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Overview of the method &
assessment report outcomes

Consultative Meeting on the Implementation Framework for the Environmental
Dimension of the 2030 Agenda in the Arab Region

Cameron Allen, Consultant

Overview of presentation

Part 1: Introduction, method and scope
1. Introduction and scope

2. Methodology - research questions and lessons learned from review of
international guidelines & practice

Objectives and approach for the assessment

4. Results of the screening stage: the environmental dimension of the SDGs and the
Arab region (framework of environmental targets and indicators)

Part 2: Assessment outcomes
1. Results from the assessment stages:
= Baseline assessment and benchmarking of environmental indicators
= Mapping of regional and national strategies against SDG targets & indicators
= Systems analysis of interlinkages between targets
= Multi-criteria analysis — combining assessment results

2. Conclusions and recommendations for the implementation framework
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Reports for discussion:

1. Summary Report on the Methodology
and Assessment

. Draft Implementation Framework for the
Environmental Dimension of the SDGs

in unison:

= the assessment report outlines the process taken and
results of the analysis

= the implementation framework includes the framework
of environmental targets and indicators and supporting
information and recommendations

The reports are complementary and need to be read

1.
2.
3.

1. Introduction and scope

= Terms of Reference:

Develop approach and method and initial consultation (completed April/May 2017)
Undertake assessment and mapping (report completed July)

Develop draft implementation framework (draft completed in August)

= Additional parameters:

Focus on environmental dimension of SDGs and 2030 Agenda

To include a review of experiences in other regions and countries

To respond to current and projected priority environmental concerns in the Arab region
Feasible to implement within available data and resources

Support informed and integrated policy-making in the region

Method and approach aligned to the limited timeframe and resources for assessment
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2. Methodology report — key research questions

=

To develop the draft framework, many questions had to be answered:

How do we define the environmental dimension of the 2030 Agenda?
Which goals, targets and indicators represent the ‘environmental dimension’?
Which of these should be prioritized for the Arab region?
How can the global targets be adapted to the Arab regional context?
What target values and indicators should we be adopting? How do we identify these?

How do we assess and manage interlinkages between goals and targets?

What initial steps should the Arab region take to implement the 2030 Agenda?
Is the Arab region ‘ready’ for implementation? How can we assess this?
How can we best align the SDGs and targets with existing plans and strategies?

How should we prioritise goals and targets? What tools are available to assist this
prioritization?

2. Methodology report - lessons learned from review of
guidelines and international experiences

B Getting Started
with the Sustainable
Development Goal

Many new resources
emerging to assist with
SDG implementation:

¥ International guidelines,
resources and tools

¥ Emerging national
experience and practice

<
SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT

GOALS
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Recommendations from the expert literature & international experience...

INITIAL STEPS

Recommendations from the expert literature & international experience...
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~ Recommended initial steps for initial SDG = Recommended criteria for prioritising targets:
implementation: v' Level of urgency or biggest gap
v' Prioritise targets and indicator v Existing policy gaps
v 1 Wi XISt gies v Greatest multiplier effect or systemic impact
v Assess interlinkages between targets v Availability of funding
v Adapt targets and indicators to v Balance across 3 dimensions
regional/national priorities v Able to measure impact
Mainstream/adopt targets into existing or new v Impact per unit of $ expended
strategies
v Coordination & review mechanisms, L
stakeholder consultation Need to have a method/tool to assess each criteria

= Recommended tools and approaches to support evidence-based decisions:

v' Baseline assessments of indicators — baseline values and trends
v" Benchmarking of progress against numerical benchmarks
v/ Systematic target mapping & assessing alignment with existing strategic
v/ Systems analysis of target interlinkages and ‘high leverage’ targets

Approaches

v' Multi-criteria analysis

3. Objectives and approach for the assessment

= Aim: to assist countries and stakeholders in the Arab region with
implementation of the environmental dimension of the SDGs

= Objectives:

= To define and assess the environmental dimension of the SDGs and identify a
broad set of environmental SDG targets and indicators for the Arab region.

= To assess regional and national progress on the environmental SDG targets and
indicators, and the level of integration of the environmental dimension in the
region.

= To assess interlinkages between environmental SDG targets and identify ‘high
leverage’ targets, based on systems analysis techniques.

= To identify a smaller set of ‘higher priority’ environmental SDG targets and
indicators for the region, based on a robust multi-criteria analysis.

= To develop recommendations and guidance for adapting and mainstreaming
global targets and developing the implementation framework.
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Approach for the assessment:
1. SCOPE (SCREENING)

Define the environmental
dimension of the SDGs
and initial review of
priorities for the region

6. ADAPT & PLAN

Adapt global targets to
regional and national
circumstances; propose
target values; develop
implementation framework

5. EVALUATE & PRIORITISE

Multi-criteria assessment to
identify ‘higher priority’
targets and indicators;
evaluate target values

4. ASSESS INTERLINKAGES

Assess interlinkages between
targets and identify high
leverage targets

2. BASELINE ASSESSMENT

Baseline assessment &
benchmarking of
environmental targets and
indicators

3. MAPPING & ALIGNMENT

Mapping existing plans and
strategies and their targets
(regional, national) and assess
alignment with SDGs and
gaps

1. SCOPE (SCREENING)

Define the environmental
dimension of the SDGs
and initial review of
priorities for the region

6. ADAPT & PLAN

Adapt global targets to
regional and national
circumstances; propose
target values; develop
implementation framework

