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Abstract 
 

 Good governance, integration of policies and effective social participation are crucial 

issues for successful implementation of Sustainable Development Goals (SDG’s) 11, “Make 

cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable,” and needs to be 

prioritised by national and local authorities. This thesis examines the implementation of SDG 

11 in Brazilian Municipalities and proposes a new approach to effective implementation of 

SDG Goal 11 at local levels.  

What factors contribute to the success of local sustainable planning initiatives? Under 

what conditions can a local policy positively impact development and be adopted as a strategy 

for sustainable development? How best to integrate existing initiatives at local levels to 

promote SDG 11 and city sustainability? The answers to these questions proposed in this 

research were addressed in this thesis through a participative investigation rather than an 

empirical approach. The research was developed in Brazilian Municipalities, involving three 

main stages of research. 

First, existing planning initiatives implemented in Brazil were selected to analyse the 

impacts on local policies, as well as their potential contribution to the achievement of SDG 11. 

Assuming that existing planning initiatives can influence the implementation of local policies, 

the research attempts understanding how four sustainable planning initiatives (Healthy 

Municipalities, Cities and Communities, Local Agenda 21, Millennium Development Goals, 

and Master Plans), impacted on local policies to promote urban sustainability. By evaluating 

the effectiveness of four planning initiatives, it was found that planning positively contributed 

to enhancing local public policies, mainly environmental policies. Moreover, the effectiveness 

evaluation suggested that these four planning initiatives can contribute to the future 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Good governance, broad social participation and 

effective integration between local policies were identified as the main challenges undermining 

the successful implementation of SDG 11 in the Brazilian Municipalities studied. Furthermore, 

based on the learned experience, an action framework was proposed to support local 

governments in achieving more effective SDG 11 targets. 

Second, the Brazil National Strategy to implement the SDGs was examined. The 

analysis was developed to better understand the impacts of strategies developed by the national 

government for implementing SDG 11 at local levels. The analysis involved a participatory 

approach and the engagement of distinct stakeholders’ groups. A group of 33 key stakeholders 
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identified the main vulnerabilities and common interests for improving the implementation of 

SDG 11 at these levels. Key recommendations to implement SDG 11 more efficiently include 

better coordination and increased social participation.   

Third, two case studies were carried out to evaluate the progress of SDG 11 in distinct 

regions in Brazil. As demonstrated by the case studies, on one hand, there are several challenges 

to be faced by local governments and social actors regarding the implementation and evaluation 

of SDG 11. On the other hand, there is an opportunity for Goal 11 to become referential to 

promote sustainability in the cities. To facilitate the SDG 11 implementation urgent 

improvements will be necessary to foster stakeholder collaboration. 

This thesis revealed the importance to learn from previous and/or ongoing local 

planning strategies. The main barriers that hindered the implementation of previous initiatives, 

as well as the successful factors identified by stakeholders, proved a baseline to inform the 

commencement of the implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. New partnerships with 

business sectors and civil society organisations are critical. Regarding social participation, this 

thesis identified that, despite several problems, civil society organisations and the business 

sectors are looking for opportunities to establish partnerships and develop integrated projects. 

All sectors have a role to play in achieving SDG 11 and the roles must be clarified to facilitate 

ownership. 

Effective participatory mechanisms for implementation of SDG 11 at local levels must 

be developed. SDG 11 must be implemented based on participatory mechanism involving the 

communities and ensuring transparency of process and outcomes. This thesis suggests the 

adoption of Multi-Actor Multi-Criteria Analysis (MAMCA) as a potential tool to support local 

governments to broad participation at local levels. Mechanisms for good governance, 

especially at the national level, need to be improved.  

It is important to monitor and report regarding SDG 11 goals and objectives. 

Monitoring of progress and reporting will be the great challenges for local governments. It is 

urgent to create a structured data collection and recording system to provide a baseline for 

evaluation. Also, this thesis revealed the importance to develop evaluations combining 

quantitative and qualitative data to provide a more inclusive and effective assessment of SDG 

11. Finally, the Performance Assessment proposed in this thesis, as a tool for collaborative 

benchmarking, should be adopted by Brazilian municipalities to facilitate the implementation 

of SDG 11 at local levels.  
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Chapter 1 

 

Introduction  

 

Good governance, integration of policies and effective social participation are crucial 

issues for successful implementation of Sustainable Development Goal 11 (SDG 11) and need 

to be prioritised by national and local authorities. This thesis examines the implementation of 

SDG 11 in Brazilian Municipalities and proposes a new approach to effective implementation 

of goal 11 at local levels. 

The Sustainable Development Goals, or SDGs, are the central piece of the Agenda 2030 

and comprises a set of 17 goals and 169 targets to be achieved by the end of 2030 (see Figure 

1). Those goals are more universal and holistic than their predecessor the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs). The Agenda 2030 was adopted in September 2015 by the United 

Nations General Assembly and will guide the work of the United Nations (UN) and member 

countries around sustainable development until the year 2030 (UN, 2015a). 

 

 

Figure 1. The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

 

The Agenda 2030 can be considered as a new global effort and opportunity to promote 

sustainable development. However, despite all the efforts to promote sustainable development, 

some global challenges had clearly not been adequately addressed and, in several ways, some 

challenges had grown. From a local perspective, most cities are facing the impacts of ongoing 
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or emerging global challenges that will require local authorities to rethink its decisions and 

service delivery. 

In the face of increasing urban challenges and slashing disasters and climate changes 

impacts, the adoption of goal 11 “Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient 

and sustainable” gave prominence to the role of cities and local governments in promoting 

sustainable development. This role was reinforced with the adoption of the New Urban 

Agenda1 (Habitat III) in October 2016.  The result is that promoting sustainability in the cities 

is not more a service public delivery problem for local governments, but a challenge to be faced 

from an international scale. In fact, a global effort needs to be put in place successful living in 

the urban areas.  

The linkage between the goal 11 and the New Urban Agenda is strong and can be 

evidenced by the fact that the UN-Habitat has been designated as custodian and supporting 

agency for Goal 11 indicators.  In this sense, the interactions between the two Agendas should 

be considered in the development of integrated public policies to avoid repeating errors and 

some challenges at local levels. The interactions should also be built on synergies across 

existing initiatives already being implemented at local levels.  

Equally important are the links between the Agenda 2030 and other international 

agreements as the Climate Change Agreement (Paris Agreement) ratified on 12 December 

2015. Due to increasing impacts of climate change and the effects of the rapid urbanisation, 

the concept of sustainability has been pushed to the forefront of policymaking and politics 

(Yigitcanlar & Teriman, 2015). In this context, to address the challenges of sustainability in 

the cities, local authorities will need to adopt a more systemic and comprehensive planning 

towards reducing vulnerabilities and strengthening urban development.     

Addressing climate change at local levels, offers local governments opportunities to 

new solutions but also inputs more work to be delivered (Krause, 2011; Lee & Koski, 2015; 

Tang, Brody, Quinn, Chang, & Wei, 2010). In Brazil, from a total of 5,570 municipalities only 

four committed to the Compact of Mayors2 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and climate 

risks in cities what reveals great difficulty addressing climate change at local levels. Despite 

the low level of formal engagement, a variety of efforts have been placed by local governments 

                                                 
1 The New Urban Agenda was adopted at the United Nations Conference on Housing and Sustainable Urban 

Development (Habitat III) in Quito, Ecuador, on 20 October 2016. 
2 The Compact of Mayors was launched in 2014 by the UN Secretary General and UN Habitat in collaboration 

with the C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group (C40), the Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI), and the 

United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG).  
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and the implementation of local Agenda 21 is one of those relevant actions (Bulkeley & Betsill, 

2005; Martins & da Costa Ferreira, 2011).  

Alongside with the mitigation and adaptation efforts carried out by local governments 

to tackle climate change and improve urban life, inclusion and participation are crucial factors 

for governance at local levels. The Agenda 2030 was built on an inclusive and participatory 

process involving a series of negotiations, events, and reports and calls for partnerships 

between governments and society to be effectively implemented.  

The SDGs succeed the MDGs and the process to build the Agenda 2030 was led by the 

United Nations and member states based on broad participation of Major Groups and other 

civil society stakeholders. This intergovernmental process known as the Post-2015 

Development Agenda was launched in June 2012 during UN Conference on Sustainable 

Development (Rio+20) and finished in 2015 when the Agenda was approved. The 30-member 

Open Working Group (OWG) was established in January 2013 to develop global sustainable 

development goals. This working group was constituted by Member States from the five UN 

regional groups. The OWG work was supported by the UN System Task Team on the Post-

2015 United Nations Development Agenda. Also, a High-level Panel of Eminent Persons was 

appointed to work on Post-2015 Development Planning. The work of this Panel and UN System 

Task Team was complemented by thematic, regional, and national consultations in over 60 

countries, facilitated by the United Nations Development Group. 

In September 2014, the OWG submitted its report with a proposal for the SDGs to the 

68th session of the UN General Assembly. The report “Realizing the Future We Want for All” 

outlined the principles and dimensions for inclusive, people-centred, sustainable development 

and was adopted as the main basis for integrating the SDGs in the post-2015 development 

agenda. Followed by intergovernmental negotiations on the report content, in August 2015 the 

draft outcome document “Transforming Our World: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development”, including 17 new sustainable development goals and 169 targets, was presented 

and agreed by consensus. Those goals were formally adopted in September 2015 during the 

United Nations Summit for the adoption of the post-2015 development agenda. 

Because the process involved active participation at all stages, not only of 193 Member 

States, but also NGOs and major groups were engaged in the negotiation process, the SDGs 

gained a great sense of ownership by distinct groups of stakeholders. The importance of 

stakeholder engagement and participation is directly mentioned in some targets of the Agenda, 

for instance target 16.7 (“Ensure responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative 
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decision-making at all levels”), target 6.b (“Support and strengthen the participation of local 

communities in improving water and sanitation management”) and target 11.3 (“By 2030, 

enhance inclusive and sustainable urbanisation and capacity for participatory, integrated and 

sustainable human settlement planning and management in all countries”).  

If broad participation is expected in the implementation of SDGs, then participative 

instruments should be adopted by policymakers. Several instruments can be used to engage 

stakeholders, regardless their efficacy to specifically achieve SDG 11 targets. Local councils, 

assemblies and forums, for instance, are mechanisms of social participation already used in 

urban planning Brazil and should be considered as tools to support local governments in the 

SDGs implementation. However, the selection of mechanism to be adopted at local levels will 

depend on the local authority interests. 

This research seeks to contribute to improved social participation at local levels by 

using a multi actor multi-stakeholder approach that includes broad stakeholder participation at 

the early stages of the process and allows definition of priorities and indicators of progress 

towards SDG 11. This methodology not only improves participation but also can increase the 

efficacy of existing tools by encouraging a shift in some participatory strategies.  

 

1.1. Sustainable development and sustainable cities 

 

As emerged from the report of the Brundtland Commission3 – Our Common Future 

(1987), sustainable development is “the development that meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. This concept 

emphasises the intergenerational aspect of sustainability and is considered as a turning point 

for the concept of sustainable development. However, it is not the starting point nor the last 

sustainable development definition (Mebratu, 1998).  

There are over 200 definitions of sustainable development and much effort has been 

spent to get a better understanding about this concept (Parkin, Sommer, & Uren, 2003). Those 

definitions are based on distinct paradigms. For instance, the concepts of weak and strong 

sustainability that are based on economic paradigms of sustainable development. While the 

weak sustainability (WS) is based upon the neoclassical theory of economic growth and accept 

the substitution between human and natural capital, the essence of strong sustainability (SS) is 

                                                 
3 The Commission on Environment and Development, also known as the Brundtland Commission, named after 

its Chair Gro Harlem Brundtland, was set up by the United nations in 1983 to propose long-term solutions for 

bringing about sustainable development and continuing it into the 21st century.  



P a g e  | 5 

 
 

 

that the natural capital is non-substitutable. According to Neumayer (2003), SS is the “non-

substitutable paradigm”. As highlighted by Mori and Christodoulou (2012) “although the 

concepts of weak and strong sustainability are clearly defined, it is practically difficult to make 

a distinction between the two because the definition of natural capital is not necessarily clear”. 

It is important to emphasise that the paradigms differ among each other and from the 

dominant paradigm. Likewise, new paradigms tend to emerge. For instance, the human 

development approach is focus on people and development and contrasts with paradigms that 

focus on economic performance, such as the dominant neoliberal paradigm (Fukuda-Parr, 

2003). The ecological perspective involves limits on population and consumption levels and 

should be applied to all biological systems (Harris, 2000). Indeed, several approaches as ethics, 

equity, and justice have been adopted to conceptualise sustainable development based on 

distinct paradigms (Beckerman, 1994; Langhelle, 1999).  

Moreover, regardless the approach adopted, there are many criticisms about definitions, 

involving divergences, conflicts and inaccuracies (E. Holden, Linnerud, & Banister, 2014; Y. 

Jabareen, 2008; Lele, 1991; Qizilbash, 2001; Redclift, 2005). As argued by E. Holden et al. 

(2014), “the sustainable development concept has become so comprehensive and complex that 

it is no longer useful in guiding policymaking”.  

From a historical perspective, although the development of the concept of sustainable 

development has emerged during the 1972 UN Conference on Human Environment in 

Stockholm, the concept of sustainable development was incorporated as a guiding principle for 

action, in 1992, during the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development held 

in Rio de Janeiro (the Earth Summit). Significantly, while the sustainable development was the 

unifying principle for the entire Rio conference, there was disagreement about its meaning and 

practical implications (Paul, 2008). 

The Earth Summit involved a huge preparatory process with participation of many 

distinct stakeholder groups. As major outcomes were the Rio Declaration on Environment and 

Development, Agenda 21, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Convention to 

Combat Desertification (UNCCD), and the Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC). The Agenda 21 was the ambitious outcome from Earth Summit. According to 

Haines, Alleyne, Kickbusch, and Dora (2012) this broad programme was supposed to be 

undertaken globally and had three broad goals:  

1) to better the living standards of people in need;  

2) to improve management and protection of the ecosystem; and  
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3) to bring about a prosperous future for all.  

Another key international debate for achieving sustainable development was the 

Millennium Summit held in New York in September 2000. During this conference, eight 

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were agreed: 

1. to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; 

2. to achieve universal primary education; 

3. to promote gender equality and empower women; 

4. to reduce child mortality; 

5. to improve maternal health; 

6. to combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases; 

7. to ensure environmental sustainability; and 

8. to develop a global partnership for development. 

 

If on one hand, those eight goals were considered as a more practical and simpler 

attempt to link economic, social and environmental pillars of sustainable development, on the 

other hand, those goals have been considered as narrowing the broad and systematic view of 

sustainable development adopted by Agenda 21 (Borowy, 2015).  

The Millennium Summit was followed by the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg in 2002. The WSSD was carried out to follow up the 

Earth Summit (2002) and reinforced the importance of social, economic, and environmental 

factors to sustainable development. Two main outcomes arose from this conference: the plan 

of implementation and the partnership initiatives. For some critics, WSSD was positive because 

reaffirmed the Agenda 21 and the millennium goals however, the Summit failed to specify 

timeframes and instruments to implement the goals (Von Frantzius, 2004). 

  Indeed, the most common way of conceptualising sustainable development involves 

the three-pillar model: environmental, economic and social – the “triple bottom line” approach. 

Ott (2003) argues that in practical terms, the “three-pillar model has been reduced to a listing 

of any societal objectives that agents happen to think important”. Hicks et al. (2016) highlight 

that “tracking only economic growth has been detrimental to social and environmental 

progress”. For other critics, the main limitation is the social dimension of sustainability, which 

remains too broad and vague (Dempsey, Bramley, Power, & Brown, 2011; Vifell & Soneryd, 

2012). According to Sridhar and Jones (2013) the triple bottom line principles have been 

institutionalized as a way of thinking for corporate sustainability however, there is a need to 
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improving the approach. Recently, Elkington (2018) who coined the term triple bottom line in 

1994, suggests that a shift toward the term is needed. This change carries relevant implications 

for the corporate world but more importantly it brings a new paradigm to the capitalism system.  

In brief, what is important to note is that driven by the new paradigm of sustainability, 

distinct perceptions of sustainable development have emerged. Several public and private 

organizations such as United Nations agencies, environmental and agricultural organizations 

have embraced the concept all around the world. 

From an urban perspective, the wide interpretation of the sustainable development 

concept led to several ways to describe sustainable cities. Recently, many definitions have been 

put forward as “sustainable cities”, “smart cities”, “green cities”, and “resilient cities”. Some 

authors consider that there has been a shift from sustainable cities to smart cities and that the 

smart city approach has gained more attention in city planning (Ahvenniemi, Huovila, Pinto-

Seppä, & Airaksinen, 2017; Kummitha & Crutzen, 2017). The concept of resilient cities has 

emerged in the context of climate change impacts and the role of the cities. Cartalis (2014) 

argues that “the concept of resilience adds a new perspective to the issue of sustainability in 

the sense that resilience is needed for a sustainable environment”. However, it is important to 

note that regardless the concept, those definitions are interconnected, address the same issues, 

and share the same goals.  

In this research, no concept was adopted as referential but rather the understanding 

about sustainable cities, which was based on the achievement of SDG 11 targets. Considering 

that the targets involve several challenges to city sustainability as infrastructure, equity, climate 

change, disaster risk reduction, and pollution, it can be said that, in a certain way, all the 

previous definitions were considered.    

In Brazil, the implementation of SDG 11 is a challenge that must be faced by several 

cities and according to the Agenda 2030, the goals should be integrated into national strategies, 

and the progress monitored in a participative way. In this context, despite the criticism, the City 

Statute (Law 10.257/2001) should be adopted as the main referential to implement SDG 11 at 

local levels. This statute provides a range of legal and planning instruments to be adopted by 

the municipalities to promote sustainable urbanisation including the Master Plans.  

 

 

 



P a g e  | 8 

 
 

 

1.2. Sustainable cities and federalism in Brazil 

 

 Considering that SDG 11 is known as the local goal, this thesis was focused on 

understanding and evaluating local strategies to implement SDG 11. This section presents key 

information about the system of government and division of power in Brazil that better explain 

focus attention to federal and local levels initiatives rather than state levels. Indeed, one of the 

main reasons for adopting the municipal focus is that most of goal 11 targets are related to 

exclusive duties of municipalities. Moreover, understanding the federative structure is crucial 

to explain public policies in Brazil (Abrucio, 2005).  

Federalism is “a philosophy, doctrine and arguably an ideology that favors a distinct 

territorial pattern of government, one that combines the centralization of some political powers 

and the decentralization of others” (O'Leary). This conceptualization reflects federal-state 

relations in Brazil, which has evolved and gone through five distinct phases since 1889 

(Rosenn, 2005).  

Brazil is a federative republic formed by 26 states, the Federal District and 5,570 

municipalities (counties). The three levels of government (federal, states, and municipalities) 

constitute a mixed and complex governance system. The three levels hold financial and 

political autonomy. Distinct from other countries, municipalities are self-governed and can 

exercise power autonomously.  In this context, cooperation between the distinct levels of 

government is essential for implementation of public policies. 

The 1988 Constitution adopted a decentralized system that reduced the sphere of action 

of the state governments and weakened relations between states and municipalities (Neto, 

2014). Subnational governments do not have enough financial and human resources to allocate 

on public policy coordination and promote development (Neto, 2014). In fact, the lack of 

coordination between the three levels of government is one of the major obstacles for 

development at local levels. 

The cooperative federalism adopted by the present Constitution (1988 Constitution) 

included the municipalities (local entities) as federal units to implement federal programs. 

Weiser (2001) considers that the cooperative federalism “envisions a sharing of regulatory 

authority between the federal government and the states that allows states to regulate within a 

framework delineated by federal law”. In the case of Brazil, the inclusion of municipalities 

added a new and more complex dimension to the governance system that triggers disputes 
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between the federated entities. Cheibub, Figueiredo, and Limongi (2002) argue that many 

crises of governability in the country can be allegedly linked to the federalism. 

The model of federalism resulting from the 1988 Constitution is consider as complex 

and contradictory, as it attributes equal powers and decentralized powers, high degree of 

autonomy, but at the same time dependence on the central level (Caldas, 2016). Some authors 

consider that the system is one of the most decentralized in the world, with Brazilian 

municipalities being compared to Swiss cantons in terms of political autonomy (Santos, 2006). 

However, for other researchers, the Brazilian federal system is considered very centralized that 

difficult integration and collaboration between federal, state and local governments (Rosenn, 

2005). 

The 1988 Constitution divides power and responsibilities between the national 

government, state governments, the Federal District, and municipalities. The Constitution 

enumerates powers covering a wide range of subjects and delegates to the federal government 

extensive legislative power. The remaining powers belong to states and there are also some 

powers shared by the federal government, state governments, federal district, and 

municipalities. This division of power demands continuous coordination and the federal 

government depends on the municipalities involvement to effectively implement national 

policies (Neves, 2012; Santos, 2006).  

The legal-political basis for urban policy in Brazil is defined by the Constitution and 

the municipalities must carry out the urban development policy according to general guidelines 

fixed by federal law. The Constitution establishes that the federal government, states, Federal 

District and municipalities have joint powers to promote programs for construction of housing 

and improvement of conditions of living and basic sanitation.  However, the municipalities are 

responsible for territorial planning and regulation of urban land use. The municipalities have 

exclusive prerogative to allocate areas for urbanisation through Master Plan. The Master Plan 

is the main instrument of urban development that provides conceptual layout to guide future 

actions and must be elaborated by all municipalities with over 20,000 inhabitants. 

Significantly, Brazilian federalism attributes wide spending responsibilities to 

municipalities, but majority of municipalities, mainly small ones, have no capacity to carry out 

their role effectively. The insufficient level of financial and human resources are the main 

bottlenecks for successful implementation of local policies and delivery of public services 

especially in lagging regions (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 

2013). 
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Both sectoral and geographical fragmentation hampers the development of public 

policies at local levels. At local levels, municipal fragmentation has led to inefficiency, high 

operating costs and lack of transparency (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development, 2013). In this sense, among the great number of coordinating institutions and 

bodies created to pool municipalities together and increase coordination, this research was 

focused on evaluating the implementation of SDG 11 in an inter-municipal consortium.  

 

1.3 SDG11 and Sustainable Planning Initiatives 

 

Considering that goal 11 is the lynchpin of local implementation (United Nations 

Development Programme, UN-Habitat, & Global Taskforce of Local and Regional 

Governments, 2016), the most appropriate place to begin the investigation is the local level. At 

this level, goal 11 can represent an opportunity for governments to move forward on a more 

sustainable pathway even though its implementation can place additional demands on local 

governments. 

Goal 11 involves relevant issues regarding urban development and reinforces the 

importance of planning strategies and instruments to promote sustainability in the cities. In 

fact, the importance of planning is not new and there are several definitions for the term. Miller, 

Galanter, and Pribram (1960) define plan as “any hierarchical process in the organism that can 

control the order in which a sequence of operations is to be performed”. A planning process 

may be defined as “a course of activity that is intended to heighten understanding of the nature 

of problems requiring examination, of the alternative possible solutions that exist, and the 

relative merits of these alternatives” (Lichfield, Kettle, & Whitbread, 2016). Additionally, 

planning has shifted significantly from a government perspective to a more governance 

perspective, reinforcing the need for cooperation and social participation. 

Moreover, the emergence of the sustainable development concept led to debate and 

adoption of new planning approaches (Gasparatos, El-Haram, & Horner, 2008; Y. Jabareen, 

2004). While some tools are more holistic, others rely on reductionist methodologies. The  

reductionist paradigma is focused on only one dimension or single measure indicator and is 

still the dominant paradigm for sustainability assessments (Gasparatos et al., 2008). The 

holistic approach is the opposite of the reductionist i.e., addresses distinct dimensions and 

considers more than one scale of analysis simultaneously. Regardless of the approach, 
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Campbell (1996) argues that planners need to resolve conflict and promote creative technical, 

architectural, and institutional solutions.  

Essentially, distinct potential approaches were developed for assessing progress 

towards sustainability. From an urban perspective, planning approaches vary including 

participatory planning, environmental planning, and socio-ecological planning (Geneletti, La 

Rosa, Spyra, & Cortinovis, 2017). Y. R. Jabareen (2006) identified four spatial levels used by 

planners to develop urban plans:  

1) regional and metropolitan levels;  

2) the city level;  

3) the community level; and  

4) the building levels. 

In Brazil, distinct approaches and planning tools have been adopted by municipalities 

to develop urban plans. Among them, the participatory approach, the environmental impact 

assessment, and the neighbourhood impact assessment were included in the City Statute 

(Haddad, 2015). In practical terms, several local plans have been developed using distinct tools. 

In this sense, it is likely that goal 11 could be integrated into another document such as a 

sustainability plan, local Agenda 21 or even the Master Plan that is legally required whereas 

the others are voluntary. Besides that, since the inclusion of goal 11 in a local plan cannot 

guarantee the achievement of targets, it is necessary to monitor and evaluate the initiatives to 

identify advances and difficulties to be overcome. Also, to better understand what changed 

with the implementation of planning models. 

Significantly, it must be considered that the great majority of municipalities are not 

integrated into the Agenda 2030 discussion process and may not even be aware of the 

framework. In this sense, it is essential to broaden the implementation debate to include local 

policymakers and communities as well as develop guidance to implement the Agenda in a 

participatory approach.  

In order to address those concerns, the present research aims to evaluate the 

effectiveness of previous/ongoing planning models in Brazilian municipalities and to use these 

evaluations to assist the development of more effective integrated methods to facilitate the 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. 

The term planning initiatives was adopted in this research to refer to four initiatives 

implemented in Brazil: Healthy Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC), Local Agenda 

21 (LA21), the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Master Plans (MPs). All those 
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initiatives consist of planning frameworks designed to support municipalities to develop their 

own plans (Lichfield et al., 2016) and have been adopted by several municipalities for more 

than 20 years. 

 

1.4. Research Purpose  

 

Although some research has been undertaken to facilitate the implementation and 

evaluation of SDG 11 goal, the literature and research progress on the implementation of this 

goal are still very limited.  

The City Prosperity Initiative (CPI) was developed by UN-Habitat to support the 

implementation of SDG 11. Patel et al. (2017) developed research in Cape Town to facilitate 

reporting SDG 11 achievements. Kuffer et al. (2018) used earth observation (EO)-based 

methods to facilitate monitoring SDG indicator 11.1.1 (“proportion of the urban population 

living in slums, informal settlements or inadequate housing”) at city level. Indicator sets 

previously developed to evaluate the progress of sustainability in cities were investigated by 

Zinkernagel et al. (2018) to identify common indicators, sustainable aspects cover by those 

indicators and compared those sets to currently suggested indicators. Relying on mainly 

quantitative data, Nagy, Benedek, and Ivan (2018) developed a method to measure progress 

towards SDGs at local levels in a Romanian metropolitan area. 

Recently, the implementation of SDG 11 at city level based on four criteria (integrated 

governance, actors, tradeoffs and synergies, and indicators) was evaluated by Valencia et al. 

(2019) in seven cities (Buenos Aires, Argentina; Cape Town, South Africa; Gothenburg, 

Sweden; Kisumu, Kenya; Malmö, Sweden; Sheffield, UK, and Shimla, India).  

However, in Brazil, research progress on the implementation of SDG 11 is still at a very 

early stage. Thereby, drawing on existing planning initiatives developed in Brazil, this research 

was designed to support the local governments on the implementation and evaluation of SDG 

11, contributing to the achievement of the Agenda 2030. 

The main questions addressed in this research are outlined as follow: 

1. What are the contributions (in terms of process and main outcomes) of the 

planning initiatives to facilitate the integrated implementation of SDG 11 at 

local levels? 

2. What are the main challenges and barriers to integrated implementation of SDG 

11 at local levels?  
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3. What are the main factors which can facilitate the integrated implementation of 

SDG 11 at local levels based on a participatory approach? 

4. How to develop a proposal to integrate and improve implementation of the SDG 

11 in Brazilian municipalities based on learned experience and multi-

stakeholder participation?  

To answer those main questions and contribute to the achievement of SDG 11 targets in 

Brazilian municipalities this research was developed in seven stages:  

1. Developing an evaluation framework to assess the implementation and 

effectiveness of four existing sustainable planning initiatives, namely HMC, LA21, 

MDGs, and MPs. 

2. Analysing the potential added value of those four sustainable planning initiatives 

on the forthcoming implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. 

3. Identifying key success factors and barriers that may facilitate, or inhibit, 

forthcoming implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. 

