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Initial considerations for the research 
C

ontext  
D

efinition and adoption of the S
ustainable D

evelopm
ent G

oals (S
D

G
s) in 2015 as 

targets to be m
et by 2030; 

 2016: W
ork G

roup to conduct the research: N
ational D

ialogue: M
aking sure no one is 

left behind in S
D

G
 im

plem
entation.  

N
ational partners 

D
efinitions 

This m
aterial w

as developed from
 the inform

ation provided by organizations of the m
ost 

diverse 
profiles 

that 
w

ork 
w

ith 
the 

SD
G

s. 
The 

research 
w

as 
conducted 

betw
een 

S
eptem

ber and N
ovem

ber of 2016 in B
razil, and during the second sem

ester of 2016 in 30 
countries;  
The inform

ation w
as registered in an online form

, w
ith open questions as w

ell as objective 
ones, to help content system

atization. 



O
verview

 P
articipation C

O
M

P
LE

TE
 

Incom
plete 

27%
 

73%
 

S
cope of action 

        

S
tate-level 

International 

Local 

N
ational 

9%
 

16%
 

30%
 

45%
 

G
oals 

•
To discover w

hich are the groups and com
m

unities under 
threat of being excluded from

 S
D

G
 im

plem
entation;  

•
To understand the level of access to resources and 
governm

ent-provided services and relief program
s; 

•
To understand the level of involvem

ent w
ith the S

D
G

s, as 
w

ell as the challenges and opportunities identified by 
those groups. 



S
D

G
 general representability 

6%
 12%

 14%
 20%

 20%
 25%

 
27%

 31%
 43%

 

43%
 45%

 47%
 51%

 53%
 53%

 63%
 63%

 

S
D

G
s 1, 3, 4, 10 and 11 represent the goals m

ost 
related to the activities perform

ed by the 
organizations;  

100%
 of answ

ers directed to each S
D

G
 w

ere 
considered for system

atization. 



O
verview

: m
ost m

entioned S
D

G
 representability 

C
om

panies 
17%

 answ
ers 

G
overnm

ent  
5%

 answ
ers 

C
ivil society 

78%
 answ

ers 
It w

as 
considered 
SD

G
 citation 

above 80%
 in 

each nature of 
perform

ance; 
 It is noticed 
that those that 
declared 
them

selves as 
com

panies 
have a strong 
social im

pact 
bias.   

E
very S

D
G

 w
as m

entioned in the research  

N
G

O
s, netw

orks, social 
m

ovem
ents, cultural groups, 

teaching institutions.  

Com
panies that prom

ote social 
im

pact.  
Public agencies, councils.  



S
D

G
 general understanting 

0%
 

C
hallenge scenario 

100%
 

O
pportunity scenario 

UNDERSTANDING
 STATUS   

69%
 

98%
 of those w

ho answ
ered consider 

SD
G

 
im

plem
entation 

and 
im

portant 
agenda for Brazil. 

I know
 the S

D
G

s w
ell and 

understand their purpose and 
intentions. 

I have heard about the S
D

G
s, 

but only understand part of 
their purpose and intentions. 

I have heard about the S
D

G
s, 

but don´t understand their 
purpose and intentions. 

69%
 

27%
 

4%
 



P
ositively im

pacted groups by scope of action 
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P
ositively im

pacted groups by scope of action 



P
ositively im

pacted groups by organizations 
actions 
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P
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G
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P
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C
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M
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P
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P
ovos Indígenas

C
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D
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C
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S
elected answ

ers, or specified as “others”: 

•
E

nvironm
entalists and art educators; 

•
C

itizens, social and political organizations, and public agencies; 
•

Those affected by socioenvironm
ental disasters; 

•
P

opulation in street situation;  
•

Fam
ily groups; 

•
Youth betw

een 14-24 years; 
•

Traditional com
m

unities in general; 
•

S
tudents; 

•
R

ural com
m

unities of subsistence agriculture; 
•

Infants (0-3 years); 
•

R
ural w

orkers settled by agrarian reform
; 

•
First-tim

e entrepreneurs (incom
e generation); 

•
G

roups and associations vulnerable to environm
ental degradation, clim

ate 
change, 

desertification, 
and 

groups 
for 

protection 
of 

the 
environm

ent, 
citizenship, hum

an rights, and civil society em
pow

erm
ent.  



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

Youth and children 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

U
rban peripheral 

com
m

unities and 
favelas 

W
om

en 

48%
 

43%
 

7%
 

2%
 

54%
 

37%
 

6%
 

3%
 

45%
 

45%
 

10%
 

N
o results 

Few
 results 

M
oderate 

results 
P

ositive results 



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

O
ther 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

O
ld age 

B
lack people 

40%
 

35%
 

15%
 

10%
 

45%
 

45%
 

10%
 

56%
 

38%
 

6%
 



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

U
nem

ployed 
Indigenous peoples 

LG
B

TQ
 C

om
m

unity 

67%
 

27%
 

7%
 

25%
 

58%
 

17%
 

18%
 

64%
 

18%
 



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

P
hysically handicapped 

Im
m

igrants/ 
R

efugees/new
 

brazilians 

E
thnical m

inorities 

45%
 

27%
 

27%
 

40%
 

50%
 

10%
 

44%
 

22%
 

22%
 

11%
 



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

Transm
issible 

diseases 
M

ental and 
psychological disabilities  

R
iparian com

m
unities 

25%
 

50%
 

50%
 

13%
 

50%
 

17%
 

33%
 

25%
 

25%
 

13%
 



C
ontem

plated groups and public policy evaluation 

P
ublic policy evaluation 

N
on-transm

issible 
diseases 

R
eligious groups 

25%
 

40%
 

20%
 

75%
 

40%
 

There w
ere no answ

ers for 
evaluation as “very positive 
results”. 