5. PRIORITISE & EVALUATE

identify higher priority targets
and indicators; evaluate
target values

4. ASSESS INTERLINKAGES

Assess interlinkages between
targets and identify high
leverage targets

Multi-criteria assessment to cecesscnns

2. BASELINE ASSESSMENT

Baseline assessment of
environmental indicators &
initial list of priorities

3. MAPPING & ALIGNMENT

Map existing plans and
strategies and their targets
(regional, national) and assess
alignment with SDGs and
gaps
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Define the environmental
dimension of the SDGs
and initial review of
priorities for the region

. 6. ADAPT & PLAN
|mp|ementat|on Adapt global targets to 2. BASELINE ASSESSMENT
. regional and national R Baseline assessment of
Framework: circumstances; propose environmental indicators &
target values; develop initial list of priorities
implementation framework

Step 6

3. MAPPING & ALIGNMENT
5. PRIORITISE & EVALUATE Map existing plans and
Multi-criteria assessment to seesescscssess  Strategies and their targets
identify higher priority targets (regional, national) and assess
and indicators; evaluate alignment with SDGs and
target values gaps

4. ASSESS INTERLINKAGES

Assess interlinkages between
targets and identify high
leverage targets

1 EelalE (=), Assessment report.

Steps 1-5

1. SCOPE (SCREENING)
Define the environmental

dimension of the SDGs
and initial review of
priorities for the region
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4. Results from assessment:
Screening: Defining the environmental dimension of SDGs

= |ntegrated global framework: 17 SDGs, 169 targets, 230 indicators

= |nitial environmental screen: 86 environmental targets and 110 indicators
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4. Results from assessment:
Screening: Defining the environmental dimension of SDGs

= Global framework: 17 SDGs, 169 targets, 230 indicators

= |nitial environmental screen: 17 goals, 86 environmental targets and 110 indicators
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Prioritization is always challenging... but it is essential for a very broad
framework such as the SDGs

The scope defined for this assessment was the
and the

Needed to strike a balance between having a and

framework of environmental targets... could not cover
everything!

The initial set of 43 environmental SDG targets and 56 indicators aims to strike
this balance... butin

Schematic of screening Environmental

process for focus
environmental SDG A
targets and indicators

for the Arab region Environmental
Target & Relevant
for Arab Region

High importance « » Low importance
for Arab region for Arab region

nt

No
environmental
focus

10
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Schematic of screening Environmental
process for focus
environmental SDG
targets and indicators
for the Arab region

3 environmental

targets and 56
corresponding
indicators

High importance. $» Low importance
for Arab region for Arab region

Also considered some additional
factors — data gaps, alignment with

existing set of environmental SDG v
indicators. No
environmental
focus

Recall that:

= The 2 reports are complementary and need to be
read in unison:

= the summary of the assessment report outlines the
process taken and results of the analysis

= the implementation framework includes the set of
specific environmental targets and indicators

11
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Framework of environmental SDG
targets and indicators

= Listed in the implementation framework — goal, target, indicator, unit (blue columns 2.1, 2.2, 2.3)
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Framework of environmental SDG
targets and indicators

= Listed in the implementation framework — goal, target, indicator, unit (blue columns 2.1, 2.2, 2.3)

2 SDG TARGETS & INDICATORS.

'3 TARGET TYPE & FOTENTIAL TARGET VALUES — REGIONAL 5 NATIONAL ] 5. GAFS &
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Several SDG indicators are ‘Tier llI” or
‘Tier I’ — meaning no methodology
and/or limited data...

To address gaps and enable an
assessment of environmental targets,
alternative (ALT) or additional (ADD)

indicators were selected in some cases
(highlighted in red in the framework)
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Stop here - initial questions or
clarifications?

Level of detail?

Part Il: Outcomes from the assessment
(steps 2 to 5)

13
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Assessment report:

Steps 2,3, 4

Key analysis questions:

1. Which environmental targets
considered the most urgent in

“Level of urgency” terms c_>f current progress and

trends in the Arab region?

Which environmental targets are
not currently addressed in regional
and national strategies (gaps)?

Which environmental targets have
the greatest potential for synergies
“Policy Gaps” or a strong “systemic impact” (i.e.
‘high leverage’ targets)?

“Systemic Impact”

\\

Assessment report:

MCA analysis

Key analysis questions:
1.

Criteria: “Level of
urgency”

5. EVLAUATE & PRIORITIZE
Multi-criteria assessment to 3.

identify ‘higher priority”
targets and indicators; S o
evaluate target values Criteria: “Policy Gaps

4. Based on these three criteria —
which environmental targets could
be prioritised for initial

Criteria: “Systemic implementation?
Impact”

14
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2. BASELINE ASSESSMENT OF
INDICATORS

“Level of urgency”

4. Results from assessment:
Baseline assessment and benchmarking

= Collected data for 22 Arab countries from official databases - 38 indicators for which data was
available across 30 environmental targets

= Calculated regional and sub-regional weighted averages (in most cases)

= For each indicators, assessmed:

1.

