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Executive Summary

Background

Over the past several decades, considerable effort has been devoted worldwide to developing policy tools such as environmental indicators that would be as effective for sustainable development as more traditional indicators such as GDP have been for economic policy.   There remains, however, a significant gap between environment-related information produced by scientists, economists and statisticians, and its uptake and use by public sector policy-makers.  The critical need to close this gap is now widely recognized, as good decision-making and policy development require solid and relevant information, evaluations, and assessments. 

According to the European Environmental Agency, progress is no longer seen through a purely economic lens.  Sustainable development encompasses social, environmental and economic aspects, all of which are so inextricably linked that policies designed to affect any one of them invariably impact the others as well.  Effective policy-making cannot therefore take place in an information vacuum.  Policy makers must have access to and consistently utilize reliable, pertinent, and integrated information on the environment, society and the economy in order to evaluate the criticality of any given problem; support informed priority setting and policy development; monitor the effectiveness of existing and proposed policies; and build and strengthen public support for those measures.

Given the importance of effective sustainable development policies to Canada’s long term wealth and well-being, it is essential to understand why environmental indicator information has not been effectively linked to policy formulation and how best to close the gap.  This study is intended to contribute to that understanding by:

1. Identifying the root causes of the gap between the production of environment related indicator information and its uptake and use in policy-making; 

2. Researching international examples of successful linkages between environment-related indicators and policy-making; and

3. Summarizing those best practices that are most relevant to the Canadian context.

Findings

Interviews with seventeen internationally-recognized experts and senior policy-makers from the leading countries and organizations in this field revealed that all had grappled with the fundamental problem of how best to ensure that indicator information was relevant to and integrated into the policy cycle.  Three common themes emerged as interviewees explained their views on the root causes of this gap:  

· A pervasive disconnect between science and policy processes – Environmental indicator information is often not presented in an understandable policy context that would make it clear why urgent action is required.  It is frequently not made available in the most effective format for a policy audience, through the best channels, or at the right time in the policy cycle to be immediately useful to policy makers.
· Organizational structures that handicap science and policy integration – The demands of science and policy require very different thought processes and communication products, resulting in self-perpetuating silos that separate the two worlds.  While ecosystems are by their very nature deeply interconnected, responsibility for developing and reporting on various aspects of environmental information tends to be fragmented across numerous departments and agencies.  Even where overarching responsibility for coordinating environmental indicator information and injecting it into the policy cycle has been assigned, it is usually not vested at a sufficiently high level in the governmental hierarchy to ensure the cooperation of all information owners and policy makers.  Changing governments, political priorities and bureaucratic leadership often result in sweeping reorganizations, reassignment of key personnel and funding reallocations, all of which further handicap progress.  

· Insufficient political incentives – As public pressure is a key driver for the political agenda, environmental issues tend to rise to the top of the political agenda only after serious natural disasters and unmistakable signs of ecosystem collapse have garnered media attention, by which time it may be too late for remedial action.  In North America, the appearance of green landscapes, abundant seafood in stores and comfortable climates masks disturbing long-term trends (e.g. deforestation, declining biodiversity, over-fishing and climate change) and has served until very recently to maintain public complacency.  It is unsurprising, therefore, that the political drivers for meaningful action have been greatest in developed northern European democracies where natural resources are scarce, living environments crowded and the public better informed on conditions elsewhere in the world. 

Those themes are all directly applicable to the Canada.  Encouragingly, interviewees were also able to point to examples where consistent public pressure had driven remedial action to develop appropriate processes and organizational structures to bridge the gap between science and policy.  Four further themes characterized these success stories:

· Policy transformation championed by political leaders and central agencies – Policy transformations that successfully integrated science-based indicator information into the policy cycle were all driven by a desire on the part of political leaders and policy makers themselves to move towards a more quantifiable, performance-based management approach to sustainable development.  Indicators were directly incorporated into the national budget cycle under the leadership and control of those countries’ ministers of finance. 

· Policy objectives and indicators aligned with the budgetary process – Indicators are only truly meaningful (and hence valued) when the information that they provide is used to determine where funding can best be applied to achieve measurable outcomes.  This required aligning the entire indicator-policy process:  values clarification, setting objectives, framing the relevant policy questions, designing indicators that can both measure progress while providing useful feedback on the success or failure of particular policies, and then actually applying that information to refine programs and policies in such a way as to better achieve those objectives.  The critical success factor for any indicator-driven policy process is its integration into the annual budgetary cycle.  
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Processes explicitly designed to link science and policy – Indicators were developed in a dynamic feedback process involving policy-makers, indicator specialists, and the stakeholders who would be affected by the policies in question.  Indicators came to be seen as “processes” rather than “products”.  The most successful examples included arms-length agencies that specialize in bridging the gap between the scientists collecting and analysing the data (represented by the data cycle at the bottom of the diagram to the right) and the policy makers who are focused on the demands of the policy process (represented by the policy cycle at the top).  Those in the middle are indicator specialists, individuals with considerable expertise in both science and policy who are thereby capable of bridging these two very different realms (represented by the indicator cycle). 

· A shared, long-term goal of stewardship of national wealth and well-being – Effective environmental policy was seen as not just solving environmental problems but also managing that portion of national wealth that stems from and is dependent upon the goods and services provided by nature (“natural capital”).  This was recognized as requiring the same degree of care and attention as all other forms of national wealth.  Central agencies, which had hitherto taken the lead in integrating social and economic policies, were tasked with weaving in environmental policy as a coequal partner. 
Take-Home Messages

1. Policy makers must drive the transformation to performance-based management

2. Posing the right policy questions must precede the development of indicators

3. Set objectives, measure progress and make improvements 

4. Process is more important than product

5. Independence and high-level engagement ensure long-term success

6. Informed public engagement provides the necessary political incentives
7. Environmental policy is ultimately about managing the national asset portfolio 

Recommendation

It is recommended that Canada follow international best practices by establishing an arms-length national environmental agency, modelled on the European Environment Agency and the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, to serve as a credible, independent and non-partisan bridge between public policy and environmental science.

1. Introduction

Over the past several decades, substantial effort has been devoted around the world to developing policy tools that would be as effective for sustainable development as those that have long been used in support of economic policy.   Examples include state-of-the-environment reporting, National Accounts on the Environment (Environmental Accounting), “Green GDP” and Sustainable Development Indicators (SDI).  There remains, however, a significant gap between the environment-related information produced by scientists, economists and statisticians, and its uptake and use by decision-makers, most notably those working in the realm of government policy (Rosenstrom 2006).  The critical need to close this gap is now widely recognized as good decision-making and policy development require solid and relevant information, evaluations, and assessments. 