4. Developing an action framework to assist in future implementation of SDG 11 at 

local levels. 

5. Analysing Brazilian national strategy to implement Agenda 2030 based on the point 

of view of distinct stakeholder groups. 

6. Carrying on two case studies, one in Niterói City and other at the Inter-municipal 

Consortium of the Paranapanema Valley region (CIVAP region). 

7. Providing recommendations on how to implement SDG 11 at local levels based on 

a participatory approach. 

 

1.5. Results 

 

Regarding the purpose of this thesis stated in Section 1.4, the main outcomes of this 

thesis are described as follows: 

 

1. The Healthy Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC), Local Agenda 21 

(LA21), the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and Master Plans (MPs) are 

four local planning initiatives that have been implemented in Brazil and can 

contribute to facilitate integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. This 

research revealed that in the last years those initiatives contributed to improved 



P a g e  | 14 

 
 

 

economic, social, environmental, and political dimensions of sustainability at local 

levels. Moreover, this research examined the potential contribution of HMC to 

integrate health promotion into SDG 11 and proposes an action framework to 

integrate SDG 3 (Good health and well-being) into SDG 11 (Sustainable cities and 

communities) at local levels.  

 

2. Good governance, effective social participation, and successful integration of 

public policies are key factors in achieving SDG 11 at local levels. Furthermore, 

establishing partnerships to implement SDGs in Brazil is a priority to ensure 

sustainability in cities and should be prioritised by national and local governments. 

 

3. Broad and effective participation is a key issue to facilitate the integrated 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels and can provide legitimacy to local 

actions. In this sense, the MAMCA approach adopted in this thesis seems to be a 

useful alternative to foster broad multi-stakeholder participation in implementing 

and monitoring progress of SDGs at local levels. 

 

4. Finally, Brazilian municipalities need to structure a data collection and recording 

system to provide a baseline from which future changes can be evaluated. This 

thesis proposes a Performance Assessment and collaborative benchmarking 

framework to evaluate SDG 11 progress at local levels. Besides facilitating the 

evaluation, the collaborative benchmarking framework can reinforce territorial 

cohesion and enhance social participation.  

 

1.6 Thesis Structure 

 

This thesis consists of seven chapters: an introduction (Chapter 1), literature review 

(Chapter 2), methodology (Chapter 3), three results chapter (Chapters 4 to 6), findings, 

conclusions and recommendations (Chapter 7). 

Chapter 2 examines relevant literature on the nexus between sustainable planning 

initiatives developed in Brazil and participatory implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. The 

literature review reveals that in the past 20 years, sustainable planning initiatives have been 

implemented in Brazilian municipalities without being systematically assessed. In this regard, 
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although some empirical investigations suggest that previous initiatives can support the 

implementation of SDG 11, the lack of evaluation makes it difficult to understand the effective 

contribution of existing planning initiatives to the achievement of SDGs. 

Chapter 3 presents the methodology developed in this research. It was designed around 

evaluating the potential contribution of existing sustainable initiatives to the achievement of 

SDG 11, analysis of the strategy adopted by the federal government to implement the Agenda 

2030 focused on SDG 11 and two case studies. The two case studies were developed in two 

distinct regions to support Brazilian municipalities in the implementation of SDG 11 and were 

built upon the analytical framework developed in this research. 

Chapter 4 includes one published paper which aimed to evaluate the potential 

contribution of four major sustainable initiatives developed in 15 Brazilian municipalities. This 

chapter also examines the potential contribution of Healthy Municipalities, Cities, and 

Communities (HMC) to integrate health promotion into SDG 11.  

Chapter 5 includes one published paper that examined the national strategy developed 

by the Brazilian Federal Government to implement the Agenda 2030, mainly SDG 11, and was 

focused on the establishment of partnerships with distinct sectors of society. 

Chapter 6 presents a paper consisting of two case studies developed in Brazil. 

Comparing existent indicators systems based on a participative approach this thesis provides a 

higher level of understanding about implementation and future evaluation of SDG 11. The case 

studies were developed based on multi-actor multi-criteria approach to guarantee social 

participation since the beginning of the process. This Chapter also provides a Performance 

Assessment and collaborative benchmarking for further implementation of SDG 11 at local 

levels. 

Chapter 7 concludes by discussing and summarising the main outcomes of each result 

chapter and the limitations of this research. Also, this chapter includes an integrated framework 

to implement SDG 11 and summarises key recommendations that should be applied by national 

and local governments in Brazil to enhance the implementation of SDG 11.  

This thesis was organised in accordance with Griffith University Higher Degree 

Research Policy. 
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Chapter 2  

 

Literature Review 

 

This chapter provides a theoretical background to the development of this thesis and is 

organised into three sections. The first section provides 1) a brief historical account of four 

sustainable planning initiatives implemented in Brazil in the last three decades. The second 

section examines 2) Agenda 2030 and the SDG 11 implementation at local levels in Brazil. 

Finally, the third section outlines 3) some aspects regarding social participation and the use of 

multi-criteria analysis (Kitchin, Lauriault, & McArdle) as a tool for enhancing policy analysis 

and participation of distinct classes of stakeholders in Brazil. 

 

2.1. Sustainable Planning Initiatives in Brazil: Historical Account in the last three 

decades 

 

The Healthy Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC), Local Agenda 21 

(LA21), Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and Master Plans (Dempsey et al.) are 

distinct initiatives that can support municipalities in establishing and improving sustainable 

policies at local levels. In this research, the term sustainable planning initiatives was adopted 

to refer to these four initiatives. The four initiatives provide a broad framework for developing 

plans (Green, 2012) and include participatory methods and partnerships between the public 

sector and communities (Ministério  das Cidades, 2004; Secretaria-Geral da Presidencia da 

Republica, 2009; United Nations, 2012; World Health Organisation, 2000).  

The general strategy employed by all four initiatives is to engender inter-sectorial and 

participatory action that aims to improve and transform social and environmental conditions. 

At the same time, the initiatives can contribute to establishing sustainable policies at local 

levels. All initiatives are based on procedural guidelines for the development of actions and on 

a common framework that can be applied and adapted by public and social actors.  

Overall, the frameworks proposed by the four initiatives are similar. They all consist of 

an ordinary planning process that involves one phase for formulating the plan followed by 

implementation of actions, monitoring, and evaluation (see Figure 2). The number of phases 
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varies among the initiatives and the formulation phase is usually composed of diagnostics and 

planning. All initiatives’ guidelines emphasise the formulation phase as a main step that should 

be developed based on participatory diagnosis to build public commitment and promote 

community participation.  

 

  

Figure 2. General framework for sustainable planning initiatives. 

 

A review of the guidelines developed to support HMC, LA21, MDGs, and MPs 

implementation was carried out, and the main phases are summarised in Figure 3. General 

terms, there are no significant differences between the phases required to implement the four 

initiatives. 

 

Figure 3. Overview of main phases required to implement the four planning initiatives in 

Brazilian municipalities. Adapted from: PAHO (2005) 1; MMA (2005) 2; Secretaria-Geral da 

Presidencia da Republica (2009)3; Ministerio das Cidades (2004)4. 

 

Remarkably, a major difference between the plans is the degree of commitment or 

approval that must be achieved prior to implementing the initiative. Except for Master Plans, 
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which are mandatory by federal law, the other initiatives are voluntary and are implemented at 

the discretion of local authorities. Monitoring is mentioned in all guidelines as an important 

action that should be undertaken; however, in the literature there seems to be no specific 

frameworks to support local authorities in undertaking this monitoring. Regarding the 

evaluation, a general guideline emphasising the importance of systematic evaluation, or 

indicating how this evaluation should be conducted, is lacking. Some guidelines suggest that a 

monitoring and evaluation system is created. Also, significantly, some guidelines confuse the 

concept of monitoring and evaluation. 

 

2.1.1 The Healthy City Project (HCP) 

 

The Healthy City concept was developed in 1986 based on the Ottawa Charter for 

Health Promotion - a reference document accepted and used as a central element in community 

development processes (Rice & Franceschini, 2007). The Healthy City Project (HCP) was 

developed by the World Health Organization (WHO), and launched in 1986, as a means of 

operationalizing the Ottawa Charter (Ashton & Seymour, 1988; Baum, Jolley, Hicks, Saint, & 

Parker, 2006; Werna & Harpham, 1995; World Health Organisation, 1986).  

The HCP was initiated in industrialized countries in Europe and North America in the 

late 1980s and early 1990s. Then, HCP was developed in the Western Pacific Region, 

Australia, Japan, and New Zealand. In the late 1990s, the project was expanded to developing 

countries (World Health Organisation, 2000). The HCP strategy advocates an inter-sectoral 

approach to health development that focuses on the environmental, social and economic 

determinants of health, and aims to put health issues onto urban agendas (Harpham, Burton, & 

Blue, 2001; Pan American Health Organization, 2002).  

In the Americas, HCP was developed and introduced in the 1990s by the Pan American 

Health Organization (PAHO) as Healthy Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC), 

considering that “municipality” is the political and administrative structure that best represents 

the region (Adriano, Gustavo Azeredo Furquim, Max André dos, & Souza, 2000; Rice & 

Franceschini, 2007). The initiative expanded and became an international movement 

implemented on all continents (Hancock, 1993; Harpham et al., 2001; Izazola, 2004; Kenzer, 

1999; Takano & Nakamura, 2004; Tsouros, 1995). In the Americas, HMC has been 

implemented in 17 of the continent’s 38 countries (Rice & Franceschini, 2007).  
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In Brazil, since the mid-1990s, some specific HMC initiatives have been implemented 

in the municipalities of São Paulo, Campinas, Santos, Jundiaí, Sobral, Crateus, Anadia, 

Maceió, and Chopinzinho (Rumel, Sisson, Patricio, & Moreno, 2005). Others have also been 

mentioned as specific or emerging initiatives (Adriano et al., 2000). Likewise, some HMC 

projects were discontinued (Mendes, 2000). In 2003, the Potential Healthy Cities Network was 

created and added a new perspective to HCM implementation at local levels in a more 

integrated way. In other countries, healthy city projects have been implemented through 

networks for many years. WHO European Network of Healthy Cities, for instance, has been 

developing activities for the last 30 years, directly with the support of WHO. Other national 

and regional networks outside Europe have spontaneously emerged. At the European level, 

some national networks formed their own networks, where coordinators and other network 

representatives meet to share their experiences (World Health Organization, 2015a). National 

Healthy City networks operate in 30 European countries, involving about 1,500 cities. The 

networks aim to support cities in implementing healthy cities programs and Agenda 21 (World 

Health Organization, 2015a).  

Currently, two national networks are active and implementing HMC in Brazil. The 

Potential Healthy Cities Network (PHCN) involves 38 municipalities (most located in São 

Paulo state) and aims to support local governments, managers, and technicians implementing 

projects. The network is a voluntary association of participating municipalities that also seeks 

to promote the strategies of Health Organization-Pan American for Healthy Cities, as well as 

increase social participation. The other network implementing HMC projects in Brazil is the 

Healthy Cities Network of Pernambuco State (HCNP), which is already joined by 23 

municipalities all belonging to Pernambuco state. This network aims to facilitate municipalities 

to participate and interact.  

Whether it is organised through networks or directly by a municipality, implementing 

HMC involves three phases: organisation, planning, and action. Phase 1 concerns 

understanding and accepting project ideas, converting them into practical proposals that 

address the realities of city life and thereby gain political approval. Phase 2 begins after the 

city council approves a project proposal and it continues until the project can become an 

effective public health advocate. Phase 3 covers many activities related to the implementation 

of the action plan (Pan American Health Organization, 2002; World Health Organization, 

1997). Each phase involves many actions that should be evaluated and implemented by the 

local community. Because social participation is a prerequisite, the project also identifies 
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stakeholders and suggests that, as far as possible, all the stakeholders must be involved. 

Communication, capacity-building, monitoring and evaluation are common elements of all 

phases (Pan American Health Organization, 2005). 

The evaluation process is an essential component of planning, implementing, and 

managing HMC initiatives (Pan American Health Organization, 2005). However, it is complex 

and involves distinct variables that need to be considered (Baum et al., 2006; Boonekamp, 

Colomer, Tomás, & Nuñez, 1999; O'neill & Simard, 2006). Although many attempts have been 

made, the issue of assessing HMC is still a matter of debate. For instance, the PAHO developed 

a guide that provided a participatory approach for HMC evaluations applied in Brazil, 

Dominican Republic, Honduras, Mexico, Peru, and Trinidad and Tobago (Rice & Franceschini, 

2007). This approach was tested during 2004-2006 and revealed that factors affecting the 

success of evaluation initiatives were related to many distinct and relevant issues regarding 

individual, community, organizational, political, economic, and so on. In their evaluation of 

literature pertaining to the Healthy Cities movement, O'neill and Simard (2006) highlighted the 

need to consider the political nature of evaluations in order to achieve more enlightened and 

faster decisions. 

Although assessment is an important part of HMC strategy, few studies evaluated the 

effectiveness of the outcomes achieved by the initiative. Akerman et al. (2002) reviewed 43 

articles on healthy cities published from 1985 to 2000 and found that only four addressed the 

evaluation of HMC initiatives. Moreover, most of the published evaluations concerned projects 

in Europe and North America (Burton, 1999; Green, 2012; Green & Tsouros, 2012; Plümer, 

Kennedy, & Trojan, 2010). To date, the achievements of HMC initiatives in the countries of 

Americas are not widely understood. 

A key problem with much of the literature on the evaluations of healthy cities is that 

they have often been carried out in terms of process (O'neill & Simard, 2006). Until now, few 

studies have evaluated the impacts of the initiative (De Leeuw, 2001) or the effectiveness of 

health promotion community interventions (Hills, Carroll, & O'Neill, 2004).  Many authors 

have suggested that the main limitation to evaluating the health cities is the complexity of the 

projects (Akerman et al., 2002; Baum et al., 2006; Burton, 1999; O'neill & Simard, 2006; World 

Health Organisation, 2000; World Health Organization, 2015b). Moreover, select an 

appropriate set of criteria covering economic, social, and environmental dimensions is among 

the challenges and difficulties in measuring the effectiveness of healthy cities projects. O'neill 

and Simard (2006) underline it is not an easy task and it has proved to be problematic in some 
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cases. For (Werna & Harpham, 1995), the evaluation of healthy city projects should be mainly 

based on indicators (designed both internationally and locally) with a major focus on 

institutional issues. The authors state that evaluation process - especially that focusing on 

institution strengthening and capacity binding - is important in assessing healthy cities project 

sustainability and so should be taken into consideration.  

Other authors have attempted to evaluate healthy cities initiatives. For instance, Ouellet, 

Durand, and Forget (1994) and Baum et al. (2006) chose a holistic approach for evaluating 

healthy cities in Canada and Australia, respectively. Based on multiple case studies, Ouellet et 

al. (1994) evaluated three Healthy City initiatives in the Montreal area and verified that the 

initiatives were innovative in the neighbourhoods. The authors suggested that the strategies 

concerning public health policies must be considered as an integral part of the concept. Baum 

et al. (2006) examined the sustainability of Healthy Cities Noarlunga (HCN). Noarlunga is an 

outer suburban area of Adelaide, the capital city of the State of South Australia. The authors 

concluded that HCN successfully engaged some community members and changed community 

life in some respects. Most significantly, the authors suggested that health promotion initiatives 

that are complex and multi-sectoral community-based can be sustained in the longer term and 

deliver benefits at little cost. 

Other attempts, based on a stakeholder analysis, were made by Burton (1999) and 

(Harpham et al., 2001). Burton (1999) evaluated the Healthy City Programme of Chittagong 

and the Healthy Town Programme of Cox`s Bazar and concluded that the evaluation process 

depended on the purpose of the evaluation, the choice of participants in the evaluation, and the 

extent to which evaluation findings were disseminated. Harpham et al. (2001) evaluated four 

HCP in developing countries (Bangladesh, Tanzania, Egypt, and Pakistan) and found that a 

certain level of political mobilisation was achieved, and this preceded community participation 

in the projects. The authors also found successful inter-sectoral collaboration through joint 

planning and resource mobilisation. 

In Brazil, Mendes (2000) examined the proposal for health intervention into aspects of 

quality of life with emphasis on the issue of citizen participation. In this evaluation, the great 

challenge was to define appropriate methodology involving all the social aspects of the project. 

De Leeuw (2013) suggested the importance of appropriate methodology and a more realistic 

conceptual framework to evaluate the impacts of Healthy City interventions. De Leeuw (2013) 

also argued about the need to develop studies based on hybrid theories regarding the integration 

of theoretical, conceptual, and realist evaluation.  
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Finally, Awofeso (2003) concluded that the healthy cities approach is unlikely, in its 

present form, to remain a truly effective global health promotion tool because the health 

promotion framework may inadvertently promote health inequality. According to Awofeso 

(2003), alternative frameworks should prompt health promotion workers to advocate actively 

against policies that may undermine their programmes. 

 

2.1.2 UN Local Agenda 21 (LA21) 

 

Agenda 21 was launched in 1992 at the Earth Summit and was meant to be "a 

programme of action for sustainable development worldwide" (United Nations, 2012). 

According to Joas and Grönholm (2001), the programme was adopted by more than 200 nations 

after the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED). The 

Agenda is composed of 40 chapters and had three broad goals: “to better the living standards 

of people in need; to improve management and protection of the ecosystem; and to bring about 

a prosperous future for all” (Haines et al., 2012). Most of its recommendations were based on 

constructive dialogue, partnerships, and cooperation of various entities at the local level and 

designed to be implemented by local councils.  

The local level or Local Agenda 21 (LA21) is part of Chapter 28 and involves two basic 

elements. First, a community vision that brings together the aspirations of all stakeholders 

regarding sustainable development. Second, a community-based engagement for 

implementing, monitoring, and evaluate the process (Bajracharya & Khan, 2004). 

Nevertheless, at the time the Agenda was launched, no clear rules or roadmaps for 

implementation of LA21 activities were proposed. 

The local goals for Agenda 21 are, in many aspects, different from the national and 

international overreaching Agenda 21 goals. They also differ between countries and 

municipalities (Joas & Grönholm, 2001; Walker, 2002). In 1997, an initial survey carried out 

by the International Council for Local Environment Initiatives (ICLEI) identified that more 

than 1,800 local governments had established an LA21 planning process (ICLEI, 1997). 

Another survey carried out by ICLEI in 2002 identified the level of LA21 activity worldwide 

and concluded that 6,416 local agendas were in process in 113 countries. In Latin America, 

119 municipalities in 17 countries had undertaken LA21 processes, and many of these activities 

occurred independently of established national campaigns (Walker, 2002). 
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The Brazilian government adopted the Agenda 21 document as a framework to be 

implemented in local conditions and granted funding for municipalities organise networks and 

develop piloting projects based on bottom-up processes. A six-step guide was developed for 

municipal and regional agents who wanted to start an LA21 process. The steps involve social 

mobilization through local forum, participatory diagnostic, the design of a local plan for 

sustainable development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation through indicators and 

other tools for social control. 

Regarding the evaluations, some official reports and studies about the impacts of LA21 

processes worldwide were developed. The United Nation Division for Sustainable 

Development (UNDSD) reviewed the Agenda 21 implementation and the Rio Principles. This 

revision aimed to systematically assess the progress and the gaps implementing action 

programmes included in the 39 Chapters of Agenda 21. The report concluded that Local 

Agenda 21 has been one of the most extensive follow-up programs to UNCED and that it has 

achieved excellent progress (UNDESA, 2012). Nevertheless, some specific evaluations carried 

out in many countries showed that the results achieved with LA21 implementation were very 

limited.   

Joas and Grönholm (2001) analysed LA21 activities in 10 states along the Baltic Rim 

based on empirical evidence. The authors concluded that although differences between 

countries, LA21 seemed to be relatively highly developed in the Baltic Sea region. In Thailand, 

Tonami and Mori (2007) examined the effect of development assistance programs on LA21 in 

three municipalities and found that decentralisation and public participation at the local levels 

were not fully achieved. According to the authors, LA21 did not become a planning guide for 

sustainable cities in developing countries.  

 Other authors as Wild and Marshall (1999), Whittaker (1996), and Mercer and 

Jotkowitz (2000) evaluated LA21 processes. Wild and Marshall (1999) examined LA21 

participation levels in three localities in the UK using a case study approach and an analytical 

framework for the participatory process. The authors concluded that the impacts of LA21 were 

quite limited and only a minority of the population has become actively involved. Whittaker 

(1996) carried out a national survey of local sustainability and LA21 in Australia to evaluate 

progress in implementation. The author found that progress was slow and that local councils 

demanded more support. Mercer and Jotkowitz (2000) analysed the progress that had been 

made in ten Victorian councils and verified a lack of progress in LA21 implementation in most 

of them. 
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In Brazil, few LA21 impacts have been systematically evaluated. The most 

comprehensive survey was carried out in 2009 by the Ministry of Environment and involved 

177 initiatives of LA21 (Ministerio do Meio Ambiente, 2009). According to this survey, LA21 

processes are more effective in smaller municipalities, and they could collaborate to strengthen 

the Municipal Environmental System. The study also concluded that LA21 processes can also 

be helpful in supporting municipalities to tackle climate change impacts. 

 

2.1.3 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)  

 

  The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are eight goals adopted during the 56th 

Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations in 2001 by 189 United Nations member 

states. The goals are centred on national targets for poverty, hunger, education, gender equality, 

health, and environmental sustainability, but they also include targets for establishing an 

international trade and finance policy framework through global partnerships that favor 

development (Chakravarty & Majumder, 2008). 

Sachs (2012) pointed out that the MDGs marked an effective method of global 

mobilisation aimed to achieve a set of important social priorities worldwide. The goals 

represent a social pact and a collective responsibility to reduce inequities and poverty and are 

based on social co-responsibility and solidarity (United Nations, 2005). They consist of 21 

targets, towards which progress was monitored, and considered a global “to-do” list with a due 

date of 2015 (Turner, 2011).   

The interrelationships among MDGs are complex. The eight goals involve 21 targets 

and 60 indicators. At local level, MDG 84 presents an action framework for strengthening inter-

sectoral partnerships and can be analysed in two groups. The first group involves MDG 

determinants (goals 1, 2, 3 and 75) and the second group is composed by health indicators 

(goals 4, 5 and 66). Both groups require local governments to effectively engage in inter-

sectoral collaboration, social participation, and equity (MDG Gap Task Force, 2008). 

An action framework and roadmap were developed by the UN to help member states 

to implement and achieve MDGs. Healthy Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC) 

could also be considered as a strategy to simultaneously develop, implement and evaluate 

                                                 
4 MDG 8 or Goal 8 aims to “Develop a global partnership for development”.  
5 Goal 1 - “Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger”, Goal 2 - “Achieve universal primary education”, Goal 3 - 

“Promote gender equality and empower women”, Goal 7 - “Ensure environmental sustainability”.  
6 Goal 4 - “Reduce child mortality”, Goal 5 - “Improve maternal health”, Goal 6 - “Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria 

and other diseases”. 
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healthy initiatives while helping MDGs advance and increasing the quality of life in the 

communities (Romero Cuevas & Contreras Rios, 2006). 

Regarding progress evaluation on each goal, UN agencies have monitored progress 

towards MDGs achievement at global, regional and national levels. The monitoring of MDGs 

has been assessed through indicators relative to the defined target (Fukuda-Parr & Greenstein, 

2010). These targets assess to what extent relevant goals have been achieved. While some 

targets have been met or are expected to be met, others have not been met, having made 

insufficient progress or even experiencing deterioration (Yiu & Saner, 2014). 

In Brazil, the federal government created a technical group to monitor and assess the 

progress of MDGs at the local level. A guideline report was developed by the federal 

governmental office to support municipalities to locally implement MDGs. According to this 

report, a commitment letter signed by the mayor should have preceded MDGs implementation 

at local levels. The process of implementation involves formally establishing MDG 

Committees at state, regional, or local levels that will be responsible for assisting the 

implementation of goals. The following steps were performing municipal diagnostics, 

developing the action plan, monitoring, and evaluating targets achievement.  

Some web tools were created to support MDGs monitoring by states and municipalities. 

The MDGs website, for example, was created in 2009 to facilitate monitoring the progress of 

each goal and presents the percentage of achievement of MDG indicators in all Brazilian states 

and municipalities.  

From a political point of view, the MDGs are considered successful because they helped 

to promote public awareness and concern about poverty and hunger (Carvalho & Barcellos, 

2014; Sachs, 2012). The MDGs also contributed to the progress of some developing countries 

in adopting actions against poverty, hunger, and disease (Sachs, 2012). Nevertheless, the MDG 

mechanism has been criticised particularly because the human development goals set was not 

achieved by 2015 as intended. The difficulty in measuring progress towards the goals 

themselves is also mentioned as limiting MDGs achievement (Carvalho & Barcellos, 2014). 

 

2.1.4 Master Plans (MPs) 

 

The Master Plans (MPs) can be defined as a set of principles and rules to guide public 

and private agents in the use of urban space. They consist of a basic tool for policy development 

and management of urban sprawl (J. M. P. da Silva, 2010). 
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The Brazil Federal Constitution, article 182, established that the municipality is 

responsible for planning and implementing urban policy. It also states that MPs are mandatory 

for municipalities with more than 20,000 inhabitants (Brazil, 1988) and must be approved by 

the City Council before implementation. Therefore, over 1,600 cities, or approximately 40% 

of Brazilian municipalities, were required to formulate their Master Plans by October 2006.  

Federal Law 10.257 entitled Statute of City (Brazil, 2001) regulates article 182 of 

Federal Constitution. The law provides principles and establishes standards for MPs 

development and for urban land use in Brazilian municipalities. It also defines penalties for 

non-compliance within the required timeframe by municipalities. From a total of 1,644 

municipalities with populations over 20,000 inhabitants, 1,433 municipalities (87%) declared 

that they had elaborated MPs (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2009; Sabino, 

2014; Santos Junior & Montandon, 2011).  

Federal Law 10.257 aims to promote public welfare as well as environmental balance 

in the cities (Goldenfum, da Silveira, Risso, & Roberto, 2008). The right to sustainable cities 

is one of the law’s guidelines. The concept of sustainable cities is related to the right to urban 

land, housing, environmental sanitation, urban infrastructure, transportation, and public 

services, including for current and future generations.  

Some initiatives were developed to support municipalities elaborating their 

participatory MPs and to integrate MPs with the Agenda 21 guidelines in order to improve 

municipal development (Duarte, 2007; Ministerio do Meio Ambiente, 2003). A broad 

participation by local society is not just suggested, but compulsory. However, because MPs 

have not been developed based on unique method, considerable differences can be identified 

in the way the plans are implemented.   

The variation in the level of commitment by local authorities is also of great concern 

(dos Santos Junior & Montandon, 2011). While some municipalities such as Curitiba have been 

developing integrated plans since 1966 and are already including in their Master Plans some 

strategies to tackle climate change, other municipalities have only developed their MPs to 

comply with the law but have never implemented the actions (Sabino, 2014).  

Haddad (2015) stated that the environmental dimension of urbanisation was included 

in the City Statute in a vague and broad way, and therefore makes the implementation of 

environmental aspects even more challenging. Based on a qualitative evaluation of 526 Master 

Plans, H. S. Costa, Campante, and Araújo (2011) identified that, despite the large number of 

documents relating to environmental issues, few MPs define instruments to make 
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environmental policy implemented. Altogether, MPs do not include an integrated approach to 

connecting environmental issues with other urban sectoral policies, which continue to be 

considered in a disconnected and parallel way. 

The failure to adequately link Master Plans to environmental law in a more strategic 

manner obstructs effective implementation at local levels. Santos Junior and Montandon (2011) 

suggested that adopting  a preservationist approach to the law results in an antagonistic view 

between the development of cities and environmental policies, enhancing urban-environmental 

conflicts.  

 

2.2. Agenda 2030 and Sustainable Development Goal 11 

 

The Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development adopted in September 2015 by the 

United Nations General Assembly is one more ambitious global attempt to move the world 

onto a sustainable trajectory (Gore, 2015; Sachs, 2012). Indeed, this Agenda could present a 

unique opportunity to align policy instruments and facilitate implementing sustainable 

initiatives around the world (Aitsi-Selmi, Egawa, Sasaki, Wannous, & Murray, 2015; Carabine, 

2015).  

