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Pacific Workshop on 
Developing a Generic Tool for Policy–Data Integration 

(19 - 21 March 2018, Nadi, Fiji) 
 
 

Recommendations 

 

On improving the draft EPIC1.0 — a generic tool for Policy-Data integration 

Participants were introduced to the concept of policy-data integration and a draft tool that was piloted 

on education policies in three participating countries (Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu). Based on the outcome of 

group activities and discussions, the participants provided recommendations for further development 

of the draft tool: 

- Develop strategies to deal with/include different types of policy documents. In addition, 

develop instructions for handling multiple related documents under the same sector. 

- Provide more clarity on economic and environmental key questions to be relevant to social 

sectors, and vice versa. More specifically: 

 

Environmental principles: need to be clarified for generic and policy specific analysis. For 

example: 

o Ecosystem approach 

o Sustainable production and consumption: energy supply for schools 

o People-nature harmony: Water Sanitation and Hygiene 

o Precaution- Disaster risk reduction education 

o Long time frame- Environmental impacts education curriculum 

o Knowledge and innovation: Knowledge on environment and innovations related to 

environmental protection. 

 

Economic principles: need to be analysed using business/corporate plan. Need to add clarity 

to the concepts so that they can be linked to non-economic sectors such as education. One 

example is assets and liabilities in education. Other examples are: 

o Core Concepts (CCs) on types of products and transactions: ICT/Books/Schools, 

Training, Teaching and Learning 

o CCs related to distinct transactors and sectors: Public and Private 

o CC on rest of the world: Scholarship Abroad 

o CC on assets and liabilities: Teachers/Curriculum/Schools 

o CC on purpose of transaction: Education for all. 

In addition, other concern related to economic principles that need to be addressed in the revised 

version is that the principles are taken from System of National Account (SNA) which are accounting 

rules and need to be reformulated to be understandable by less technical audience. 

 

- Add to the concept that principles should be nationally agreed and that they should include 

national as well as international principles. Constitutional principles and development plan 

guiding principles are examples of national principles that have to be considered when they 

exist. In most cases national principles conform to what the tool proposes. However, when 
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additional principles exist at the national level, they must be added. When EPIC1.0 principles 

are found not relevant to the national context, they may be dropped from the list after 

agreement is reached among all stakeholders. 

- Terms such as issues and target groups (TG) need more clarity in the tool 

- Add to the instructions that target groups have to be matched with the identified issues so 

that disaggregation needs are better understood 

- Develop instructions for assigning issues and target groups to relevant domains (social, 

economic, environmental) while assessing policy document to identify the issues and target 

groups already included.  

- A coding system for issues and target groups is required to make sure that mapping of 

issues/TGs to CCs can be done easily and facilitates further summarization and analysis of CCs 

coverage. 

- The distinction between issue and principle needs to be clear as some guiding principles in 

development plan may be very similar to issues.  

 

On development of a National Sustainable Development Indicator Set (NSDIS) 

On the first day of the workshop participants were presented with an overview on the benefits of 
developing a National Sustainable Development Indicator Set (NSDIS) to monitor both national 
priorities and incorporate regional and global initiatives such as the SDGs.  On the last day the issue 
of the NSDIS was re-addressed with participants being asked to provide feedback on some of the 
more challenging aspects of developing a NSDIS through the region.  Some key feedback presented 
during this session included: 
 

1) How might a NSDIS be affected when new National Development Plans (NDPs) are 
developed every 3-5 years, especially by new governments? 

 
Countries reported that previous NDPs are usually consulted when new NDPs are developed, and 
when done so, significant changes to indicator lists monitoring these plans aren’t expected.  It was 
also suggested that the NSDIS should focus on the key indicators from each sector (which wouldn’t 
be expected to change significantly), with additional indicators being housed within the relevant 
ministries, and could be altered wherever necessary. 
 
 

2) How might the NSDIS be updated over time? 
 
Two aspects of updating were considered; i) updating of the indicator list over time, and ii) updating 
of the data for each selected indicator.  Country feedback suggested that the NSO should take the 
lead in both aspects of updating, with regular consultations taking place with each ministry providing 
data for indicators.  It was also raised the need for a National Statistics Committee (chaired by the 
Government Statistician) to be established to oversee the indicator list, with this committee being in 
a position to review the NSDIS based on recommendations from ministries, development partners, 
NGOs, etc. 
 
 

3) How can we promote mapping of NSDIS’s from one country to another? 
 
Countries felt that indicator lists such as the NMDIs (developed by SPC) and the indicator list for the 
PRSD (a subset of the SDG priority indicators identified by PICTs), could be used to promote common 



3 
 

indicator reporting across countries in the pacific region.  The SAMOA pathway was also raised as a 
source which could help countries promote common indicators in their list as they are required to 
report on similar issues. 
 
 
 

4) How do we manage the size of an NSDIS? 
 
As with the feedback from issue 1 above, countries felt that having the NSDIS focus on the key 
indicators from each sector, would help restrict the size of the indicator list to a manageable size.  
No limit on numbers was presented by any country, as long as they believe the list was achievable 
and addressed the key issues in country, and countries should be left with the final decision on how 
big they wished their list to be. 
 
 
 