As a result, organizations that work with indicators are increasingly grappling with the question of how best to “measure what matters”.   The OECD, for example, helped to develop a standard approach to national accounts in the 1960’s, social indicators in the 1970’s, environmental measures in the 1980’s and educational measures in the 1990’s. The Second OECD World Forum on Statistics, Knowledge and Policy held in Istanbul, Turkey in June 2007 focussed on “Measuring and Fostering the Progress of Societies”. Then in November 2007 world leaders met in Brussels for a conference on “Beyond the GDP: Measuring Progress, True Wealth, and the Well-being of Nations” which clearly articulated the challenge as follows:

“Effectively measuring progress, wealth and well-being requires indices that are as clear and appealing as GDP but also more inclusive than GDP – ones that incorporate social and environmental costs or benefits. There is no shortage of research on such complimentary indicators, and the state-of-the-art is developing quickly, but for the present this remains a subject for academic debate and is not used by policy makers.”

Progress is no longer seen solely through a purely economic lens, but through one that encompasses the three pillars of sustainable development: social, environmental and economic.  It has become clear that these three facets of sustainable development are inextricably linked.  Policies designed to affect any one of these domains invariably impact the other two.  Therefore, effective policy-making cannot take place in an information vacuum.  Policy makers must have access to and consistently utilize reliable, pertinent, and integrated information on the environment, society and the economy.  Such information must be used to inform, to aid in decision-making, and to measure progress on objectives and whether policies are having their desired effect.

More specifically, the European Environment Agency considers that environmental (or other types of indicators) should be used in policy making for four major purposes:

· to evaluate the seriousness of the problem; 

· to support priority setting and policy development

· to monitor the effectiveness of policy; and

· to strengthen public support for policy measures (EEA 2003).

Given how important these steps are in the policy process, and how important the environment is to Canada’s long term wealth and well-being, it is important to understand why environmental indicator information has not been effectively linked to policy formulation.

This study was undertaken with three primary goals:

· to examine underlying reasons for why there is a gap between the production of environment related indicator information and its uptake and use in policy-making; 

· to look to the international community for examples of successful linkages between environment related indicators and policy-making; and

· to summarize lessons learned that could be effectively applied in the Canadian context.

For the purposes of this study we use “environmental indicator information” as an umbrella term to encompass state-of-the-environment reporting, environmental indicators, sustainable development indicators, and information derived from environmental accounting.  While these are far from synonymous, we are not as concerned here with the details of the indicator information as with the relationship between policy makers and the providers of such information. As this study progressed, we found the same patterns repeated concerning the linkages between indicators and policy regardless of whether it was environmental indicators, sustainable development indicators, or other types of indicators not related to the environment. The common denominator was not the type of indicator information, but whether the people doing the indicator development and reporting were engaged with the policy makers in an ongoing dialog, and visa versa. 

2. Methodology

Discussions were held with a team from the Strategic Information Integration Directorate (SIID) of Environment Canada to determine the scope of the study. It was decided that approximately 15 interviews should be conducted and that these should be representative of:

1. Countries that are leaders in successfully linking environmental and sustainable development indicators to policy;

2. International organizations that are leading in this area; and

3. Academics, NGO’s and/or local governments with special knowledge and/or successful experience in this area. 

The initial list of people, countries, and organizations was developed through consultations with Environment Canada/SIID and Laszlo Pinter of the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD), whose generous assistance we gratefully acknowledge.  Many of the initial interviewees were participants in the recent OECD conference on “Measuring and Fostering the Progress of Societies” in Istanbul, Turkey in June 2007. This list evolved during the course of the study as the earlier interviewees recommended other key people that we should also consider interviewing.  Maintaining this flexibility proved to be a rewarding strategy and led us to valuable people and information that might otherwise have been missed.

Potential interviewees were contacted by email, given a description of the study and asked if they would be willing to be interviewed.   If they agreed, we then arranged a time for the conference call and asked permission to tape record the conversation solely to aid in summarizing the key results of the interview.  Questions were sent in advance to assist interviewees in preparing their responses.

The set of questions used for each interview were tailored to the interviewee’s background, knowledge, experience and the organization they represented.  For example, the kinds of questions asked of a representative of a national government environmental agency (e.g. the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency) differed from those asked of a representative of an international organization (the World Bank).  Examples of these interview questions can be found in Annex II. Furthermore, the question set used in each category evolved as we progressed through the study, learned more, and refined our thinking.  The questions used for each interview served as a discussion guide in order to maximize the relevance of the information obtained to the goals of the study. 

The interviews were conducted via a conference call with between one and five Environment Canada personnel participating (Dara Finney participated in every call).  Typical interview durations were approximately one hour, but some between 90 minutes and two hours.  Interviewees frequently made recommendations with respect to further contacts, documents or websites that they considered relevant to the goals of the study, often following up with emails providing this information.  These resources were incorporated into the study. We experienced a high degree of cooperation and interest from all the potential interviewees we contacted, for which we are extremely grateful.  In total, seventeen interviews were conducted, as listed in Annex I. 

3. The Challenges: Why indicator information is underutilized

Three common themes that emerged across all of the interviews suggested why, in most countries, the information provided through environmental and sustainable development indicators has had very limited up-take by policy makers and hence little impact on the policy process.  There were:

· A pervasive disconnect between science and policy processes;

· Organizational structures that handicap science and policy integration; and

· Insufficient political incentives.

Each of these themes is expanded upon in the following subsections:

3.1 A pervasive disconnect between science and policy processes

David Stanners from the European Environment Agency put it succinctly:

“When we started work ten years ago, we were imposing on users the indicators we thought were relevant.  But the users, the policy makers, said ‘Oh well that’s very interesting, but not very relevant to what we are doing.’  So we didn’t have any impact on the system.”

This pattern seems to have been widely repeated in many countries.  The indicator development and reporting function was delegated to the scientists, those closest to the data collection and analysis.  Yet few scientists have an understanding of the policy process, the needs of the policy makers and how best to communicate indicator information in a manner most understandable and useful to policy makers.  Likewise, the world of science is fairly impenetrable to the typical policy maker.  This gulf between the two disciplines created a number of problems, which are illustrated by the following examples: 

· Environmental indicators are often designed to simply report on the state of the environment, without any reference values; i.e. there are these many acres of old growth forest or this much nitrogen in the water.  This makes it very difficult for policy makers to determine whether or not those numbers constitute a problem and provides them with little or no context in which to understand the significance.  The data may be accompanied by trend information to indicate that things are getting worse or better, but how much worse or how much better is difficult to determine without reference values.  These reference values are called Sustainable Reference Values which may provide approximations as to the limits that the environmental system in question can sustain before undesirable effects are experienced.  Alternatively, policy targets could be developed to indicate if the trend was moving toward or away from a desired level.  But without the context provided by targets and/or a meaningful storyline, such indicator information is viewed as having little relevance by policy makers who have many other competing priorities. 