The Agenda holds the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as a central component, 

and is composed of programs, actions, and policies that will guide the work of the United 

Nations (UN) and its 193 member states towards sustainable development over the next 12 

years (United Nations, 2015b). The SDGs involve a set of 17 goals, 169 targets, and 230 global 

indicators. The goals are supported by the three pillars of sustainability: economic 

development, environmental protection, and social equity (Sachs, 2012; World Health 

Organization, 2015a). The SDGs were approved after a series of global consultations using a 

bottom-up approach (Kopnina, 2016; Kumar, Kumar, & Vivekadhish, 2016; Yamey, Shretta, 

& Binka, 2014) and quickly gained ground because of the growing urgency of sustainable 

development for the entire world (Sachs, 2012). The SDGs reflect further strengthening and 

convergence of the UN development agenda (Kumar et al., 2016), and address the unfinished 

agenda of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (Griggs et al., 2013a; Le Blanc, 2015; 

Murray, 2015; United Nations, 2015b; World Health Organization, 2015a). 

However, many challenges have been raised regarding the implementation of SDGs 

and some critical weaknesses have been identified that have the potential to limit the 

transformative potential of the Agenda (Gore, 2015). The lack of a coherent, underlying policy 
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framework and insufficient integration at various levels has been stressed by some authors 

(Gore, 2015; Le Blanc, 2015). According to Stafford-Smith et al. (2017), the achievement of 

SDGs goals will also depend upon alignment and integration between national targets and local 

delivery programs. 

In the literature, it has been argued that goals and associated targets be a network 

because of relevant connections among them. Nonetheless, critical approaches have pointed 

out the potential contradiction among goals and objectives, and the possibility of perverse 

outcomes that can undermine advances on sustainable development (Griggs et al., 2013a; 

Stafford-Smith et al., 2017).  

Regarding assessment targets (International Science Council, 2015), the broad 

extension of the goals has been pointed out by some authors as a huge challenge for goals’ 

achievement (Horton, Prain, & Thiele, 2010; Kopnina, 2016; Waage et al., 2010; Weber, 2014; 

Yamey et al., 2014). Some authors argued that a more limited set of goals and targets could 

facilitate SDGs’ achievement and measurement of progress (Griggs et al., 2013a; Sachs, 2012). 

Developing metrics to measure progress towards the targets on local, national, regional, and 

global levels and also increasing social mobilisation are considered critical issues (Jha et al., 

2016; Kumar et al., 2016; Lu, Nakicenovic, Visbeck, & Stevance, 2015; Sachs, 2012; World 

Health Organization, 2015a).  

Significantly, the major weakness of the Agenda was the poor alignment between SDGs 

and existing international agreements, political processes, and national targets (Gore, 2015; 

Hák, Janoušková, & Moldan, 2016). Lu et al. (2015) pointed out that scientists must help to 

integrate monitoring and evaluation mechanisms into policy-making at all levels and ensure 

information availability about SDGs achievement. Jha et al. (2016) argued that think tanks and 

academic institutions can accelerate the SDG process through a focus on measuring the 

outcomes of policies and giving a voice to civil society. Indeed, what is also relevant, and can 

jeopardise SDGs achievement is the involvement of national actors and the development of 

national priorities (Stewart, 2015). 

It is also important to highlight that the Agenda 2030 comprises other three landmark 

UN agreements approved in the same year: The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 

2015 - 2030 (SFDRR), adopted in March 2015; The Agenda on Financing for Development 

(Addis Ababa Action Agenda) agreed in July 2015; and the Paris Agreement/Climate Change 

Agreements (Singh et al.) convened in December 2015. 



P a g e  | 29 

 
 

 

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015 - 2030 (SFDRR) is a 

voluntary agreement adopted in March 2015 by 187 UN members after a series of stakeholder 

consultations and inter-governmental negotiations (UN, 2015c). SFDRR is the successor 

instrument to the Hyogo Framework for Action (2005 - 2015): Building the Resilience of 

Nations and Communities to Disaster (HFA), convened by 168 countries in 2005 (International 

Strategy for Disaster Reduction, 2005) during a parallel process to climate change agreements 

and Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). 

SFDRR was developed from the need to ensure that DRR policy reflects the complexity 

of disaster risk in 21st century (Aitsi-Selmi et al., 2015). SFDRR prioritises understanding 

disaster risk and strengthening governance at global and regional levels (Carabine, 2015) and 

emphasises the need for a more integrative DRR process involving 7 global targets and 4 

priorities for action (Aitsi-Selmi et al., 2015; UNISDR, 2015; Wahlstrom, 2015). Besides the 

reduction of disaster risks, SFDRR aims to prevent new risks, reduce existing risks, and 

strengthen societal and environmental resilience (Wahlstrom, 2015). SFDRR recognises that 

disasters have been exacerbated by climate change and have increased in frequency and 

intensity (UNISDR, 2015).  

The Addis Ababa Action Agenda (AAAA) adopted in July 2015 is a global framework 

for financing the Agenda 2030. The holistic approach of AAAA is rooted in the 2002 

Monterrey Consensus and the 2008 Doha Declaration on Financing for Development. 

However, the Addis Agenda goes beyond those two previous agreements, considering all three 

dimensions of sustainable development in an integrated manner. The Addis Agenda includes 

all SDGs’ means of implementation, has synergies with the implementation of CCA, and can 

contribute to the progress of SFDRR (United Nations, 2016).  

International climate change negotiations have been ongoing since the 1992 Earth 

Summit in Rio de Janeiro; however, climate change agreements have been delivered in the last 

years (Pandey, 2014). The Kyoto Protocol was adopted in 1997 and came into force in 2005. 

The Protocol was a legally binding treaty for developed countries and did not incorporate 

important developing countries, such as China (Grunewald & Martinez-Zarzoso, 2016). 

The Paris Agreement or Climate Change Agreements (Singh et al.) adopted in 

December 2015 replaced the Kyoto Protocol and consists of a universal and new attempt to 

address the threat of global climate change. CCA will enter into force in 2020. The agreement 

sets out a global action plan to hold the increase in the global average temperature to below 2 

˚C above pre-industrial levels (United Nations, 2015a).  
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CCA has close linkages to sustainable development and constitutes a specific SDG 

(SDG 13) that aims to take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. As a 

process, CCA could be a subset within disaster risk reduction (Kelman & Gaillard, 2010). Both 

frameworks have similar targets and goals in relation to climate change and related risks 

(Forino, von Meding, & Brewer, 2015). At the local level, municipalities will have to develop 

CCA strategies and a plan to achieve efficient local adaptation to climate change. According 

to Revi et al. (2014), urban areas are responsible for 71-76% of global carbon dioxide emissions 

from final energy use. 

The effective implementation of Agenda 2030 will require integration across local, 

national, regional, and international levels and will need to build on synergies across DRR, 

SDGs, and CCA (Aitsi-Selmi et al., 2015; Forino et al., 2015). The Agenda 2030 needs to be 

better articulated and leveraged for more effective decision-making and funding allocation 

(Aitsi-Selmi et al., 2015). Significantly, despite the efforts that have been made by United 

Nations offices to develop instruments for helping member states to implement Agenda 2030, 

the challenge for governments at every level has been recognising and effectively incorporating 

links and tradeoffs across all 17 SDG Goals within national planning processes and strategies 

(Hall, Ranganathan, & G. C, 2017).  

Of the 17 SDGs, Goal 11 “Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient 

and sustainable” addresses issues regarding urban inequalities, planning, financing, mitigation 

and adaptation to climate change, and resilience to disasters. This goal has the potential to 

promote the development of inclusive and sustainable cities through planning and management 

and can be considered as the connection between national governments and other partners 

(Targeted News Service, 2017). According to the framework proposed by Waage et al. (2010), 

SDG 11 is an infrastructure goal that involves potential conflict with other goals that share the 

same theme and at different levels of implementation. 

Most significantly, SDG 11 is the lynchpin of local implementation of the SDGs 

(United Nations Development Programme et al., 2016). The inclusion of a standalone urban 

goal within the SDGs has addressed the crucial importance and strategic influence of cities 

with respect to sustainable development (Barnett & Parnell, 2016; Simon et al., 2015). 

Nevertheless, this goal will inevitably place considerable additional demands on local 

governments whose resources are already over-stretched by implementing existing local-level 

development and sustainability initiatives. Furthermore, considering that cities will have to 

tackle climate change adaptation and manage related risks to develop sustainable policies, local 
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representatives need to be incorporated into the discussion about how Agenda 2030 can be 

more efficiently implemented at local levels (LefÈvre, 2012).  

To date, very few effective linkages have been identified between SDG11 and existing 

local-level policies for sustainable development, further increasing the challenge posed by the 

SDG11 implementation (Arslan, Durak, & Aytac, 2016; Corbett & Mellouli, 2017; Patel et al., 

2017; Satterthwaite, 2016). Most significantly, since the urban SDG is heavily based on 

indicators and urban data, measuring the achievements will be a great challenge, especially for 

local governments. According to Caprotti et al. (2017), this difficulty of measuring is due to 

the lack of data, and because urban realities depend on people’s opinions and priorities. The 

authors highlighted three main issues for measuring SDG 11: interaction with other SDGs that 

are focused on urban areas, data disaggregation, and adoption of more inclusive and alternative 

measurement approaches.  

 

2.3. Implementation of SDG 11 at local levels in Brazil 

 

According to the Brazilian Census Bureau (IBGE)7, Brazil has an estimated population 

of 208.9 million, with around 85% of the total population living in the urban areas and expected 

to increase in the coming decades (IBGE, 2017). Brazil has quickly and massively urbanized 

and approximately 90% of the country’s Gross National Product (GNP) is already produced in 

cities (Martine & McGranahan, 2010). Nonetheless, Brazil is recognised as a country with vast 

social inequalities (United Nations-HABITAT, 2010) and Brazilian municipalities reflect those 

persistent disparities. 

 In Brazil, urban expansion has often been characterised by informality, illegality, and 

unplanned settlements (United Nations-HABITAT, 2010). In many cities, instead of bringing 

prosperity and sustainable development, urban growth has increased poverty and violence. The 

Brazilian Census reports imbalances in housing access (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e 

Estatistica, 2015) and inadequate urban infrastructure involving sanitation, water supply, and 

solid waste (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2008). According to the Brazilian 

National Household Survey (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2017), 85.7% of 

housing has access to safe drinking water; however, only 66% of housing has access to 

sanitation. Solid waste is directly collected in 82.9% of housing. 

                                                 
7 The National Bureau of Statistics of Brazil (IBGE) runs the Brazilian census and completed its latest population 

estimate in July 2017.  
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Brazilian territorial space comprises an area of 8.5 million km² and 5,570 

municipalities, with all municipalities in the country facing great urban challenges. In this 

sense, the implementation of SDG 11 could be a potential driver for promoting progress 

towards sustainable cities. 

The Brazilian government adopted a participative approach to implementing SDGs and 

created a National Commission for the Sustainable Development Goals, with the responsibility 

of internalising, disseminating, and giving transparency to the implementation process of the 

2030 Agenda (Decree Nº 8,892, 2016). This Commission is a non-statutory consultative body 

composed of 16 members and headed by the Governmental Secretariat of the Presidency of the 

Republic (SEGOV). The three levels of government (federal, state, and municipal) are 

represented in the Commission. Also, the composition of the federal government includes six 

sectors, while the civil society representatives include seven distinct sectors, as shown in Figure 

4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Sectors represented in the Brazilian National Commission for the Sustainable 

Development Goals. 

 

Significantly, Brazil was one of the countries that presented its voluntary national 

reviews (VNRs) at the 2017 high-level political forum on sustainable development (HLPF)8, 

                                                 
8 The high-level political forum on sustainable development (HLPF) was established in 2012 by the outcome 

document of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20), "The Future We Want.” The 

HLPF is the main United Nations platform on sustainable development and it has a central role in the follow-up 

and review of the SDGs at the global level. 
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providing information about national strategies for integrating the SDGs into national 

development plans and as well as an overview of what has been achieved. According to this 

report, three main strategies will be used by the Brazilian government as tools for incorporating 

SDGs in the country: national governance, adequacy of targets, and definition of national 

indicators (Brazil, 2017). National governance is a strategy related to the creation of National 

Commission and the process for social participation involving integration, engagement, and 

dialogue with stakeholders. Adequacy of targets includes defining priorities and planning 

taking into consideration regional diversity and the current socioeconomic situation. Finally, 

the definition of national indicators includes the process to localise SDGs and define adequate 

targets, indicators, and monitoring at the national and local levels. 

According to the 2018 SDG Index and Dashboard Reports9, no country is “on track” to 

achieve all the goals by 2030. However, the report suggests that Brazil has taken significant 

steps to achieve the goals, regarding the definition of national strategies and creation of the 

National Commission for the Sustainable Development Goals. The results of the survey on 

national SDG implementation mechanisms conducted by the SDSN and the Bertelsmann 

Stiftung place Brazil with an overall SDG index score of 69.7 (see Figure 5).  

 

 

Figure 5. Brazil score on the SDSN SDG index. Source: (Bertelsmann Stiftung & Sustainable 

Development Solutions Network, 2018). SDG Index and Dashboards Report. Global 

responsibilities. Implementing the goals. G20 and large countries edition. 

                                                 
9  The report is an initiative conducted by Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable Development Solutions 

Network (SDSN) to assess the achievement of SDGs around the world.  
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However, despite some progress, regarding the progress towards SDG 11 achievement, 

the report indicates that Brazil is stagnating, and, in this sense, breakthrough is needed to 

achieve the SDG by 2030.  Also, the report shows that the current Brazilian climate mitigation 

policy is insufficient to achieve the “well below 2°C” objective of the Paris Climate Agreement, 

which is a critical issue for sustainability in the cities.  

Notably, implementation of SDGs in Brazil will also be a huge challenge, because of 

the lack of alignment between the need for investment to implement SDGs and the national 

budget. Indeed, the federal government tried to make SDGs compatible with the Brazilian 

Multi-Year Governmental Plan (PPA, in Portuguese)10 through analysing the alignment of 

current program and SDGs targets (Brazil, 2017). Nevertheless, despite this attempt to align 

the national budget and SDGs, instead of providing new options for financing SDGs or 

mobilising resources to achieve the targets, the Brazilian government cut the federal budget 

and has frozen health and education budgets until 2036 (EC Nº 95, 2016). According to Roznai 

and Kreuz (2018), Amendment 95/2016 considerably reduces the amount of public spending 

on social programs and public policies and so represents a setback for fundamental rights. 

In terms of a national strategy to implement SDGs, there are still many gaps regarding 

the achievement of goals. Brazilian reporting was limited to current progress achieved on only 

seven of the 17 goals and did not include any specific action or guidance for SDG 11 

implementation. In fact, although SDGs have been discussed at the national level, a practical 

approach to the implementation at local levels has not been adopted so far.  

Regarding civil society, some initiatives have been organised to facilitate the 

implementation of SDG 11 at a local level; however, only a few municipalities have been 

engaged due to the low level of knowledge among local government representatives 

(Confederação Nacional de Municípios, 2017). Significantly, the Civil Society Working Group 

for Agenda 2030 (GTSC A2030)11 argued that the Brazilian government has not made much 

progress in implementing the goals, and most likely, the goals of the agenda will not be 

achieved.  

Within business, some companies are already including the implementation of SDGs 

in their activities through Global Compass12. However, for small enterprises within the industry 

                                                 
10 PPA is a medium-term planning, covering a four-year span and structured around thematic programmes, goals, 

and indicators. 
11 GTSC A2030 is a coalition of civil society organizations created to verify Brazilian government compliance 

with the Agenda 2030. 
12 The “SDG Compass – Guidelines for SDGs implementation in business strategies” was launched in November 

2015 to support enterprises to incorporate SDGs into business strategy. 
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sector, the 2030 Agenda is still an unknown subject. In 2017, the Global Compact Brazilian 

Committee13 (GCBC) carried on a research study with the participation of 21 companies and 

identified that 14.3% were trying to understand SDGs, while 42.9% were already working on 

priority-setting (UN Global Compact Network Brazil, 2017). 

Finally, an additional issue regarding the forthcoming implementation of SDG 11 is the 

lack of integration between Agenda 2030, disaster risk reduction, and climate change 

frameworks. Historical and political reasons could explain the separation of these processes, 

but to achieve Goal 11, the distinct agreements ought to be jointly considered during the 

implementation stages (Kelman, Gaillard, & Mercer, 2015), especially at local levels. 

 

2.4. Social Participation in Brazil and Multi-criteria analysis  

 

Social participation is one of the guiding principles of the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights and is considered by the United Nations as a fundamental right. The importance 

of broad participation has been reiterated in many UN Conventions and Declarations and is 

referential for the Agenda 2030 implementation. In fact, the implementation of SDGs was built 

on a collaborative partnership with the participation of all countries, all stakeholders, and all 

people.  

Since the 1960s, distinct participatory approaches and techniques have been adopted to 

promote collaborative decision-making processes both in public and private spaces (Bherer, 

Dufour, & Montambeault, 2016; Carr & Halvorsen, 2001) and more recently, public 

participation has been used as an indicator to improve good governance (Bherer et al., 2016; 

Botero, Pinzon-Rondon, & Pratt, 2016; Edwards & Romero, 2014; Joshi, Hughes, & Sisk, 

2015). 

Participatory methodologies are often characterized as reflexive, flexible, and iterative, 

in contrast with the rigid linear designs of most conventional science (Cornwall & Jewkes, 

1995). According to Estrella and Gaventa (1997), participatory approaches to monitoring and 

evaluation involve a range of descriptive terms, and there is a great variation in the way 

organizations, field practitioners, and researchers understand the meaning and practice of 

participatory monitoring and evaluation.  

Overall, participatory decision-making involves a broad participation of citizens, 

                                                 
13  The Global Compact Brazilian Committee (CBPG in Portuguese) is a voluntary group of 21 enterprises 

operating in Brazil created in 2003 to promote the Global Compact principles for corporate social responsibility.   
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learning and deliberation by stakeholders, and decision-making through consensus-building 

(Eun, 2016). Consensus-building can be used as a conflict resolution process, and it is useful 

for settling complex and multiparty disputes (Burgess & Spangler, 2003). Consensus-building 

has been widely used since the 1980s and is the dominant approach in participatory policy 

(Burgess & Spangler, 2003). Besides its extensive use in regulatory negotiations (Innes, 2004), 

some important global issues have been addressed through consensus-building and 

international agreements; for instance, Agenda 2030 and SDGs. 

According to Burgess and Spangler (2003), the consensus-building process can involve 

from three to ten phases and some criteria; for instance, problem identification, the definition 

of alternative solutions, decision-making, agreement, and implementation, all need to be taken 

into consideration for a process to be labelled as consensus-building.  

In Brazil, since the 1990s, some mechanisms for promoting citizen participation have 

been developed to overcome a tradition of restricted participation in decision-making and to 

improve governance. Therefore, some Brazil participatory processes have been incorporated 

in the governmental activity and in the management of public policies to enlarge social 

participation within the country. 

Regarding the improvements accomplished, on May 14, in 2014, the National Policy 

of Social Participation (NPSP) was established to improve participation and broaden the 

channels of dialogue between federal government and civil society organizations (Decree Nº 

8,243, 2014). Therefore, social participation should include formulating, implementing, 

monitoring, and evaluating public programs and policies, and improving public management. 

The policy is based on the interdependence and integration of distinct participatory 

mechanisms adopted in the country in the last years. 

In Brazil, Participatory budgeting (PB), national and local councils, participatory 

planning, public hearings, conferences, and deliberative mechanisms within regulatory 

agencies are the main mechanisms that have been adopted to enable participation of citizens in 

defining public policies (Avritzer, 2012; Coelho, Pozzoni, & Cifuentes, 2005; Projeto 

Democracia Participativa – PRODEP-UFMG, 2017). Among these mechanisms, PB is the 

most known and had its origin in Porto Alegre. Regardless of the participatory mechanism, 

consensus-building is the dominant approach.  

Multi-criteria analysis (Kitchin et al.) is a qualitative and quantitative technique situated 

in the middle of the continuum that separates the purely exploratory approaches and 

unstructured decision-making models (e.g., brainstorm and discussion groups) from rigid 
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quantitative models (Ensslin, Montibeller Neto, & Noronha, 2001). A range of MCA methods 

are being used, with fuzzy set analysis, paired comparison, and outranking methods being most 

common (Hajkowicz & Collins, 2007). 

  MCA has been used for several decades in decision-making and can provide a flexible 

way of dealing with multi-dimensional effects of decisions (Munda et al., 1994; Mendoza and 

Macoun, 1999). In this sense, it can adequately be used to address a complex project evaluation. 

De Brucker, Macharis, and Verbeke (2013) demonstrated that an institutional approach to 

MCA can be useful for project evaluation purposes within a sustainable development context. 

Distinguished from the traditional methods in which all the effects need to be expressed 

in monetary terms, MCA can be usefully linked to the institutional paradigm in economics as 

well as to the stakeholder approach in management (De Brucker et al., 2013). MCA involves 

numerous application research areas, such as integrated production systems, investment in 

technology assessments, water and agriculture management (Morais & Almeida, 2006), 

transport (Bergqvist, Macharis, Meers, & Woxenius, 2015; Macharis, De Witte, & Ampe, 

2009), and waste and energy planning (Afgan & Carvalho, 2002). Ganoulis, Skoulikaris, and 

Monget (2008), for instance, developed a process in which multiple criteria analysis was 

applied to conflict management in transboundary areas. 

The multi-actor multi-criteria analysis (MAMCA) (Macharis, Verbeke, & De Brucker, 

2004) allows for evaluating different alternatives, for instance, policy measures, scenarios, and 

technologies for the objectives of the stakeholders that are involved. Unlike a conventional 

MCA, where alternatives are evaluated on several criteria, the MAMCA explicitly includes the 

points of view of the different stakeholders without their being asked to directly converge at a 

consensus (Macharis, Turcksin, & Lebeau, 2012). This is the most important feature of the 

method. So far, many studies using MAMCA in the decision-making process to allow the 

participation of a broad range of stakeholders have been developed (Macharis et al., 2009; 

Macharis, De Witte, & Turcksin, 2010; Macharis et al., 2012; Martine & McGranahan, 2010; 

Turcksin et al., 2011; Verlinde & Macharis, 2016). 

MAMCA has been used to evaluate transport projects, which usually leads to much 

discussion, controversy, and disagreement (Macharis et al., 2012). The method was also 

applied to assess initiatives that involve controversial issues and conflicts (Macharis et al., 

2010; Macharis et al., 2012; Turcksin et al., 2011). De Brucker et al. (2013) stated that the 

resolution of conflict enhances stability and leads to the creation of institutional equilibria that 

can contribute to legitimising the participatory approach of MAMCA.  
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Based on the advantages, MAMCA was adopted in this research as an alternative 

mechanism to promote social participation in Brazil. First, compared to traditional consensus-

building methodologies, the possibility of gathering all stakeholders’ opinion makes MAMCA 

useful for avoiding impasses and facilitating the final agreement (Macharis et al., 2012). 

Second, the possibility of defining priorities and a broad set of indicators in the same process 

gives MAMCA another advantage of reducing the costs and time of social participation. It is 

important to highlight that this research does not intend to criticize consensus-building but to 

evaluate an alternative to the approach adopted in Brazil. 

The MAMCA methodology involves seven steps, as illustrated in Figure 6, the first 

consists of identifying possible alternatives to submit for evaluation. Step 2 involves 

stakeholders’ analysis, which should be viewed as an aid to properly identifying the range of 

actors to be consulted and whose points of view should be considered in the evaluation process 

(Turcksin et al., 2011). A great number of analysis techniques are used to identify stakeholders. 

Bryson (2004) presented fifteen techniques grouped into four categories: (a) organizing 

participation; (b) creating ideas for strategic interventions; (c) building a winning coalition 

around proposal development, review, and adoption; and (d) implementing, monitoring and 

evaluating strategic interventions. In this study, the stakeholder identification will be directly 

focused on stakeholders involved in policy implementation. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Steps of the MAMCA methodology. Adapted from Macharis et al. (2004). 
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In step 3, criteria are identified and given a relative importance or priority (weights). In 

the MAMCA methodology, the criteria for the evaluation are the goals and objectives of the 

stakeholders, and not the effects or impacts of the actions per se (Macharis et al., 2012). The 

criteria can be previously identified or identified by stakeholders. After that, stakeholders will 

assign weights, representing their own preferences and opinions (Macharis et al., 2010). This 

can be undertaken by distinct methods to determine the weights. 

Step 4 consists of constructing indicators for each criterion. One or more indicators are 

constructed to measure to what extent an alternative contributes to each individual criterion 

(Turcksin et al., 2011). With this information, a hierarchical decision tree can be set up. The 

measurement method for each indicator is also made explicit and can be qualitative or 

quantitative. This permit measuring of each alternative performance in terms of its contribution 

to the objectives of specific stakeholder groups (Macharis et al., 2012). 

The fifth step is the construction of the evaluation matrix. The alternatives are further 

described and translated into scenarios that also describe the contexts in which the policy 

options will be implemented. The scenarios are then scored on the objectives of each 

stakeholder group. This step leads to a multi-actor view on the impacts of planning models and, 

more important than this overall ranking, is the insight into the weak and strong points of each 

alternative according to the different stakeholder’s groups. The results of multi-actor analysis 

consist in step 6 of MAMCA methodology. The last stage of the methodology (step 7) includes 

the actual implementation. Based on the insights of the analysis, an implementation can be 

developed, taking the wishes of the different actors into account (Macharis et al., 2012).  
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Chapter 3  

 

Methodology 

 

This Chapter details the research methods used in this study and the techniques adopted 

to collect and analyse data. Assuming that previous sustainable planning initiatives 

implemented in Brazil could be useful as strategies to facilitate the implementation of SDG 11 

at local levels, the present research was designed based on three main stages (see Figure 7).  

 

 

Figure 7. Methodology framework. 

 

As illustrated in Figure 7, the first stage was focused on the evaluation of four 

sustainable planning initiatives implemented in Brazilian municipalities and the methodology 

adopted was mixed methods. Mixed methods were the research approach adopted in this study 

because of its suitability to combine elements from both qualitative and quantitative paradigms 

to produce converging findings and better understanding of complex phenomenon (Halcomb 

& Hickman, 2015; Lingard & Levinson, 2008; Molina-Azorin, 2010; Torrance, 2012).  

For the second stage, qualitative research was the method adopted concerning the need 

to get a better understanding of the SDG 11 implementation in Brazil within the context and 

viewpoint of distinct stakeholders (Bradley, Curry, & Devers, 2007; Patton, 1999).  

Finally, the third stage involved the development of two case studies using MAMCA. 

This method was adopted as an alternative to analyse the implementation of SDG 11 at local 

levels and to advance in engaging with stakeholders. MAMCA methodology has already 

Stage 1

•Evaluation of sustainable planning initiatives in
Brazilian municipalities based on mixed methods.

Stage 2

•Analysis of Brazilian national strategy to implement
SDG 11 based on qualitative research.

Stage 3

•Analysis of SDG 11 implementation at local levels
through case studies and multi-actor multi-criteria
analysis.
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proven its usefulness for evaluating distinct alternatives considering the point of view of 

multiple stakeholders (Macharis et al., 2009; Macharis et al., 2010; Turcksin et al., 2011; 

Verlinde & Macharis, 2016).   

 

3.1. Mixed Methods to evaluate sustainable planning initiatives in Brazilian 

municipalities 

 

Mixed methods are a research approach that combines qualitative and quantitative data 

within the same study (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) 

consider mixed methods the approach that includes at least one quantitative method and one 

qualitative method without any inquiry paradigm. 

According to Glogowska (2011) the combination between qualitative and quantitative 

data can occur at any stage of the research process. In fact, the combination of data can strength 

both qualitative and quantitative research (Halcomb & Hickman, 2015). There are various 

typologies of mixed methods designs reported in the literature used in distinct evaluations 

contexts (Greene et al., 1989; Halcomb & Hickman, 2015). 

In this research, a convergent parallel mixed method was designed to verify if 

experience gathered from sustainable planning initiatives could potentially contribute to the 

achievement of SDG 11 at local levels. In a convergent parallel mixed method design, 

qualitative and quantitative data are collected and analysed concurrently. This method is 

appropriate to obtain different but complementary data in order to answer a single research 

question (Halcomb & Hickman, 2015; Shorten & Smith, 2017). 

Several sustainable development initiatives have taken place in Brazil in the last three 

decades. The Health Municipalities, Cities and Communities (HMC), Local Agenda 21 

(LA21), Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Master Plans (Dempsey et al.) are four 

major initiatives that aim to promote sustainability in cities by improving implementation of 

local-level policies. Some studies have highlighted the challenges regarding the 

implementation of those local initiatives (Adriano et al., 2000; Cordeiro, 2008; Mendes, 2000; 

Sperandio, 2004; Westphal, 2000), however, their effectiveness has not been systematically 

evaluated. Those initiatives are built on ordinary planning processes and the expected outcomes 

are closely related to the achievement of SDG 11. 
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A critical factor in developing a local-level study in Brazil is the scope of the project. 