Status: baseline values (for the most recent year) were benchmarked against numerical benchmarks
(global, developing country, LDC averages). Values assessed as equal to or better than the benchmark (@)
or worse than the benchmark (@)

Trends: evaluated historical trends in terms of favourability - favourable (7, \), or unfavourable (7, \)

Status + Trend (level of urgency) - combined the evaluation of status and trend to give an assessment of
areas lagging behind and which could be considered more urgent:

‘ * Worse than benchmark and unfavourable trend -

Worse than benchmark or unfavourable trend o

1

. Mixed assessment - favourable + unfavourable H

i 00
Better than benchmark or favourable trend o

Better than benchmark and favourable trend -

15
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Arab LDCs
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Indicators &
units

Global benchmark
values

Baseline values and assessment results (status/trend) — Arab Region & Four Sub-Regions
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Indicators & | Global benchmark
units values
Indicators Averages Arab Region Mashreq Maghreb Arab LDCs

| |

Baseline values and assessment results — Arab Region & Four Sub-Regions

SDG targets/indicators lagging furthest behind included: 6.4.2 (water use and withdrawals),
11.6.2 (air quality), 12.3.1 (food waste), 13.2.1.ADD-2 (climate change planning), 16.1.2. ALT
(peace and stability)

AT
11.5.1 [1.5.1)

SDG targets/indicators considered less urgent included: 6.a.1 (water and sanitation assistance),
7.1.1 (access to electricity); 14.5 .1(marine protected areas)

1311 (1.5.9)
[-razusa However. .. the results vary between significantly Arab sub-regions and priorities and should be
reviewed at the appropriate scale to support implementation

Also - insufficient data to assess all indicators - many indicators lacked data; these should not be
disgarded simply due to data gaps
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4. Results from assessment:
Baseline assessment and benchmarking

- Based on benchmarks and trends - Overall 11 environmental targets lagging further behind across the region

Regional More urgent/higher priority Other priorities No Data or Unable to Assess
Grouping Category: Q Categories: e; O/Q

6.4,11.6,12.3,13.2,16.1 15,2.1,6.1,7.2,7.3,84,9.4,11.1,11.b, 122,  2.4,2.5,63,6.6,113, 12.4,
12, 13.1, 15.1, 15.5, 15.3, 15.b, 17.14, 17.18 12.5,13.2,13.3,14.2, 14.4,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 152,183, 157,186 7.0
6.4,11.6,12.3,16.1 15,2.1,7.2,7.3,8.4,9.4,11b, 12.c, 13.1, 13.2, As above

15.1,15.5,15.3,15.b 17.14, 17.18

6.4,12.3,16.1 6.1,7.2,7.3,84,9.4,116,12.2,12.c,13.2,15.3, As above
15.b, 17.14,17.18

6.1,6.4,7.3,12.3,13.2,16.1, 17.14 1.5,6.3,7.2,84,9.4,11.1,11.b,12.2,13.1,15.1, As above
15.5,15.a, 15.b, 17.18

COMBINED 6.1,6.4,7.2,7.3,84,11.6,12.2,12.3, 15,2.1,6a,9.4,11.1,11.b,12.c,13.1,15.1, 15.5, 24,25,6.3,6.6,11.3,12.4,
LISTS 13.2,16.1,17.14 15.a,15.b, 17.18 12.5,13.2,13.3,14.2,14.4,
15.2,15.3,15.7,15.c, 17.7

17
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4. Results from assessment:
Baseline assessment and benchmarking

- Based on benchmarks and trends — Overall (including consideration of sub-regional level) 11 environmental
targets lagging furthest behind across the region

Regional More urgent/higher priority Other priorities
Grouping Category: Q Categories: G; e/o

Arab Region 6.4,11.6,12.3,13.2,16.1 15,2.1,6.1,7.2,7.3,84,94,11.1
12c, 13.1,15.1, 15.5, 15.a, 15,

Data or Unable to Assess

2.4,25,6.3,6.6,11.3,12.4,
12.5,13.2,13.3,14.2, 14.4,
15.2,15.3,15.7,15.c, 17.7

.14,17.18

Mashreq 6.4,11.6,12.3,16.1 1.5,2.1,7.2,7.3,846%,11.b, 12.c, 13.1, 13.2, As above
.a,15.b 17.14, 17.18
Maghreb 6.4,12.3,16.1 .3,84,9.4,11.6,12.2,12.c, 13.2,15.3, As above
15.b, 17.14,17.18
GCC 6.4,7.2,7.3,84,11.6,12.2, 12. 7.2,9.4,12.2,12.c, 15.1, 15.5, 16.1, 17.14, 17.18 As above
6.1,6.4,7.3,12.3,13. 1.5,6.3,7.2,8.4,9.4,11.1,11.b, 12.2,13.1, 15.1, As above

15.5,15.a, 15.b, 17.18

COMBINED 6.1,64,7.2,73,84,11.6,12.2,12.3,
LISTS 13.2,16.1,17.14

1.5,2.1,6a,9.4,11.1,11.b,12.c,13.1, 15.1, 15.5,
15.a,15.b, 17.18

2.4,2.5,6.3,6.6,11.3,12.4,
12.5,13.2,13.3,14.2,14.4,
15.2,15.3,15.7,15.c, 17.7

Draft Implementation Framework....