· Indicators may be framed appropriately for policy makers, but may not be in a subject area that is relevant to their specific policy objectives and priorities.

· Policy makers are often required to respond quickly to issues of immediate concern; for example, a front-page story in the national newspaper that morning or demands from the Prime Minister’s office.  Such short-term demands often take the focus away from working on long-term issues.  Indicator information is often not presented at the right time for policy makers to make the best use of it. A long-term strategy is often lacking for how to involve policy makers in a process of engagement on environmental issues, taking into consideration the policy cycle and times when policy makers are more available.

· Alternatively, the indicator information may have already been reported and overlooked by busy policy makers at the time of reporting, only to have the underlying issues come up in the media months later and demand their attention.  At that point, however, the policy makers or their analysts may not know where to readily access the relevant indicator information or even that it exists, with the result that it is again overlooked. 

· We live in a world of information overload, which overwhelms policy makers with all of the printed material they are expected to review and absorb.  Scientific information that is too complex or difficult to understand simply does not attract sufficient “mindshare” and therefore may be sidelined.  Indicator information must be presented in compelling and easy to understand ways.  It must be easily accessible and in formats that can be readily used in the policy context; e.g. ready-made PowerPoint slides that can be inserted into a last-minute presentation.  There is tremendous opportunity to use new media to communicate important indicator information in compelling ways.  Examples include the 12-minute OECD video entitled “Why is the Global Project so Important?” (OECD 2007) and also http://www.gapminder.org/ . 

· Policy makers often obtain their information from a well-defined and long established set of sources, forming relatively closed loops.  It can be difficult to “inject” new information into this arena in such a manner that it is noticed and utilized (Miller 2002).

3.2 Organizational structures that handicap science/policy integration

Because the generation of environmental indicator information has traditionally been viewed as a science-based activity, it is usually housed within the science divisions of one or more departments.  This silo approach leads to a multitude of long-term challenges, as summarized below:

· The scientists involved in the development of environmental indicators often lack both experience and personal contacts in the policy realm.  They therefore fail to engage policy makers in the process of framing the relevant policy questions and designing the appropriate indicators to address them. Silos separating the worlds of science and policy tend to perpetuate themselves. 

· Environmental information and management is often spread across many departments (e.g. environment, natural resources, and fisheries).  Consequently, responsibility for developing and reporting on various aspects of environmental information is often equally fragmented.  Natural systems, by contract, are interconnected and interdependent at all levels.  Therefore, if indicator information is to be effectively utilized in strategic policy, there must be a coordinating body that takes charge of all environmental information and the task of working with policy makers at all levels to design and deliver the information that they most need when they most need it and in the form that they find most useful.

· Roles and responsibilities for coordinating environmental indicator information and working with policy makers should be positioned at a sufficiently high level in the government hierarchy to ensure the cooperation of policy and decision makers in all departments and agencies, but seldom is.  Without this level of cooperation and coordination, environmental indicator information will not be as effectively incorporated into the strategic policy process to the degree that it needs to be.  This is in stark contrast to longstanding systems and protocols for coordinating and incorporating economic indicator information into strategic policy processes.

· Changing governments, political priorities and bureaucratic leadership often result in sweeping reorganizations, reassignment of key personnel and funding reallocations.  Since the stewardship of environmental indicator information is rarely seen as one of the core program functions of any department, it is especially subject to frequent disruptive changes.  Such changes are fundamentally dysfunctional because indicator information requires long-term, consistent baselines to be at all meaningful.   Moreover, in the absence of explicit legislative mandates to the contrary, line departments are often inhibited in reporting on matters that may result in media and public attention that may be construed as having a potentially negative impact on the standing of the government of the day.  To be truly effective, environmental indicator information should be coordinated and reported by an arms-length agency that has statutory independence, guaranteed funding and long-term organizational stability. 

3.3 Insufficient political incentives 

In a democracy, public pressure constitutes a key driver for the political agenda.  Public pressure to manage natural resources and the environment in a truly sustainable manner is lacking in many countries due to insufficient awareness of the issues and what is at stake over the longer term.

Canada has the lowest population density of any country, the world’s longest coastline (providing easy access to fish stocks) and a significant portion of the world’s freshwater supply.  We are therefore singularly rich in natural capital – the goods and services that are provided to us by nature.  Although most of our old growth forests have been logged, we still see a landscape that appears to be largely covered in trees and greenery, and we now look to the melting Arctic as a new and untapped frontier rich in natural resources such as oil and gas, mineral wealth, and fish stocks.  Although public perception is shifting toward the view that Canada does have environmental problems such as air pollution and climate change that need to be addressed, Canadian values have yet to encompass the obligation to prudently manage our natural capital in such a way as to maximize national wealth over multiple generations.    

The rest of the world, by contrast, is becoming painfully aware of the price they are paying for failing to manage their natural capital wisely. The World Bank, the OECD, and the statistical agencies of many countries, including Canada, are beginning to account for wealth as much more than just what is factored into GDP calculations. The book “Where is the Wealth of Nations? Measuring Capital for the 21st Century”, recently published by the World Bank, “regards economic policy as a process of portfolio management in which the assets are produced capital, natural resources, and human resources” (World Bank 2006).  If Canadian policy makers and the public were more aware of the degree to which beneficial management of our wealth portfolio over the long term will require significant investments in acquiring and utilizing environmental indicator information, it might acquire as high a priority as it has become in other countries. 

The following two examples provide a perspective on the link between public awareness and the political will to manage a country’s total wealth portfolio, which includes the environment and environmental policy:

· The Netherlands has one of the highest population densities in the world, second only to Bangladesh.  Speaking with Dick Nagelhout from The Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, we learned that the environment is high on the political agenda of all major political parties in that country.  When asked whether there were multiple departments that dealt with environmental issues (e.g. a “Department of Natural Resources”), Mr. Nagelhout laughed out loud and responded “We don’t have any natural resources left!”  While this may have been a humorous overstatement intended to drive home the striking contrast between Canada and The Netherlands, it did shock us and drive home the point that in a country where the environment is over-taxed, citizens demand that their country make environmental policy a political priority. 

· Oil and gas are considered natural resources, albeit ones that are effectively non-renewable.  Canada has traditionally ignored the externalities inherent in extracting such resources (e.g. the longer-term human and environmental costs of the over-exploitation of limited water resources and deforestation involved in extracting oil from tar sands).  The Canadian public is not yet in the habit of asking tough questions about whether or not we are managing this wealth for the benefit of future generations or whether there is a fair and appropriate balance between those who are immediately benefitting from the exploitation and those who must pay for the externalities.  Norway stands in stark contrast to Canada in this regard. The Ministry of Finance recognizes its responsibility to manage Norway’s wealth for the long term.  Thorvald Moe of Norway’s Finance Department explained that, while the exploitation of petroleum resources contributes 25 percent of their GDP, Norwegians fully recognize that this is not a renewable resource and that it is being depleted over time. They also realize that their population is aging, that it will require more investment over time and that human capital represents the largest proportion of their national wealth.  Therefore, in order to adequately reinvest petroleum wealth into its human capital, Norway puts petroleum wealth into a sovereign fund that is invested internationally and utilizes the returns from those investments as opposed to the capital in order to meet its current requirements. 