Firstly, in terms of research significance it must be considered that Brazilian territorial space 

comprises 5,560 Municipalities distributed within 27 States and 5 greater distinct Regions. In 

a macro level, the country is officially divided into five regions: North, Northeast, South, 

Southeast, and Central West, which aggregate states and municipalities (see Figure 8).  

 

 

Figure 8. Brazilian Macroregions. 

 

Mesoregion is a subdivision of the Brazilian states that congregates various 

municipalities with economic and social similarities. The term was created by the Brazilian 

Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) and is used for statistical purposes. Therefore, a 

Mesoregion is not a political or administrative unity. In Brazil, there is a total of 137 

Mesoregions within the states (see Figure 9). Secondly, according to IBGE, of a total of 5,570 

municipalities, 2,148 implemented the MDGs; 1,197 implemented LA21; and 2,785 elaborated 

Master Plans (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2014). 
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Figure 9. Brazilian Mesoregions. 

 

Given this scale of planning initiatives being deployed at local levels, implementation 

of HMC was chosen as the basis to limit the scope of study sample of municipalities addressed 

in this research. Implementation of the HMC initiatives is concentrated in São Paulo State and 

the current pattern of distribution within the State is further concentrated in the Campinas 

Mesoregion which contains 49 municipalities (see Figure 10). Those initiatives are linked to 

the Potential Healthy Cities Network (PHCN), which was launched in 2003 and aims to support 

the construction of healthy public policies in a participatory and coordinated way through 

distinct representatives. The network consists of 37 municipalities and is coordinated with the 

support of the University of Campinas. Besides the municipalities located in the State of São 

Paulo, six municipalities belong to Amazonas State (AM), two municipalities are in the State 

of Minas Gerais (Projeto Democracia Participativa – PRODEP-UFMG), one in Parana state 

(PR) and one in Rio de Janeiro State are also part of the network.  
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Furthermore, for reasons of tractability, this research evaluated implementation 

performance of the four sustainability initiatives within a sample of 15 municipalities (30%) in 

the Campinas Mesoregion (see Figure 10).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Geographic distribution of evaluated HMC municipalities in São Paulo State. 

 

Being aware that distinct socio-economic contexts can create biases during outcome 

analysis (De Leeuw, Green, Dyakova, Spanswick, & Palmer, 2015), some municipalities’ 

characteristics, which can impact on sustainability in the cities were assessed to get a better 

understanding about the Campinas Mesoregion. Due to the lack of systematic data collection 

for Brazilian cities, it is not easy to evaluate several important aspects associated with 

urbanisation and SDG 11. Nevertheless, Table 1 identifies differences and similarities between 

the 15 Campinas municipalities from which implementation data were collected, according to 

available social and economic development indicators. Data in Table 1 are sourced from the 

IBGE website on statistics (National Bureau of Statistics of Brazil, 2010)14 and the Datasus 

website (Information Technology Department of the Public Health Care System -SUS)15. 

 

 

                                                 
14 https://cidades.ibge.gov.br/ 
15 http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/ibge/censo/cnv/ginibr.def 
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Table 1 

Socio-economic characteristics of the 15 Municipalities from the Campinas Mesoregion 

evaluated in this research. 

Municipality Population 

(2010) 

Population 

(estimate 2017) 

GDP per 

capita* 

(2010) 

GDP per 

capita* 

(2014) 

HDI 

(2010) 

Income Gini 

coefficient 

(2010) 

BRAZIL 190755.799 207660.929 11224.15 12026.62 0.699 0.6086 

1 Americana 210.638 233.868 34342.93 47265.58 0.811 0.4693 

2 Amparo 65.829 71.193 37444.80 50375.52 0.785 0.5035 

3 Artur Nogueira 44.177 51.986 12929.30 19490.230 0.749 0.471 

4 Campinas 1080.113 1182.429 35333.08 49950.16 0.805 0.5782 

5 Cosmópolis 58.827 69.086 14607.94 18698.260 0.769 0.4590 

6 Estiva Gerbi 10.044 11.067 18659.40 23122.91 0,74   0.4192 

7 Hortolândia 192.692 222.186 45589.52 47861.29 0.756 0.4251 

8 Monte Mor 48.949 57.240 39302.55 54170.760 0.733 0.4560 

9 Nova Odessa 51.242 58.227 31172.5 44279.48 0.791 0.4236 

10 Pirassununga 70.081 75.474 21794.31 30108.28 0.801 0.5210 

11 Porto Ferreira 51.400 55.432 22736.05 30608.02 0.751 0.4592 

12 Santa Bárbara D’Oeste 180.009 191.889 19292.40 27493.77 0.781 0.4188 

13 Santo Antônio de Posse 20.650 22.801 20540.73 29257.340 0.702 0.459 

14 Valinhos 106.793 124.024 36812.84 45123.48 0.819 0.5529 

15 Vinhedo 63.611 75.129 72603.72 102594.74 0.817 0.5448 

Note. *GDP in Reais (R$). 

 

Social and economic data from the 15 evaluated Campinas Municipalities were 

categorized into three groups according to population size: small cities (population < 50,000 

inhabitants), medium-sized cities (50,001 to 100,000 inhabitants), and big cities (larger than 

100,001 inhabitants) as shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2  

Socio-economic characteristics of the 15 Municipalities from the Campinas Mesoregion 

evaluated in this study categorized by population size. 

City Size Population growth 

(2010-2017) 

GDP per capita growth 

(2010-2014) 

Income Gini 

coefficient (2010) 

HDI (2010) 

Brazil 9% 11% 0.6 0.69 

Small 15% 37% 0.45 0.74 

Medium 12% 39% 0.49 0.79 

Big 11% 31% 0.49 0.79 

 

As illustrated in Table 2, small cities in the evaluation sample have experienced higher 

mean population growth than medium and large cities in the sample, and considerably higher 

mean population growth than the municipality average across the country. GDP per capita in 

the evaluated municipalities has increased much more rapidly than in the country. Moreover, 

even though available data do not allow accurate comparison between the rates of growth in 

population and GDP per capita, GDP per capita appears to have increased much more rapidly 

than population size over recent years. This is again a major point of difference between the 

survey sample and Brazilian municipalities on average. Inequality is one of the most notable 

characteristics of Brazil (UN-Habitat, 2010), and even though Campinas Mesoregion has a 

better situation than other regions of the country in terms of the Human Development Index 

(HDI) and Income Gini Coefficient, Table 2 indicates that income inequality remains a 

problem in the evaluation sample regardless of city size.   

 

3.1.1 Developing a Framework for Evaluation 

 

A new conceptual framework was devised to evaluate whether more cohesive, 

integrated planning and implementation of local-level initiatives could potentially increase the 

effectiveness of development delivery at a local level. This framework was applied across the 

15 municipalities study sample. As shown in Figure 11, distinct aspects of local development-

related policies were disaggregated into four development dimensions: social, environmental, 

economic and political.  
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Figure 11. Conceptual framework for the evaluation of local planning initiatives. 

 

For each dimension, a set of indicators was identified comprising distinct features of 

sustainability and expected outcomes. The indicators chosen make use of available statistical 

data from municipalities (see Table 3) to map out the capacity of cities to deliver sustainable 

development. All these indicators can be useful to assist cities in evaluating implementation of 

their own local policies. It was not the intention of this study to propose new indicators, but 

rather to use and enhance existing ones by collating them into a cohesive framework. Statistical 

data were sourced from the Information Technology Department of the Public Health Care 

System -SUS16, the Information System on Public Budgets in Education17 and the MDGs 

Dynamic Reporting System18. 

 

 

Table 3  

Economic, social and environmental metrics to map out the capacity of cities to deliver 

sustainable development. 

City Size (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) 

Small N 

Mean 

Std. deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

5 

70.77 

19.239 

46 

90 

5 

144.11 

133.321 

8 

355 

5 

96.22 

27.146 

63 

121 

5 

72.24 

51.140 

0 

123 

5 

96.74 

62.854 

0 

173 

5 

85.40 

10.332 

68 

95 

5 

99.56 

0.477 

99 

100 

5 

93.26 

1.119 

93 

95 

5 

80.86 

29.636 

28 

100 

5 

1.00 

0.000 

Yes 

yes 

5 

5.380 

2.1088 

2.4 

7.1 

                                                 
16 http://siops-asp.datasus.gov.br/CGI/deftohtm.exe?SIOPS/serhist/municipio/indicSP.def 
17 https://www.fnde.gov.br/siope/dadosInformadosMunicipio.do 
18 http://www.relatoriosdinamicos.com.br/portalodm/ 
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Medium N 

Mean 

Std. deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

5 

112.26 

19.101 

82 

135 

5 

126.44 

30.993 

91 

166 

4 

60.33 

12.398 

46 

76 

4 

64.73 

68.541 

0 

133 

4 

111.23 

85.683 

0 

180 

5 

94.72 

3.718 

89 

99 

5 

98.36 

2.942 

93 

100 

5 

93.60 

1.676 

91 

95 

5 

89.36 

5.362 

84 

97 

5 

1.00 

0.000 

Yes 

yes 

5 

7.220 

1.7297 

4.2 

8.6 

Big N 

Mean 

Std. deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

5 

93.73 

33.761 

63 

147 

5 

102.07 

38.442 

69 

163 

5 

72.80 

23.078 

37 

98 

5 

57.32 

40.179 

0 

100 

5 

83.36 

57.223 

0 

144 

5 

86.86 

19.833 

52 

99 

5 

99.80 

0.141 

100 

100 

5 

93.00 

0.682 

92 

94 

5 

93.26 

4.406 

88 

98 

5 

1.00 

0.000 

Yes 

yes 

5 

7.500 

0.8426 

6.2 

8.3 

TOTAL N 

Mean 

Std. deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

15 

92.25 

29.055 

46 

147 

14 

124.05 

80.547 

8 

355 

14 

77.60 

25.693 

37 

121 

14 

64.76 

49.278 

0 

133 

14 

96.10 

63.642 

0 

180 

15 

88.99 

12.837 

52 

99 

15 

99.24 

1.723 

93 

100 

15 

93.29 

1.165 

91 

95 

15 

87.83 

17.129 

28 

100 

15 

1.00 

0.000 

Yes 

yes 

15 

6.700 

1.8099 

2.4 

8.6 

 

Note. (a) Percentage increase in health budget over the 11 years from 2005-2016 corrected for 

inflation to 2016.; (b) Percentage increase in educational budget over the 10 years from 2005-

2015; (c) Percentage achievement of MDG 4 target 5: “Reduce the under-five mortality rate by 

two thirds, between 1990 and 2015,”; (d) Percentage achievement of MDG 7 target 10: “Reduce 

by half the proportion of the population without sustainable access to safe drinking water by 

2015”;  (e) Percentage achievement of MDG 7, target 11: “Reduce by half the proportion of the 

population without access to sanitation and essential services by 2015”; (f) Percentage of the 

population connected to a formal sanitation system; (g) Percentage of the population with a waste 

collection service; (h) Percentage of the population with housing access; (i) Percentage of green 

areas in the total city area; (j) Presence of health, educational and environmental councils; (k) 

Transparency Index. 

 

In the conceptual evaluation framework used in this study (see Figure 11), the economic 

dimension of development is assessed through two indicators: budget allocations for the 

implementation of health, education and environmental policies, and the availability of human 

resources to work on the implementation of those policies. It is important to note that both 

health and educational budget allocation increased in the last years (see Table 3). However, 

Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that there was no statistically significant difference in the 

increase of both budgets between the three city sizes. For the health budget χ2(2) = 2.420, p = 

0.298, with a mean rank score of 5.80 for small cities, 10.20 for medium cities and 8.00 for big 

cities. Regarding educational budget, χ2(2) = 0.866, p = 0.649, with a mean rank score of 7.80 
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for small cities, 8.75 for medium cities and 6.20 for big cities. There was no available data 

regarding the financial resources for the implementation of environmental policies. Overall, 

statistics suggest that during the implementation of planning initiatives there were no 

significant financial resource constraints in the region. 

The social dimension is assessed through indicators of representation by local Councils, 

community involvement, and the process of participation in the implementation of local 

policies and the achievement of MDG 4 - “Reduce child mortality”, which has a target to 

“Reduce [the mortality rate in under-fives] by two thirds, between 1990 and 2015”. MDG 4 

was used in this study as an indicator of progress in the social dimension of development 

because its achievement has been shown to depend, among other factors, on community 

participation (Fukuda-Parr, Greenstein, & Stewart, 2013). The environmental dimension of 

development is encompassed by indicators relating to the quality of environmental services, 

specifically sanitation (waste collection and sanitation facilities), water quality, creation of 

green spaces, initiatives for flood prevention, and also by progress towards achievement of 

MDG 7 - “Ensure environmental sustainability”, with a target to “Reduce by half the proportion 

of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation”. Progress in 

the political dimension of development is determined by indicators evaluating the transparency 

of local policies, and by the extent to which innovation and effective capacity building are 

promoted during the implementation process for local initiatives.  

The conceptual framework for assessing the capacity of cities to deliver sustainable 

development, was used to construct the online survey, that collected quantitative and 

qualitative data simultaneously. 

 

3.1.2 Data Collection 

 

Data were collected to assess the suitability of the proposed framework to identify key 

success factors and barriers that may facilitate, or inhibit, future implementation of SDG 11 at 

the local level via a mixed-method approach. According to Mertens and Hesse-Biber (2012), 

quantitative and qualitative data can be mixed in order to gather a complete understanding of 

the phenomenon being studied which is the aim of this research.  

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected through an online survey created 

on LymeSurvey application version 1.2 and semi-structured interviews. The online survey was 

pre-tested by some local representatives to suggest improvements and identify unclear or vague 
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questions. Despite some disadvantages of conducting online survey research (Wright, 2005), 

in this research there was no registered access issues.  

An invitation to participate in a semi-structured survey was sent by email to 35 potential 

key informants (KI), including local government and civil society representatives, from 

February 2017 to April 2017. The number of valid answers returned was 19, representing an 

overall response rate of 54% percent. The Online Survey Notification was sent as an e-mail 

message to 19 participants who agreed to participate in the survey. The e-mail message 

consisted of a cover letter providing information about the nature and aims of the research and 

the link and token code to entry the survey. Ethical approval was obtained from the Griffith 

University in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research 

(GU 2016/748).  

The online survey consisted of two parts (see Annex 1). The first part collected 

quantitative data via two general questions and a set of 48 closed questions. The second part 

comprised 6 open-ended questions to collect qualitative data. In the first part of quantitative 

survey, respondents were asked to assess the current state of implementation of all relevant 

initiatives in their municipality on a 5-step scale: diagnostic, implementation, evaluation, 

interrupted, and don’t know. This general question was followed by 48 closed questions 

designed to collect information about four dimensions of sustainability concerning social 

participation, resources invested in local health and educational policies, improvements in the 

quality of local health and educational public policies, achievement of MDG 4 and MDG 7 and 

improvements in some aspects of sustainability in the city. 

Respondents provided Likert scale responses to assess the status of each indicator for 

each dimension of development in the conceptual evaluation framework (see Figure 11). Likert 

scales were arranged from 5 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). The focus of quantitative 

research was to obtain an understanding of how, in respondents’ experience, implementation 

of combined local-level planning initiatives has influenced local policies, and, in this sense, 

contributed to local-level capability to deliver sustainable development. 

The topics of the second part of online survey were: 

What were the three (3) main barriers that hindered implementation of local initiatives 

in your municipality?  

1. What about aspects that contributed to successful outcomes? Can you say what the 

top three (3) were?  
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2. In your opinion, how could the separate local initiatives have been integrated more 

effectively in your municipality to achieve better results? 

3. Are you aware of Agenda 2030? If yes, please answer the next questions. 

4. What are your expectations concerning implementation of SDG 11? 

5. Based on learned experience, especially the challenges and barriers identified in 

implementing previous local development initiatives, can you suggest solutions that 

could be used to facilitate better integration of SDG 11 delivery alongside existing 

sustainable initiatives in your municipality?  

 

Qualitative analysis was designed to identify the main barriers to successful 

implementation of previous and on-going local-level sustainable development initiatives and 

identified potential opportunities to improve integration of sustainable development delivery 

across planning initiatives.  Based on this knowledge, qualitative analysis was also used to 

identify how respondents thought that learned experience could be applied to enhance delivery 

of SDG 11 at local levels. All qualitative data sources were analysed using QSR‐NVivo-11.  

The online survey was very useful to obtain insights regarding the interaction of local 

public policies and planning initiatives in combination (HMC, LA21, MDGs, and MPs). 

However, because of limited participation on online survey, semi-structured interviews were 

arranged subsequently to increase the reliability and representativeness of sampling. These 

semi-structured interviews were carried out by telephone or in person with a further 15 key 

informants including experts, local government, and civil society representatives. Among the 

civil society group, there were representatives from NGOs and the business sector.  

Quantitative and qualitative data from the interviews were then analysed, together with 

equivalent data from the online surveys, to evaluate how learned experience from 

implementing previous HMC, LA21, MDGs and MPs initiatives can potentially contribute to 

more effective implementation of SDG 11.The interview transcripts reflect the opinion of 

experts, local government representatives and civil society organizations regarding the main 

barriers to and enablers of integrated implementation of local initiatives.  

 

3.1.3 Data Analysis 

 

The data were analysed through mixed methods combining quantitative and qualitative 

data analysis (see Figure 12). Quantitative analysis was based on evaluation of answers to the 
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48 Likert-scale questions returned from the online survey, covering a total of 15 Municipalities 

and 34 local initiatives. Likert scale scores were firstly analysed based on single-item scores 

table (Creswell, 2002) and then using SPSS version 23.0 (IBM Corp, 2015). The median Likert 

response was used to evaluate each question. The frequency distribution of responses across 

Likert-scale categories for all quantitative survey questions were analysed and results presented 

information on how four existing sustainable initiatives, in combination, contributed to the 

achievement of local policies. 

 

 

Figure 12. Design for quantitative and qualitative data analysis. 

 

Responses from qualitative questions in the online survey and interviews were 

transcribed, organised into reports and analysed through QSR‐Nvivo 11 software. According 

to Bringer, Johnston, and Brackenridge (2006), Computer-Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis 

Software (CAQDAS) and Nvivo, more specifically, can be used successfully to facilitate 

investigations and many aspects of the iterative process of evaluation. Leech and Onwuegbuzie 

(2011) suggest that NVivo can increase the rigor of a qualitative study. 

The coding process was developed using constant comparison (Glaser, Strauss, & 

ProQuest, 1999) and based on an inductive approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Any elements 

of the key informants’ answers and interview transcripts were coded into free nodes. Those 

nodes were then structured into tree nodes and grouped by themes (top-level nodes). All 

qualitative data sources were analysed to obtain deeper insight into implementation of local 
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planning initiatives. The coding process was structured in 51 sub-nodes and then progressively 

grouped into a total of nine main themes (top-level nodes) as shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 

Summary of the hierarchy of nodes: 9 themes (top-level nodes) and 51 sub-nodes. 

Nodes Sources References Nodes Sources References 

1: COMMUNICATION 11 24 26: Political Aspects 23 57 

2: CULTURAL ASPECTS 3 4 27: Political commitment 16 32 

1: Cultural Awareness 1 1 28: Political discontinuity 6 6 

2: DRR 12 12 29: Political interests 15 23 

3: Resilient city 1 1 30: Political relationships 2 3 

3: EDUCATION 8 10 31: Political support 11 19 

4: Support and facilitate 

education 

3 4 32: Transparency and public 

credibility 

10 21 

5: Training systems 3 4 6: HEALTH ASPECTS 6 17 

6: Vocational education and 

training 

4 6 33: Health promotion 2 6 

4: ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASPECTS 

13 23 34: Quality of life 2 3 

7: Drinking Water 2 2 7: INTEGRATION 30 110 

8: Forest, conservation and green 

areas 

2 3 

35: External Cooperation 

18 37 

9: Planning 1 3 36: Innovation 5 5 

10: Sanitation 6 8 37: Internal cooperation and 

integration 

15 33 

11: Waste 3 3 8: LEGAL ASPECTS 8 15 

5: GOVERNANCE 32 262 38: Regulation 1 1 

12: Funding 17 34 39: Rule of law 4 4 

13: Institutional Aspects 26 87 9: SOCIAL PARTICIPATION 28 153 

14: Administrative autonomy 4 4 40: Broad participation 12 21 

15: Commitment 14 19 41: Conflicting interest 5 5 

16: Cooperation and 

communication 

3 3 

42: Creation of consensus 

1 1 

17: Definition of Priorities 13 13 43: Effective participation 16 27 

18: Exchange of good practices 1 1 44: Engagement 10 15 

19: Internal disputes 7 8 45: Instruments of participation 1 7 

20: Knowledge about the process 9 13 46: Knowledge about the process 3 10 

21: People, skills and experience 15 20 47: Lack of dialogue 1 7 

22: Planning and management 15 228 48: Legitimacy 3 4 

23: Structural problems 8 11 49: Local commitment 3 3 
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24: Participation 7 7 50: Local Councils 6 8 

25: Public interest 7 7 51: Motivation and interests 8 9 

 

 

3.2. Qualitative research and implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil 

 

Distinct concepts have been proposed to define qualitative research. Berg (2001) argues 

that “qualitative research seeks answers to questions by examining various social settings and 

the individuals who inhabit these settings”. Qualitative research is a method that have been 

used in social science since the 1980’s with distinct applications. In health services research, 

qualitative research has been used to develop a number of studies concerning distinct fields 

(Bradley et al., 2007). There are many reasons that can support the use of qualitative research 

and, among the reasons, it is useful to explore a problem rather than gather information from 

literature review or other previous study (Creswell, 2007). 

Also, there are several techniques that can be adopted to carry out qualitative research 

as cultural ethnography, comparative analyses, case studies, focus group discussions and in-

depth interviews (Berg, 2001; Creswell, 2002). Regarding the interviews, distinct techniques 

can be used as face-to-face, telephone interviews or e-mail interviews and there are advantages 

or disadvantages depending on the way the information is collected (Opdenakker, 2006).   

In this study, qualitative research was designed to get a better understanding of the 

ongoing implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil and whether multi-stakeholder partnerships are, 

or are not, occurring at the national level.  

A conceptual framework was devised to analyse the Brazilian national strategy for 

implementing SDGs as well as to identify success factors and major challenges hindering the 

ongoing implementation of SDG 11, based on the point of view of highly representative 

stakeholders. The design of the framework was geared towards a participatory approach and is 

summarized in Figure 13.  
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Figure 13. Conceptual framework for the analysis of Brazilian National Strategy for 

implementing SDGs and identification of key stakeholders. 

 

A review of relevant literature was used to identify key stakeholders and to analyse 

Brazilian national strategy for implementing SDGs focused on structures and mechanisms for 

partnerships, and guidance for implementing SDG 11.  

The analysis of Brazilian national strategy was based on official governmental reports, 

mainly the Voluntary National Review (VNR) presented by the Brazilian government during 

the 2017 high-level political forum on sustainable development (HLPF)19. This document 

provides information about national strategies to integrate the SDGs into national development 

plans and an overview of what has been done, including the creation of the National 

Commission for the Sustainable Development Goals. 

Regarding the identification of key stakeholders, many techniques have been developed 

to define a sample (Berg, 2001). In this study, key stakeholders were identified after a 

preliminary stakeholder analysis on their participation in national activities related to Agenda 

2030 in Brazil. Informal snowball sampling was also used as a complementary research method 

to determine others key stakeholders (Atkinson & Flint, 2001). In this sampling method, the 

                                                 
19 The high-level political forum on sustainable development (HLPF) was established in 2012 by the outcome 

document of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20), "The Future We Want.” The 

HLPF is the main United Nations platform on sustainable development and it has a central role in the follow-up 

and review of the SDGs at the global level. 

Review of relevant literature 

Identification of 

key stakeholders Analysis of Brazilian 

national strategy for 

implementing SDGs  

Identification of 

structures and 

mechanisms for 

partnerships 

Guidance for 

implementing 

SDG 11 

Data analysis  

Interviews 

Informal snowball 

sampling  

Data analysis  

(QSR‐Nvivo 11)  
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researcher asks participants to recommend other individuals to participate in the research 

(Creswell, 2002). 

After identification, key stakeholders were classified in six groups: 1) National 

Government, 2) Business and Industry, 3) Non-Governmental Organizations, 4) Scientific and 

Technological Institutions, 5) Youth, and 6) UNDP representative. The classification adopted 

in this research keeps similarity to UN major group’s classification20. A broad stakeholder 

approach including 22 distinct sectors was adopted. Table 5 sets out the number of participants 

from each sector who participate in this research. A total of 33 highly representative 

stakeholders from the six stakeholder’s categories were interviewed from May 2017 to June 

2017. The participants were interviewed in person or by telephone. Data were collected through 

semi-structured interviews with three open-ended questions. Three main topics were 

investigated during the interviews:  

1) What are the stakeholder’s expectations concerning implementation of SDG 11? 

2) What are the main barriers that can hinder the implementation of SDG 11?  

3) What are the main aspects that can contribute to implementation of SDG 11?  

 

Table 5  

Number of Participants Distributed by Stakeholder Group and Sector. 

Stakeholder Group Sector Participants Total 

1- Business and Industry Industry 2 7 

Energy 1 

Bank 1 

Small and Medium Enterprises 1 

Business Council for Sustainable Development 1 

Stock Exchange 1 

2 - National Government Finance 1 12 

Planning 1 

Environment 3 

                                                 
20 Major Groups refer to ten sectors of society formalized as the main channels through which broad participation 

would be facilitated in UN activities related to sustainable development. The concept was adopted during the 

Earth Summit (1992) and Agenda 21. 
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City 2 

Social Participation 1 

Parliament 2 

National Audit Office 2 

3 - Non-Governmental 

Organizations 

Sustainable Development 2 5 

Transportation 1 

Local Authorities 1 

Social Inclusion and Participation 1 

4 - Scientific and 

Technological 

Community 

Universities 3 6 

Climate Change 2 

Disaster Risk Reduction 1 

5 - UNDP 

Representative 

 1 1 

6 - Youth  2 2 

TOTAL 33 

 

 

Informed consent was sent by email to all participants (see Annex 2). Interviews lasted 

on average 34 minutes each and were conducted in Portuguese, audio-recorded, transcribed, 

and translated into English.  During interviews, the participants were asked to give an overview 

of what their institutions were already doing, the main barriers, success factors and their 

expectations about the integrated implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil. Also, some reports were 

provided by the participants as complementary information on their activities. Ethical approval 

was obtained from the Griffith University, Australia in accordance with the National Statement 

on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (GU 2016/748). 

 

3.2.1 Data Analysis 

 

Constant comparison (Glaser et al., 1999) was used to analyse data and identify the 

main vulnerabilities and common interests to contribute to the integrated implementation of 

SDG 11 in Brazil. Interview transcripts were loaded into QSR‐Nvivo 11 software (NVivo, 
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2015). The analysis was carried out in four steps: (i) data organization, (b) data transcription, 

(c) coding, and (d) analysis. The Coding Process was developed based on an inductive 

approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The interview transcripts were coded into free nodes. Then, 

those nodes were grouped into main themes (top-level nodes). A chart of coding was used to 

identify the major vulnerabilities (barriers) and common interests (successful factors and 

expectations) for integrated implementation of SDG 11. Regarding the major vulnerabilities, 

the interview transcripts were coded into 44 free nodes (see Table 6). Then, those nodes were 

progressively grouped into a total of 25 main themes (top-level nodes).  

 

Table 6  

Summary of the hierarchy of nodes coded as major vulnerabilities to the integrated 

implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil. 