= Results of the baseline assessment at the Arab Regional level are included in the framework,
including baseline value and combined assessment of progress/trend (columns 3.1 and 3.2)
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2nd inernbility to cimstereinbed | [43.1 ALT Numiser of persans affecied ez cata) s
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point. 15 reed Jarss, further develop indicatar
[£3.2 ALT Direct sconomic fozz wD| 15m Sxzeine dava) i
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seustions, including infares, mzste, | (FIES) nsecurity| food inzscuriy [or FIES of 05]
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3. MAPPING & ALIGNMENT OF
REGIONAL & NATIONAL
STRATEGIES

“Policy Gaps”

4. Results from assessment:
SDG target mapping and assessment of alignment with
regional and national strategies

= Assessed the coverage of environmental SDG targets and indicators at the:
= Regional level: reviewed 9 existing regional environmental strategies and plans

= National level: reviewed national strategies and plans of 4 Arab countries (Egypt, Jordan,
Somalia, UAE).

e coverage of each environmental target/indicator was assessed based on:
1. Coverage of the intent and scope of the SDG target; and
2. Coverage of the SDG indicator, including a baseline value and target value

Coverage was categorised into three categories (good, partial, limited/none):

Category Colour Coding Overall assessment for the two coverage Score: national assessment
factors only
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Assessment of
regional strategies

SDG Indicators

Regional Strategies

~ Coverage of

Target

Coverage of Indicators.
and Target Values

Overall
Assessment

ASDRR, AFAPCC, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ASWS.

® ® [
ASFSD, ARSSCP [ ® [
2414147 ASSA, ASFSD [] [ (]
252 ASSA, RSFSD.
392 ASFSD, ASWS [J [ ] [ ]
611(61LALT ASWS, ASFSD. @ [ o
631,632 ASWS, ASWS-AP, ARSSCP, ASFSD o ® [
642 ASWS, ASWS-AP, ASFSD, ARSSCP [J (] )
661 ASWSAP
a1 ASWS, ASWS AP, ASFSD L ® [
711 ASFSD, ARSSCP o ® [
721 'ASFSD, ASDRE, ARSSCP o (] [
731(731A00] ASFSD, ARSSCP ® ® ®
841 ARSSCP 2 [J [
941 ASFSD [ (] [ ]
TATALLLAT] ASFSD, ASHSUD
: 1131 ASFSD, ASHSUD [ J (] L]
s 51 TASFSD, ASDRR [ (] [
T ie 1061, 1162, (16.6.2.ALT] 'ARSSCP, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ARSSCP. [ ® [ J
11b 1162 ASFSD, ASHSUD o ® [
122 1221 ARSSCP i
123 1231 ASFSD, ARSSCP [J [ ) [ J H
124 12411242 AsfsD ® (] o ]
125 151 ARSSCP, ASFSD L ® [
12.c Rcl1[12c1AT] - [ [ ) (]
b G 111312 'AFAPCC, ASDRR, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ASWS ® ® ®
132 13.21,(13.2.1A0D-1, 13.21A0D-2] ASFSD, AFAPCC, ARSSCP, ASWS-AP. [J [ ] [
133 1331 ARSSCP
1.2 1421 ASFSD, ASWS AP o (] [
124 14.4.1(14.4.1ALT] ASFSD. @ [J [J
115 1451 ASFSD. [ ] ® ®
151 15111512 ASFSD @ & [
ETrY 21 RSO
153 131 ASFSD ® ® [J
155 1551 ASFSD ® ® ®
157 157.1 - [J [J [J
152 15a.1[15a.LAT) ASFSD [J [J (]
15b 15b.1[15a.LAT] ASFSD [] [ (]
15.c el - [ [ [
161 161.2(16.1.2.ALT] -
H 17.7.1 ASFSD, ASWS-AP. o (] [
11714 17.1411, [17.14 LADD-1, 7.14 L.ADD-2] 'ASFSD [J [ ] [ ) 1
748 17.18.3,[17.183.A00] ASFSD. L] (] L) L

Assessment of
regional strategies

Partial coverage of 34 out of 43 targets

12 targets assessed as having good coverage of
the intent and scope of the SDG target

Yet only 2 target et values for

Ti
indicators in line with the SDGs

The lack of clear target values and indicators is a
potential gap at present in regional strategies

However... most strategies were adopted long
before the SDGs, so gaps are not surprising

Opportunity now for the region to review and
update its strategies to align with SDG targets and
indicators, where relevant

To do so, need to decide which targets are most
relevant at the regional scale, and what target
values should be set

SDG Indicators

Regional Strategies

Coverage of
Target

Coverage of Indicators.
and Target Values

Overall
Assessment

151,152,153

'ASDRR, AFAPCC, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ASWS.