4. What’s Working and Why: Linking data, indicators and policy

Interviews with 17 representatives from international organizations, NGOs and national governments revealed many examples of environmental indicator information being successfully utilized in the policy process to inform, aid in decision making and to measure progress. We also found examples of policy makers being involved in the design and development of indicators to suit their policy questions.  The examples presented here are meant to be illustrative, not exhaustive, as we uncovered many excellent examples.   These success stories are grouped below under four major themes

4.1 A policy transformation championed by political leaders and central agencies

According to Clark Miller of the Consortium for Science, Policy & Outcomes at Arizona State University, trying to inject indicator information into a policy system from the outside does not tend to work very well.  Rather, the need for and development of indicators must flow out of a process of policy transformation that is driven by a desire on the part of the political leaders and other policy makers themselves to move towards a more quantifiable performance-based management system.

Effective policy systems have two tightly-coupled, highly choreographed components: a process for decision-making and a process for generating the ideas and information that are fed into the decision-making process.  “Outsiders” trying to inject new ideas or information typically find both processes difficult to break into and, even if they succeed, set patterns of thinking and operating may limit up-take by policy makers.   Hence the need to first rethink the processes being managed in order to facilitate the up-take of new information.  Indicators should therefore flow out of the policy transformation process as the policy makers identify what their information needs are within the context of the policy system and policy priorities (Clark Miller 2002).  Following are three examples of such policy transformations:

South Africa

In an effort to nurture its new democracy and build trust in government, the presidency of South Africa has committed to monitoring both its own policy performance and the social, economic and environmental factors that those policies are intended to address.  We interviewed Ronette Engela, the head of a newly formed policy and coordination advisory unit within the South African presidency, who indicated that her group was establishing a new “monitoring and evaluation” subunit to assess the effectiveness of policy implementation in South Africa.  Ms. Engela stated that her group sees direct feedback linkages between the specific indicators that they are tracking and their policy cycle.  Indicator-based policy evaluation will directly impact future budget allocations for the policies in question.  

The program objectives of Ms. Engela’s group include informing both the executive (the President and Cabinet) and other levels of government with the explicit goal of reinvigorating the bureaucracy in the direction of more evidence-based policy through the provision of factual information.  After delivering 20,000 copies of their indicator publication to every senior public servant in the country, Ms. Engela has observed that senior members of government do indeed use this publication package.  Another goal is to support broader public discourse around government effectiveness, the role of government and the country’s development trajectory (a key priority in the South African context).  The first indicator publication resulted in major newspaper coverage.  While only one of the 74 indicators (biodiversity) is currently directly environmental in nature, the intention is to include more environmental indicators.  

Norway

Norway provides an excellent example of a policy transformation that originated in a central agency (the Finance Department), is integrated into long-term national financial planning and has been maintained and refined through multiple changes of government over nearly three decades.  Norway’s environmental accounting and sustainable development indicator projects were initiated by the Ministry of Finance and were delegated to Statistics Norway in recognition of the need for quantitative information to support long term financial planning.  Natural resource accounting had begun in the 1980’s, had progressed through discussions on the usefulness of a “green GDP”, and culminated in efforts to develop sustainable development indicators.  While much was learned along the way, the most important lesson according to Knut Alfsen of Statistics Norway was that regardless of what information is collected and reported in support of decision making, it should be judged primarily by its impacts on the policy process.  In other words, the design of data and indicator information should be driven from the outset by considerations of its final utilization in the policy process (Alfsen and Greaker 2007). 

In 2003, the Government of Norway presented a National Action Plan for Sustainable Development to Parliament in the National Budget, initiating the development of a core set of indicators for sustainable development (SD).  The present government, which took office in 2005, has followed in the same path and continues to align its sustainable development strategy and SD indicators.  Norway’s long term strategy for sustainable development is an integral part of the National Budget.  

Oregon Progress Board

The creation of the Oregon Progress Board provides a good example of a policy transformation that took place at the level of a state legislature. Oregon’s State Legislature recognized that in order to be both effective and survive changes of government they needed a catalyst for change that was independent of the existing bureaucratic structure but well integrated with the overall government planning and budget process. In 1989 the legislature created The Oregon Progress Board as an independent planning and oversight agency. The prime movers behind the concept came from a predominantly business background and were deeply committed to the process of performance-based management. They wanted the Board to serve as a catalyst for change beginning with a state-wide process of strategic planning, setting objectives, and developing indicators to measure progress on those objectives. The 12-member panel, chaired by the Governor, is made up of citizen leaders that reflect the State’s social, ethnic and political diversity.

The Board is responsible for keeping Oregonians focused on achieving the quality-of-life goals in the state’s 20-year strategic vision called “Oregon Shines”. The strategic vision has three major goals: quality jobs for all Oregonians; safe, caring and engaged communities; and healthy and sustainable surroundings. The Oregon Progress Board is responsible for gathering and publishing data on quality-of-life indicators, encouraging State and local agencies to use them for planning and reporting, and working with the State government to measure program results and their contribution to achieving State-wide goals. The Board focuses Oregon’s citizens and institutions on a broad array of 91 (originally 250) social, economic, and environmental indicators known as the Oregon Benchmarks. Both the indicators (“Oregon Benchmarks”) themselves and the State’s 20-year strategic vision (“Oregon Shines”) were created with extensive citizen involvement.

While Oregon has been held up by many as one of the first examples of a government integrating a sustainable development strategy and performance-based indicators into the policy process, recent funding constraints have hampered the effectiveness of the Oregon Progress Board. 

According to a June 2007 thesis (Misaras 2007), which studied the extent to which this indicator information is used by Oregon State legislators, “…legislators seek information from a variety of sources, with fellow legislative colleagues and trusted lobbyists high on the list.  Legislators’ expressed information needs tend to be specific with a preference for relevant political information.  All of the interviewees acknowledged their exposure to at least some of the materials (e.g. committee briefs, biennial reports, website) produced by the Oregon Progress Board … Legislators recognized important uses for Oregon Benchmark data in legislative decision-making, yet several felt the information was underutilized due to a lack of familiarity, training, and/or timing.”
4.2 Aligning policy objectives, indicators and the budgetary process 

Over the course of many interviews, it became clear that indicators were seen as part of an important, highly integrated process, one that is driven by the needs of policy makers yet depends upon intense and sustained collaboration between those policy makers and scientists.  Successful examples of sustained collaboration were typically facilitated by an intermediary group with expertise in bridging those distinct world views.  The process is one of values clarification, setting objectives, framing the relevant policy questions, designing indicators that can both measure progress while providing useful feedback on the success or failure of particular policies, and then actually applying that information to refine programs and policies in such a way as to better achieve those objectives.  The critical success factor for any indicator-driven policy process is its integration into the annual budgetary cycle.  Indicators are only truly meaningful (and hence valued) when the information that they provide is used to determine where funding can best be applied to achieve measurable outcomes.

