list 
is agreed upon in the UNGA. The Secretariat also outlined other touch-points for “reviews” of 
indicators over the course of the IAEG’s work, with “reviews” of indicators proposed in 2020 and 
2025. The IAEG from there will put together a plan/mechanism to revise these indicators, which 
will be presented to the 2017 session of the UN Statistical Commission – as mandated in the 
2016 Statistical Commission outcome from a few weeks ago.  

- Discussions on establishing baselines for data was a very interesting discussion as well, although 
no outcome came from these discussions and they will need more work on this going forward. 
What was clear from these discussions was that the establishment of baselines for measuring 
progress against going forward was very political.  

- On all other issues, discussions were held, but no decisions or clear outlines on the way forward 
were presented. As of now, the priorities in terms of the workplan going forward are as follows: 
1) Finalizing tiering of indicators, 2) metadata compilation, particularly for tier 3 indicators, 3) 
methodological work on tier 3 indicators, 4) potential revision of global indicators. 

- Below is a list of the decisions and next steps that were outlined by the IAEG-SDGs today: 
1. Finalizing the tier system: Review current proposal of tier system and will come back 

with comments on 25 April on tiers 1 and 2. Secretariat will request agencies to provide 
tools and reporting mechanisms and will provide responses by May 2. Tier I and II will go 
back to IAEG-SDGs. IAEG-SDGs will review the revised proposals with additional info on 
Tier 3 indicators and will submit their comments by 31 May. IAEG-SDGs will then finalize 
the initial tier system by 29 July. IAEG will conduct this work amongst themselves, and 
will consult when necessary.  

1. Creation of:  
- Subgroup of IAEG-SDGs on data disaggregation (deadline of 15 April for 

relevant/interested IAEG Members to express interest in joining) - only open to members 
of IAEG-SDGs 

- 3 working groups under the auspices of IAEG-SDGs on SDMX (statistical data and 
metadata exchange), Geospatial information and interlinkages (deadlines of 15 April for 
relevant/interested parties to express interest in joining) 

1. The 3 working groups will be open to other countries, international organizations and 
stakeholders by invitation based on level of expertise and area of work 

2. Once the process of adoption of the global indicator framework by ECOSOC and the GA is 
completed, IAEG-SDGs will take into account the specific proposals for refinement based 
on Stats Comm decision 1(e) 

3. Develop a plan for reviews of the indicator framework to present to the 48th session of 
the Stats Comm 



 

 

4. Secretariat will request international agencies to submit detailed plans for developing 
tier 3 indicators (29 July) 

5. Review and finalize plans proposed by international agencies to develop methodologies 
for indicators in tier 3 (15 September) 

6. Secretariat will request IAEG-SDGs members to provide scenarios on data flows from 
national to international level (30 April) 

7. 4th meeting of IAEG-SDGs will be held in fall of 2016 

This is about all we have at this point, and it’s a bit troubling that there is no further guidance on how 

civil society can engage in the work of the IAEG-SDGs over the next several months until its next meeting 

– particularly as this is where discussions will continue, and decisions will be made on some of these 

points. Thankfully for us, the Praia Group provides a great opportunity to follow up on our work around 

Goal 16 indicators and metadata, but for other groups, this space is much less certain on how they will 

be able to contribute unfortunately.  

 

 


