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What do we know
about the SDGs in US
cities?

What are the biggest

challenges to achieving
the SDGs in US cities?

What are some waysto
take action on these dk
ideas?

DECENT WORK AND
U ECONOMIC GROWTH

2.

DEVELOPMENT

GOALS [d® 3

2 e 3 Rowian

B




Sustainable
Development Solutions
Network

Operates since 2012 under auspices of UN
Secretary-General to support implementation
of SDGs and Paris Climate Agreement

1. Policy analysis (SDG data,
pathways, mapping)

2. Global network of
knowledge institutions

3. SDG Academy
https://sdgacademy.org/

ANTARCTICA
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Development Report
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Common Methodology

Audited by the European Commission Joint Research Centre (JRC)

United States
of America




Indicator Overlaps

Cities Index

SUSTAINABLE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2019

REPORT OF THE : ’
UNITED STATES el
2018 Inciudes the SDG Index and Dashboards
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The US ranks 35t in the world on SDGs

Sustainable Development Report Dashboards 2019

Transformations to Achieve the Sustainable Development Goals

1. Denmark
2. Sweden
3. Finland
4. France

35. United States

Global Index Score
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60 -70

50 - 60
<50

[information unavailable] The boundaries, colors, denominations, and other information shown on this map do not imply any

judgment on the part of SDSN concerning the legal status of any territory or the endorsement or
acceptance of such boundaries.
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State SDG Index Overall Results
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State SDG Index Overall Results == =

1
2 Washington 59.8
3 Vermont 594
I | 4 Minnesota 586
0" 1 2 3 4 s e 0 s %0 100 5 Oregon 583
rec: - majar challenges remain 6 California 55.6
orange:  significant challenges remain
yellow:  challenges remain 7 Maine 55.4
Most progress e B
9 New Hampshire 549
10 Connecticut 548
1 New York 54.7
12 Rhode Island 54.4
CLEAN WATER 1 RESPONSIBLE 1B o 542
14 New Jerse, 527
AND SANITATION CONSUMPTION A ——
AND PRUDUE‘"UN 16 Wisconsin 522
17 lowa 512
18 Idaho 50.6
19 Nebraska 50.1
20 Utah - H6
21 Virginia
22 lllinois
23 South Dakota

24 Montana

25 Michigan
26 Delaware
27 Kansas

28 North Dakota
29 Arizona

Least progress D e

32 North Carolina
33 Florida
34 South Carolina

NO 13 Cumar 16 PeicE Justie 5w

POVERTY AND STRONG ¥ Tennesee

INSTITUTIONS o g

(L4 40 Texas

A4 4 Indiana
42 New Mexico
43 Alaska

44 Kentucky

45 Oklahoma
46 Arkansas

47 Alabama

48 West Virginia
49 Mississippi
50 Louisiana
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City SDG Index Map of MSAs by Index Score, 2019
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Source: SDSN USA analysis of results
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City Dashboard 2019

MsA

San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA
Washington-Arington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV
Seattie-Tacoma- Bellevue, WA

Madison, Wi
Portiand-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA
San Diego-Carlsbad, CA
Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH
Austin-Round Rock, TX

Raleigh, NC

Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY

Urban Honolulu, HI

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT

Des Moines-West Des Moines, 1A
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA
New York-Newark-Jersey City, NY-NJ-PA
Worcester, MA-CT

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA
Providence-Warwick, RI-MA

Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI
Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO
Sacramento--Roseville--Arden-Arcade, CA
Trenton, N

Salt Lake City, UT

Manchester-Nashua, NH
Chicago-Naperville-Eigin, IL-IN-WI
Provo-Orem, UT

New Haven-Miford, CT

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC

Springfield, MA

Auron, OH

Pitisburgh, PA

Syracuse, NY

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ

Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NG
Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD

Boise City,ID

Albuquerque, NM
Philadeiphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD
Charltte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL

Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV
Omaha-Council Biufts, NE-IA

Kansas City, MO-KS

Ogden-Clearfield, UT
Alentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ
Attanta-Sandy Springs-Roswel, GA
Modesto, CA

Lancaster, PA

San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX
Columbus, OH

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL
Rochester, NY
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Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro--Franklin, TN
Charleston-North Charleston, SC
Tueson, AZ

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Paim Beach, FL
‘Spokane-Spokane Valley, WA
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT
North Port-Sarasota-Bradenton, FL
Harrisburg-Cariisle, PA
Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI
Greensboro-High Point, NC

Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL
Stockton-Lodi, CA

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX

Colorado Springs, CO
Buffalo-Cheektowaga-Niagara Falls, NY
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA
Cleveland-Elyria, OH

Jacksonville, FL
Greenville-Anderson-Mauldin, SC
Dayton, OH
Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre--Hazleton, PA
Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR
El Paso, TX