High-level leadership was consistently cited as key to successful national sustainable development strategies based upon the alignment and integration of policy, indicators and the budgetary process.   In each of the nations that have been seen as leaders in this area (Finland, Norway and Sweden), the Prime Minister, the Minister of Finance, or both have personally championed sustainable development as priorities of their respective governments.

A number of national governments have successfully integrated sustainable development strategies into the policy cycle through the alignment of SD objectives, indicators and budgetary cycle.  Many of these examples are cited in the OECD report entitled “Good Practices in the National Sustainable Development Strategies of the OECD Countries” (OECD 2006), and in the report by Darren Swanson and Laszlo Pinter entitled “Governance Structures for National Sustainable Development Strategies, Study of Good Practice Examples” (Swanson and Pinter 2006).  Following are two pertinent examples that were cited in our interviews: 

Norway
As previously indicated, Norway has deliberately moved to put sustainable development squarely in the centre of policy making by fully integrating its strategy into the machinery of government.  Pursuant to the Norwegian Action Plan for Sustainable Development (National Agenda 21) that was presented to Parliament in the fall of 2003 as part of the National Budget, coordination and follow-up is the political responsibility of the Minister of Finance who chairs a group of State Secretaries for this purpose.  Statistics Norway, a legislatively mandated agency that reports to an independent Board, has been delegated the task of coordinating sustainable development statistics and indicators.  Progress reports on policies to enhance sustainable development in Norway form an integral part of the annual National Budget. 

Manitoba’s Sustainable Development Strategy

The Province of Manitoba is another example of a jurisdiction that has begun to combine performance indicators with other financial reporting in its Budget process.  Darren Swanson of the International Institute of Sustainable Development provided insights as to how Manitoba has aligned its SD strategy, SD indicators and budgetary processes.  Led by the Department of Finance, government performance reporting has been linked to outcome-based performance indicators for alignment with the objectives of the Province’s Sustainable Development Strategy.  There are currently16 performance indicators grouped under four categories that reflect important priorities for Manitoba citizens: the economy, people, communities, and the environment.  The Department has linked a subset of those indicators to current government initiatives.  

4.3 Linking science and policy through processes and collaboration 

Almost all interviewees offered variants of the same fundamental advice based upon their respective experience: indicators must be developed in a dynamic feedback process involving policy-makers, indicator specialists, and the stakeholders who will be affected by the policies in question.  Discussion needs to take place about values, what sustainability really means, what living well means, and what are people’s priorities.  It must be a democratic process that generates buy-in, involvement and commitment. Interviewees recognized that this is easier said than done, and that it gets more complex at the national level.  The linkages between science and policy, and between indicators and policy development must be forged at the very early stages of this process, which is fundamentally collaborative and dynamic, and must develop over time.  As Clark Miller of the Consortium for Science, Policy & Outcomes at Arizona State University put it, too many people think of indicators as “products” rather than “processes”. 

Canada’s National Round Table on The Economy and the Environment (NRTEE) was viewed as an excellent example of a national-level process of consultation and collaboration, and because of this, Canada was once seen as a world leader in indicator work (Bandhauer et al. 2005). 
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Figure 1: Linking Data, Indicator and Policy Processes

The most successful examples of linkages between science and policy that were seen in this study often involved arms-length agencies that specialize in bridging the gap between the scientists collecting and analysing the data (represented by the data cycle at the bottom of the diagram in Figure 1, above) and the policy makers who are focused on the demands of the policy process (represented by the policy cycle at the top).  In the middle are indicator specialists, individuals with considerable expertise in both science and policy who are thereby capable of bridging these two very different realms.  The vertical arrows connecting these cycles represent the consultation and collaboration that must take place between participants in these different realms.  Indicator specialists must work closely with policy makers and stakeholders to develop the policy questions around which the indicators will be designed.  They must also work with the scientists to design the desired data sets and the analyses required to feed into creation of the indicators.  Finally, the indicator specialists must also work with NGO’s, the media, and the public to report on indicator updates and their significance to society (represented by the curved arc on the left). A concerned and informed public then provides the political incentive to keep policy makers focused on the long term policy objectives, which drive the interlocking systems.  The emphasis here is on long term, integrated, and collaborative processes.

Following are examples of how such processes work in several key institutions: 

European Environment Agency

The European Environment Agency (EEA) was established by the European Union in 1990 and was fully operational by 1994. It has 32 member countries, including 27 EU member states.  The EEA is an independent EU body that is governed and overseen by a management board, a scientific committee and an executive director.  Its mandate is to provide sound, independent information on the environment in support of those involved in developing and implementing environmental policy, including the integration of environmental considerations into economic policies and moving towards sustainability. Major clients include the European Commission, the European Parliament, the European Council, and the member countries. 

David Stanners and Louise Rickard of the EEA described in interviews how that organization goes about facilitating the collaboration between scientists and policy makers.  Both stressed that this is an ongoing process that involves building trust, mutual understanding and a shared commitment to achieving the desired outcomes.  The EEA works to frame the right policy questions with the policy makers themselves so that they are both understood and “owned” by their intended audience, facilitating the joint development of appropriate sets of policy-relevant indicators, and finally reporting back to the policy makers to both interpret results and refine the indicators and the policies that they are meant to track.  This was stated to require an ongoing process of engagement with the different actors: the frenetic policy world of parliamentary debates where immediate responses are required to last-minute questions;  the classical work of data collection, exchange, quality assurance and statistical analysis; and the middle arena of indicator and assessment activity that strives to bridge the policy and data layers.  In that sense, indicators are the common ground through which the policy people communicate with the data people, and vice versa.

Mr. Stanners indicated that the time required for indicator design was quite variable: two years for the transportation sector; four years for agriculture; and very little time for climate change because there were already clear targets in place.  Much of the EEA’s work was stated to revolve around bringing people from science and policy together to build relationships and to facilitate collaboration in framing the policy questions and designing the indicators that would help to inform, aid in decision making and measure progress.  Its status as an independent agency was stated to be invaluable both to its work and to its ability to offer credible policy advice to the European Commission, member countries and other clients.  

The Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency

The Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (MNP) provides an excellent example of an independent, government-funded agency that specializes in facilitating collaboration between the science and policy spheres, provides policy advice to government, and has full engagement and support from central agencies.  The MNP emphasizes collaboration with national and international science institutions, and has considerable expertise in building and applying models and scenarios for policy purposes.  It works closely with national and international partners to assess the effects of both existing and proposed policies, and advises the Netherlands Cabinet and Parliament on specific environmental themes.  It publishes annual state-of-the-environment reports, including reviews of the environmental consequences of past policies as well as identification of remaining bottlenecks and policy dilemmas.  These reports are then used by the Netherlands Government to evaluate expenditures and draw up the national budget.  Its legislatively mandated independence enables it to report on the full range of scientific opinions on any issue of interest, whether undertaken at the request of government agencies or on its own initiative.  All of its reports are available to the public.  

Since the early 1990’s the MNP has also assessed the election platforms of political parties and the coalition agreements of new governments.   Dick Nagelhout of the NMP advised that there is a high level of collaboration and cooperation between the MNP and other government agencies in order to bridge science and policy and to work towards common goals.  For example, policy makers and science experts meet every few months to build scenarios and evaluate policy options based on those projected outcomes.  High-level representatives from various government departments that manage portfolios which impact the environment meet every one to two weeks to discuss environmental policy, and they are joined in these meetings by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Finance Department.  This signals a high level of collaboration, cooperation and involvement from central agencies.

4.4 Long-term stewardship of national wealth and well-being 

Over the past several decades, there has been a growing realization that effective environmental policy goes beyond solving a growing and increasingly critical set of local, regional and global problems.  It is equally about managing the significant portion of our wealth that stems from and is dependent upon the goods and services that are provided by nature – now referred to as “natural capital”.  This requires the integration of economic and environmental policies to enable the coherent management of both natural resources and the environment (World Bank 2006).  Natural capital must be managed with the same degree of care and attention as all other forms of wealth.  Central agencies, which have hitherto taken the lead in integrating social and economic policies, must therefore now weave in environmental policy as a coequal partner, all under the general umbrella of sustainable development.

Norway

Norway provides an excellent example of a nation in which effective stewardship of the environment and natural resources are viewed as central to the government’s long-term financial and development goals.   Management of both the environment and of natural capital are addressed in the context of an overall strategy for long-term wealth management.   Policy makers view long- term development as a process of portfolio management whereby some assets are exhaustible and can only be transformed into other assets through resource rentals.  As petroleum resources fall into this category, the resulting export revenues are invested in foreign stocks and bonds with only the annual returns (estimated at 4%) being used to meet current domestic needs. Other assets in the natural portfolio are deemed to be renewable and may yield sustainable income streams if sustainably managed.  Norway’s substantial foreign investments constitute a vested interest in sustainable development in other countries and the long term productivity of the global economy.  Therefore, key policy objectives include:

· maintenance and enhancement of broadly defined national per capita wealth;

· ensuring that Norway’s environmental and natural capital are not reduced beyond critical or irreversible levels; and

· pursuing development that is economically and socially sustainable.

The World Bank

The World Bank publication “Where is the Wealth of Nations? Measuring Capital for the 21st Century” (World Bank 2006) breaks down total wealth into three major categories: natural capital, produced capital, and intangible capital (which includes raw labour, human capital, social capital, and other factors such as the quality of institutions).  Properly managed, income from both renewable and non-renewable resources can be invested to produce other forms of wealth such as intangible or produced capital.  This requires both a comprehensive system of national accounts that fully incorporates natural capital and the effective integration of environmental, economic and social policies.

Environmental accounts are stated as providing policy makers with indicators and descriptive statistics to monitor both the interaction between the environment and the economy and progress toward meeting environmental goals, as well as a quantitative basis for strategic planning and policy analysis to identify paths to sustainable development and the appropriate policy instruments for achieving these paths. 

The System of integrated Environmental and Economic Accounting (SEEA 2003) is an international effort to standardize the framework and methodologies of environmental and resource accounting.   According to the World Bank, “most of the work in environmental accounting is being done in Australia, Canada, Europe and a few developing countries.”  In some of these developing countries, policy analysis was built into environmental accounting project design, and Botswana in particular, is singled out as now being on a positive development trajectory by having gotten these policies “spectacularly right” (Hamilton and Ruta 2006). 

There are two ways in which environmental accounting can be used to support decision making and policy.  The first is through the development of indicators and descriptive statistics.  The second is to do specific policy analyses based on the techniques provided in SEEA 2003, but this requires special expertise in economic analysis and modeling (World Bank 2006; Palm and Larsson 2007).  The World Bank has assessed which countries are keeping environmental accounts and what use they make of the resulting information, concluding that these are generally underutilized but very important techniques that could further any country’s ability to track and manage its wealth and to integrate economic, social and environmental policies to further its sustainable development objectives.

5. Take-Home Messages

1. Policy makers must drive the transformation to performance-based management

The need for and development of indicators must flow out of a process of policy transformation that is driven by a desire on the part of the political leaders and policy makers themselves to move towards a more quantifiable performance-based management system in which indicators are the tool that provides the necessary feedback.

2. Posing the right policy questions must precede the development of indicators

There must be a clear relationship between every indicator and the question it is trying to answer.  Indicators enable policy processes that promote and track change in a desired direction.  The process must begin with defined objectives regarding what is to change and how.  Framing the right policy questions is the first and most important step. 

3. Set objectives, measure progress and make improvements 

Policy makers set the objectives, which are generally societal in nature and may be very value laden. It is not for the scientists to set policy objectives, although they may help inform the policy makers about environmental limits.   Rather, their role is to assist policy makers determine the information that would be most useful to them in objectively measuring progress towards those objectives and fine-tuning their policies accordingly. 

4. Process is more important than product

Indicators must be developed in a dynamic feedback process involving policy makers, indicator specialists, and the stakeholders who will be affected by the policies in question.  This process may take several years and is best served by an independent agency that specializes in bridging the gap between science and policy. 

5. Independence and high-level engagement ensure long term success

The most successful examples of close collaboration between indicator specialists and policy makers have situated indicator specialists in arms-length agencies with stable funding and engagement with the highest levels of government. 

6. Informed public engagement provides the necessary political incentives

The public must be concerned about and engaged in the process of setting long-term societal objectives, investing in their achievement and being informed on their progress.  Informed public engagement provides the necessary political incentives to motivate policy makers to consistently focus on achieving those objectives over the longer term. 

7. Environmental policy is ultimately about managing the national asset portfolio
The natural environment is a critical asset that needs to be managed within the context of a national strategy for the long-term stewardship of wealth.  This requires the right information, i.e., developing and effectively utilizing a system of environmental accounts in support of policy.  It equally requires the effective integration of long-term economic, social and environmental policies.
6. Conclusions and Recommendations

The international examples and best practices identified in this study demonstrate that it is indeed feasible for advanced democracies such as Canada to apply policy tools such as environmental indicators that provide as sound a basis for effective sustainable development policies as more traditional indicators such as GDP have been for economic policy.  Europe, in particular, constitutes a very applicable federated model in which two different levels of government (the EU and its member states) have been able to implement effective, world-class environmental policies while respecting jurisdictional sovereignties.  Given the extent to which federal/provincial jurisdictional concerns have long hampered Canadian progress on environmental issues, such a model is worthy of emulation here.

