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Introduction

This report collects various examples of how various contexts have assessed the SDGs. It
draws examples from environmental assessment (EA) where possible. The report is
intended to provide a catalogue of methods as inspiration for how a measurement of SDGs
can be approached and perhaps draw from some of these examples as a guide for
integrating SDGs in an EA context.

The different approaches to SDG assessment that are addressed in this report are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Methodological approaches to the assessment of SDGs as explored in this report.

Methodological

approach Description Corresponding examples
Rambgll’s SDG Impact
The breadth of influence that the object of Assessment Tool
Determining assessment has on SDGs is shown by
direct & indirect | determining both direct and indirect influence. Gothenburg Centre for
influence This is done for both positive and negative Sustainable
impacts. Development SDG
Impact Assessment Tool

Contributing to

It is determined whether the object of
assessment contributes positively towards

Copenhagen Metro EIA

or delaying eventually fulfilling the SDGs, or delays the g
fulfillment process, without establishing a measurable for the City Ring (2008)
threshold for fulfillment.
Measuring The focus of_ assessment is determining the _
fulfillment of extent to which th(_a object of assessment fulfills SDG index
the SDGs the SDGS, according to a measurable threshold
for fulfillment.
OECD Measuring
Distance to the SDG
Measuring The fo_cus of assessment _is determining how far | Targets 2019
distance to the object of assessment is from fulfilling the
fulfillment SD_Gs, according to a measurable threshold for OI_ECI_D The Short and
fulfillment. Winding Road:
Measuring Distance to
the SDG Targets
The trend of the object of assessment in fulfilling SDG index
Identifying SDGs is determined over a certain time span to Sustainable
progress/trends | indicate whether the trend is progressing or Devel tin th
delayed. evelopment in the
European Union (2022)
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Comparing Two or more objects are assessed up against the
performance of | SDGs (considering influence, fulfillment,

two entities alignment, etc.) and the results are then
compared to one another.

COWI EIA for the
Stormburst tunnel,
Svanemgllen

This report does not intend to declare best practice and also does not delve into a discussion
of advantages and disadvantages associated with each measurement type. It merely
demonstrates examples found in practice along with various ways to visualize and thereby
communicate SDG measures.
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Determining direct and indirect influence

Examples

Rambgll’s SDG Impact
Assessment Tool

Gothenburg Centre for
Sustainable Development
SDG Impact Assessment

Tool
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One form of measurement is distinguishing between direct and indirect impact that an
object of the assessment, in this case of EA, the impacts from the project/plan, has on the
SDGs. This form of assessment recognizes that the SDGs are interconnected and that
there are different degrees of impact.

Rambgll’s SDG Impact Assessment Tool

The authors have not yet found examples from the context of EA, but there are tools in other
contexts, such as Rambgll's SDG Impact Assessment Tool (Rambgll) in which a user
answers a questionnaire that identifies direct and indirect impact that a company has on the
SDGs. The questionnaire is aimed at production companies and impact is based on whether
there are company policies in place to improve conditions addressed in the SDGs. The
results are displayed as shown in Figure 1, in which the solid goals are directly impacted by
business activities and the partially colored goals are indirectly impacted.

1u 3 QALTY

POVERTY Ammm EDUCATION nm

s .. s

Tael
DECENT WORK AND 10 REDUCED 'z FESPONSIBLE
ECONDMICGRONTH nnl-n- CONSUMPTION
/\/ AHDFRODUCTION

13 CLUNATE 4 15 IFE PllC[ JUSTICE 17 PARTNERSHIPS
ACTION 'BELOW WATER ON LAND Anusmuu[. FORTHE GOALS
INSTITUTIONS

© z@

a goal to lea

Flgure 1: Ramb;all s SDG Impact Tool results. (Rambgll).