o @ (]
212 HSFSD, ARSSCP ® & (]
24124 LA ASSA, RSFSD i ® (] ® f
252 ASSA, ASFSD [ ] [ ) H [ ] i
392 ASFSD, ASWS [ ® H ® H
611(6.11AT] ASWS, ASFSD ® ® H ® £
631,632 ‘ASWS, ASWS-AP, ARSSCP, ASFSD ® @ ®
642 ASWS, ASWS-AP, ASFSD, ARSSCP o [ J [J
y 661 ASWSAP ® [ J [J
‘ 6a 6a1 ASWS, ASWS-AP, ASFSD i o ® o
XY 711 'ASFSD, ARSSCP. H [ ] [ ] [ ] H
72 721 'ASFSD, ASDRE, ARSSCP o [ o |
73 731073 LA0D] RFSD, ARSSCP ] L L i
84 841 RRSSCP ® ® & i
9 941 ASFSD [ ) ) e
M 111 111 (111 1ALT) 'ASFSD, ASHSUD @ [ ® |
113 [EEEY ASFSD, ASHSUD ® ® ®
15 1151 'ASFSD, ASDRR 0 ® ®
116 1161,1162,1662.ALT] ARSSCP, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ARSSCP. ® ®
1Lb 11h2 ASFSD, ASHSUD ® (] ®
122 1221 ARSSCP ® ® ®
123 1231 ASFSD, ARSSCP [ (] [
124 12411242 4SS0 ® (] ®
125 1251 RRSSCP, ASFSD
12c T2ca (12 LA B ® ® ®
[ 13111312 'AFAPCC, ASDRR, ASFSD, ASHSUD, ASWS  * ® (] ®
132 321, (1321 ADD 1, 13 21 ADD3] TAGFSD, AFAPCC, ARSSCP, ASWS AP ® & T (]
133 1331 ARSSCP ® & T (]
12 1421 ASFSD, ASWS-AP i
1.4 144.1[14.4.LALT] ASFSD [ ] [J
i 15 1851 ASFSD H ® ® ®
151 1511,1512 ASFSD. ® [J [J
Co1s2 1521 ASFSD H ® ® ®
e 1531 ASFSD H ® ® ®
155 1551 ASFSD ® ® ®
157 1571 B
15a 151 (15.2.1AT) ASFSD ® (] ®
156 1551 (152 1A7) ASFSD ® ® ®
15c 51 : ® ® ®
16.1 16121612401 B ® ® ™
A [EAZS ASFSD, ASWS AP 7 ® ® (]
£ 717147 17441, (1714 LADD1, 716 LADD2) ASFSD i ® ® ® f
11718 17.18.3,(17.18.3.ADD] ASFSD H [J [ ] [J 1
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T soe DG Indicators Jordan UAE Egypt Somalia Score (out of 16)
Assessment of
15 151,152,153 [d [ad [ 4
21 313 (1} [} (1] 0
1 1 24 ZaiaiAd] [ [ i ee i 4
national strategies  : - o
i 39 392 (2] e i e | 5
HCE 6.11[6.1.1ALT) [ (] i i ] _
. 63 631,632 [ (L] L 6
64 642 [d [ ad L L
6.6 66.1 (] [ ] (] 3
6a 6a1 [d [od [ 1
7.1 711 [od [od [ ad
72 7.2.1 [d [ (]
73 7.31[73.1ADD] [d [ od [ad i 9
84 841 0 (] [ H 9
9.4 9.4.1 [ 0 e d 8
111 LT ALLLAL] 6 o (] 3
113 1131 (] [ J (] 5
115 1151 [ [od L 4
116 Ti61, 1163, i 62AT] [ % | |
11b b2 0 () i 1 oe i 2
122 1221 L] (] i i L) i 8
123 1231 [ d [ d i i L] i 2
124 1241,1242 L] [od L] 6
125 1251 [ [J L] TR
12.c 12.c1[12.1LALT] 0 [ L] 4
13.1 1311,13.1.2 (] [ ] e 3
132 1321, [132.1A0D-1, 13.2.1.ADD-2] [ [ d H [ H Ld _
133 FEET) L] (] i (] H L] f 3
14.2 1421 (] [ ] (] o0 1
124 a4 TAT o0 o0 o0 (1) 2
14.5 145.1 ] oo [ ] [ ) 5
151 1511, 1512 [ e L o 9
152 1521 [od (] [ L] 0
153 1531 [od [ H [ J H [ J H 0
155 155.1 ] [ ) i ] i [J i 0
157 1571 [ ad [ H [ | [ ad i 0
15.a 1521152 1ALT] [1d [ad H [ad H [ad i 1
15 15.0.1[15.a.1ALT] [l oo oo [ o 1
15.c 1501 [ [od [d [ad [}
161 12116120 () () () (1] 5
17.7 17.7.1 0 (] [ ) [ ) 1
17.14 17.14.1, [17.14.1LADD-1, 7.14.1.ADD-2] L] [ ) ] [d 7
17.18 18.3.ADD] [d [d [od 0 2

. SDG SDG Indicators. Jordan UAE Egypt ‘Somalia Score (out of 16)
Assessment of
15 151,152,153 [ 1] [ ] (1] 2
21 212 o0 [ [ ] 8
7 R 24 TATRATAT (1} (2] (] oo H a2
national strategies o o o o
39 392 [od I [ i [od i d i 5
61 | 6.1.1[6.1.1ALT] ] I (] ] (] —
i i i 631,632 [ I [ oo
Stra_tegles of all four countries |nc_:|uded coverage (_)f fd— e - b o 6
environmental SDG targets and indicators, but varied 66 o1 o0 (] o 3
6a Ga1 [ ] [ 1] i 1
= For example - Egypt Vision 2039 had good or partial ) e i - o 9
coverage of 60% of the 43 environmental targets 73 7310731A00] ] [ e B
8.4 8.4.1 (] (o] Ld 1 9
. . . (i (o i
= Targets with relatively good coverage across four i == e e o 2
i i i il . . 3. [od [ (o d
countries |_nc|uded 6.1 (drinking water); 6.4 (Wgt_er n2 = - bod e :
consumption); 7.2 (renewable energy); 11.6 (cities), 16 ) 1163, 1162, 1662AT » » s mmmm—
12.5 (waste), and 13.2 (GHG mitigation) i 5 o . ot
P13 1231 (] (] [ E 2
= Potential gaps included: 2.5 (agriculture), 14.2 (marine), \—24 12411242 L [od L] 3
. . . 2. [Ld (o] L d
14.4 (fishing), 15.2+15.3+15.5 (terrestrial 1 = ) i e [ e —
biodiversity/land), 15.7+15.c (wildlife trafficking), 17.7 e — id b B —
(technology), 17.18 (statistics) 53 531 e e | ee | ee | 3
14.2 1421 0 (] i 0 i o0 H 1
14.4 1441144 1ALT] [l (L] (] ] 2
145 1451 () L] L] [ ] 5
151 1511,15.12 L] oo [ ] o0 )
= However.... just because there are gaps, does not =z s :: : :: : g
mean that they are priorities... need to review gaps s 51 o e e e o
further in terms of their relevance at national level L Gt o . - o 2
. . .. L 15b 15b1[15a.1ALT] [od [ad [od [od 1
= In many cases, countries used alternative indicators [ 1sc B5c1 Lol o o oo o
and specified national target values — these were 1 e e bt - bl 3
collated and used to inform values for the I 124 T EAOD. T A R ) bad o o o Z
. . S 1718 17.183,[17.18.3.ADD] () [ ) () () 2
implementation framework
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Draft Implementation Framework....