At the core of European best practices is the concept and practice of independent arms-length agencies that serve as the bridge between science and policy.  That independence provides the long-term stability needed for objective indicators to be truly effective, the credibility necessary to maintain public trust, and the distance from direct central authority that enables other sovereign jurisdictions (member states in Europe, provinces in Canada) to fully engage.  It is therefore recommended that Canada establish an arms-length national environmental agency, modelled on the European Environment Agency and the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, to serve as a credible, independent and non-partisan bridge between public policy and environmental science.

Governance: The proposed Agency should report to a Board consisting of an appropriate balance of members appointed by the federal government, the Council of the Federation, the Assembly of First Nations and representatives of both Inuit organizations and key environmental NGOs.  The Board should be empowered to elect its own Chair from among its members, and to appoint the Agency’s CEO.

Funding: The enabling legislation for the proposed Agency should guarantee its independence and stability by providing statutory base funding, to be periodically reviewed by Parliament.  In keeping with fiscal restraint, the amount of new funding required could be contained through the transfer of existing resources for Environment Canada.  Provinces should also be encouraged to contribute commensurate with the services that would be provided to them.  The Agency should also have the authority to engage in commissioned projects for government departments and agencies at all levels, as well as NGOs and international organizations on a cost-recovery basis. 

Mandate:  The statutory mandate of the proposed Agency should include:

1. Providing advice and guidance to the federal government, provinces, municipalities, aboriginal governments, the private sector and the public on matters related to sustainable development and environmental science and policy;

2. Working closely with Finance Canada on the federal Budget and with PCO and TBS on MC and TB submissions to ensure that sustainable development considerations are given due weight;

3. Participation in the development and ongoing evaluation of a national Sustainable Development Strategy (as opposed to the status quo of each federal department and agency developing its own);

4. Developing a set of national Sustainable Development Indicators that would be coordinated with and directly linked to the objectives of the Strategy, with a view to ensuring that the Strategy and Indicators co-evolve through time; 

5. Working closely with policy makers at all levels of government to assist them in setting environmental and sustainable development objectives and developing appropriate indicators to measure progress towards those goals.  This would require assisting data collection agencies to produce such indicators and then ensuring that the resulting indicator information is presented to policy makers in a useful and readily understandable format at the right time in their respective policy cycles; 

6. Coordinating and choreographing the release of indicator information first to policy makers and then to the media and the public such that indicator information is not only made available at the optimum point in the policy cycle but is then available to media, NGO’s and the public in time to engage them in informed consideration of and response to the resulting policy initiatives;

7. Providing an annual State of the Environment report to Parliament (perhaps involving the transfer of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development from the Office of the Auditor General);

8. Working closely with the OECD to publish international comparisons as to how well Canada is doing with respect to environmental sustainability, outcomes and best practices with respect to other nations;

9. Performing commissioned (cost-recovery) studies related to environment and sustainable development issues for government departments and agencies at all levels, NGOs, media organizations and international organizations; 

10. Commissioning, conducting and publishing research and analysis on both policy and science-related issues relevant to sustainable development, including economic, social and environmental factors;

11. Participation in international environmental and sustainable development forums and organizations; 

12. Performing public education and outreach, working with the media, NGO’s, science centers and museums, schools, colleges and universities to develop curricula, understanding and a deep national involvement in sustainability issues; and,

13. In general, serving as an authoritative, credible and impartial national source of information for policy makers, the media and the public on environment-related questions, controversies, trends and events.

Skills: The proposed Agency should recruit, draw upon and develop expertise in and in-depth understanding of the policy process, the relevant science, data collection and analysis, and the development of and reporting on indicators.   As the federal level, it should work horizontally across all departments and should have the support and cooperation of the central agencies.  Its independence, however, should make it an equally acceptable partner for provincial, municipal and aboriginal governments.  This will require a strong understanding of and involvement in strategic policy and intergovernmental policy coordination to link and integrate indicator work and policy development at all level of government.
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Annex I – List of Interviewees

International Organizations:

1. Louise Rickard, European Environment Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark 

2. David Stanners, European Environment Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark

3. Jon Hall, Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris, France 

4. Kirk Hamilton, The World Bank, Washington D.C., United States

5. Laszlo Pinter, International Institute for Sustainable Development, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada

6. Darren Swanson, International Institute for Sustainable Development, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada

National Governments:

7. Thorvald Moe, Department of Finance, Oslo, Norway

8. Knut Alfsen, Statistics Norway, Oslo, Norway

9. Dick Nagelhout, The Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, The Netherlands

10. Ulla Rosenstrom, Ministry of the Environment, Finland 

11. Viveka Palm, Statistics Sweden, Stockholm, Sweden

12. Stephan Hall and Arik Dondi, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, United Kingdom

13. Ronette Engela, The Presidency of South Africa, South Africa

14. William Sonntag, Environmental Protection Agency, United States

States, NGOs, Universities:
15. Christopher Hoenig, State of the USA, United States

16. Rita Conrad, Oregon Progress Board, Oregon, United States

17. Clark Miller, Consortium for Science, Policy & Outcomes, Arizona State University, United States

Annex II – Sample Interview Questions

The following questions were utilized during the interview with Dick Nagelhout of the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency:

Background: 

· Over the past few decades there has been widespread failure in many countries to link indicator work with policy development, and visa versa.

· We are looking for examples around the world of successful linkages.

· We want to know why are they succeeding? What are the underlying factors, what can we learn and potentially apply in Canada?

· In this study we are specifically trying to learn how The Netherlands and other leading countries have succeeded in fully incorporating Sustainable Development Indicators (SDI’s) into national policy development and implementation (at the level of national financial policy, other strategic policies, through to operational policies within the country)? 

· There are clearly several aspects to this: 

1. What is the system, or analytical framework, of Sustainable Development Indicators and is it robust and useful in informing policy-makers? 

2. What is the institutional and governance structure that allows information to flow freely and constructively between the data collectors, analysers, people who develop the indicators, and the policy makers, in both directions?

3. Is there a high level of engagement from the policymakers in developing and using these SDI’s in their policy-making?

4. How did you get the key policymakers engaged? And how do you keep them fully engaged throughout time, even with changes in government, political priorities, or the distractions of national or international crises? 