Gothenburg Centre for Sustainable Development SDG Impact Assessment

Similarly, the Gothenburg Centre for Sustainable Development has developed an SDG
Impact Assessment Tool (Gothenburg Centre for Sustainable Development), also based on
a self-evaluation. It entails determining whether the company influences the SDGs through
direct/indirect positive/negative impact, no impact, or whether more knowledge is required
to determine assessment. The tool requires you first to sort the SDGs according to relevance
and thereafter assess the relevant SDGs and explain the reasoning for the assessment. The
results are displayed in Figure 2.

Direct positive

5 n n n
LA
i
Indirect positive n n
Mo lagpact n
gt & o
Direct negative n n

More knowledge needed

Figure 2: SDG Impact Assessment Tool developed by (Gothenburg Centre for Sustainable Development).
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Contributing to or delaying fulfillment

Examples

Copenhagen Metro EIA for
the City Ring (2008)




This is the primary approach for SDG measurement in EA contexts and below are some
examples drawn from EA reports. In its most common form, contribution towards fulfillment
Is expressed as a positive impact, delaying fulfillment is expressed as a negative impact and
no impact is expressed as neutral.

Copenhagen Metro EIA for the City Ring (2008)

One example is from an exercise performed through the DREAMS project in which an EIA
of The City Ring (Cityringen) (Copenhagen Metro (Metroselskabet) 2008) in Copenhagen,
Denmark from 2008 was revisited after publication to retroactively determine how the
impacts would influence SDG targets. The exercise linked predicted impacts to relevant
SDG targets and thereafter, went on to assess whether the impact would be negative,
positive, or neutral. The example provided (Figure 3) demonstrates impacts on SDG 3: Good
health and well-being and SDG 15: Life on land as well as select targets. The exercise also
included mitigation measures and indicated how these measures would change the
assessment, in terms of less negative, neutral, or positive impact.

Assessments of impacts

target |phase |activity |assessment
SDG 3: Good health and well-being
. Decreased access to public spaces and recreational areas negative
34 construction Increased impacts from noise and vibrations negative
operation Reduced noise and vibrations from closing of bus routes positive
36 construction |Traffic diversion negative
) operation Reduction of bus and car traffic positive
construction |Occurences of air, water and soil pollution negative
39 mitigation Management of contaminated soil neutral
' mitigation Purification and treatment of contaminated water neutral
operation Reduced air pollution from reduction of bus and car traffic positive
SDG 15: Life on land
152 construction [Cutting down of trees negativ
mitigation Replanting trees less negative

Figure 3: Determining impact on SDGs 3 and 15 in terms of impacts described in the EIA of the City Ring (Cityringen)
(Copenhagen Metro (Metroselskabet) 2008).
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Measuring fulfillment of SDGs

Examples

SDG index — country
fulfillment of SDGs




Another approach is to quantitatively measure fulfillment, in which ‘fulfillment’ can be

described by a tangible threshold. This can be done by measuring how far one has come
from a baseline towards a threshold. It requires the quantitative indicators in order to be
able to measure to what extent the SDG is fulfilled.

SDG index — country fulfillment of SDGs

The SDG index (Sachs et al. 2022) is a global attempt to measure national status and
progress on meeting the SDGs. The report employs several methods for measuring, but a
majority builds on how the country performs based on quantitative indicators, a sample of
which can be seen in Figure 4. Here, performance on indicators determine the extent to
which the country performs on the individual goals (the chart shown in Figure 5). For a more
detailed description of the methods for assessment, see Sachs et al. (2022). This report
represents fulfillment through percentages, i.e., Denmark has fulfilled 85.6% of the SDGs.