= Results of the target mapping and gap analysis are included in the implementation framework (columns 5.1, 5.2, 5.3)

Includes the relevant regional strategies and results from the assessment of coverage at regional and national levels

ppe— T SDeTARGETS & MDICATORS TREGON | A TANGETTYPE S POTEINTIAL TARGET VALUES - REGIONAL 8 NATIORAL s FoR TSNS
saseunes
e |8 -
4 4 o= 5. |E| B ] ;
Y i g 50, wlel 8 | f | eh, | 2l
3 1] 2% Y E B (i 2| & H i 2 28
S8b 248 BEL B & Eys Haz ¢ E
§ ki dg s NgEE 3 EH 223 282 EE
n S§F ~ a H E E
: T 3 ¥ 38 JE i
R a* =] ¥ H
= = 4 ] 3 H Wi
Goal 1. End paverty in all its forms everywhere
- 15 8y 2030, Duikd the resiience of the | L.5.1 NUmoer of cemths, misang persons || Mumoer Remvetn | natons H
| * e by disaster par p-400,000 starting reuce by 5% bt g - colect basetne dsta:
3 P—— peopie [113.5:131) poirt [rasd cazsive turther deveiop inictor.
2rd welnembiity bo cimete-remted [49.4 ALT Numizer o parsans atfacted mase o)
‘exireme events and other economic, | by isasier per 100,000 peale! Jvots: Torget 11.7.1 uses the
‘sacil ang environmentl shocis ang o incicator, ana speciias
dzagers i
L1200 r econaeTic lozzin. Restieto | Metionsl pr— H
relation ta glatal grozs domesticproduct starting decraze oy bt g coliect smsesine sete:
[soF) point s [meed further develop i
[3.2 ALT Direct economic fozs = 15m omsmine ouz|
nttributed to disasters] fotc: Torget 11,51 spaciios o
Jemificznt recuctionin aizaster
Josses
"L5.3 Numoer of countries withrationsl | Nomoeror | 30% Amoiute | mezjonel W or 1 H
iocal dizacter risk recuction Farcent ® | e mnd courtries [stratamy bt coliect sl cntn
cormtegier (1952 331.4) [gooai] | Mationsl | fnescbecsiine [ adoptes) brzicer satting rasoral target
gat] A0 of ourtries ncopting
= =
ot £ g, S o0
118y 2030, end frger ndercurs | 113 Frevasnce of moderate or oevers Fercem | 224 Aamoiute | Fegonal T [ere g 0% ]
‘ooz by oil peogie, in partizulzrthe | food insssurity in the popuistion, smd ® | e & modzrats o brsider satting regoral topmt
290 and people in vuinsraie on the Food Insecurity Experience Scale Mational | severs fooo Low: <73% ‘erding moderte and severs
‘stustions, inQuding i ware. | [FIES) insecurity] s insecurity [or FIES or 0%)
ana tooantyesr
rouna bic: tamativa et vae i
™ 2.8y 2050, EnSUrE susBneDiE o0 | 2.4.1 Froporsoncr Fercemt | WA Femtveto | heonal Incremse oy H
| * i implen i starting == b - ceveiog ingimtar s
resifient gricuftural practice: thet agicufture pairt oazaira] azsline cxta.
inaressz produsivity and producten,
= thet | [zasar Percert | 32 Mesintzin o |ricta: gt 15,3 ratats o
 for acaptation to topsail a5 8 feinweighi] ingrease by X% i

= Do we need to stop again here?

Or keep going....

3. MAPFING & ALIGNMENT OF
REGIO £ NATIONAL
STRATFGIFS

“Policy Gaps™
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4. ASSESS INTERLINKAGES
BETWEEN TARGETS

“Systemic Impact”

4. Results from assessment:
Systems analysis of interlinkages between targets

= |tis widely acknowledged that SDG targets are integrated - i.e. progress on one target
can influence progress on other targets in a positive (synergy) and negative (trade-off)
manner

= Several new studies and tools for assessing interlinkages between SDG targets - e.g.
systems analysis, cross-impact matrix analysis, network analysis, dynamic modelling

= Objective of such analyses is to provide insights into how targets interrelate and to identify
potential ‘high leverage’ targets - i.e. targets with many positive interconnections and
feedbacks and a strong multiplier effect or systemic impact