Nodes Sources References Nodes Sources References 

1 Adaptation measures for coastal cities 4 21 23     Across distinct sectors 9 11 

2     Challenges in planning 1 2 24     Between public policies 7 8 

3     Coastal risks are increasing 2 4 25     Between sectoral planning 3 4 

4     Economic and social implications 2 3 26     Between the agreements 2 2 

5     Trade-off between land building and  

     risk reduction 

2 2 

27 Lack of knowledge about the 

Agenda and its impacts 

16 28 

6 Climate Change is not priority for 

economic analysis 

2 2 

28 

Lack of leadership 5 6 

7 

Challenges to monitor the achievements 9 13 

29 Lack of mechanisms of 

implementation 

2 3 

8 

Conflict of interests 7 9 

30 Lack of strategical vision and 

long-term planning 

14 35 

9 Continuity of actions after political 

changes 

6 7 

31     Short term priorities X long 

    term goals 

5 6 

10 Corruption 3 4 32 Mandatory initiatives 1 1 

11 Current economic and political 

situation 

13 24 

33 

Migrations due to climate change 1 3 

12 

Current governance structure 14 38 

34 Need to improve capacities to 

implement the Agenda 

14 23 

13     Clientelism still prevails 2 2 35 Need to improve communication 7 12 

14 

    Climate change framework 2 2 

36 Need to increase awareness about 

the Agenda 

6 10 

15 

Role of distinct sectors is not defined 2 3 

37 Problems in the implementation of 

public policies 

5 6 

16 Difficulties to localization 5 9 38 Problems with social participation 14 34 
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17 Efficient methodologies for 

implementation 

2 2 

39 

    Little participation of youth 4 12 

18 Enlarge and improve the dialogue 

between distinct sectors 

7 10 

40 

    Stakeholder's engagement 13 23 

19 

Establishment of partnerships 6 15 

41 Role and importance of innovation 

and technology 

6 9 

20 Funding allocation and restrictions 15 31 42 SDG is not a priority 10 20 

21 Internalise SDG into business strategy 4 4 43 Shifts on the current model 2 3 

22 

Lack of integration 14 26 

44 Strengthen transparency and 

accountability 

3 5 

 

Concerning common interests, the transcripts were coded into 4 free nodes (see Table 

7), which were considered as main themes. All the themes identified in this study reflect the 

stakeholder’s point of view rather than relying on theoretical propositions.   

 

Table 7  

Summary of the hierarchy of nodes coded as common interests to the integrated 

implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil. 

Nodes Sources References 

1 Create resilience 3 3 

2 Promote Integration and Dialogue between distinct sectors 13 18 

3 Promote sustainable development 9 9 

4 SDG as priority for decision making 5 8 

 

 

3.3 Analysis of SDG 11 implementation at local levels through case studies and multi-

actor multi-criteria analysis 

 

Case study is one of the most used qualitative methodology, however, since there is no 

consensus on design or implementation, distinct procedures have been adopted over the years 

(Yazan, 2015). According to Baxter and Jack (2008), qualitative case study methodology 

provides tools for researchers to study complex phenomena within their contexts. When the 

approach is applied correctly, ‘it becomes a valuable method for health science research to 

develop theory, evaluate programs, and develop interventions”. 
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Yin (2003) and Stake (1995) argue that case studies can be categorized in different 

terms. While Yin (2003) assumes that case studies can be explanatory, exploratory, descriptive 

or multiple-case studies; Stake (1995) identifies case studies as instrumental, intrinsic or 

collective. The classification proposed by Yin (2003) was adopted in this research to develop 

exploratory case studies. This type of case study is recommended by the author for situations 

in which the phenomenon under evaluation has no clear, single set of outcomes (Baxter & Jack, 

2008).  

Two case studies were carried out to support the municipal government in 

implementing SDG 11. They were designed to provide richness details and complement the 

previous findings of SDG 11 implementation at local levels, combined with a bottom-up 

approach to developing indicators.  

A conceptual framework comprising two stages was designed as illustrated in Figure 

14. First, a review of major literature was conducted. This review was focused on identifying 

existing national and local indicators in the field of sustainable urbanisation. Second, two 

exploratory case studies (Yin, 2003) were developed to contribute to the implementation of 

SDG 11 and select appropriate indicators to assess the achievement of SDG 11 at local levels.  

 

 

Figure 14. Conceptual framework for evaluating the implementation of SDG 11 in Niterói City 

and CIVAP region. 

 

Goal 11 targets relevant urban issues, such as housing, transportation, water, and air 

quality, and also development planning and integration between national and regional plans, 

and international agreements. In order to support SDG’s achievement, the United Nations (UN) 

adopted a global indicator framework comprising 232 indicators (United Nations General 

Assembly, 2017). Those indicators should be aligned to current local or regional indicators to 

facilitate the analysis of progress of SDGs (United Nations, 2015b).  
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Indeed, sustainable city indicators are useful tools for monitoring, for evaluating 

progress of sustainability in the cities, and for fostering active social participation (Hiremath, 

Balachandra, Kumar, Bansode, & Murali, 2013; Pupphachai & Zuidema, 2017; Shen, Ochoa, 

Shah, & Zhang, 2011; Tran, 2016). However, there are many challenges in selecting an 

appropriate indicator framework for measuring progress towards sustainable development 

(Yang, Xu, & Shi, 2017).  

Many scholars have developed indicator tools and indexes from the perspectives of 

economics, society, and the environment to assess sustainability in the cities (Alkhalidi, 

Qoaider, Khashman, Al-Alami, & Jiryes, 2018; Braulio-Gonzalo, Bovea, & Ruá, 2015; M. d. 

S. Costa, Ramos, & Silva, 2007; European Commission DG Environment, 2018; Florissi, 2009; 

Hiremath et al., 2013; Munier, 2011; Pupphachai & Zuidema, 2017; Shen et al., 2011; Xiang, 

2017). Also, international organisations such as World Bank, European Commission, 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and UN-Habitat are 

working on indicators to assess urban development sustainability. The advantages and 

disadvantages of 28 toolkits were determined when conducting an assessment of sustainable 

cities (Science for Environment Policy, 2018). Among the limits of assessment, the definition 

of a set of indicators covering the totality of the urban picture to assess sustainable development 

(Gómez-Álvarez, López-Moreno, Bilsky, Ochoa, & Osorio, 2018) and the lack of comparison 

between the distinct systems of indicators (Keirstead, 2007; Yang et al., 2017) seem to be the 

most challenging limitations. Regarding the SDGs, the lack of well-designed conceptual 

frameworks for selecting indicators can result in ambiguous and confusing assessments (Hák 

et al., 2016). 

In addition to distinct methods and a range of existing indicators for evaluating 

sustainability in cities, it is important to consider that there was an evolution of urban indicators 

over time, from classical economic indicators to more comprehensive and multidimensional 

frameworks (Gómez-Álvarez et al., 2018). In this sense, it can be said that SDG 11 indicators 

are a third generation of urban indicators (Gómez-Álvarez et al., 2018). 

 

3.3.1 Study Area 

 

The two case studies were carried out in June 2017 in the Southeast region of Brazil 

and involved the municipality of Niterói, state of Rio de Janeiro, and the Inter-municipal 

Consortium of the Paranapanema Valley (CIVAP), in São Paulo state (see Figure 15).  
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Figure 15. Location of Niterói City in Rio de Janeiro State and CIVAP in São Paulo State. 

 

The choice of those localities was purposeful. Niterói is a big city that has faced many 

urban issues due to rapid urbanisation and because local government has already developed 

participatory planning processes as a tool to improve sustainability in the city. Regarding the 

inter-municipal consortium, this type of institutional arrangement allows cooperation between 

distinct municipalities regarding provision of public services as well as financial resources, 

potentially improving the capacity of small municipalities to deliver public services (Spink, 

2005). However, none of the municipalities of the consortium have experience in strategic 

planning with social participation. In this sense, given the contrasts and differences between 

those localities, it could be possible to better understand the potential of SDG 11 to contribute 

to the development of sustainable cities under distinct institutional arrangements, 

environmental, social and economic conditions. 

Niterói is a big city located in the metropolitan area of Rio de Janeiro State, Brazil. This 

city has an estimated population of 511,786 inhabitants and covers an area of 134,074 km² 
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(Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2015). The total population lives in the urban 

area, which represents a challenge for promoting local sustainable development. Also, the city 

comprises five administrative regions (North, Baía Beach, Pendotiba, Oceanic, and East) that 

have distinct economic, social, and environmental conditions and unequal levels of 

development (Gomes & Reys, 2015).  

In Niterói City, the local government has been making organisational efforts to put in 

place participatory planning initiatives; notably, the strategic plan Niterói que Queremos 2033. 

This plan is the main ongoing effort promoted by the local government for providing public 

services and enhancing sustainability in the city. It was launched in December 2013, after a 

series of consultations within the population, and relied on the partnership of the private sector. 

The year 2010 was used as baseline for collecting data (Gomes & Reys, 2015). Also, the 

government has created a coordinating function within the local executive branch for 

monitoring the plan’s activities. The strategic plan was built on participatory methodology and 

identified the needs, priorities, and indicators for promoting social and economic local 

development. Seven priority areas were defined: public security and transportation, health, 

education, economic development, environment, social inclusion, and public management.  

Inter-municipal cooperation is a wide-spread phenomenon in many European countries 

and has gained popularity as a tool for overcoming the challenges posed by fragmented local 

political and administrative structures (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development, 2012). In Brazil, three types of formal inter-municipal arrangements for 

cooperation can be observed: 1) Metropolitan Regions, 2) Inter-municipal Consortia, and 3) 

Integrated Development Regions (Spink, 2005). The inter-municipal arrangement is the focus 

of this research and is based on voluntary association between distinct municipalities.  

The Inter-municipal Consortium of the Paranapanema Valley (CIVAP) is a cooperation 

arrangement between 27 municipalities and includes collaboration and mutual assistance to 

develop joint projects and public service delivery. Over the years, the consortium has provided 

integrated alternatives to waste management, environment, infrastructure, planning, 

agriculture, and education to strengthen inter-municipal cooperation in the region. The region 

has an estimated population of 1.207,105 inhabitants and covers an area of 9.101,718 km² 

(Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2017). Despite the efforts promoted by CIVAP, 

the municipalities in the region have not experienced integrated nor participatory planning 

processes.  
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3.3.2 Data collection and analysis 

 

The multi-actor multi-criteria analysis (MAMCA) was the approach adopted to develop 

the two case studies involving gathering and data analysis. This methodology differs from the 

classical approach of multi-criteria analysis (Kitchin et al.)  because includes stakeholder 

participation in a very early stage (Macharis et al., 2009). MAMCA enables the participation 

of multiple stakeholders and the evaluation of several alternatives, while explicitly taking the 

point of view of the involved stakeholders into account (Turcksin et al., 2011). The method 

consists of seven key steps. In this research, steps 1 to 4 were developed during a participatory 

decision-making workshop aimed at discussing the main challenges and opportunities 

regarding the forthcoming implementation of SDG 11 at local levels.  

In Niterói City, the workshop comprised the participation of 16 key stakeholders 

aggregated into 4 groups: eight from municipal government, three from business sector, two 

from universities, and three from state audit office. In the CIVAP region, the workshop 

involved the participation of 15 key stakeholders aggregated into 2 groups: ten from municipal 

government and five from universities.  

As shown in Figure 16, the first step of MAMCA methodology is to define the problem 

and alternatives for evaluation. In this research, SDG 11 targets were chosen as preselected 

alternatives and were submitted for stakeholder analysis during the workshops.  

 

 

 

Figure 16. Schematic diagram of the seven key steps of Multi Actor Multi Criteria Analysis 

(MAMCA). Source: adapted from Macharis et al. (2004). 
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The second step in the MAMCA involves the definition of the range of stakeholders to 

be consulted. Selecting the range of key stakeholders was an early challenge, and for this 

research identification was based on the recommendations of the municipal government.  

In the step 3, stakeholder groups identify objectives and criteria. The criteria were not 

tracked by the literature (Turcksin et al., 2011), but identified during the workshop, based on 

interactive discussions between the stakeholders. Stakeholder groups identified a specific set 

of criteria and allocated weights to each distinct criterion. A weight scale ranging from 1 to 9, 

with 1 meaning “not so important” and 9 “extremely important”, was used. It is important to 

note that the same value could be used to distinguish criteria if they had the same importance. 

Also, considering that a stakeholder group was constituted by distinct members, the geometric 

mean was calculated (Turcksin et al., 2011). 

Step 4 consists of constructing indicators to evaluate each individual criterion and 

defining the measurement method. For the fifth step, the AHP-OS, based on Saaty (1980) AHP 

method, was used to obtain the relative importance of the criteria identified by the four 

stakeholder groups. This web-based tool allows hierarchy of criteria for decision making, 

definition of priorities and evaluation of distinct alternatives (Goepel, 2017).  

In step 6, criteria are analysed to provide a multi-stakeholder view on the different 

alternatives, and step 7 is the final step of MAMCA, after which the local government decides 

which alternatives to implement.  
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Chapter 4  

 

Evaluation of Sustainable Planning Initiatives in 

Brazilian Municipalities 

 

This Chapter includes one co-authored paper. This first paper was developed with the 

purpose of filling an evaluation gap concerning the achievements of four major sustainable 

local initiatives implemented in Brazilian municipalities in the last 15 years. Also, based on 

learned experience, this first paper intended to propose a practical framework to support local 

governments in the future implementation of SDG 11 in a more effective way.  

 

4.1 Can Learned Experiences Accelerate the Implementation of Sustainable Development 

Goal 11?   

 

What are the contributions of the planning initiatives to facilitate integrated 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels? What are the main challenges and barriers to 

integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local levels? What are the main factors which can 

facilitate integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local levels based on a participatory 

approach? The first paper was designed to address all those research questions and to get a 

better understanding about the impacts of four local planning initiatives developed at local 

levels in Brazil since mid-90’s.  

Despite being implemented for more than two decades, the effectiveness of those 

initiatives at local levels have been lightly explored. To address this gap, a conceptual 

framework was developed to evaluate the effectiveness of four sustainable initiatives 

implemented at local levels in Brazil, in combination. While most of evaluations are focused 

on the impacts of specific initiatives individually, this research was an attempt to understand 

the impacts based on integrative approach instead of distinguishing specific results. 

Considering that those existing planning initiatives can impact on the implementation 

of local policies, the potential contribution of those initiatives in the forthcoming 

implementation of SDG 11 was also evaluated in the first paper.  
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 Two important outcomes resulted from the first stage of this research. The first is the 

conceptual framework itself since it allows to evaluate the effectiveness of existing initiatives 

in combination. The second is an action framework designed to support the local levels in the 

implementation of SDG 11 based on learning experiences. These two frameworks can support 

local governments in the forthcoming implementation of SDG 11 in a more consistent and 

effective way. 

Another important aspect to note is that the action framework designed in this research 

is simpler in terms of steps to be followed and focused on the local context. The framework 

provides an achievable set of three action areas and nine priorities that are critical for the 

implementation of SDG 11. In this sense, the framework provides a common and generalizable 

process that can be used by any municipality. Once the municipalities are responsible to 

implement sustainable urban policies, the action framework can positively impact on decision 

making because it combines barriers and successful factors.  

Finally, the results highlight the significance of governance role at local levels, for 

planning policies, integration and more efficient decision making to successful implementation 

of SDG 11 at local levels. 
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4.2 Summary Discussion of Published Paper: Integrating health promotion into 

Sustainable Development Goal 11 

 

As evidenced by this research there are interconnections between planning and the 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Among the four local planning initiatives evaluated 

in paper 1, HMC is the least known and implemented in only a few municipalities. However, 

as recently published by the World Health Organization (WHO), the healthy cities approach 

can contribute to achieving SDG 11. According to WHO, the healthy cities approach can 

contribute to improving housing and sanitation, upgrading slums and reducing the incidence of 

diseases. Also, healthy cities approach “encourage better urban planning to prioritize increased 

access to safe transport systems, green and public spaces, and emergency responses to natural 

disasters, which together reduce road traffic deaths, improve air quality, promote physical 

activity and save lives from disasters” (World Health Organization, 2018). 

Indeed, the 17 goals and targets are interconnected and bring together synergies and 

tradeoffs, which must be considered for successful implementation (Griggs et al., 2013b; 

Herrick, 2016; Lu et al., 2015; Schmidt, Gostin, & Emanuel, 2015). Distinct approaches have 

been developed towards the identification of synergies and tradeoffs (Leal Filho et al., 2018; 

Nerini et al., 2018; Nilsson, Griggs, & Visbeck, 2016; Schmidt-Traub, Kroll, Teksoz, Durand-

Delacre, & Sachs, 2017; van Noordwijk et al., 2018). Indeed, SDG frameworks should address 

tradeoffs and maximize synergies (Griggs et al., 2013b). Significantly, some scholars consider 

that there are more synergies than tradeoffs within and among the SDGs (Pradhan, Costa, 

Rybski, Lucht, & Kropp, 2017; Singh et al., 2018). However, it is important to note that 

although some synergies and tradeoffs have been identified, others may emerge in the future 

(Bowen et al., 2017; Pradhan et al., 2017).   

Among the 17 goals, SDG 3 (Good health and well-being) is considered as critical for 

the achievement of other goals (Nunes, Lee, & O'Riordan, 2016; World Health Organization, 

2013). Also, SDG 3 involves 13 targets that have been considered as the most synergistic with 

potential to leverage the achievement of other targets (Nunes et al., 2016; Pradhan et al., 2017). 

Regarding SDG 11 (Sustainable cities and communities), it is a key goal to include the local 

levels in the achievement of the SDGs. Goal 11 addresses directly several urban issues such as 

housing, transportation, air pollution, unplanned land use and lack of basic services. Goal 11 

includes 10 targets and has a close link with health promotion and quality of life in the cities. 

The interconnections between goals 3 and 11 have been analysed with great synergies between 
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targets 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.9, and 11.1 as shown in Figure 1. Also, between targets 3.4, 3.6, 3.8, 3.9 

and 11.2 (International Council for Science, 2017; Stafford-Smith et al., 2017).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Interactions between SDGs 3 and 11. Adapted from International Council for 

Science (2017). 

 

At local levels, a synergy between goals and targets can be achieved through 

mainstreaming SDGs into ongoing or future initiatives for sustainable development (United 

Nations Development Programme et al., 2016). Mayors have a key role to play in creating 

sustainable cities and settlements due to the impacts of increasing urbanisation (United 

Nations-HABITAT, 2010). The SDGs input a crucial role on mayors in delivering capacity to 

develop actions, developing cooperation, and adjusting public policies, which are poorly 

aligned with existing international agreements, political processes and mainly national and 

local targets (Gore, 2015; Hák et al., 2016). Achieving cooperation is challenging and can vary 

among issues and over time (Axelrod & Keohane, 1985). Several studies have been developed 

to analyse the main strategies developed for cooperation and its potential benefits (Oye, 1985). 

Also, distinguished types of cooperation have been proposed depending on the type of partner 

(Belderbos, Carree, Diederen, Lokshin, & Veugelers, 2004), the level of integration (Cruijssen, 

Dullaert, & Fleuren, 2007), and conflict of interest (Gramlich, 1987). 

SDG 3 Targets 

11.1 By 2030, ensure access for all to adequate, 
safe and affordable housing and basic services 
and upgrade slums 

SDG 11 Targets 

11.2 By 2030, provide access to safe, affordable, 

accessible and sustainable transport systems for 

all, improving road safety, notably by expanding 
public transport, with special attention to the needs 

of those in vulnerable situations, women, children, 
persons with disabilities and older persons  

3.2 By 2030, end preventable deaths of newborns and children 

under 5 years of age, with all countries aiming to reduce 

neonatal mortality to at least as low as 12 per 1000 live births 
and under-5 mortality to at least as low as 25 per 1000 live 

births. 

3.3 By 2030, end the epidemics of AIDS, tuberculosis, 
malaria and neglected tropical diseases and combat hepatitis, 
water-borne diseases and other communicable diseases. 

3.6 By 2020, halve the number of global deaths and injuries 

from road traffic accidents. 

3.8 Achieve universal health coverage, including financial 

risk protection, access to quality essential health-care services 
and access to safe, effective, quality and affordable essential 
medicines and vaccines for all. 

3.4 By 2030, reduce by one third premature mortality from 

non-communicable diseases through prevention and treatment 

and promote mental health and well-being. 
3.9 By 2030, substantially reduce the number of deaths and 

illnesses from hazardous chemicals and air, water and soil 
pollution and contamination. 
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In order to facilitate cooperation and integration of health promotion into SDGs, the 

World Health Organisation (WHO) developed a guide based on six pillars: promoting well-

being, integrated agendas and policies, social inclusion, economic development approaches, 

combination of health and environmental strategies, and gender equality (World Health 

Organization, 2018). Those guidelines are interconnected to other initiatives designed to 

implement the SDGs (United Nations Development Programme et al., 2016).  

In this research, we argue that the Healthy Municipalities, Cities, and Communities 

(HMC) initiative could be a complementary framework to enhance cooperation and synergies 

between goals 3 and 11, facilitating the implementation of SDG 11 at Brazilian municipalities. 

The HMC initiative was introduced in the Americas by the Pan American Health Organization 

(PAHO/WHO) to put health issues onto urban agendas (Harpham et al., 2001). HMC is based 

on an intersectoral approach to health development that focuses on the environmental, social 

and economic determinants of health (Adriano et al., 2000; Pan American Health Organization, 

2002; Rice & Franceschini, 2007).  

Based on potential synergies between SDGs 3 and 11, the first objective of this 

discussion was to examine how HMC initiatives can contribute to integrate health promotion 

in the implementation of SDG 11, creating synergies at local levels. Drawing on those previous 

findings, the second objective is to integrate health promotion across the framework developed 

in paper 1. 

In Brazil, HMC initiatives are not well systematized as in other countries, which made 

it difficult to collect information for this research. In this sense, based on relevant literature 

review, HMC initiatives were organized in two phases (see Figure 18). 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Implementation of HMC initiatives in Brazil. 
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As shown in Figure 18, the first phase (from 1990 to 2002) was based on isolated or 

emerging initiatives. It started with the municipalities of Campinas and Jundiaí, in São Paulo 

state. In Campinas, HMC activities were implemented in 1994 with the support of 

PAHO/WHO (Adriano et al., 2000). Other municipalities also were engaged as São Paulo city 

and Santos located in São Paulo state, Sobral and Crateús in Ceará state, Anadia and Maceió 

in Alagoas state, and Chopinzinho in Paraná state (Rumel et al., 2005). Some pilot experiments 

were also carried out in in the cities of Dionísio and São José do Goiabal, in Minas Gerais state 

(Adriano et al., 2000). Until 2000, there were 19 municipalities involved with HMC initiatives 

but only 13 with active projects (Westphal, 2000). At present, excepting Campinas city, all 

other HMC experiences have been interrupted (Adriano et al., 2000; Mendes, 2000) 

The second phase started in 2003 and created a new perspective on the local 

implementation of HMC in Brazil through networks. The Potential Healthy Cities Network 

(PHCN) and the Healthy Cities Network of Pernambuco (HCNP) are the two active networks 

supporting the development of HMC projects in Brazil. The PHCN network involves 38 

municipalities most located in São Paulo state while HCNP network involves 23 municipalities 

all located in Pernambuco state.   

PHCN is a voluntary association of municipalities created in 2003 to support local 

governments, managers, and technicians implementing health projects. The network supports 

mayors and the local community to develop health projects through awareness-raising, 

mobilization and social participation (Sperandio, 2004). HCNP is also a voluntary initiative 

aiming to promote social participation and interaction between municipalities. HCNP was 

created in 2006 and has been developing health cities activities with the support of Japan 

International Cooperation Agency (JICA), the Federal University of Pernambuco (UFPE) and 

the State Secretary of Health as project counterparts. The initiative developed the Bamboo 

Method, as a tool to facilitate the implementation of HMC, based on mobilization, planning 

and prioritizing activities with local leaders (De Leeuw & Simos, 2017; Freire, Salles, de Sá, 

& Pereira, 2016). Both networks are supported by academic institutions that have fostered and 

strengthened social participation and improved participatory methods at local levels. Together, 

HCNP and PHCN networks comprise a total of 61 municipalities implemented in five states.  

This research was focused on initiatives developed in Phase 2 and comprises the 

evaluation of 14 HMC initiatives developed in São Paulo state. The choice to analyse HMC 

initiatives in São Paulo was purposeful. São Paulo is the most populous state of Brazil with an 

estimated population of 45 million people (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica, 2017) 
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Likewise, São Paulo is the richest state in Brazil, and it is responsible alone for almost 40% of 

the Brazilian GDP. This state comprises a total of 645 municipalities and has the highest 

Human Development Index (HDI) in country. HMC initiative is implemented in 28 

municipalities as shown in Figure 19.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Geographic distribution of HMC initiatives in São Paulo state. 

 

 

Qualitative research was designed to identify enablers of success and main challenges 

to the successful implementation of HMC initiatives in São Paulo state, and also to identify 

how HMC experience could contribute to integrate health promotion across the implementation 

of SDG 11 at a local level. 

Data collection comprised review of documents (reports), online survey and interviews 

with experts and representatives from local government and civil society (see Table 8). The 

online survey was created on LymeSurvey application version 1.2 and was pre-tested by some 

local representatives to suggest improvements and identify unclear or vague questions. Despite 

some disadvantages of conducting online survey research (Wright, 2005), in this research, there 

were no registered access issues. An invitation to participate was sent by email to 35 potential 

key informants (KI), including local government and civil society representatives, from 

February 2017 to April 2017. This invitation was sent to all municipalities implementing HMC 

in São Paulo state. The number of valid answers returned was 18 and involved 14 

municipalities (overall response rate of 52% percent). The interview protocol contained three 

open-ended questions focused on challenges, success factors for HMC implementation, and the 
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expectations about the integrated implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil. Ethical approval was 

obtained from the Griffith University, Australia in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Human Research (GU 2016/748). 

 

Table 8 

Data source and municipalities evaluated in this research. 

Municipalities 

Number of participants  

Data Source Survey Interviews* 

Americana 2  Survey, Report 

Artur Nogueira 1  Survey, Report 

Campinas 3 8 Survey, Interview, Report 

Cosmópolis 1  Survey, Report 

Estiva Gerbi 1  Survey, Report 

Hortolândia 1 1 Survey, Interview, Report 

Monte Mor 1  Survey, Report 

Nova Odessa 1  Survey 

Pirassununga 1  Survey, Report 

Porto Ferreira 1  Survey, Report 

Santa Bárbara D’Oeste 1  Survey, Report 

Santo Antonio de Posse 1  Survey 

Valinhos 1  Survey 

Vinhedo 2  Survey, Report 

* Interviews included other two HMC experts.  

 

The interviews were transcribed, organised into reports and analysed through QSR‐

Nvivo 11 software. The coding process was developed using constant comparison (Glaser et 

al., 1999) and based on an inductive approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). According to Bringer 

et al. (2006), Computer-Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) and Nvivo, 

more specifically, can be used successfully to facilitate investigations and many aspects of the 

iterative process of evaluation. Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2011) suggest that NVivo can 

increase the rigor of a qualitative research. 

Based on qualitative analysis results, an action framework consisting of three priorities 

of action was adopted in this research to integrate health promotion across SDG 11 at local 

levels (Almeida, Smart, & Davey, 2018). In this framework, the first action is focused on two 

priorities: enhancing local policies and establishing appropriate partnerships. The second 

action is to increase understanding of the Agenda, and the third action aims to strengthen 
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governance through integrating SDGs into local policies as a priority and clear definition of 

roles and responsibilities.  

 

4.2.1 Integrating health promotion into SDG 11: synergies, challenges and opportunities 

 

Based upon the reports of HMC initiatives, it was possible to identify that 

municipalities are developing projects on education, local development (focused on training of 

local managers and community autonomy), food security, health promotion (through tobacco-

free initiative) and violence against women (focused on social inclusion, women 

empowerment, and self-esteem). All those initiatives can contribute to integrate health 

promotion into SDG 11.  

Regarding online survey and interviews, the results highlighted two main challenges 

hindering the potential of HMC in Brazil and two opportunities to integrate health promotion 

into SDG 11 at local levels. Social participation and integration of SDGs across Master Plans 

were identified as key factors that can foster the integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local 

levels.  

Concerning the challenges to be overcome, the lack of national strategy with the general 

guidelines for implementation in the municipalities supported by the federal government, and 

the absence of effectiveness evaluation of the results achieved by HMC were pointed out by 

the stakeholders as the most important aspects that can hinder the implementation of SDG at 

the local level. 