SDG1 - No Poverty Value Year Rating Trend
Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%) 02202 @ 4

Poverty headcount ratio at $3.20/day (%) 02202 @ 4

Poverty rate after taxes and transfers (%) 6.4 2018 @ 1‘

5DG2 - Zero Hunger

Prevalence of undernourishment (%) 2520119 @ 4
Prevalence of stunting in children under 5 years of age (%) ¥ 262019 @ 4
Prevalence of wasting in children under 5 years of age (%) * 07209 ® 4
Prevalence of abesity, BMI = 30 (% of adult population) 19.7 2016 @ qu

Human Trophic Level (best 2-3 worst) 252017 @ &

Cereal yield (tonnes per hectare of harvested land) 492018 ® 4
Sustainable Nitrogen Management Index (best 0-1.41 worst) 0.4 2015 ->

Yield gap closure (% of potential yield) 741 2018 o

Exports of hazardous pesticides (tonnes per million population) 9932019 @ @

Figure 4: Indicators used to measure performance on SDG 1: No poverty and SDG 2: End hunger (Sachs et al. 2022:
177).
DEN MARK OECD Countries
V' AVERAGE PERFORMANCE BY SDG
W OVERALL PERFORMANCE
COUNTRY RANKING COUNTRY SCORE

DENMARK

2 85.6
/163

REGIONAL AVERAGE: 77.2

W SDG DASHBOARDS AND TRENDS

10

Figure 5: Denmark's fulfillment of SDGs according to their performance on indicators in Figure 4. (Sachs et al. 2022:

176).
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Measuring distance to the fulfillment of SDGs

Examples

OECD Measuring Distance to
the SDG Targets 2019

OECD The Short and
Winding Road: Measuring
Distance to the SDG Targets
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This approach is also a quantitative approach, measuring the distance that still needs to
be travelled to achieve the SDGs, rather than the fulfillment already achieved. While
similar to measuring SDG fulfillment, this last approach shifts focus to remaining efforts,
assuming achievement of an SDG as the final aim.

The two reports presented here are both published by the OECD, the former being from
2019, and the latter published in 2022. Similar for both reports, they address how far the
OECD countries must go in order to fulfill the SDGs. However, they have different ways of
displaying the results.

OECD Measuring Distance to the SDG Targets 2019

This report (OECD 2019) provides insight into how each individual OECD country stands.
Figure 6 is an example of Denmark’s distance to achieving the SDG targets. The
assessment is based on 101 of 169 targets, all based on the data available for the country.
According to the report, Denmark has in 2019 fulfilled 20 of the 101 measured targets, which
can be seen by the colored bars that reach the fulfillment threshold called the ‘level of
achievement to be attained by 2030’.

Figure 2.13. Denmark’s distance from achieving 101 SDG targets

-

Goals

@ 1: Eradicate poverty
€ 2: Food

@ 3 Health

Q@ 4 Education

@ 5: Gender equality

@ 6: Water

7: Energy

@ 8: Economy

@ 9: Infrastructure @
@10: Reduce inequality -
™ 11: Cities

@ 12: Sustainable production

@13; Climate

6 14: Oceans
€3 15: Biodiversity =
o
9 16: Institutions .

17: Implementation

~ - Levels of achievement to be attained by 2030

Figure 6: Denmark's distance to fulfilling 101 SDG targets. (OECD 2019: Figure 2.13).
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OECD The Short and Winding Road: Measuring Distance to the SDG Targets

In 2022, an updated report was released showing the distance of OECD countries to
fulfillment of the SDGs. This report no longer shows each individual country’s assessment,
but bases distance according to an average of all OECD countries, in which the SDGs have
been categorized into People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace and Partnerships. Figure 7 shows
a summary of distance to fulfillment of targets, displayed by goal. If using SDG 3 as an
example, the graph should be understood such that the OECD countries as a collective
average have a small distance to fulfilling 25% of targets for SDG 3, a medium distance to
fulfilling approximately 55% of the targets for SDG 3, and a large distance to fulfilling
approximately 20% of the targets for SDG 3. The report (OECD 2022) can be accessed (see
references) for a better understanding of the methodologies used.
T

Peace | Part

Figure 1.2. Distribution of distance to targets and trends over time, OECD average, by goal
Panel A. Distribution of current distance to Target (percentage of Targets), by goal

Small Distance to Target = Medium Distance to Target mLarge Distance fo Target

100%
5%
50%
25%
3 4 5 6 12 13 14 15 7 8 9 10 1

0%

&

&

1 2

People Planet Prosperity

Figure 7: Distance to fulfilling SDG targets, according to an OECD average. The chart distinguishes between a small,
medium, and large distance to meeting targets. (OECD 2022: Figure 1.2).