= Can be used at different stages in the planning process — including prioritisation
(qualitative and semi-quantitative recommended)

= For the purposes of this assessment, two approaches were applied and combined:
= Cross-impact matrix analysis (based on International Council for Science)

= Network analysis (applied by UN DSD, UNESCAP, several researchers)
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Cross-impact matrix analysis

= Applied a seven-point scale developed by ISCU (2017) to explore interactions between environmental SDG targets

= Scores for interactions were based on recent studies by ICSU, UNDSD, Stakeholder Forum, etc. which assess
interactions between specific targets

= Scores for interactions were compiled in a cross-impact matrix in Excel

Interaction Score o Explanation

— Inextricably linked to the achievement of another target

+2 Reinforcing Aids the achievement of another target

Creates conditions that further another target

Consistent ) No significant positive or negative interactions
Constraining Limits options on another target

Counteracting Clashes with another target

Makes it impossible to reach another target

Tegem 15 21 24 235 35 61 63 64 65— QR RN R D)

15 | @ [T} -
21 [} 2 -
4 | ] 3 3 3
15 [} -
ETY [} 2 -
61 E) [ ] 2 -
63 ] -
64 L] o 64 a - £l
66 [ ] A6 o 0 »

Net Sum
14 Bl
w2l o -4 .
24 1 12
: : Results - Cross-matrix
EX] 4 a4
el 4 1 M .
: : impact analysis
64 4 3
s 2 ?
= : 5 Using the cross-impact matrix in Excel...
72 4 23 . iy
‘4 : - = High leverage targets: have a large number of positive
84 2 ] connections with other targets
94 13 13
i1 4 1 = To identify these, cumulative scores were calculated for
T ’ ! each target - green shading highlights synergies, red
e : : shading trade-offs
11b 5 5
172 ™ 14
- : : = Potential high leverage targets included: 7.2 + 7.3
T 5 5 (energy), 2.4 (food), 12.2 (SCP), 14.2 + 14.4 (oceans), 9.4
e 1 1 (infrastructure), 13.1+13.2 (climate change)...
will u 35
wilz 13 55
113 2 2 . as
wias 1an e = However, also several limitations:
144 kS 13
wiLs 55 15 = Only considered the set of 43 targets —i.e. not all interactions
151 5 5 (a broader analysis is recommended)
::: L L = Used global data on interactions - i.e. not specific to the Arab
155 7 7 region; gaps in understanding of interactions
::: : : = Uses SDGs as the ‘system’ —in reality, SDGs do not include all
180 ‘ : system interactions and feedbacks
15.c 2 2
Tha n n
1400 I i’
1018 £l ] £l
1718 [ ] 0 ) [
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Network analysis

A more visual systems analysis approach

analysis — reformatted into an ‘adjacency matrix’ in Excel -

Used the same data on interactions from the cross-matrix
used by network analysis software. l

Software used was ‘Kumu’ — a cloud-based network analysis
software

Applied 3 different metrics that are ‘built-in’ to the network
analysis software:

= Qutdegree: calculates a score and ranking for each targetin a
network based on the number of outgoing connections

= Closeness centrality: calculates a score and ranking for each
target based on the ‘distance’ to all other targets in the
network - i.e. identifies more central targets

= Weighted closeness centrality: used the scores from the cross-
matrix analysis to weight connections between targets

From
5]
15

15
15
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4

2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4

25
3.9

To
2.4
115
11.b
13.1
14.2
6.3
6.4
6.6
7,

7.3

13.1
15.1
152
153
13.1
6.3

Weight
0.5

NNMRNNMNRONNNMNNENNNR®NN

Network analysis — basic example

= The diagram shows a simple network with five
nodes and six connecting lines:

(a) Is a network without weights
(b) Is the same network but with weights for the links :
between nodes @
For (a): b
= The distance between node ‘1’ and node ‘2’ is one unit

= The distance between node ‘1’ and node ‘3’ is two
units.

= A formula is used to calculate ‘degree’ or ‘centrality’ of o o
a node in a network based on either the number of (s
connecting lines or the distance to all other nodes

For (b): a revised formula is used to calculate
centrality, which takes into account the connection
eights
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Network analysis - outputs

= Green chart: outdegree + closeness
centrality

corresponds to higher scores and rankings

= Five highest ranked targets: 7.3 (energy), 13.1
(climate change), 12.2 (SCP), 7.2 (energy),
and 2.4 (agriculture).

= Red chart: weighted closeness centrality

= Again, greater size and darker red colour
represent higher scores and rankings

= Five highest ranked targets: 12.2 (SCP), 7.3
(energy), 13.1 (climate change), 7.2 (energy)
and 2.4 (agriculture).

= Greater size of the dots and darkness of colour

between targets

= High amount of consistency between the different
approaches

= When the methods are combined, 11 targets
consistently scored very highly across all methods...