St. Louis, MO-IL

Fresno, CA

Columbia, SC

Richmond, VA

Chattanooga, TN-GA

Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN
Birmingham-Hoover, AL
Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN
Knoxville, TN

Okiahoma City, 0K

Wichita, KS

Toledo, OH

Tulsa, OK

Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL

New Orleans-Metairie, LA
Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, FL
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA
Bakersfield, CA

Winston-Salem, NC

Memphis, TN-MS-AR

Jackson, MS

Baton Rouge, LA

INDEX
RANK

55
56
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Moderate to good performance

FEEA

= Good performance
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2019 US Cities Index: Key Findings

None of the 105 US cities analyzed have an overall

‘sood performance’ on the SDGs FIGURE 1: OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

O cities scored 100

Pernicious inequalities exist and improvements
Best score on index,

needed on sustainable transit, rent affordability, T

and energy transition Average score

11 cities score 40 or less
Improved data required - most urgently on
Worst score on index, Baton Rouge, LA

maternal mortality rates
101 cities scored O on at least one indicator

- .. Source: SDSN USA analysis of results
EU cities generally outperform US cities
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Which types of cities do best?
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Which types of cities do best?

Graph of
2019 Index Score
and
Life Expectancy

70.0 Q O

60.0

McAllen, TX Metro Area

76 78 80 82 84
Life Expectancy, Years

Source: SDSN USA analysis and Population Health Institute
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Worst Performing City Indicators

FIGURE 7: GRAPH OF CITY PERFORMANCE ON FIGURE 8: GRAPH OF CITY PERFORMANCE ON
SUSTAINABLE TRANSIT RENT BURDEN
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Action

1. Use the SDGs as a
lens for incorporating
systems thinking into
city-level projects
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International
Comparison
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Gender Wage Gap

5 worst performers 5 best performers

60% Provo, UT
@® Osgden, pBaton
ut @ Rouge LA Lancaster, Sunnyvale,

PA
40% o “q
o
@) 9 9 o ° Las Vegas, Tampa,
NV FL Albuquerque
0 o o Durham, NC ’
20% - ° P ° NM
@) ) o
© O
® O O O ®

No Gap
@ UuUscCites @ USStates @ EU Cities

/—-\

=N
(3DeN

of America

20



Incarceration Rate

Worst performing cities and countries

Geographic Region
1800

1600

ation Rate per 100,000 people

Incarcer

(@)

(@)

(@)

Lakeland
United State
El Salvado
Turkmenista

1400
1200
1000
800
600
40
. . Cities

Countrles

64 cities have an
Incarceration rate
higher than any
other country Iin the
world (excluding the
Us).

United States
of ica

21




City-level Representation
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OF 41,000 ELECTED 2 .
U.S. OFFICIALS g
o FROM COUNTY TO o
O 20
90% FEDERAL LEVELS, — 03% =
WHITE 90% ARE WHITE NATIVE £ 15
AND .03% ARE AMERICAN Q
NATIVE AMERICAN. 10
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Average city
representation gap
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City-level Representation

Workers make up half of US citizens but

less than a tenth of US elected officials
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

City council members

State legislators I 39,

Members of Congress I 2%

Governors 0%
Supreme Court justices 0%

Presidents 0%

Source: The Cash Ceiling, Nick Carnes W

25%
20%
15%
10%
Workers in state
legislatures
5%
Workers in Congress
W
0%
1961 1971 1981 1991 2001 2011

Source: The Cash Ceiling, Nick Carnes
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Action

2. Engage
communities, support
leadership of those
most impacted




Leave No One
Behind




[ ]
Leave No One Behind
SDG Indicator Score
Sub-Index Indicators L
1 Childhood poverty 44.8
1 Working poor 63.9
2 Food insecurity 27.5
Report LNOB LNOB 2 Food access 36.8
City Rank Rank Score 4 School poverty disparity 41.8
Ogden-Clearfield, UT 46 1 72 5 Women in government 322
5 Gender wage ga 34.3
Manchester-Nashua, NH 2 72 SRERR
5 Women-owned businesses 50.9
Provo-Orem, UT 3 72
7 Low-income energy burden 365
Colorado Springs, CO 4 70 8 Youth not in employment, 66.8
Raleigh, NC education or training (NEET)
9 Broadband access 345
Chattanooga, TN-GA
10 Gini coefficient 47.8
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West 10 Absolute upward mobility 44.4
Palm Beach, FL
10 Native American employment gap 54.9
10 Racial segregation 5515
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 10 Municipal Equality Index 717
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX n Overcrowded housing 70.0
Source: SDSN USA analysis 16 Racial representation gap 61.6
Source: SDSN USA analysis
N
(SDSN 26
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R0 Park

In 14 cities
more than 60%
of black people
would need to
be welcomed In
a different
census tract to
desegregate the
city

Image from Dustin Cable at
University of Virginia
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Disparity in Unemployment Rate
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Low-Income Energy Burden
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Action