· We are interested in all these aspects, but it is this very last component that we are especially interested in understanding i.e. “How did you get the policy-makers at the very top fully engaged?”, since this is the starting point for setting up the necessary institutions, governance structure and processes. The reason we are particularly keen on this is that here in Canada, even if we develop a world class system of SDI’s, it will be of little use unless this information is actively and effectively used by the Finance Department and all other strategic policy makers. And we are unlikely to be able to set up a world class system of SDI’s in the first place without the continued political support and funding from the government, central agencies and key policy makers. How do you get this system going in the first place? What is the incentive? 

· We are looking for insights from The Netherlands’ experience that can be applied to Canada to create a strong linkage between Sustainable Development Indicators and strategic policy development and assessment.

· In this context, here are the interview questions. But we do not have to stick to these if our conversation takes us in other more important directions.

Interview Questions:

1. INDEPENDENCE: In your online document: “Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (MNP) – Linking Science and Policy”, it says the MNP’s independence is anchored in law, which allows it to report on a full range of scientific opinion, producing reports at the request of government and on its own initiative. 

a. Can you explain this arrangement? 

b. When and how did this independence get set up? How does it function? Can you explain the history behind this; how did this become a priority?

c. Since the MNP is a government-funded agency, how does it maintain its funding and mandate when governments and priorities change?

2. EVALUATING POLICIES: In the above document, it says the MNP supports national and international policymakers by analysing the environmental impact of policies and trends in society using evidence-based assessments. 

a. What is the specific process by which you do this? 

b. How closely do you work with national policymakers?

c. How fully do they use your evidence-based assessments in developing or adjusting policies?

d. Since the early 1990’s the MNP has also assessed election platforms of political parties and the coalition agreements of new governments. Can you tell us how well this is working, if it influences the voters, and if it creates tensions (threatens the independence or financial status of the MNP)?

3. EVALUATING EXPENDATURES: I see that you produce reports annually (“Environmental Balance” and “Nature Balance”) and that the Dutch Government uses these publications for annually evaluating expenditures and drawing up the national budget. 

a. How effective is this feedback process? 

b. Does it result in improvements in under-funded areas, or changes in policy? 

4. SCENARIOS AND LONG TERM PLANNING: Every four years the MNP publish scenario studies for the environment and nature (vulnerability and scenario analyses). Evidently these “outlooks” play an important role in the development of the government’s environment and nature policies for the long term. Can you tell us more about this and how well it is working?

5. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS: Evidently The History Database of the Global Environment (HYDE) presents time series for the last 300 years showing population and land use and various other indicators. 

a. Can you tell us a little bit about this system? 

b. Who collects and analyses the data? 

c. Do you (MNP) or policymakers have an influence in what kind of new data might be collected? 

d. Do you have difficulties in getting the data in a timely manner?

6. OVERVIEW OF SUCCESSES: What were the specific steps you and your colleagues have taken over the past three decades to work towards the successes you have achieved today in incorporating and imbedding SDI’s into national Financial Policy and other Strategic Policy-making?

7. ADVICE FOR CANADA: Here in Canada we are still rich in natural capital (both in absolute terms and on a per capita basis), which may contribute to the fact that sustainable development does not seem to be very high on the political agenda. Do you feel much progress can be made towards linking SDI’s and Strategic Policy until this does become a political priority? Do you have any insights from your experience in The Netherlands, or in dealings with other countries, on how to make sustainable development and the incorporation of SDI’s into Strategic Policy a national priority, i.e. a political priority?

Specifically, what advice do you have for us here in Canada on how we can:

a. Get sustainable development higher on the political agenda?

b. Get the Finance Department and other Central Agencies engaged?

c. Further develop our SDI system and framework?

d. Create a very strong linkage between the SDI’s and Strategic Policy development? How can we imbed the use of SDI information in the Strategic Policy process?

e. And how can the system survive the political changes that come about through a change in government and change in political priorities? 

The next set of questions was utilized during the interview with Kirk Hamilton of the World Bank:

Background: 

· In this study we are specifically trying to learn about successful linkages between indicators and policy, with the focus on environmental and/or sustainable development indicators (E/SDI’s). While countries around the world have begun to develop E/SDI’s there seems to be widespread failure to link this indicator work with policy development, and visa versa. We are looking for examples of successful linkages, and ask, why are they succeeding, what are the underlying factors, what can we learn and potentially apply here in Canada?

· Your perspective is of particular interest to us in this study because of: 

· Your experience in Canada developing the environmental accounting program,

· Your experience advising the UK government on policies for sulphur emissions reductions, and 

· Your experience at the World Bank developing ground-breaking indicators of sustainable development. 

You have a unique vantage point in your “hands-on” experience in policy and indicator development at the national level as well as your “big-picture” vantage point in your international work in this area. We are particularly keen to hear your perspective on the linkages between indicators and policy – what’s working, what’s not, and why? What do you think some of the solutions might be to insure that the excellent indicator information that is developed is actually used in policy formation and in performance measurement (the feedback loop to refine policies) to move countries towards becoming more sustainable?

· In this context, here are the interview questions. But we do not have to stick to these if our conversation takes us in other more important directions.

Interview Questions:
1. In light of your experience in Canada developing the environmental accounts,

a. To what extent was this driven by the needs of policy makers (especially in the central agencies – strategic policy) or to what extent was it driven by you and Stats Can? Was it top down, bottom up, or jointly driven?

b. To what extent was, or is this green accounts information ultimately used in policy decision-making? What was the linkage between the environmental accounts and policy at the time you were involved? Was it your intent to simply provide the information in hopes that it would be used, or were there channels created to feed this information directly to the policy makers in the format they most needed? What was the intent versus the outcome?

c. What do you see as the challenges to developing and successfully implementing the whole linked sequence beginning with: 

i. environmental accounts, (and other SNA info),

ii. developing policy-relevant E/SD indicators, and 

iii. engaging policy makers to use them for policy development and performance measurement to refine the policies?

d. In your experience, how sustainable is such a system, i.e. when a government changes and priorities change, and funding changes, how can the E/SDI work continue to thrive and play a central role in strategic policy?

2. In light of your work advising other governments on the use of indicators to develop or refine policy, what factors have you observed underlie successful linkages between these two areas? Can you offer us examples of successful linkages between indicators and policy development and why the system worked?

3. In light of your experience at the World Bank, you have developed some ground-breaking methodologies for measuring social welfare and sustainability. You outline in the conclusion of your paper, “Measuring Social Welfare and Sustainability” a series of policy questions. To what extent do you and your team encourage policy-makers to ask these kinds of questions and utilize your SDI type of information? 

4. You say that these policy questions are not a trivial set of questions for developing countries and that countries such as Botswana have shown that it is possible to get these policies spectacularly right. Can you tell us what Botswana did right, how did they link indicator information and policy development and refinement? What other countries have succeeded in this area and what can we learn from them?

5. If you were to offer advice to other countries on how to evolve their indicator and policy processes so as to work effectively together to solve the problems facing the country, what would that advice be? What would the ideal system look like? 

Thank you for all your time and insights!
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