= These could be considered ‘high leverage’
environmental targets, based on the analysis

= 15,24,72,73,94,122,13.1,13.2,14.2,15.1,155

= Recall - several limitations to analysis:

= Only considered the 43 environmental targets - i.e. not
all interactions; analysis could be expanded

= Used global data on interactions — gaps in
understanding of interactions

= Used SDGs as the ‘system’

Summary - Systems analysis of interlinkages
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Draft Implementation Framework....
= Results of the systems analysis are included in the framework (column 1.2)
= |dentifies targets assessed as having a strong (¥)and moderate (¥)systemic impact or multiplier effect
8, I8 §§ g il e g8 |5e |gd [3E|3E i
Whegh | UBlg s e | e (g (0 G
: I B N i i (|5 o
= = |2 = T | i || o | @ |eapp——
ey == =2 = s
i i A - o s
by = pep ota: Target 11.3.1 uses tha
samaindicator, nd specifies 0
152 Direct dizaster economic lossin Relstvets | Netionsl ‘Susctantislly Target oA, H
restcn t5 ghomm) groz: st < proguct © | sarting dermmieny | w31 | Aw | @ @ | o cotect mseineduta:
(2% paint 5 [neea s furtner cevsop
AT it P ) o
Bttributed to dizazers] Nota: Target 11.5.1 specifios &
‘Significont reduction”in disaster
i | (] e [ | i [ e | [l [ @[ o ——
strmtegies (1102 13.4.9) [ghoonl) | Motionsl | |need beasline - odapted) bt s regonal gt
o] ps o 00 o ot ncnstee
e
———— |7 i E = E R ==
[FEs] insexurity] oo insecurity (or FIES of %)
mm;n:ms
221 Froporso T Percem | WA n:::: Niational mi—;:a WA = e | e _"u;h“
agrcufture sant mseire] colect bessiine cetn.
e x| ret | 0 | - s | o R

Assessment report:

MCA analysis

“Level of urgency”

= Based on the three assessments —
which environmental targets
5. PRIORITISE & EVALUATE CQU|q be c<_)n5|dered ‘h|_9her
Multi-criteria assessment to priority’ for implementation?
identify higher priority targets |

and indicators; evaluate “poli >
target values Policy Gaps

= Multi-criteria analysis (MCA) was
used to synthesize the results
from the 3 assessments

“Systemic Impact”
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Three assessments were combined using three criteria and color
A coding:

1. Level of urgency: as assessed through the baseline assessment.
A green dot (@) for urgent/higher priority targets, an orange dot

—— (®) for other priorities, and a black dot (@) where no data

—= available.

= : 2. Policy gap: as assessed through the regional mapping of

® s environmental strategies. A green dot (@) for targets with no

—— coverage in existing environmental strategies, and an orange
: dot (@) for partial coverage.

3. Systemic contribution or multiplier effect: as assessed through
the systems analysis. A green dot (@) for targets that scored
s consistently high across the systems analysis metrics, and an
e orange dot (@) for other targets that also scored relatively high
 E— across at least two metrics; and a black dot (@) where
,: assessment was not possible.

- = To combine the results, scores were allocated and summed:
= @ =5 points
= @ =25 points
= @ =25 points

Total score out of a maximum of 15 points

SDG Targets Level of urgency Policy Gap Systemic Overall Assessment
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Draft Implementation Framework....
= Results of the multi criteria analysis are also included in the draft framework (column 1.1 and 5.4)
= |dentifies targets assessed as having ‘high priority” (") in column 1.1 — also highlighted in column 5.4 (H)
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6. Summary & conclusions from the assessment

= The assessment provides an evidence-based approach to decision-making on the
SDGs — combines several approaches and tools recommended by experts: indicator-
based assessment + target gap analysis + systems thinking

= Provides a range of useful analysis and information for development of the draft
implementation framework:

= Set of environmental targets and indicators: Identifies a broad framework of 43 environmental
SDG targets and 56 indicators of particular relevance for the Arab region

= Baseline assessment: identifies targets and indicators that are lagging behind in the Arab
region

= Target gap analysis: identifies potential gaps in existing regional and national strategies and
opportunities for filling these gaps

= Systems analysis: identifies a set of ‘high leverage’ targets with a stronger systemic impact or
multiplier effect

= Multi-criteria analysis: identifies 14 potential ‘higher priority’ targets for initial
implementation and/or data collection

= Have a high potential in terms of their level of impact in addressing urgent challenges, filing
policy gaps, and leveraging systemic contributions

= Could be prioritised initially for implementation in the Arab region e.g. mainstreaming or data
collection
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Conclusions and implications for the implementation framework

Most environmental SDG targets/indicators do not yet have specified target values

It will be necessary for Arab countries and the region to adapt targets and determine appropriate numerical values
in accordance with priorities, capacities and level of ambition

There are a range of different types of targets — some set absolute values in the future, others are relative to a
specified starting point — the implementation framework differentiates between these for easy interpretation

SDG targets/indicators correspond to different scales — most are national-scale targets, however some are global
targets and refer to a global level of achievement (e.g. no. of countries with a DRR strategy)

For global targets, it may make more sense to set target values at a regional scale - e.g. they could be
mainstreamed into relevant regional strategies

For national-scale targets, it would make more sense to mainstream these into national strategies

The implementation framework can assist in this regard - i.e. propose guideline or indicative target values, based
on data collected in the assessment and expert literature

= The review of regional and national strategies also collected actual target values already adopted by Arab countries —
can provide guidance for other countries yet to adopt targets

= Global benchmarks or averages collected in the assessment could also be used to help benchmark and guide target
values (e.g. OECD or world averages)

= Several international agreements and recent studies and publications also include potential target values (e.g. Aichi
targets; WHO guidelines, the SDG Index)

= Baseline values for indicators are also needed, and were collected during the assessment (realistic and achievable)

= For the implementation framework, different values can be proposed for a single target, based on the level of

ambition or capacity (e.g. high, medium, low) - this would allow flexibility between Arab countries

= Discussion
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