 

Social participation  

 

Participation is a dynamic concept involving several levels, forms, and dimensions 

(Pawar, 2017; Rifkin, Hundt, & Draper, 2000). Likewise, distinct participatory approaches 

have been developed involving participation as a tool for achieving better outcomes, or 

participation as a process to improve individuals’ capacity (Cleaver, 1999). Indeed, for many 

years community participation has been adopted as a tool to develop projects in the health 

sector (Rifkin et al., 2000). Also, some authors have highlighted the importance of genuine 

participation (Pawar & Midgley, 2017) as well as public deliberation and citizen engagement 

in participation process (Carpini, Cook, & Jacobs, 2004).  
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According to the United Nations (UN) the implementation of SDGs should be based on 

a participative approach (United Nations Development Programme et al., 2016). In this sense, 

considering that HMC is implemented based on a bottom-up approach, the initiative can 

contribute to the integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Indeed, HMC initiatives 

involve collaboration and participation of different actors and the use of distinct participatory 

strategies. Also, mobilisation and collective participation in decision-making processes are 

principles of health promotion (Ivo de Carvalho, Faria Westphal, & Lucia Goes Pereira Lima, 

2007). According to Arteaga, Rice, and Franceschini (2009) political will, community 

participation, and training are enabling factors facilitating the implementation of HMC 

initiatives.  

 

Integration of SDGs across Master Plans 

 

Besides social participation, the outcomes of qualitative research suggested that HMC 

strategy has potential to integrate SDGs 3 and 11 into participatory Master Plans (Moysés, 

Moysés, & Krempel, 2004; Pereira, 2009; Rezende & Ultramari, 2007; Sperandio, Francisco 

Filho, & Mattos, 2016).  

The Master Plans can be defined as a set of principles and rules to guide public and 

private agents in the use of urban space. They consist of a basic tool for policy development 

and management of urban sprawl (J. M. P. da Silva, 2010). The Brazil Federal Constitution, 

article 182, established that the municipality is responsible for planning and implementing 

urban policy. It also states that MPs are mandatory for municipalities with more than 20,000 

inhabitants (Brazil, 1988) and the procedures to participatory urban planning, including 

approval by the City Council before implementation.  

Indeed, bringing the main themes discussed by the community, HMC initiatives 

provide direction for local governments to include health promotion into participatory Master 

Plans. 

 

The lack of national strategy 

 

The debate on health promotion started in the early 1990s, but it was only officially 

recognized in 1998 when Brazilian Ministry of Health created a specific structure to work with 

the theme (Ivo de Carvalho et al., 2007). Moreover, at the time HMC was introduced in Brazil, 
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it seemed to be an effective and viable alternative for implementing the principles of health 

promotion (Akerman et al., 2002; Westphal, 2000) however, the initiative was never used as a 

referential for the public health national policy. 

 Despite the efforts that have been promoted by the Brazilian universities and other 

representatives of NNHM, the initiative is practically unknown in the country and mostly 

implemented in small cities. HMC did not gain prominence in Brazil, nor reached politically 

relevant instances (Buss & Carvalho, 2009). Westphal (2000) suggest that the internal 

dynamics of the public sector are a major determinant of success, especially in low and middle-

income countries. In this sense, it is possible to conclude that the lack of support by the federal 

government hindered a broad implementation of HMC in Brazil and most likely hampered the 

availability of health promotion infrastructure to ensure local managers to implement HMC 

projects, including the level of awareness, human resources, and funding.  

Likewise, even though some public health practitioners had recognized the 

convergence of health and the promotion of wellbeing in cities, the public health sector is 

resistance in adopting health promotion as a guiding paradigm and health public policies are 

still focused on diseases (Ivo de Carvalho, Faria Westphal, and Lucia Goes Pereira Lima 2007). 

The absence of strategic policy for health promotion added by the segmented and bureaucratic 

administrative structures contributed to the prevalence of the rationality based on the disease 

(Buss and Carvalho 2009).  

It is very likely that the narrow view of public health sector also hindered the use of 

HMC as a useful tool for promoting health in the municipalities. In this sense, it can be said 

that promotion of health in Brazil is still depending on the development of a national strategy 

and the strengthening of health promotion principles and will demand the support of federal 

level and national leadership to influence state and local levels.  

 

The absence of effectiveness evaluation 

 

Assessment is an important part of health city strategy, but it is still a matter of debate. 

In Brazil, the scarcity of papers presenting evaluation designs and results from HMC makes 

difficult to understand the real impact of the initiative at local levels (Aronson, Norton, & 

Kegler, 2007). Significantly, a systematic evaluation of all HMC initiatives has never been 

conducted mainly because of the lack of specific evaluation methodology and appropriate 

indicators (Arteaga, Rice, & Franceschini, 2009). 
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Mendes (2000) examined the proposal for health intervention into aspects of quality of 

life with an emphasis on the issue of citizen participation in Brazil in Maceió (AL) and Jundiaí 

(SP). Based on a qualitative approach, the author concluded that broad social participation was 

a limitation of HMC initiatives in those municipalities. Mendes (2000) also evaluated HMC 

initiatives in Limeira and Bertioga, São Paulo state, from the perspective of quality of life and 

confirmed that there is a concern about the need to evaluate the projects, but it is still very 

incipient. In Hortolândia, São Paulo state, HMC project was used as referential to the 

development of municipal policy. As commented by Zanardi (HMC expert) “Systemic vision, 

leadership, planning, monitoring and evaluation of results and especially the social 

participation were crucial aspects of the successful result of the initiative”.  

Sperandio, Veríssimo, and Palácios (2011) investigated the strategies used for the 

implementation of HMC in Maringá, Paraná state, and concluded that the network supported 

the actions implemented in the municipality from the perspective of health promotion.  

On another level, Freire et al. (2016) mapped HMC initiatives ongoing in Pernambuco 

state and their mechanisms of implementation based on a qualitative approach. The authors 

verified that the effectiveness of initiatives in 23 municipalities was related to three main keys 

factors: support given by the university, strong engagement of local leadership, and 

participation of social movements. 

Perhaps the evaluations could also be based on a participatory approach to lead to 

ownership of local projects, legitimacy, learning experience and increase the capacity of poor 

communities to propose ideas and maybe future projects.  

Finally, the research highlights that the lack of effectiveness evaluations is a key issue 

not only identified in Brazil but also in other countries engaged in the implementation of HMC 

initiatives (Arteaga et al., 2009). 

 

4.2.2 HMC approach as a framework to integrate health promotion into SDG 11 

 

Based on the results of qualitative research, a proposal framework was developed to 

address the main challenges and opportunities identified in this research to enhance the 

integrated implementation of 11 at local levels (Figure 20).  
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Figure 20. Proposal framework to integrate health promotion across SDG 11 at local levels, 

drawing on HMC potential contribution. Source: adapted from Almeida et al. (2018). 

  

As shown in Figure 20, the HMC approach can directly contribute to enhancing local 

policies and mainly to strength governance at local levels. Indeed, good governance has been 

identified as a crucial part of integrated implementation of SDGs and health promotion 

(Biermann, Stevens, Bernstein, Gupta, & Kabiri, 2014; Bowen et al., 2017; Haffeld, 2013). 

Moreover, there is a potential contribution to increase the understanding of the Agenda. 

It is important to note that, at the time this research was developed, the HMC network was not 

developing any activity regarding the integration of health promotion across SDGs. However, 

the network has large experience in providing information, raise-awareness, benefiting local 

communities. 

 

4.2.3 Conclusion 

 

The present analysis suggests that there are some lessons learned from the 

implementation of HMC that could contribute to integrate health promotion in SDG 11 at local 

levels in Brazil. Also, based on the potential contribution of HMC, this paper presents a 

preliminary framework to integrate HMC into SDG 11 implementation.   

HMC initiatives are based on holistic, integrated, systematic and participative 

approaches, which undoubtedly are the same principles that should be adapted to the 

implementation of SDG 11. Moreover, HMC initiatives have synergy with other local policies 

Integrating health promotion across SDG11 

Enhance local policies 1 
➢ Integrate the SDGs across health and 

urban local policies 

 

HMC approach: potential contribution 

 

Understand the Agenda 2 

Strength governance  3 

➢ Engaged local management 

➢ Local leadership 

➢ Articulate community and public 
management interests 

➢ Community empowerment 

➢ Mechanisms for deliberative 

participation 

➢ Mobilise local managers to increase the 

knowledge about the SDGs  
➢ Develop awareness-raising campaigns to 

engage local community 

 

Priorities for Action 
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focused on health promotion and sustainability. The initiatives can likely contribute to 

enhancing public awareness, institution strengthening and capacity building of local managers 

and communities. In this sense, HMC initiatives can give a great contribution to the 

achievement of SDG 11, notably, targets 11.1, 11.2, but also 11.3 and 11.a. In terms of major 

challenges, two main challenges were identified in this research: the lack of a national strategy 

and federal support and the lack of effectiveness evaluation of HMC. 

The analysis of major literature and interviews with HMC experts indicate that the lack 

of a national strategy hindered a broad implementation of HMC. It can likely happen with the 

integration of health in SDG 11 if a national strategy is not progressed. Building a common 

vision in the health sector based on principles and SDGs goals will be a great challenge. The 

connection between health and sustainable cities must be defined as a direction to be pursued 

by the municipalities and must be integrated objectively in some health programs already 

implemented by cities. It means, some adjustments and orientation will need to be done. 

Regarding the lack of effectiveness evaluation of HMC, the present analysis suggests that it 

will also be a limiting factor for the implementation of SDGs as already mentioned by many 

authors. 

In practical terms, due to its small scale, the use of HMC as a referential action to 

integrate health promotion and sustainable cities has more limitations than opportunities. 

However, at least in the cities that are already implementing HMC, this initiative can act as a 

catalyst for the integration of health in SDG 11. Also, the framework proposed in this research 

can be used to support local governments. The strategy of integrating the HMC learned 

experiences into three priorities for action can be a suitable way to promote sustainable cities 

from a health perspective. In this case, it will be crucial to establishing clear links between 

health promotion principles and SDG 11 objectives. 

Certainly, the effective implementation of SDGs in the cities will demand more 

sophisticated decision support tools than conventional plans (Fisk, 2012). However, the 

shortcomings of conventional tools as HMC approach cannot be ignored, especially at local 

levels.  
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Chapter 5  

 

Agenda 2030 at national level: partnerships for SDG 

11 implementation in Brazil  

 

The previous chapter has presented the contribution of existing sustainable initiatives 

to improve local policies and their potential to accelerate SDG 11 implementation at local 

levels. From here, the next stage of this research was to analyse the national strategy to 

implement the Agenda 2030, more specifically the federal government proposal to implement 

SDG 11, based on multi-stakeholder approach. 

The paper included in this chapter was designed based on qualitative approach and 

involved the most relevant stakeholders participating in the implementation of Agenda 2030 in 

Brazil. The Agenda 2030 emphasised multi-stakeholder partnerships as a relevant element for 

sustainable development. Indeed, the Agenda 2030 calls for broad and active participation of 

distinct stakeholder groups to be effectively implemented. The importance of stakeholder’s 

engagement is directly address in many parts of the United Nations resolution especially SDG 

16, but also SDG 11 (target 11.3) highlights the importance of participation: By 2030, enhance 

inclusive and sustainable urbanisation and capacity for participatory, integrated and 

sustainable human settlement planning and management in all countries”. Moreover, one of 

the benefits of effective participation is to enhance the sense of ownership (Mathur, Price, & 

Austin, 2008), facilitating the implementation of SDG. In this research, it was possible to 

identify that stakeholder’s engagement is taking place in different ways and that there are 

different levels of SDG implementation across the country.  

It is important to highlight that in this paper, six categories of stakeholders were 

identified, and the Federal Audit Office was included in the evaluation as a national 

government representative. This inclusion was purposeful and based on the potential that the 

Federal Audit Office possess to influence in the preparatory process and in the future 

implementation of public policies. 

Some important outcomes resulted from the analysis of national strategy. However, 

among them one of the most important that should be considered by the Brazilian government 
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is that there are more tradeoffs than synergies concerning the implementation of SDG 11 in 

Brazil. This issue can undermine the potential for collaboration and the achievement of Agenda 

2030 in the country. 

 Finally, the paper suggests some measures that can be adopted to improve the integrated 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels.  
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Chapter 6  

 

Case Studies 

 

This Chapter contains the rationale for selection of the case studies, the use of six 

indicator systems (two National and four Local), and the social and economic 

characteristics of municipalities included in this study. It explains that the sample 

selection was purposeful and based on social, economic and environmental aspects. One 

published paper was included in this Chapter. This paper presents the outcomes of two 

case studies, which were designed to associate the implementation of SDG 11 at local 

levels with the analysis and frameworks developed in this research. The case studies, 

developed in Brazil, were drawn from literature review data and local stakeholders’ 

perspectives through qualitative research. 

Following the adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), several 

initiatives have been developed to assess the achievement of the Agenda 2030 targets. 

Alongside with the indicators proposed by the UN (United Nations General Assembly, 

2017), other initiatives were proposed to assess the progress towards the SDGs as the 

global SDG Index and Dashboards (Bertelsmann Stiftung & Sustainable Development 

Solutions Network, 2018) and the  E-Handbook on Sustainable Development Goals 

Indicators page21 developed by the United Nations Statistics Division (UNSD) to support 

member states to monitor progress made in SDGs implementation. Those indicators were 

designed to be adopted at national and regional levels. The evaluations for local levels 

should be developed by national governments, considering local conditions. 

At local levels, indicators have been considered as effective tools for evaluating 

sustainable development, increasing transparency and accountability, and engaging 

stakeholders (Mascarenhas, Coelho, Subtil, & Ramos, 2010). Nevertheless, the initiatives 

to monitor progress on SDGs at local levels are still limited, especially in Brazil where 

research is still in the initial phase.  

                                                 
21 https://unstats.un.org/wiki/display/SDGeHandbook 
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In this paper, national and local systems of indicators were evaluated to verify 

indicators’ suitability to monitor SDG 11 progress in two distinct regions in Brazil, 

involving a total of 28 municipalities. The sample selection was purposeful and based on 

social, economic and environmental aspects. While Niterói is a big city located in the 

metropolitan area of Rio de Janeiro, CIVAP is an inter-municipal arrangement for 

cooperation between small municipalities. A total of six indicators systems (two National 

and four Local) was investigated.  

Moreover, this section extends the previous issue of developing case studies in a 

huge country, such as Brazil (Chapter 4). The data shown below in Table 9 was not 

included in the paper “Multi-actor multi-criteria analysis (MAMCA) as a tool to build 

indicators and localize Sustainable Development Goal 11 in Brazilian municipalities”. 

Those data were assessed to select the study area and to get a better understanding about 

the region. Table 9 shows differences and similarities between the municipalities, 

according to available social and economic development indicators. Data in Table 9 are 

sourced from the National Bureau of Statistics of Brazil22 website on statistics and the 

Datasus website (Information Technology Department of the Public Health Care System 

-SUS)23.  It is important to highlight that due to the lack of systematic data about Brazilian 

cities, it is not easy to evaluate important aspects associated with urbanization. GDP per 

capita and Gini coefficient were used in this study due to causal relationship between 

urbanization, economic growth and inequality in urban areas (Calì, 2008; Liddle, 2017) 

as well as the potential impacts on the implementation of SDG 11. 

 

Table 9 

Social and economic characteristics of Municipalities evaluated in this research. 

State** Municipality Population 

(2010) 

Population 

estimate 

(2018) 

GDP per 

capita* 

(2010) 

GDP per 

capita* 

(2016) 

HDI 

(2010) 

Income Gini 

Coefficient 

(2010) 

BRAZIL 190755.799 208494.9 11224.15 30548.4 0.699 0.6086 

RJ 1 Niterói 487.562 511.786 23011.46 46202.31 0.837 0.5983 

SP 2 Assis 95.144 103.666 14271.72 27921.64 0.805 0.5040 

SP 3 Bastos 20.445 20.954 17711.81 39033.19 0.751 0.4175 

SP 4 Borá 805 836 40546.42 100029.91 0.746 0.4002 

                                                 
22 https://cidades.ibge.gov.br/ 
23 http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/ibge/censo/cnv/ginibr.def 
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SP 5 Campos Novos Paulista 4.539 4.932 18298.26 28307.64 0.706 0.4379 

SP 6 Cândido Mota 29.884 31.212 16692.47 29350.05 0.747 0.4240 

SP 7 Cruzália 2.274 2.100 29208.86 31800.1 0.774 0.4393 

SP 8 Echaporã  6.318 6.141 14468.87 20518.61 0.745 0.5424 

SP 9 Florínia 2.829 2.699 43182.29 43838.84 0.713 0.4944 

SP 10 Ibirarema 6.725 7.663 16851.58 47003.22 0.708 0.4352 

SP 11 Iepê 7.628 8.124 18280.42 30175.51 0.736 0.4632 

SP 12 Joao Ramalho 4.150 4.495 15081.30 35767.38 0.741 0.4235 

SP 13 Lutécia 2.714 2.663 18819.34 32273.06 0.720 0.4316 

SP 14 Maracaí 13.332 13.967 32163.83 36926.11 0.771 0.4255 

SP 15 Nantes 2.707 3.103 34462.89 31673.75 0.714 0.3530 

SP 16 Ocauçu  4.163 4.287 14074.49 22459.31 0.717 0.3956 

SP 17 Oscar Bressane  2.537 2.602 12419.03 32076.14 0.749 0.4496 

SP 18 Palmital 21.186 22.168 22037.14 27670.81 0.746 0.4648 

SP 19 Paraguaçu Paulista 42.278 45.455 21844.79 26291.19 0.762 0.4641 

SP 20 Paulistânia 1.779 1.832 16910.60 16802.89 0.718 0.4293 

SP 21 Pedrinhas Paulista 2.940 3.085 28143.45 33024.83 0.774 0.5619 

SP 22 Pirapozinho 24.694 27.295 15913.46 26952.95 0.776 0.5286 

SP 23 Platina  3.192 3.521 19813.06 22182.07 0.719 0.4960 

SP 24 Quatá 12.799 14.006 40761.77 32791.62 0.738 0.4175 

SP 25 Rancharia 28.804 29.688 29399.97 38668.19 0.751 0.4694 

SP 26 Santa Cruz do Rio Pardo 43.921 47.395 22175.53 42021.86 0.762 0.4639 

SP 27 Taciba 5.714 6.240 52288.24 21170.25 0.723 0.3861 

SP 28 Taruma 12.885 14.812 30087.95 78512.45 0.753 0.5488 

Note. *GDP in Reais (R$). **In urban areas. 

 

 

As illustrated in Table 9, from 28 municipalities evaluated in the paper, 26 

municipalities can be categorised as small cities (population < 50,000 inhabitants). 

Niterói and Assis belong to the category of big cities (larger than 100,001 inhabitants). 

The data show that in the past eight years, most of the municipalities have experienced 

higher population growth. However, in Cruzália, Echaporã, Florínia, and Lutécia the 

population has declined. GDP per capita has increased in most of the evaluated 

municipalities, but decreased in Nantes, Paulistânia, Quatá, and Taciba that could contract 

economic activity. Regarding inequality, based on the Human Development Index 

(HDI) and Income Gini Coefficient, Table 8 shows that all municipalities evaluated have 
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HDI higher than the country average. However, Gini coefficient indicates that income 

inequality remains a problem in the region. Overall, small municipalities have fewer 

resources for infrastructure and basic services than big cities and more limitations for 

socioeconomic development. 

 Although some relevant initiatives are in progress to assess the implementation of 

SDGs at local levels, the results revealed that when it comes to local implementation of 

SDG 11, no system is completely adequate. Stakeholders detected significant flaws 

regarding social participation and transparency. 

In fact, implementing a measurement to enable governments to move into more 

sustainable urban development can be a big challenge for local governments, not just 

because of the lack of data and difficulties in measuring urban realities, but also because 

urban sustainability is connected to individual’s lifestyle and priorities (Caprotti et al., 

2017). In Brazil, data availability is a major limitation and most of the datasets are only 

available on state levels or do not exist at all (Almeida et al., 2018).  

In terms of challenges, the paper indicates that governance, transparency, and 

social participation are critical issues to be addressed. Also, shifts in the ongoing model 

to evaluate the implementation of SDG 11 in Brazil will be necessary.  

The main conclusion from case studies is that the existing indicators are not 

adequate for evaluating urban sustainability in Brazilian municipalities. From a multi-

stakeholder perspective, current indicators’ approach to evaluate SDG 11 at local levels 

seems to be inadequate once there is a general expectation that qualitative indicators are 

adopted. Also, the results suggest that implementing and monitoring SDG 11 will require  

better timeliness, greater disaggregation, and higher frequency.  

Finally, integrating climate change and disaster risk reduction in participatory 

local planning will be another challenge to be faced by local governments. Such work can 

be facilitated by using MAMCA as a tool for supporting local decision-making.   
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6.1 Summary Discussion of Published Paper 

 

As evidenced in this research, SGD 11 targets cannot be achieved without being 

effectively implemented at local levels (Graute, 2016). Also, monitoring the 

implementation process will be crucial to improve sustainability in cities and increase 

efficiency of local initiatives. Given the complex issues involved in monitoring and 

evaluating, local governments will need not only financial, but also methodological 

support to achieve SDGs targets.  

In the literature, several urban indicators have been developed to evaluate 

sustainable cities (M. Holden, 2006; Mori & Christodoulou, 2012). However, developing 

metrics and standards for measuring sustainable development in cities remain a challenge. 

The United Nations approved a list of 14 indicators to monitor the achievement of SDG 

11 targets (see Table 10). In the literature, there is no consensus about the use of indicators 

to evaluate sustainability. While some authors have criticised the indicators for being 

reductionist and simplifying complex urban context (M. Holden, 2013; Moreno-Pires & 

Fidélis, 2012), other authors argue that indicators have a useful role in the implementation 

of SDGs (Mair et al., 2018; Simon et al., 2015). 

 

Table 10  

SDG 11 targets and indicators. 

Targets Indicators 

11.1 By 2030, ensure access for all to 

adequate, safe and affordable housing and 

basic services and upgrade slums 

11.1.1 Proportion of urban population living in slums, 

informal settlements or inadequate housing. 

11.2 By 2030, provide access to safe, 

affordable, accessible and sustainable 

transport systems for all, improving road 

safety, notably by expanding public transport, 

with special attention to the needs of those in 

vulnerable situations, women, children, 

persons with disabilities and older persons 

11.2.1 Proportion of population that has convenient 

access to public transport, by sex, age and persons with 

disabilities.  

11.3 By 2030, enhance inclusive and 

sustainable urbanization and capacity for 

participatory, integrated and sustainable 

human settlement planning and management 

11.3.1 Ratio of land consumption rate to population 

growth rate.  

11.3.2 Proportion of cities with a direct participation 

structure of civil society in urban planning and 
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in all countries. management that operate regularly and democratically. 

11.4 Strengthen efforts to protect and 

safeguard the world’s cultural and natural 

heritage 

11.4.1 Total expenditure (public and private) per capita 

spent on the preservation, protection and conservation 

of all cultural and natural heritage, by type of heritage 

(cultural, natural, mixed and World Heritage Centre 

designation), level of government (national, regional 

and local/municipal), type of expenditure (operating 

expenditure/investment) and type of private funding 

(donations in kind, private non-profit sector and 

sponsorship). 

11.5 By 2030, significantly reduce the number 

of deaths and the number of people affected 

and substantially decrease the direct economic 

losses relative to global gross domestic 

product caused by disasters, including water-

related disasters, with a focus on protecting the 

poor and people in vulnerable situations 

11.5.1 Number of deaths, missing persons and directly 

affected persons attributed to disasters per 100,000 

population. 

11.5.2 Direct disaster economic loss in relation to 

global GDP, damage to critical infrastructure and 

number of disruptions to basic services, attributed to 

disasters. 

11.6 By 2030, reduce the adverse per capita 

environmental impact of cities, including by 

paying special attention to air quality and 

municipal and other waste management 

11.6.1 Proportion of urban solid waste regularly 

collected and with adequate final discharge out of total 

urban solid waste generated, by cities. 

11.6.2 Annual mean levels of fine particulate matter 

(e.g. PM2.5 and PM10) in cities (population weighted). 

11.7 By 2030, provide universal access to safe, 

inclusive and accessible, green and public 

spaces, in particular for women and children, 

older persons and persons with disabilities 

11.7.1 Average share of the built-up area of cities that 

is open space for public use for all, by sex, age and 

persons with disabilities. 

11.7.2 Proportion of persons victim of physical or 

sexual harassment, by sex, age, disability status and 

place of occurrence, in the previous 12 months 

11.a Support positive economic, social and 

environmental links between urban, periurban 

and rural areas by strengthening national and 

regional development planning. 

11.a.1 Proportion of population living in cities that 

implement urban and regional development plans 

integrating population projections and resource needs, 

by size of city 

11.b By 2020, substantially increase the 

number of cities and human settlements 

adopting and implementing integrated policies 

and plans towards inclusion, resource 

efficiency, mitigation and adaptation to 

climate change, resilience to disasters, and 

develop and implement, in line with the Sendai 

11.b.1 Number of countries that adopt and implement 

national disaster in line with the Sendai Framework for 

Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030a. 

11.b.2 Proportion of local governments that adopt and 

implement local disaster risk reduction strategies in 

line with national disaster risk reduction strategies 
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Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-

2030, holistic disaster risk management at all 

levels 

11.c Support least developed countries, 

including through financial and technical 

assistance, in building sustainable and resilient 

buildings utilizing local materials. 

11. c.1 Proportion of financial support to the least 

developed countries that is allocated to the construction 

and retrofitting of sustainable, resilient and resource-

efficient buildings utilizing local materials. 

 

 

Indeed, standardised guidelines for local assessment can be a critical factor to 

ensure effective evaluations and comparability among distinct cities. Moreover, the use 

of common indicators to monitor and compare sustainable development at different 

territorial levels is a controversial issue and there is not international consensus. Indeed, 

the diversity of urban contexts and conditions can hinder the use of common indicators. 

(Pires, Fidélis, & Ramos, 2014).  

Regarding the Brazilian experience, although some preliminary monitoring 

initiatives have been implemented, most of Brazilian municipalities have not incorporated 

the SDGs targets in local initiatives as a priority to be achieved. Also, the outcomes of 

case studies developed in this research suggested that existing indicators systems are 

inadequate, and the ongoing model to evaluate progress should be adjusted.  

Understanding potential influence of urbanisation problems on sustainability is 

critical for guiding local decisions across sustainable cities. However, select 

comprehensive, relevant, coherent and appropriate set of indicators to assess the 

performance of local priorities is a very challenging task (Pupphachai & Zuidema, 2017; 

Shen et al., 2011).  

In the last three years, several initiatives have been developed to evaluate the 

SDGs, most of them focused on national levels. Likewise, some frameworks have been 

designed to evaluate SDGs at local levels (Klopp & Petretta, 2017; UN-Habitat, 2016). 

Overall, all initiatives aim to monitor SDG progress, and to support national and local 

authorities’ capacity for more transparent and accountable governance. 

In this research aiming to provide background and quality measures for local 

benchmarking, a preliminary assessment was designed. Instead of fostering competition, 

the evaluation was designed to improving partnerships among municipalities. Indeed, 

although benchmarking has been recognized as a relevant tool to modernise public 
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services and can be used to monitor progress and bring about continuous improvement in 

service delivery (Bowerman, Ball, & Francis, 2001), there is no consensus about city 

performance benchmarking (Kitchin et al., 2015). In this sense, rather than compare 

performance between cities, this assessment was focused on providing a better understand 

of distinct Brazilian municipalities and standardising indicators for future collaborative 

urban benchmarking (Luque-Martínez & Muñoz-Leiva, 2005). Distinct from the 

traditional approach that aims to establish managed competition (Wynn-Williams, 2005), 

the collaborative benchmarking involves the creation of voluntary network that cooperate 

in carrying out the benchmarking (Mosel & Gift, 1994).  

The evaluation was carried out in Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region. The 

choice of those two regions to be evaluated was purposeful. While Campinas Mesoregion 

has a well-developed economy with significant industrial zones and is located near the 

capital, São Paulo city; CIVAP region involves a consortium of small municipalities with 

economy based on agriculture and local service sector (see Figure 21).  

 

 

Figure 21. Location of Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region in São Paulo State. 
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Instead of proposing ineffective indicators, a total of 25 single indicators, 

including quantitative and qualitative data, was selected based on the results of previous 

case studies and local stakeholder’s opinion. Table 11 presents the set of 13 quantitative 

indicators.  

 

Table 11  

List of indicators to assess the progress of SDG 11 in Brazilian municipalities. 