Figure 8 shows the targets where OECD countries have the greatest distance to meeting
SDG targets. This shows that the countries are collectively furthest from fulfiling SDG 2,
and more specifically, targets 2.2 and 2.5. To see the full chart of all targets and more details
on the methodological calculations, see the report (OECD 2022) (found in references).

Table 1.2. Largest OECD average distances from targets and recent trends

Targets where OECD countries are, on average, furthest from meeting SDG targets

Average
Target ’
9 distance
2.2 By 2030, end all forms of malnutrition, including achieving, by 2025, the 246 N
internationally agreed targets on stunting and wasting in children under 5 years
of age, and address the nutritional needs of adolescent girls, pregnant and
lactating women and older persons
2.5 By 2020, maintain the genetic diversity of seeds, cultivated plants and farmed 3.59 N

and domesticated animals and their related wild species, including through
soundly managed and diversified seed and plant banks at the national, regional
and international levels, and promote access to and fair and equitable sharing of
benefits arising from the utilisation of genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge, as internationally agreed

Figure 8: The largest distances from meeting SDG targets, based on OECD averages. (OECD 2022: Table 1.2).
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ldentifying progress or trends

Examples

SDG index — country
progress in fulfilling SDGs

Sustainable Development in
the European Union (2022)
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Emphasis can also be placed on illustrating trends, displaying the pathways that the object
of assessment is on if aiming to achieve the targets. Being able to measure progress
requires that “fulfillment” of the SDG/target is measurable, and thereby linked to indicators.
ldentifying progress is always relative to a standard, whether that be an average, an
alternative year or a zero-alternative, etc. It also implies operating within a certain
timeframe.

SDG index — country progress in fulfilling SDGs

First, we turn again to the SDG index (Sachs et al. 2022), where color-coded arrows are
used to indicate how a country, region or income-group is progressing towards/digressing
from the achievement of an SDG. Figure 9 below shows the achievement level of individual
SDG goals, followed by general trend for both the region and the income-groups. If referring
to Figure 4, these same trends are provided for each indicator under the individual country
assessment.

DECENT  INDUSTRY, RESPONSIBLE PEACE,
GO0 HEALTH CLEAN WATER WORKAND  INNOVATION CONSUMPTION LIFE JUSTICE  PARTNERSHIPS
o MO QUALTY  GENDER AN i MO REDUCED CUMATE  BELOW Fi  ANDSTRONG FORTHE
POVERTY WELL-BEING  EDUCATION  EQUALITY  SAMITATION GROWTH  IMFRASTRICTRE INEQUALITIES PRODUCTION  ACTION WATER DN LAND INSTITUTIONS ~ GOALS
1 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 2 B U 15 1B 1
EastandSouthAsa @ 7 @ @ o> et @ LN ] e 0> 04 o> 0> 075 0
Eastern Furope and Central Asia + o> 0 (L FN LX PN > 0> 0t 0 LEN LN )
Latin Americaand the Caribbean ™ @4 @ = @ [ ) +te>07 0 @ > 01T 02 02 03 0>
Middle East and North Africa 20207 0>0> 01 07 07 07 8+ 0> 01T 07 0> 0 0 0>
G @5 @4 05 03 02 03 03 0- 050 030 01 07 0> 0 0
OECD Countries @ P @ o4t + 0 or 0 o7 0> 0> 0> 0
Smalllsland Developing States @ =» @=> @ @< @8- 0> 0= 0= 02 0 0 > [ ) o= 0 02
SubSaharan Afica @ @ 0> 0> 0> 0> 0> 07 0> 0+ 0> 01 01 0 0 0 0
Low-income Countries @ <> @< @ @+ 0> 0> 0> 07 0> 0+ 0> 0+ 01 0 02 0 0
Lower-middie-income Countries @ A @ @ 0> 0> 0/ 07 07 @07 @+ 05> 01T 01 0> 0 09 0>
Upper-middle-income Countries A XN ) ([ EN EN LN LN KN 1107 0> 0 07 0
High-income Countries @ P @ [ [ S ] eorT o> o7 0 0 0
@ 5DG achievement Challenges remain @ Significant challenges remain @ Major challenges remain
1‘ On track Moderately Increasing =¥ Stagnating * Decreasing @ Data not available
Note: Excluding OECD specific indicators. Population-weighted averages. Source: Authors analysis