3. Proactively
address Injustice,
move towards repair
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Data Gaps

United States
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TABLE 6: DATA GAPS

GOOD HEALTH
AND WELL-BEING

L 4

QUALITY
EDUCATION

SDG 1: END POVERTY
Deep poverty

Living wage
Disability poverty gap

GENDER
EQUALITY

SDG 2: ZERO HUNGER

Urban agriculture
CLEANWATER

Investment in rural AND SANITATION

infrastructure

Land access for Indigenous
Peoples

SDG 3: GOOD HEALTH AND
WELL-BEING
Maternal mortality

Access to high quality,
comprehensive, health care

HIV/AIDS

Sexual and reproductive
healthcare

Prenatal care
Universal health care tracer index
Environmental health

Smoking DECENT WORK AND

ECONOMIC GROWTH

SDG 4: QUALITY EDUCATION
Affordable education

Literacy

Psychosocial wellbeing for youth
Gender disparities in education
Education for sustainable
development

Safe and inclusive learning
environments

Double segregation by race and
economic status in schooling

SDG 5: GENDER EQUALITY
1 REDUCED

Domestic workers/temporary INEQUALITIES

workers A

(=)

Trafficking
Family planning needs met

Disparity in access to economic
resources

Sexual violence

SDG 6: CLEAN WATER AND
SANITATION

Water affordability
Access to sanitation
Wastewater
Water-related ecosystems

Energy access
Energy efficiency

Research/investment in energy
technology

SDG 8: DECENT WORK AND
ECONOMIC GROWTH

Sustainable tourism 1
Migrant workers
Forced labor and modern slavery

Decoupling economic growth
from environmental degradation

Banking access

CLIMATE
ACTION

SDG 9: INDUSTRY, INNOVATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Sustainable infrastructure
R&D investment

Access of small businesses to
affordable credit

SDG 10: REDUCED INEQUALITIES
Migration policies
Religious discrimination

14 IL;EFLEOW WATER

Regulation of global financial
markets

Disability

SDG 11: SUSTAINABLE CITIES
AND COMMUNITIES
Affordable transportation
Cultural and natural heritage
Disability access

Urban displacement
Rural/urban linkages
Homelessness

PEACE, JUSTICE
AND STRONG
INSTITUTIONS

SDG 12: RESPONSIBLE 1
CONSUMPTION AND
PRODUCTION

Food and municipal waste
Corporate sustainability
Sustainable public procurement
Fossil fuel subsidies

Carbon intensity of fuels

1 PARTNERSHIPS

FOR THE GOALS
SDG 13: CLIMATE ACTION

Climate finance
Climate change education

Climate planning support for
developing countries

Natural disaster resilience

SDG 14: LIFE BELOW WATER
Not included

SDG 15: LIFE ON LAND
Freshwater, forest, and mountain
ecosystems
Biodiversity/threatened species
Genetic resources

Wildlife poaching/trafficking
Conservation funding

SDG 16: PEACE, JUSTICE AND
STRONG INSTITUTIONS

Violence against children
Illicit financial and arms flows
Corruption

Access to information

Voting

SDG 17: PARTNERSHIPS
FOR THE GOALS

Not included

7N
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Drinking water data

- Not enough contaminants .
measured, and not measured
at appropriate level

- Not measured often enough,

When it is measured it’s often
not reported

When it is reported, there’s
often no enforcement

or widely enough

tp Washington Post

Toxic lead, scared parents and simmering anger: A month
inside a city without clean water

Residents of New Jersey's biggest city can drink tap water again, but they
want to know why they had to use bottled water for so long in the first ...

IN 2015, THERE WERE
80,834 REPORTED SDWA VIOLATIONS
AT 18,094 COMMUNITY WATER
SYSTEMS ACROSS THE COUNTRY

Special Report: Thousands of U.S. areas
afflicted with lead poisoning beyond Flint's

72\
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Action

4. Create
accountability
measures




Voluntary Local
Reviews

~N

' Global Vision 9=

— Urban Action .
' ~

'/I .\\\

Voluntary Local Review

New York City's Implementation of the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development

July 2018

NYC s

#ONENYC

BRISTOL AND THE SDGs

A VOLUNTARY LOGAL
REVIEW OF PROGRESS 2019

[ 4

VOLUNTARY LOCAL
REVIEW

PULONG A SUITARNARLE AND NOLUSVE NG 131

£ e

HANDBOOK i

FOR THE PREPARATION OF
REVIEWS

The 2019 Edition
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Local-level decision making

“BMmA

BLACK % BLACK MAMAS MATTER ALLIANCE
MATERNAL

HEALTH
CAUCUS

United States
of ica
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Contact

Alainna Lynch

alainna.lynch@unsdsn.org

Find the report at:
www.sustainabledevelopment.report
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