Theme Target Indicators 

Housing 11.1 1. Housing shortage (%) 

2. Population living in slums (%) 

3. Rented households (%) 

Transportation 11.2 4. Time spent from home to work > 30 minutes (% of employed workers) 

5. Expense on public transport (% of annual budget)  

6. Death rate due to road traffic injuries (%) 

7. Emissions of greenhouse gas (tons CO2) 

 

Sustainable 

urbanisation 

and planning 

11.3 8. Urban population density 

9. Urbanisation rate 

Disaster risk 

reduction 

11.5 10. Households in risk areas (%)  

Waste 

management 

11.6 11. Population with adequate waste collection service (%) 

Safety 11.7 12. Number of deaths per 100,000 people 

Transparency  13. Transparency Index 

 

The raw data were obtained from IBGE (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e 

Estatistica, 2010, 2018), Public Prosecutor's Office website (Transparency Index)24, 

                                                 
24 http://combateacorrupcao.mpf.mp.br/ranking 
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Mortality Information System25, and Deepask website26. Data related to GHG emissions 

were obtained from a study developed by the local government27. Median values for all 

selected indicators were calculated by Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region as 

demonstrated in Table 12.  

 

Table 12  

Quantitative indicators to assess the progress of SDG 11 in Campinas Mesoregion and 

CIVAP region (median values). 

Indicators Campinas 

Mesoregion 

CIVAP 

region 

1. Housing shortage (%) 10 7 

2. Population living in slums (%) 0 0 

3. Rented households (%) 29 17 

4. Time spent from home to work > 30 minutes (% of employed workers) 25 22 

5. Expense on public transport (% of annual budget) 0 0.8 

6. Death rate due to road traffic injuries (%) 0 0.2 

7. Emissions of greenhouse gas (tons CO2) 199,692 (--) 

8. Population density (inhabitants/km2) 248 15 

9. Urbanisation rate (%) 95 89 

10. Households in risk areas (%)  3 (--) 

11. Population with adequate waste collection service (%) 99 99 

12. Number of deaths per 100,000 people 12 15 

13. Transparency Index 7 5 

 Note. (--) no available data 

 

Although it was not the aim of this research to compare distinct study areas, a 

preliminary assessment based on median values was carried out in order to have an 

overview of SDG 11 progress in Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region (see Table 

12). The Mann-Whitney test was used to compare the medians between the two regions 

                                                 
25 http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/deftohtm.exe?sim/cnv/ext10SP.def 
26 http://www.deepask.com 

27 http://www.campinas.sp.gov.br/arquivos/meio-ambiente/emissao-gases/produto-4.pdf 

http://tabnet.datasus.gov.br/cgi/deftohtm.exe?sim/cnv/ext10SP.def
http://www.deepask.com/
http://www.campinas.sp.gov.br/arquivos/meio-ambiente/emissao-gases/produto-4.pdf
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and the results suggest retaining the null hypothesis (H0: μ1=μ2). It means that there is no 

enough evidence to conclude that the indicators differ between the two regions. Also, it 

is important to note that there was no available data to compare the difference between 

emissions of greenhouse gas and households in risk areas. 

Despite comparisons should be developed with caution, this preliminary evaluate 

can be considered relevant because the two regions have distinct social, economic, and 

environmental conditions. Mori and Christodoulou (2012) highlighted that synthesised 

indices to ranking cities should be avoided. However, the authors suggest comparing 

environmental, economic, and social aspects among cities to get a better understanding 

of sustainability. 

The quantitative evaluation was complemented with qualitative data obtained 

from The Municipal Management's Effectivity Index (Tribunal de Contas do Estado de 

Sao Paulo, 2014). The qualitative data added information towards local initiatives 

adopted to prevent disasters, urban planning, urban mobility, waste management, and 

transparency. A total of 12 indicators was selected, as shown in Table 13.  

 

Table 13 

Qualitative indicators to assess the progress of SDG 11 in Brazilian municipalities. 

Theme Target Indicators 

Transportation 11.2 1. Urban mobility plan 

Sustainable urbanisation 

and planning 

11.3 2. Master Plan 

Disaster risk reduction 11.5 3. Disaster risk assessment 

4. Municipal coordination of emergency operations 

5. Municipal infrastructure to organise occurrences 

6. Resilient cities 

7. Disaster management training for all agents 

8. Contingency planning 

Waste management 11.6 9. Universal selective collection of solid waste 

10. Construction waste management plan 

11. Municipal solid waste management plan 
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12. Quality of landfill management 

  

Likewise, a preliminary assessment based on qualitative indicators was carried 

out to get a better understanding about the two regions. The results emphasise a great 

difference between the regions (see Table 14). While in Campinas Mesoregion most of 

municipalities are implementing actions to improve sustainability in the cities related to 

the achievement of SDG 11, in CIVAP region the situation is quite the opposite with most 

of municipalities not adopting qualitative measures to enhance sustainability. 

 

Table 14 

Qualitative indicators to assess the progress of SDG 11 in Campinas Mesoregion and 

CIVAP region. 

Indicators Campinas 

Mesoregion 

CIVAP 

region 

1. Elaborated urban mobility plan (% of municipalities) 47 7 

2. Elaborated Master Plan (% of municipalities) 93 37 

3. Conducted Disaster risk assessment (% of municipalities) 87 30 

4. Created a municipal coordination of emergency operations 

(% of municipalities) 

87 48 

5. Provided municipal infrastructure to organise occurrences 

(% of municipalities) 

93 26 

6. Member of resilient cities network 87 48 

7. Provided disaster management training for all agents (% of 

municipalities) 

87 30 

8. Developed contingency planning (% of municipalities) 47 4 

9. Implemented universal selective collection of solid waste (% 

of municipalities) 

33 52 

10. Elaborated construction waste management plan (% of 

municipalities) 

60 33 
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11. Elaborated municipal solid waste management plan (% of 

municipalities) 

87 78 

12. Provided adequate disposal of waste 80 59 

    

 

6.1.1 Quantitative analysis 

 

The quantitative analysis was based on the analysis of 13 indicators. It is important 

to note that for all indicators included in the calculation, data was available for each 

evaluated municipality. Municipalities data were analysed and interpreted based on the 

local context. Individual indicators were used to directly compare municipalities located 

in the same region rather than between regions. 

 

Housing 

 

Target 11.1 refers to adequate, safe and affordable housing and basic services. The 

three available indicators measure relevant areas related to urban development:  a) lack 

of houses needed to accommodate the population of study areas (housing shortage), b) 

percentage of rented households (housing ownership); and c) percentage of the population 

living in slums.  

In Campinas Mesoregion, there is a relevant housing shortage in some of the 

evaluated municipalities. As shown in Figure 22, housing shortage rate ranged from a 

minimum of 1% (Hortolândia) to 13% (Estiva Gerbi and Santo Antônio de Posse). Also, 

housing ownership is a big challenge facing local governments. In most of municipalities 

more than 20% of households are rented. The rate of households rented varied from 19% 

to 27%. Moreover, four municipalities have population living in slums (Campinas, 

Cosmópolis, Hortolândia, and Porto Ferreira) but the proportion was less than 1%. 
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Figure 22. Housing indicators in Campinas Mesoregion (2010). 

 

In CIVAP region (see Figure 23), the housing shortage rate ranged from a 

minimum of 5% (Cruzália) to 10% (Assis and Paraguaçu Paulista). The rate of households 

rented varied from 11% to 24%. Only one municipality (Ibirarema) has population living 

in slums, but the rate was less than 1%. 

 

 

Figure 23. Housing indicators in CIVAP region (2010). 

 

Transportation 

 

Regarding the transportation system, four quantitative variables were analysed: a) 

average time spent by employed workers from home to work (commuting time); b) 



P a g e  | 144 

 
 

 
 

 

percentage of local government expenses on public transport; c) death rate due to road 

traffic injuries; and d) emissions of greenhouse gas (GHG).  

Transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions in Brazil which accounts 

for 48% of Brazilian emissions. In this sense, improving transportation system is vital to 

substantially reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from Brazil.  

Regarding quality of life, travel time savings is one of direct benefits produced by 

investments in transportation systems (Asensio & Matas, 2008). In this research a travel 

time longer than 30 minutes was used as indicator to evaluate the quality of the 

transportation system. Furthermore, considering the interconnection between target 11.2 

and target 3.6 the death rate due to road traffic injuries was also included in this study.   

Finally, although the transport system is based on long-term concession 

agreements between public and private sectors, local governments are responsible to 

planning, monitoring and providing basic infrastructure to ensure quality transportation. 

In this sense, an indicator related to local government expenses on public transport was 

included in this research. 

Figure 24 shows that in most municipalities located in Campinas Mesoregion, less 

than 30% of employed workers spent more than 30 minutes travelling from home to work. 

Nonetheless, in Hortolândia, most employed workers spent more than 30 minutes 

travelling from home to work. In Campinas and Monte Mor more than 40% of employed 

workers commute more than 30 minutes to get to work.  

In terms of budget expenses, data revealed that most municipalities expended less 

than 1% of local budget on public transport in 2016. The highest rates were observed in 

Campinas (2%), followed by Santa Bárbara do Oeste (1%) and Valinhos (1%). 
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Figure 24. Commuting time (2010) and local government expenses on public transport 

(2016) in Campinas Mesoregion. 

 

Likewise, on an average day in 2010, in most municipalities of CIVAP region less 

than 30% of employed workers spent more than 30 minutes travelling from home to work 

(see Figure 25). In Taciba more than 40% of employed workers commute more than 30 

minutes to get to work Regarding budget expenses, data revealed that 15 municipalities 

expended less than 1% of local budget on public transport in 2016. The highest budget 

expenses rates were observed in Borá (9%), Lutécia (9%), Ocauçu (8%), and Oscar 

Bressane (8%). 

 

 

Figure 25. Commuting time (2010) and local government expenses on public transport 

(2016) in CIVAP region. 
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Road traffic deaths are a major global health and development problem (Naci, 

Chisholm, & Baker, 2009). Figure 26 shows that number of road deaths in Campinas 

Mesoregion varies across the municipalities. Campinas has the highest number of deaths 

with a total of 173 deaths in 2016. 

 

 

Figure 26. Road traffic deaths in Campinas Mesoregion (2016). 

  

Regarding the number of deaths by traffic road in CIVAP region, Assis is the 

municipality with the highest number with a total of 19 deaths in 2016 (see Figure 27). 

 

Figure 27. Road traffic deaths in CIVAP region (2016). 

  

Figure 28 shows that in most municipalities of Campinas Mesoregion the 

transportation sector generates almost half of the total greenhouse gas emissions. This 

result highlights the importance of adopting measures to decrease CO2 emissions from 

transportation. GHG emissions from transportation primarily come from burning fossil 
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fuel. Moreover, it was not possible to evaluate GHG transport emissions in CIVAP region 

due to lack of available data. 

 

 

Figure 28. Total GHG emissions and GHG transport emissions in Campinas Mesoregion 

(2016). 

 

Monitoring target 11.2 will be a great challenge for local governments. It is 

important to emphasise that the three indicators used in this research are not adequate to 

evaluate urban mobility and quality of transport system. However, they provide relevant 

information for improving the transportation system. An adequate evaluation would 

require setting up a frequent data collection and other indicators. These indicators could 

include affordability of public transport, intermodal integration, accessibility, congestion 

and delays, and security, among others. Also, target 11.2 involves disaggregation by 

women, children, persons with disabilities and older persons.  

 

Sustainable urbanisation and planning 

 

Target 11.3 looks at inclusive and sustainable urbanisation and integrating 

planning. This target is ambitious and makes the selection for appropriate variables to 

evaluation very challenging. In this study two quantitative indicators were selected: 

population density and urbanisation rate.  
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On one hand, as shown in Figure 29, most municipalities in Campinas Mesoregion 

and CIVAP region concentrate the population at urban areas, which highlights the 

importance of sustainable urbanisation. From a total of 43 evaluated municipalities, 10 

municipalities have an urbanisation rate lower than 80%. Urbanisation rate was calculated 

as the percentage of the total population living in urban areas. 

 

 

Figure 29. Urbanisation rates in Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region (2010). 

 

On the other hand, regarding urban population density, the rates varied among the 

evaluated municipalities. Population density was calculated as the number of people per 

unit area (population/area). In Campinas Mesoregion, population density has great 

variation with more than 3.000 inhabitants/km2 in Hortolândia and only 96 

inhabitants/km2 in Pirassununga.  Hortolândia has the greatest population density among 

the municipalities evaluated. High population density also occurs at Campinas and 

Americana, where densities are greater than 1,000 inhabitants/km2. 
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Figure 30. Urban population density in Campinas Mesoregion (2010). 

 

In CIVAP region, most municipalities have low density rates with less than 50 

inhabitants/km2. Bastos and Assis have the greater values; however, population density 

in those municipalities are lower than those evaluated in Campinas Mesoregion.  

 

 

Figure 31. Urban population density in CIVAP region (2010). 

 

Population density and urbanisation rates are relevant urban planning indicators 

however, they are not adequate to a comprehensive evaluation of urbanisation, especially 

considering the diversity and contrasts of urban contexts and systems. Population density 

is the most employed indicator to analyse urbanisation; however, as highlighted by 

Hamidi and Ewing (2014), “density alone cannot capture urban sprawl”. Other indicators 

related to urban land use as built-up area should be adopted to characterize urban sprawl. 

For instance, Kasanko et al. (2006) developed an indicator framework composed of five 
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sets of indicators to measure distinct aspects of land use and population density, which is 

a commonly used characterisation of geographic space at a wide range of scales.  

 

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) 

 

Target 11.5 is linked to the implementation of the Sendai Framework 2015-2030, 

which is based on five priorities for action. Under the DRR Framework, there are regional 

and international indicators to assess progress. The Agenda 2030 reaffirmed the 

importance to implement the Sendai Framework and adopted two indicators to monitor 

progress: a) number of deaths, missing persons and persons affected by disaster per 

100,000 people; and b) direct disaster economic loss in relation to global GDP, including 

disaster damage to critical infrastructure and disruption of basic services.   

In this research, the percentage of households in risk areas was the indicator 

adopted to monitor target 11.5; however, data have been provided for only five 

municipalities in Campinas Mesoregion (see Figure 32). There was no available 

information to assess the indicator in CIVAP region.  

 

 

Figure 32. Percentage of households in risk areas in Campinas Mesoregion (2018). 

 

Waste management 

 

Solid waste management is one of the main services provided by municipalities 

and it has a great impact on environmental quality. Several indicators have been adopted 

to evaluate solid waste management focused on waste generation and waste collection 

(Cervantes, Martínez, Hernández, & de Cortázar, 2018; Wilson et al., 2015). 
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Target 11.6 is focused on reducing environmental impacts in cities and involves 

two indicators: a) proportion of urban solid waste regularly collected and with final 

discharge out of total urban solid waste generated, by cities; and b) annual mean levels of 

fine particulate matter (e.g. PM2.5 and PM10) in cities (population weighted). 

In this research, the quantitative evaluation was based on the percentage of 

population with adequate waste collection service. There was no available data to measure 

air quality. The lack of available data to analyse air quality at local levels is a critical issue 

since air pollution is a relevant indicator for the quality of life in the cities. 

As shown in Figure 33, all the evaluated municipalities have high rates of solid 

waste collection. In six municipalities, the collection covered 100% of the population. 

However, the indicator does not include any information about the system efficiency 

hampering to measure the progress made in waste management. 

 

 
Figure 33. Percentage of population with adequate waste collection service in evaluated 

municipalities. 

 

Safety in public spaces 

 

Target 11.7 is focused on providing universal access to safe and green public 

spaces and involves two indicators: a)  average share of the built-up area of cities that is 
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open space for public use for all, by sex, age and persons with disabilities, and b) 

proportion of persons victim of physical or sexual harassment, by sex, age, disability 

status and place of occurrence, in the previous 12 months. 

 Green areas provide critical ecosystem services and social benefits to urban 

spaces. However, besides the importance for recreation and potential to protect public 

health of urban populations, some concerns have been risen regarding safety and 

accessibility of green areas (Wolch, Byrne, & Newell, 2014). It is also important to note 

the potential contribution of green areas to adapting cities to climate change. Although 

the main strategies to tackle climate change are focused on reducing or mitigating 

greenhouse gas emissions, some new alternatives through strategic planning and urban 

design have emerged (Gill, Handley, Ennos, & Pauleit, 2007). 

In this sense, target 11.7 can be considered as a relevant indicator to improve life 

in cities, because it combines green infrastructure and safety. In this research, due to the 

lack of available data it was not possible to evaluate the public access to green areas. 

Also, although not completely adequate to evaluate the outcomes expected by the 

achievement of target 11.7, the safety was evaluated through the number of deaths per 

100,000 people. Deaths’ data is a relevant measure of urban environmental conditions 

and for this reason was included in this evaluation.  

The number of deaths per 100,000 people varied among the municipalities in 

Campinas Mesoregion (see Figure 34). While Artur Nogueira had less than five deaths 

per 100,000 people in 2013, Monte Mor had seven times higher rate.  

 

 

Figure 34. Number of deaths per 100,000 people in Campinas Mesoregion (2013). 

 

Regarding the number of deaths per 100,000 people in CIVAP region, the rates 

vary among the cities as shown in Figure 35. While Rancharia had less than 5 deaths per 

100,000 people, Borá has more than 120 deaths per 100,000 people. Indeed, it is a very 
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high rate for a small city. It is also important to highlight that there was no available data 

for Lutécia and Oscar Bressane. 

 

 

Figure 35. Number of deaths per 100,000 people in CIVAP region (2013). 

 

Transparency  

 

The transparency index was included in this research based on the stakeholders’ 

expectation. The index was developed by the Brazilian Public Prosecutor's Office and 

varies from 0 to 10. The index is published online. Data are collected through structured 

questionnaire with 16 questions28. The answers have different weight depending on the 

importance. There are available data for two evaluations carried out in 2015 and 2016. 

In both regions, the level of transparency varied significantly among evaluated 

municipalities (see Figures 36 and 37). While some municipalities had a very good 

performance with values close to 10, others had very low performance. 

In Campinas Mesoregion, as shown in Figure 36, most municipalities improved 

the transparency index over the period evaluated. Only two municipalities (Estiva Gerbi 

and Santa Bárbara d’Oeste) kept the same rate one year to another. 

 

                                                 
28 http://combateacorrupcao.mpf.mp.br/ranking/pontuacao/ranking/itens-avaliados 
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Figure 36. Variation of transparency index in Campinas Mesoregion. 

 

Instead, in CIVAP region, the transparency index had a great variation over the 

period evaluated and 11 municipalities had the value decreased from year to year, as 

shown in Figure 37. 

 

 

Figure 37. Variation of transparency index in CIVAP region. 

 

6.1.2 Qualitative analysis  

 

The quantitative analysis based on 13 indicators, was complemented with 

information of 12 qualitative indicators in order to provide a better understanding of SDG 

11 implementation at local levels.  
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Transportation 

 

The transportation system evaluation was complemented with information about 

existing urban mobility plan. In Brazil, public transportation is an essential public service 

provide by local governments. The Urban Mobility Plan (UMP) is the instrument to 

implement the urban mobility policy and must be elaborated by cities with more than 

20,000 inhabitants (Law 12587/2012). This tool has introduced a strategic component in 

urban mobility management and must be elaborated based on broad public participation 

in all planning phases (A. N. R. Da Silva, da Silva Costa, & Macedo, 2008).  

In Campinas Mesoregion 53% of municipalities don’t have an UMP, as shown in 

Figure 38. However, based on the Law 12587/2012, only Estiva Gerbi should not be 

required to elaborate the plan. In CIVAP region, Assis, Bastos, and Cândido Mota must 

elaborate the UMP. However, none of those three municipalities have complied with the 

law. It is worth noting that although not required by law, Pirapozinho and Tarumã 

elaborated the UMP. 

 

 
Figure 38. Elaboration of Urban Plan Mobility (UMP) in Campinas Mesoregion and 

CIVAP region (2016). 

 

Sustainable urbanisation and planning 

 

The quantitative analysis based on the evaluation of population density and 

urbanisation rate was complemented with information regarding the elaboration of Master 

Plans.  
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Master urban plans encompasses relevant issues to promote urban development 

and management and was adopted in this research as a qualitative indicator. This choice 

was based on previous research, which suggests that continuous planning process could 

control urban growth (de Freitas Miranda & da Silva, 2012). This indicator can also be 

useful to provide information about the development of green spaces (Frischenbruder & 

Pellegrino, 2006) and transportation systems at local levels (A. N. R. Da Silva et al., 

2008). Moreover, all municipalities with more than 20,000 inhabitants must elaborate 

master urban plans (Law 10257/2001). 

In Campinas Mesoregion 93% of municipalities must elaborate master urban 

plans. Based on the Law 10257/2001, only Estiva Gerbi should not be required to 

elaborate the plan. As shown in Figure 39, all municipalities have complied with the law. 

Likewise, in CIVAP region, eight municipalities must elaborate the master plan and all 

of them have complied with the law. It is worth noting that although not required by law, 

Maracaí and Ocauçu have elaborated master urban plans. 

 

 

Figure 39. Elaboration of Master Urban Plans in Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP 

region (2016). 

 

Disaster risk reduction 

 

In order to have a more comprehensive information about local initiatives to 

prevent disaster risks, qualitative data were obtained from The Municipal Management's 

Effectivity Index (Tribunal de Contas do Estado de Sao Paulo, 2014). A set of six 

qualitative indicators was adopted for evaluation: a) existing disaster risk assessment, b) 

municipal coordination of emergency operations, c) municipal infrastructure to organise 



P a g e  | 157 

 
 

 
 

 

occurrences, d) resilient city, e) disaster management training for all agents, and f) 

contingency plan. 

This set of indicators is linked to two global targets of Sendai Framework: Global 

target E: Substantially increase the number of countries with national and local disaster 

risk reduction strategies by 2020, and Global target G: Substantially increase the 

availability of and access to multi-hazard early warning systems and disaster risk 

information and assessments to the people by 2030. The qualitative indicators adopted in 

this research are relevant to measure progress in achieving the global targets of the Sendai 

Framework. 

In Brazil, the most frequent types of disaster are floods, followed by landslides 

(K. Costa, 2012).  However, there are no reliable data regarding economic losses due to 

natural hazard events (% of GDP) or number of injuries and deaths due to disasters. Those 

indicators are very significant, because they can directly impact in housing sector, leading 

to great economic losses. It is important to highlight that major disasters impacts often 

affect low-income populations living on vulnerable areas, which makes those indicators 

even more important to be reported.  

As shown in Figure 40, in Campinas Mesoregion, most municipalities have 

elaborated disaster risk assessment, have local infrastructure for emergency responses, 

have developed training for all public agents, and take part in the Resilient Cities 

Program. However, most municipalities have not elaborated contingency plans, which 

are an essential part of risk management.  

In contrast, in CIVAP region, except for the participation in the Resilient Cities 

Program, most municipalities have not adopted local disaster risk reduction strategies.  

The CIVAP region is very susceptible to natural disasters, especially droughts and floods 

(Centro Universitario de Estudos e Pesquisas sobre desastres, 2013).  
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Figure 40. Qualitative indicators to evaluate local disaster risk reduction strategies in 

Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region. 

 

Waste management 

 

Three qualitative indicators were used to have a better understanding about waste 

management in the evaluated municipalities: a) municipal solid waste management plan, 

b) universal selective collection of solid waste, and c) construction waste management 

plan. The Brazilian National Policy for Solid Waste (Law 12.305/2010) establishes the 

guidelines for Municipal Solid Waste Plans (PMGIRS) elaboration. As shown in Figure 

41, in Campinas Mesoregion, two municipalities have not elaborated PMGIRS, while in 

CIVAP region, six municipalities have not elaborated the plans. The evaluation suggests 

that selective collection of solid waste is the most important challenge in both regions.  

 

 
Figure 41. Qualitative indicators to evaluate waste management in Campinas Mesoregion 

and CIVAP region. 
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The IQR was developed by the Environmental Sanitation Technology Company 

(CETESB) to evaluate the environmental conditions of Municipal solid waste landfills. 

The index varies from 0 to 10 and the landfills are divided into three classes: a) inadequate 

disposal of waste (from 0 to 6), b) controlled disposal of waste (> 6 to 8), and c) adequate 

disposal of waste (> 8 to 10). As shown in Figure 42, although most municipalities have 

adequate disposal of waste in both regions, in Campinas Mesoregion the rate is higher 

than in CIVAP region. Moreover, in Campinas Mesoregion 13% of municipalities have 

inadequate disposal of waste and 7% have controlled disposal of waste. While in CIVAP 

region, 15% have inadequate disposal of waste and 26% have controlled disposal of 

waste. 

 

 
Figure 42. Variation of the Waste Landfill Quality Index (IQR) in Campinas Mesoregion 

and CIVAP region. 

 

In this research, based on data availability and multi-stakeholder’s opinion, a set 

of 25 indicators was adopted for measuring baseline characteristics that could enhance 

urban sustainability in Brazilian municipalities. As shown in Table 15, the set involves 

seven priority areas. Three indicators were selected for housing, five for transportation, 

three for urbanisation and planning, seven for disaster risk reduction, five for waste 

management, one for safety and one for transparency.  
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Table 15 

Summary of indicators for measuring baseline characteristics in Brazilian municipalities. 

Priority Area Indicators 

Housing Housing shortage (%)  

Population living in slums (%) 

Rented households (%) 

Transportation Time spent from home to work > 30 minutes (% of employed workers) 

Municipal expense on public transport (% of annual budget) 

Death rate due to road traffic injuries (%) 

Emissions of greenhouse gas (tons CO2) 

Urban Mobility Plan 

Sustainable urbanisation and 

planning 

Urban population density 

Urbanisation rate 

Master Plan 

Disaster risk reduction Households in risk areas (%) 

Disaster risk assessment  

Municipal coordination of emergency operations  

Municipal infrastructure to organise occurrences  

Resilient city 

Disaster management training for all municipal agents  

Contingency planning  

Waste management Population with adequate waste collection service (%) 

Universal selective collection of solid waste  

Construction waste management plan  

Municipal solid waste management plan  

Adequate disposal of waste 

Safety Number of deaths per 100,000 people 

Transparency Transparency Index 
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By establishing baseline conditions, it becomes possible to continuous monitoring 

SDG 11 implementation in Brazilian municipalities and to compare progress over time. 

It is important to note that the set of 25 indicators was first applied to compare two distinct 

regions (Campinas Mesoregion and CIVAP region) but there was no significant variation 

among them. Nevertheless, when the indicators were applied at local scale, it was possible 

to verify contrasts in distinct priority areas. In this sense, although the use of index has 

increased in the last years, this research evidenced that the evaluations of SDG 11 should 

be developed on the local approach. Indeed, the use of index or individual indicators is a 

controversial issue. While some authors argue that index can facilitate the understanding 

and interpretation for the public (Tanguay, Rajaonson, Lefebvre, & Lanoie, 2010), others 

consider that frameworks are more adequate because provide more qualitative 

information (Olalla-Tárraga, 2006), the indicators are easier observed (Mayer, 2008) and 

sustainability vary depending on the community expectations (Wallis, 2006).  

 

6.2 Collaborative Benchmarking Framework 

 

Based on the results of this preliminary evaluation and bottom-up approach 

adopted in this thesis (MAMCA), a collaborative benchmarking framework to evaluate 

SDG 11 progress at local levels was developed. The collaborative benchmarking 

framework is based on the set of 25 indicators (see Table 15) and aims to establish a 

Performance Assessment to foster partnerships among municipalities.  

Considering the distinct territorial arrangements developed in Brazil such as inter-

municipal consortia, meso-regions, forums, councils, etc., the collaborative 

benchmarking proposed in this thesis can contribute to reinforce territorial cohesion and 

enhance social participation. The collaborative benchmarking includes three phases as 

described below. 

 

First phase: in this phase, municipalities will carry out a Performance Assessment.  

1) Preparation - this is a crucial phase during which the municipalities are going to 

collect both quantitative and qualitative data.  

2) Data analysis - in this phase, based on mixed-methods, quantitative and qualitative 

data will be analysed.  

3) Organising data - in this phase, local authorities will organise data sets and write 
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reports to be shared with other municipalities. 

 

Second phase: this is the main phase of the collaborative benchmarking, when 

municipalities will agree on the themes for benchmarking. The MAMCA approach can 

be adopted in this phase to enhance stakeholder’s participation.  

1) Participatory workshops - those decision-making workshops are organised to 

select the themes for benchmarking. The performance assessment and proposed 

themes for benchmarking are submitted for stakeholder evaluation. Key 

stakeholders should be invited to participate in the workshops.  

2) Selection of themes by stakeholders – based on interactive discussions between 

the stakeholders during the workshops, a set of themes are identified. The 

MAMCA approach can be used to select the themes. 

3) Themes for benchmarking – based on the results of MAMCA, local authorities 

decide and agree on the themes for benchmarking. 

 

Third phase: Sharing information. 