Figure 9: Color-coded arrows determine whether a country (in this case Australia) is on track to meeting SDG,
moderately increasing, stagnating or decreasing in fulfillment status. (Sachs et al. 2022: 20).

The trend assessments are categorized into being ‘on track or maintaining SDG
achievement’, ‘moderately increasing’, ‘stagnating’, ‘decreasing’ or ‘data not available’.
The trends are compared according to the performance on the country in 2015, and the
descriptions are provided in Figure 10.

The Four-arrow system for denoting SDG trends

& +

On track or Maintaining

=

Decreasing

Decreasing score, i.e.
country moves in the
wrong direction

Stagnating

Score remains stagnant or
increases at a rate below 50%
of the growth rate needed to
achieve the SDG by 2030

Moderately improving

Score increases at a rate
above 50% of the required
growth rate but below the
rate needed to achieve the
SDG by 2030

SDG achievement

Score increases at the rate
needed to achieve the SDG
by 2030 or performance
has already exceeded SDG
achievement threshold

Figure 10: Description of color-coded arrows used for measuring progress in the SDG index (Sachs et al. 2022: 62).
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The SDG trend arrow assigned depends on the pathway currently being followed. A graphic
representation is provided in Figure 11. The green area represents the rate of growth for
fulfilling SDGs (100%), the yellow area represents increasing at a rate above 50% of the
required growth rate, the orange area represents below 50% of required growth rate, and
the red area represents a decreasing growth rate below performance in 2015.

Graphic representation of the methodology for SDG trends
Goal achievement T
Green threshold
Performance in 2015
Extrapolated linear
annual growth rate
2015-2030 ¢
2015 2020 2030

Figure 11: The methodology for determining progress trends. (Sachs et al. 2022: 62).

Sustainable Development in the European Union (2022)

Another report identifying trends is a report on Sustainable Development in the European

Union (European Union 2022). Figure 12 shows
SDGs according to progress (whether the EU
as an average of European countries is
significantly progressing, moderately
progressing, or moderately moving away from).

The SDG placement is determined based on
the progress designated for individual indicators
for each SDG (as shown in Figure 13) according
to the arrow key provided in Figure 14. The
arrow designation is determined based on
progress towards achieving either quantitative
(EU targets) or qualitative targets (SD
objectives). Progress is determined for both a
short-term trend (past 5 years) and a long-term
trend (15 years).

Figure 12: An approach to showing what SDGs (on a
goal basis) the EU is progressing towards and the
goals in which fulfillment is decreasing. (European

Union 2022: 10).
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Overview of EU progress towards the SDGs over the past 5 years, 2022
(Data mainly refer to 2015-2020 or 2016-2021)
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The same report aISO Table 2.1: Indicators measuring progress towards SDG 2, EU
mapS SDG pl’Ogl‘eSS Indicator Long-termtrend Short-termtrend Where to find out
according to countries lpast1Syears) _ (pastSyears more
. g oo Malnutrition
(Flgure 15)’ prOVIdIng Obesity rate : 1 page 60
both a status score
. Sustainable agricultural production
(whether a country is ) 2 3
Agricultural ri r | work uni 61
amongst worst or beSt gricultural factor income per annual work unit page
pe rform | ng relative to Government support to agricultural R&D t t page 62
Other EU countries for @‘ Area under organic farming : ’ page 63
that SDG) and a progress @ e ot more b »
se of more hazardous pesticides 64
score (whether a country ° ~ Pese
. . Environmental impacts of agricultural production
is progressing towards or
. Ammonia emissions from agriculture ’ ’ page 65
moving away  from
fulflllment) Th|S means Nitrate in groundwater (¥) \O \() SDG 6, page 125
that SDGs in the top row Estimated severe soil erosion by water (*) ’F) ’()) SDG 15, page 277
?ndicate that the Country Common farmland bird index () \(.) &(”) SDG 15, page 280
is amongst the best

performing of the EU Figure 14: The EU indicators and their corresponding progress designation for SDG
countries while the 2: End hunger. (European Union 2022: 54).

bottom row is worst performing. In addition, SDGs on the right side of the graph shows
progressing (an upwards green arrow), while left side indicates movements away from
achieving a goal (downward red arrow).

Table 2.2: Explanation of symbols for indicating progress towards SD objectives and targets Figure 13: A key for interpreting

Symbol With quantitative target Without quantitative target progress designation. (European
Union 2022: 54).

Trends for indicators marked with this ‘target’ symbol are calculated against an official and
N quantified EU policy target. In this case the arrow symbols should be interpreted according to the
@ left-hand column below. Trends for all other indicators should be interpreted according to the right-
hand column below.

t Significant progress towards the EU target Significant progress towards SD objectives
’ Moderate progress towards the EU target Moderate progress towards SD objectives
\ Insufficient progress towards the EU target Moderate movement away from SD objectives
l Movement away from the EU target Significant movement away from SD objectives

Calculation of trend not possible (for example, time series too short)

Figure 18.6: Denmark

4 100%
Denmark is moving away Denmark is progressing

., fromthese SDGs but towards these SDGs and
80% statusis better than EU status is better than EU

SDG 8

60% SDG 17 @ SDG 16
o
40% =

SDG4 SCo SDG5

2
i SDG10
@ SDG7
SDG 1 \ SDG12

0% SDG3 SDG11 e
-20% @ SDG 13

Status relative to EU

SDG 15
40 %
i 60 %
Figure 15: The progress of Denmark : ) )
. o, Denmarkis moving away Denmark is progressing
towards achieving the SDG, mapped 80% from these SDGs and towards these SDGs but
both against status scores and progress status is worse than EU status is worse than EU
. ¥-100 %
scores. (European Union 2020: 324) °5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
« Progress score >
18 N
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Comparing performance between two entities

Examples

COW!I EIA for the Stormburst
tunnel, Svanemagllen




Another measurement strategy is to compare the object of assessment to another,
whether that be i.e., a comparison to a benchmark, another object’'s SDG performance, or
different alternatives.

COWI EIA for the Stormburst tunnel, Svanemagllen

Although not a part of the final EIA report, alternatives were compared according to the
SDGs for the cloudburst tunnel, Svanemgllen (COWI). Figure 16 measures the impact of
different alternatives in the construction phase (the colored lines in the starburst chart) in
which 3 is the 0-alternative level of impact, < 3 is a smaller impact, and > 3 is a greater
impact. The impact is measured according to SDGs, found along the outer ring, of which 8
are determined relevant with corresponding measured impact. The words replacing the
SDGs, are the environmental factors that influence the SDG they replace. This means that
for SDG 3, traffic, noise, and vibrations are influencing factors.

Alternative udlgbsvaarker
- anleegsfase
1
17 6 2
16 5 Trafik
4 .
Overfladev... . / Staj
Natur, floras 2 l Vibrationer
1 o,
Badevand 0 4
13 ‘_\ 5
12 p Grundvand
Landskab?. 7
10 8 ]
9 (

Figure 16: The comparison of SDG impacts for alternatives concerning outlets for stormwater in the EIA for the
stormburst tunnel, Svanemgllen. The alternatives are compared to the zero alternative (green line). (COWI 2019).

This example is based on a qualitative assessment of potential degrees of impacts for the
different alternatives.
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