In this phase, local authorities will communicate the themes for benchmarking 

and publicise datasets, ensuring data transparency and accountability.  

 

Forth phase: Implementation and evaluation of progress. 

Local authorities should organize participatory evaluations with key stakeholders. 

 

Despite the relevance of the Performance Assessment to start the implementation 

of SDG 11 at local levels, the indicator system is not completely adequate for evaluations 

at local levels. In this regards, two main issues about the data should be considered. First, 

the lack of data collection and time-bound limited the potential of evaluation. Most of 

data were collected in 2010 and do not show the current situation in those municipalities. 

Second, due to the lack of available data and lack of transparency, the set of indicators 

does not include relevant stakeholders’ expectations such as the quality of local policies 

and public services. Those main issues preclude a reliable evaluation.  

Finally, this research suggests that other indicators based on available municipal 

datasets should be included in order to provide the most comprehensive measure of 
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sustainability in Brazilian cities. Mainly, indicators related to climate change such as 

greenhouse gas emissions and carbon dioxine concentration to provide clear indications 

of how climate is changing in the cities.  
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Chapter 7  

 

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

This Chapter presents a discussion of empirical and practical outcomes of this 

research, including two case studies. The research comprises three main results chapters, 

each focusing on a distinct aspect of sustainable initiatives developed in Brazilian 

municipalities and the implementation of SDG 11.  

The research seeks to contribute to accelerating the implementation of SDG 11 at 

local levels in Brazil in a more efficient way. Overall, it can be said that this thesis has 

achieved the research objectives and answered all the research questions, contributing to 

identify how Brazilian municipalities are currently performing against SDG 11. This 

knowledge can support local governments to start the implementation of goal 11 as well 

as to measure the progress achieved. 

The first chapter of results (Chapter 4) focuses on the evaluation of sustainable 

planning initiatives. By linking SDG 11 targets to the shortcomings of previous 

sustainable planning initiatives this research verified that learned experiences can 

enhance the implementation of SDG 11 locally. The four planning initiatives evaluated 

in this research (HCM, LA21, MDGs and MPs) can accelerate the process and facilitate 

the achievement of targets. In the empirical review, there were some assessments carried 

out to evaluate the four planning initiatives. However, few studies were focused on the 

outcomes of planning initiatives (ICLEI, 1997; Mendes, 2000; Ministerio do Meio 

Ambiente, 2009). Indeed, some authors had already suggested that planning initiatives 

could provide the right information to citizens and city councils, favours organizational 

changes, engage the community, strength intersectoral working, and build capacity 

(Baum et al., 2006; Harpham et al., 2001; Joas & Grönholm, 2001). Nonetheless, those 

previous evaluations were not developed in combination nor were focused on the 

implementation of SDG 11 as investigated in this research. 

The evaluation of sustainable planning initiatives was based on two frameworks: 

one conceptual framework and another action framework. While the conceptual 

framework was developed to evaluate the effectiveness of local sustainable initiatives, in 
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combination, the action framework was designed to facilitate the implementation of SDG 

11 at local levels based on the learned experience.  

Starting from a set of existing indicators, the conceptual framework allowed a 

better understanding of planning initiatives and addressed complex interlinkages between 

four dimensions of sustainability: Economic, Social, Environmental, and Political. The 

results suggested that learned experiences should be applied to the apparent challenges 

facing the implementation of SDG 11. Indeed, based upon the evaluating conceptual 

framework, this research makes three main contributions to the evaluation of 

sustainability at local levels. First, to the best knowledge of the author, this is the first 

attempt to evaluate the potential contribution of four planning initiatives in the 

achievement of SDG 11 in Brazilian municipalities. Establishing links between the SDG 

11 implementation at local levels with previous experiences appear to be a good starting 

point because several municipalities have been implemented planning initiatives for more 

than decades and have already accumulated a large experience. Likewise, the evaluation 

of local sustainable initiatives often faces difficulties. Some barriers spotted in this study 

were related to institutional and political aspects, including non-priority of the initiatives 

and lack of investments. Also, it is worth noting the impacts of discontinuity in power at 

local levels. Parties in opposition often disrupt ongoing initiatives without a proper 

evaluation, especially when those initiatives are implemented on a voluntary basis. 

The second contribution was the integration of quantitative and qualitative data in 

the evaluation of sustainability, specifically health and educational indicators. In Brazil, 

health and educational policies are particularly relevant and informative for evaluating 

the effectiveness of initiatives’ implementation because they are very well-structured in 

terms of resources and logistics. Nevertheless, most of the evaluations are based only on 

environmental indicators and neglect the interactions between economic, social, 

environmental, and political issues. In this research, a distinct and innovative approach 

was adopted. On the one hand, the conceptual framework was based on quantitative 

indicators sourced from the National Bureau of Statistics of Brazil (IBGE), regarding 

socio-economic and environmental characteristics. On the other hand, the conceptual 

framework involved an integrative model based on mixed methods and collected 

quantitative and qualitative data as a basis for assessing the capacity of Brazilian 

municipalities to deliver sustainable development. The results of the statistical analysis 

strongly corroborated the insights generated by qualitative analysis. Moreover, in our 
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understanding, the holistic evaluation adopted in this research, based on quantitative and 

qualitative indicators, is crucial for the implementation of SDG 11 as long as it offers an 

opportunity to analyse the capacity of municipalities to deliver sustainability. 

The third contribution was the participative approach adopted to carry out the 

evaluation, which included dialogue and stakeholders’ participation. In the literature, 

there is a variety of methods and guidelines to promote public participation and make 

evaluation more systemic. Each method has its strengths and weaknesses (Rowe & 

Frewer, 2000). In this research, stakeholder views were adopted as a criterion for better 

understanding of how planning initiatives affect the effectiveness of local policies. Rather 

than examining an approach to evaluation, distinct methods were used to explicitly take 

into account the concerns of distinct stakeholders. 

By employing the evaluating conceptual framework, this research developed an 

action framework to facilitate the implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Two main 

contributions can be associated with the action framework. First, it simplifies other 

guidelines or strategies connected with Brazilian reality. Second, the framework 

combines learned experiences with priorities for action. Indeed, the action framework 

translates the view of distinct stakeholders into three interconnected priorities: enhance 

local policies, understand the agenda, and strength governance. Each priority includes a 

set of corresponding success factors and barriers to support the stakeholders tracking 

progress on SDG 11. The integration between local governmental agencies and the 

establishment of strategic partnerships between distinct sectors should be considered as 

the highest priority for the success of SDG 11. Policy integration has been pointed out as 

a central issue to pursue all SDGs and not just SDG 11 (Koide & Akenji, 2017; Stafford-

Smith et al., 2017). Indeed, integration could be critical for successful local 

implementation of the SDGs (Kanie et al., 2014), and could also potentially accelerate 

the whole planning process. It was possible to verify the lack of knowledge about the 

SDGs at local levels, suggesting that it is necessary to keep local governments and citizens 

informed about all dimensions of SDG 11. Awareness-raising has been suggested as a 

strategy to implement SDGs not only as a mean of information but also as a mechanism 

to enable citizen participation and institutional accountability (Sustainable Development 

Solutions Network, 2015; United Nations Development Programme et al., 2016). 

Regarding the priorities to strengthen governance, prioritization and definition of roles 

and responsibilities are critical issues and essential to allow a successful implementation 



P a g e  | 167 

 
 

 
 

 

of SDG 11 at local levels. The critical role of good governance not only at international 

but sub-national levels has also been highlighted in many studies about SDGs (Edwards 

& Romero, 2014; Gellers, 2016; Joshi et al., 2015).  

In terms of barriers to be overcome, technical and financial limitations as well the 

lack of political commitment and continuity were pointed out by the stakeholders as the 

most important aspects that can hinder the implementation of SDG at the local level. 

Significantly, although the political situation in Brazil and the breadth of the Agenda are 

not under the responsibility of local governments, they are factors with potential effects 

on the municipalities and can interfere negatively on the implementation of agenda 

making it more vulnerable. 

In brief, while good governance, effective social participation, and successful 

integration are key factors in achieving SDG 11 at local levels, lack of governance, lack 

of social participation and ineffective integration are critical issues threaten the successful 

implementation of SDG 11.  

Chapter 5 is more concerned with the national strategies to implement the Agenda 

2030, particularly SDG 11. In Brazil, the SDGs have been discussed at the national level 

but a practical approach to the implementation at local levels has not been adopted so far. 

Some initiatives have been organised by civil society institutions to facilitate the 

implementation of SDG 11 at a local level (Confederação Nacional de Municípios, 2017). 

However, so far, only a few municipalities have been engaged due to the low level of 

knowledge.  

Once again, this research considers that stakeholders view matters. In this regard, 

based on a participative approach, chapter 5 analyses the Brazilian national strategy to 

implement SDGs and reflects the stakeholders’ priorities. Chapter 5 examines the 

potential of collaboration of six stakeholders’ groups in the implementation of SDG 11 

in Brazil. Given the complexity of themes related to goal 11, collaboration and 

partnerships are crucial issues to achieve all targets. 

On the national level, a logic driven by three main strategies has been deployed 

by the federal government. Integration between national and local levels was framed as 

an issue for internalization and localization of SDGs and the national government 

considers that local policies must dialogue with the national strategy (Brazil, 2017). By 

contrast, on the local level, only a few municipalities understand the national strategy for 

localization and consider the SDGs as an opportunity for local sustainable development. 
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Regarding the partnerships with distinct civil society actors, although considered 

as crucial for the achievement of SDGs by the Voluntary National Review on SDGs 

(VNRs), this research revealed that governmental actions at the national level are not 

converging with stakeholders’ expectations. Indeed, the analysis of vulnerabilities and 

common interests carried out in Chapter 5 corroborates the findings of Chapter 4. Over 

again, good governance and effective integration were cited as critical issues hampering 

the implementation of SDG 11. In the current literature, there are several concepts of 

governance. Often it is associated with transparency, accountability and social 

participation, which were relevant issues identified as vulnerabilities by six stakeholder 

groups. Indeed, as long as good governance can be considered a prerequisite for as well 

as a product of sustainability (Kemp, Parto, & Gibson, 2005), it brings to light the need 

to improve governance structures. The qualitative analysis carried out in this research 

suggests that a good governance structure encompasses changes in the current national 

strategy towards stakeholders’ expectations. Unfortunately, based on the recent measure 

adopted by the national government to extinguish Councils, it seems that 

social withdrawal is in progress in Brazil (Decree 9.759/2019). It can be evidenced by the 

conclusions of Chapter 4, which identify an associated improvement in the participatory 

process at the local level through Local Councils. Indeed, that measure can put at risk the 

entire process to implement the SDGs, mainly the engagement of distinct stakeholders. 

Another contradiction identified in this research concerns the effective integration 

of policy instruments cited by distinct groups of stakeholders. Over again, rather than a 

long-term strategy for sustainable development, the national strategy was developed 

based on short-term planning. Policy coherence and integration of policy instruments are 

critical factors to SDGs implementation. Without a unified approach that builds on 

previous experience, the lack of resources, expertise and the effects of uncoordinated 

policies will likely make it difficult for policies to meet desired objectives (Stafford-Smith 

et al., 2017). This research identified that there is a need to better alignment the national 

strategy with local priorities. 

Also, not surprisingly, among other vulnerabilities, funding allocation and budget 

restrictions were also cited as relevant vulnerabilities by six stakeholder groups. Once 

again, the recent actions implemented by the Brazilian government contradict 

stakeholders’ expectations. While new financing models and accounting approaches 

should be developed to finance the SDGs (Bhaduri et al., 2016), the national government 
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cut the federal budget and froze health and education budgets for the next twenty years 

(EC 95/2016). 

Significantly, although the climate change issues are not part of the national 

strategy adopted by the Brazilian government to implement the SDGs, they have the 

potential to hinder the implementation of SDG 11. The importance of cities as part of the 

solution for climate issues has increased in recent years (Bulkeley, 2010; Revi et al., 

2014), which thereby increases the importance of SDG 11. On one hand, cities have been 

viewed as major contributors to CO2 emissions due to growing urbanisation and high 

energy consumption. On the other hand, cities are considered as crucial to global 

mitigation and adaptation because they can provide tools and resources to tackle climate-

change challenges (Arnbjerg-Nielsen & Fleischer, 2009; Rosenzweig, Solecki, Hammer, 

& Mehrotra, 2010; Zimmerman & Faris, 2010). It means that cities are at the same time 

part of the problem and a key part of the solutions (Kamal-Chaoui & Robert, 2009). 

Climate change will impact on people and built infrastructure, making the 

adaptation of cities to adverse effects of climate change very relevant (Gill et al., 2007). 

The cities nearby coasts or riverbanks, are particularly vulnerable to climate-change 

effects and, depending on the location, cities can be very vulnerable to flooding or 

droughts. Moreover, the increased variability of extreme weather events makes cities 

more exposed to disasters and can cause substantial economic and social damages. 

Nevertheless, despite all the damages that can be caused by extreme weather events, this 

research revealed that cities were not considered as a priority to implement the SDGs nor 

are part of the disaster risk reduction strategy adopted by the national government to 

implement the SFDRR. In this sense, assuming that the costs of delaying actions can  be 

greater than  the investments required to adapt the cities (Kamal-Chaoui & Robert, 2009) 

and that the frequency and magnitude of extreme weather events may increase in the 

future (Mirza, 2003), this research suggests that the Brazilian government should include 

cities in national plans and programmes, as well as take urgent action to combat climate 

change and its impacts on urban areas. 

Finally, concerning the common interests among national government and key 

stakeholders, this thesis revealed that there is some space for collaboration and the 

establishment of partnerships. However, while, some stakeholders’ categories are willing 

to participate in the implementation of SDG 11 in a more effective way, the instances of 

participation are not well established nor the role of distinct representatives. 
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The outcomes presented in Chapters 4 and 5 suggest the need to develop effective 

actions to implement SDG 11 at local levels. The integration across local and national 

levels needs to be built on synergies across distinct public policies. Also, the results 

demonstrated potential contradiction among key stakeholders’ expectations which could 

further difficulties in local implementation. The main gap, in this case, is related to the 

participation of local representatives, who need to be engaged into the discussion about 

how SDG 11 can be more efficiently implemented at local levels. Chapters 4 and 5 also 

suggest that the implementation of SDG 11 needs to be better articulated and leveraged 

for more effective decision making and funding allocation.   

Chapter 6 was designed based on the findings of previous chapters. Chapter 6 

involves two case studies, which provided strong evidence that the implementation of 

SDG 11 can be an opportunity to transform Brazilian municipalities, despite the 

challenges previously detected. This evidence was built on the analysis of existing 

sustainable urban indicators and their contribution to the achievement of SDG 11 at local 

levels. As previously suggested in Chapter 4, the selection of indicators to develop the 

case studies included both quantitative and qualitative indicators. 

The evaluation was designed based on a participatory approach. Among all multi-

criteria analysis methods, MAMCA was chosen as an alternative to assess the 

implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Distinguish from other traditional methods in 

which all the effects need to be expressed in monetary terms, MAMCA can be usefully 

linked to the institutional paradigm in economics as well as to the stakeholders’ approach 

(De Brucker et al., 2013). In terms of potential contribution to overcoming one of the 

main gaps identified in this research, the outcomes of case studies suggest that the multi-

stakeholder approach adopted in this research can usefully foster broad and multi-

stakeholder participation in monitoring and perhaps reporting at local levels. 

The analysis of existing indicators suggests that although the set of indicators used 

to assess the progress of SDG 11 is not well connected to citizen’s expectations, they can 

be the first step towards a future system that best reflects urban conditions. Indeed, local 

governments can use the set of indicators to increase the understanding of the urban 

challenges in municipalities and develop more realistic and effective planning.  

As long as the SDGs are interconnected, the localisation of SDG 11 requires 

attention to tradeoffs and synergies between targets and indicators (Griggs et al., 2013b; 

Hall et al., 2017; Le Blanc, 2015). This research demonstrated that local governments 
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need to better integrate local policies and all sectors of the cities in order to foster 

collaboration and broad participation. However, local governments are not well organised 

and do not poses all the tools required to effectively implement and evaluate SDG 11 

progress. Several challenges have been identified regarding the implementation of SDGs 

at local levels (Zinkernagel et al., 2018). Among those challenges, this thesis highlights 

that local governments will need to advance on new techniques of data collection and 

analysis in order to provide reliable data. Moreover, to effectively promote sustainability 

in the cities, local governments need to periodically measure indicators and guarantee 

transparency and accountability of data. 

Urban systems are complex and involve many interconnected aspects, requiring 

holistic and systematic indicators for evaluation. SDG 11 targets involve several urban 

issues and, based on data availability, this research could assess seven core issues: 1) 

housing; 2) transportation; 3) urbanisation; 4) disaster risk reduction; 5) waste 

management; 6) green and public spaces; and 7) transparency. The selection of indicators 

is challenging and when choosing indicators, it is important to consider priorities to make 

the process manageable. In this thesis, a participatory approach was adopted for selecting 

and prioritising indicators. Among other advantages, MAMCA contributes to minimising 

politically-steered prioritisation, involving a wide range of stakeholders.  

The results revealed that some indicators suggested by stakeholders have never 

been used to monitor urban sustainability, for instance, the indicators relating to 

governance, quality of education, and economic and social development. The same is the 

case of social participation. Moreover, some indicators relating to transportation and 

disaster risk reduction have not yet been developed. Governance was the issue that 

received more attention by the stakeholders, and it is not part of SDG 11 targets. 

Building on available data, the last assessment was carried out as an attempt to 

integrate qualitative and quantitative data in the evaluation of SDG 11 at local levels. The 

qualitative data were brought in to better explain quantitative findings and expand 

research conclusions. Overall, existing indicators cover general aspects related to 

sustainable cities. During the analysis process, qualitative and quantitative data could be 

integrated into only three themes: transportation, waste management, and disaster risk 

reduction. Relevant aspects such as accessibility, appropriate levels of disaggregation 

(women, children, older persons and persons with disabilities), planning, and cultural 

heritage could not be evaluated. Along with the lack of systematic collection and time-
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bound, those issues limited the potential of evaluation, indicating that future research is 

needed to better address the evaluation of SDG 11 targets. 

Despite all the restrictions, the results outlined in this research, while not 

exhaustive, contribute on the identification of relevant aspects that should be taken into 

account for a more transparent and comprehensive implementation of SDG 11 at the local 

levels. It is worth noting that most of the quantitative data used in this research were 

collected in 2010. Also, some evaluations involved data collected in the last 10 years. 

During this period, there was a large increase in financial resources, mainly for health and 

education policies. Furthermore, it was possible to identify that there was considerable 

improvement in social participation. 

Significantly, this thesis proposes an effective and integrated framework to 

implement and evaluate SDG 11 “Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, 

resilient and sustainable”. As shown in Figure 43, this framework combines the learned 

lessons, or other SDGs such as SDG 3 “Ensure healthy lives and promote wellbeing for 

all at all ages”, the action framework with three priorities, the performance assessment, 

and the collaborative benchmarking framework to support the implementation and 

evaluation of SDG 11 progress at local levels.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43.  Integrated framework to implement SDG 11 at local levels and Priorities for 

Action. 

ENHANCE LOCAL POLICIES 1 

UNDERSTAND THE AGENDA 2 
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This framework aims to enhance the integrated implementation of SDG 11 and to 

foster partnerships among municipalities.  

In summary, this research positively contributes to the current knowledge about 

the Agenda 2030 in Brazil, focused on SDG 11 and closed related goals such as Goal 3, 

and provides opportunities for further investigations. The practical and theoretical 

contributions of this thesis are numerous, as are the potential areas for future research. 

Despite several limitations, mainly at the national level, this thesis found that there is still 

a potential for SDG 11 to enhance sustainability in Brazilian municipalities.  

Finally, based on stakeholders’ opinions, five key recommendations are listed 

below to support integrated implementation of SDG 11 at local levels. Hopefully, the 

findings will contribute to promoting sustainable cities in Brazil. These recommendations 

also provide opportunity for further research. 

 

Recommendation 1 – Local planning strategies and learned experiences 

 This thesis revealed the importance to learn from previous and/or ongoing local 

planning strategies. The main barriers that hindered the implementation of previous 

initiatives, as well as the successful factors identified by stakeholders, give a baseline to 

start the implementation of SDG 11 at local levels.    

 

Recommendation 2 – New partnerships with business sector and civil society 

organizations 

 Regarding social participation, this thesis identified that, despite several problems, 

civil society organizations and business sector are looking for opportunities to establish 

partnerships and develop projects. All sectors have a role to play in achieving SDG 11 

and the roles must be clarified to facilitate ownership. 

 

Recommendation 3 – Develop effective mechanisms for implementation of SDG 11 at 

local levels 

SDG 11 must be implemented based on participatory mechanism involving the 

communities and ensuring transparency of processes and outcomes. This thesis suggests 

the adoption of MAMCA as a potential tool to support local governments to broaden 

participation at local levels. 
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Recommendation 4 – Improve mechanisms for governance, especially at the national 

level 

Good governance, integration of policies and effective social participation were 

identified as core issues for successful implementation of SDG 11. These need to be 

incorporated into national and local strategies.  

 

Recommendation 5 – Monitoring and reporting against SDG 11 

 Monitoring of progress and reporting will be one the greatest challenges for local 

governments. It is urgent to structure a data collection and recording system to provide a 

baseline for evaluation. Also, this thesis revealed the importance to develop evaluations 

combining quantitative and qualitative data to provide a more inclusive and effective 

assessment of SDG 11. The Performance Assessment proposed in this thesis should be 

adopted by Brazilian municipalities to facilitate the implementation of SDG 11 at local 

levels. 
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Annex 1  

 

Online Survey  

 

GENERAL 

 

Please indicate which plan/plans you have experience in:  

 

(1) HCM 

(2) LA21 

(3) MDGs 

(4) MPs 

(5) all above 

 

 

PART 1 – Quantitative Survey  

 

In this section I am interested to know what key informants experience is with the 

implementation and the main outcomes achieved by the planning methods implemented 

in your city.     

 

1. Please indicate your opinion about the implementation of the planning methods 

in your municipality. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q1. The planning methods were 

implemented in a joint and 

integrative way which led to the 

desired outcomes 

     

Q2. All the planning methods 

were implemented through 

parallel structures which 

hindered the integration of 

frameworks 

     

Q3. There was regular 

cooperation between the 

planning methods 

     

Q4. There was only occasional 

cooperation between the 

planning methods, including 

meetings and/or isolated 

discussions. 
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The following questions will examine the relationship between the public policies 

implemented in your city and the implementation of planning methods in the last 10 years. 

 

2. Please indicate your opinion about the relationship between the resources used to 

implement health policies in your city and the implementation of planning 

methods. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q5. The implementation of 

planning methods contributed to 

increase the resources of 

municipal health budget  

     

Q6. The implementation of 

planning methods contributed to 

an increase in the resources of the 

SUS 

     

Q7. Because of the 

implementation of planning 

methods new resources were 

made available to the 

municipality 

     

Q8. Without the implementation 

of planning initiatives, the 

expanded budgets would not be 

possible  

     

 

 

3. Please indicate your opinion about the relationship between the resources used to 

implement educational policies in your city and the implementation of planning 

methods. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q9. Contributed to increase the 

resources of municipal 

educational budget  

     

Q10. Contributed to increase the 

resources of FNDE 

     

Q11. Because of 

implementation of planning 

methods new resources were 

made available 

     

Q12. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, the expanding 

budgets would not be possible 
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4. Please indicate your opinion about the contribution of planning method to 

improve health public policy in your city. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q13. Improved the quality of 

public spending on health and 

facilitated the achievements of 

local health policy 

     

Q14. Promoted innovation in 

local public health 

     

Q15. Improved social 

participation by community 

groups that want to be more 

active in health promotion 

     

Q16. Promoted effective 

capacity building and improved 

managerial processes for new 

public health in your city 

     

Q17. More people were allocated 

to work with the health policy 

because of the implementation of 

planning methods 

     

Q18. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, it would be not 

possible to achieve the results 

expected by health policies 

     

 

5. Please indicate your opinion about the contribution of planning method to 

improve educational public policy in your city. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q19. Improved the quality of 

public spending on education and 

facilitated the achievements of 

local educational policy 

     

Q20. Promoted innovation in 

local public education 

     

Q21. Improved social 

participation by community 

groups that want to be more 

active in educational activities 

     

Q22. Promoted effective 

capacity building and improved 

managerial processes for 
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educational initiatives in your 

city 

Q23. Supported to spread the 

knowledge of innovative 

methods 

     

Q24. More people were allocated 

to work with the educational 

policy because of the 

implementation of planning 

methods 

     

Q25. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, it would be not 

possible to achieve the results 

expected by health policies 

     

 

 

6. Please indicate your opinion about the contribution of planning method to the 

achievement of MDG 4 (Reduce child mortality) and MDG 7 (Ensure 

environmental sustainability). 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q26. The implementation of 

planning methods contributed to 

reduce child mortality   

     

Q27. The implementation of 

planning methods facilitated the 

integration of sustainable 

development principles into local 

policies  

     

Q28. The implementation of 

planning methods helped to 

reverse the loss of environmental 

resources 

     

Q29. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, it would not be 

possible to achieve the health 

targets of MDG 4 

     

Q30. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, it would not be 

possible to achieve the 

environmental targets of MDG 7 
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7. Please indicate your opinion about the contribution of planning methods to 

improve some specific aspects of sustainability in your city. 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q31. Helped to improve the 

waste collection service 

     

Q32. Helped to improve drinking 

water source 

     

Q33. Helped to improve 

sanitation facility 

     

Q34. Helped to increase the 

number of green areas 

     

Q35. Helped to improve the 

activities for flood prevention 

     

Q36. Improved the local model 

of development and management 

offering better alternatives to 

overcome problems related to 

sustainability in your city 

     

Q37. More resources were 

allocated to the development of 

sustainable policies because of 

the implementation of planning 

methods 

     

Q38. More people were allocated 

to work with sustainable policies 

because of the implementation of 

planning methods 

     

Q39. Improved social 

participation by community 

groups that want to be more 

active in socio and 

environmental activities 

     

Q40. Created new incentives for 

innovation in social and 

environmental areas 

     

Q41. Without the 

implementation of planning 

initiatives, it would be not 

possible to achieve the expected 

outcomes related to 

sustainability 

     

 

 

8. Regarding the social participation during the process of implementation, indicate 

your opinion about the process in your city 
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 Strongly 

agree 

 

Agree Not 

sure 

 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

Q42. The process was 

transparent 

     

Q43. A broad and diverse 

participation was encouraged  

     

Q44. The community could 

participate in all stages: 

formulation, implementation, 

monitoring and evaluation 

     

Q45. The process was not only 

advisory but participative with 

stakeholders.  

     

Q46. The process contributed to 

create a “new culture” of 

community participation 

     

 

 

PART 2 - Qualitative Research 

 

In this section, I am interested to know what stakeholders say about the main challenges 

and possible alternatives to integrate planning methods in your city. 

 

Q46. In your opinion, what were the three (3) main barriers that hinder the 

implementation of planning methods in your municipality?  

 

Q47. And what about the aspects that contributed to successful results? Can you 

say what the top three (3) were?  

 

Q.48. In your opinion, how the planning methods could have been integrated into 

your municipality in order to achieve better results? 

 

 

In this section, I am interested to know what you can say about the implementation of SDG 

post-2015 Agenda in your city. 

 

Q49. Are you aware of SDG post-2015 Agenda? If yes, please answer the next 

questions. 

 

Q50. What are your expectations about the implementation of SDG post-2015 

Agenda? 

 

Q50. Based on the learnt experience, especially the challenges and barriers, can 

you say about solutions that could be adopted to facilitate the integration of SDG 

post-2015 Agenda in your municipality?  
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Q51. Specifically, about the actions for disaster risk reduction, can you say about 

the solutions that could be implemented in your municipality?  
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Annex 2 

 

Consent Form 

 

Effectiveness evaluation of four planning models in two Brazilian Mesoregions 

 

Research Team: 

 

Dr. Peter Davey – PhD Supervisor 

Ana Carla Almeida – PhD Candidate 

Griffith School of Environment 

Contact: ana.almeida@griffithuni.edu.au 

Mobile: +610402693448 

 

 

I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include my experience 

an opinion about the implementation of planning models in my city 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in 

this research and that I’m contributing to increasing the current body of 

knowledge 

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions, I can contact the research 

team; 

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without explanation or 

penalty 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project, and 

 

 

I agree to participate in the research survey. 

 

I agree to the inclusion of my personal information in publications or reporting of 

the results from this research. 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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