M
ost m

entioned challenges 



M
onst m

entioned dem
ands 



O
verview

: m
ain challenges faces 

“Inexistence of public 
policy” 
 “D

isconnection 
betw

een international 
com

m
itm

ents and 
action at the national 
level” 
 “Lack of 
transparency for 
necessary resources, 
tools and structures” 
 “N

on-prioritization of 
the agenda in the face 
of econom

ical and 
social crisis” 
 

“D
isarticulation of civil 

society m
ovem

ents and 
actors” 
 “D

isruption betw
een public 

policies and conservative 
forces advancem

ent” 
 “Lack of  incentives to 
partnership form

ation” 
 “Lack of organization 
regarding collective claim

s” 
 “C

onceptual disputes about 
agenda content” 
 

“Lack of technical and 
financial support for the 
developm

ent agenda” 
 “D

ifficult access to credit 
services and resource 
articulation, w

hich 
guarantee proper 
institutional perform

ance” 

“Effective im
pact in 

face of 
im

plem
entation 

challenges” 



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Ineffectiveness of 
the political 
fram

ew
ork for 

poverty; 
•

Priority reversal; 
•

Better 
understanding of 
poverty 
dynam

ics. 
D

em
ands 

•
Incom

e redistribution through effective, 
restorative, inclusive and equitable 
public policies; 

•
M

aintenance of social participation 
channels. 

C
hallenges 

•
N

egligence of 
public institutions 
regarding 
international 
com

m
itm

ents; 
•

Lack of effective 
investm

ent. 

D
em

ands 

•
D

ialogue w
ith public authorities for the 

construction of practices that guarantee 
m

inorities’ rights; 
•

SD
G

-oriented investm
ents.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
To carry out 
challenges that 
contem

plate diversity 
in Brazilian urban 
peripheries; 

•
Access to quality 
health service; 

•
Lack of investm

ent in 
basic social services 
and health care. 

D
em

ands 
•

Technical and financial resources for research 
and innovation; 

•
SD

G
-directed investm

ents; 
•

Ensuring access to quality service.  

C
hallenges 

•
Functional illiteracy; 

•
Pedagogical project 
that is no 
conductive to the 
prom

otion of social, 
econom

ic and 
polical inclusion; 

•
To em

pow
er the 

learner as the 
protagonist of their 
education. 

D
em

ands 

•
C

om
pliance w

ith the N
EP, m

aking use of pre-salt 
royalties and popular participation; 

•
Strengthening education for youth and children. 

¹N
ational E

ducation P
lan 



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of political 
representation; 

•
H

igh exposure to 
physical and 
psychological 
violence; 

•
Equal education for 
girls and boys; 

•
Prom

otion of visibility 
and respect for the 
vulnerable LG

BTQ
 

population. 

D
em

ands 
•

To increase participation of w
om

en in politics; 
•

H
um

an rights education in schools; 
•

Effective actions against sexual exploitation 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of effective 
im

provem
ents in 

the infrastructure of 
sew

age collection 
and w

ater supply; 
•

Inadequate 
sanitation that 
causes direct 
pollution in w

ater 
bodies and other 
natural resources. 

D
em

ands 

•
Structural investm

ents for adequate 
basic sanitation.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Institutional 
barriers to 
innovation and 
clean energy; 

•
M

aintenance of 
investm

ents in 
“dirty energy” at a 
national level. 

Dem
ands 

•
SD

G
-directed investm

ents tow
ards 

clean energy; 
•

D
ialogue and public policies that foster 

innovation in the country. 

C
hallenges 

•
D

ifficulty in social 
reintegration in labor 
m

arket by the new
 

Brazilians 
•

Lack of effective 
investm

ent in hum
an 

capital form
ation and  

continuous training; 
•

To ensure decent 
w

ork and 
regularization of 
inform

al w
ork. 

D
em

ands 
•

Strengthening the ecosystem
  tow

ards a m
ore 

resilient and inclusive econom
y; 

•
SD

G
-directed investm

ents;  
•

End child labor.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of adequate 
incentives for 
innovative and 
sustainable 
processes; 

•
Innefficiency in 
industry-
innovation 
integration. 
 

Dem
ands 

•
Technical and financial resources for 
research and innovation; 

•
Facilitation of intersectoral dialogue.  

C
hallenges 

•
Poor living 
conditions, lack of 
opportunities and 
various form

s of 
prejudices w

ith 
vulnerable 
populations that 
suffer from

 social 
inequality. 

D
em

ands 

•
Strengthening hum

an and econom
ic rights 
agenda; 

•
G

reater representation of m
inorities in the 

SD
G

 agenda and decision-m
aking.   



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Inefficiency of 
policies to support 
the developm

ent of 
peripheries; 

•
Inefficient 
transform

ation 
scale regarding 
access to 
sustainable policies 
and technologies. 

Dem
ands 

•
R

egularization of environm
entally inadequate 

services; 
•

Prom
otion and im

plem
entation of urban gardens; 

•
Strengthening environm

ental education in school 
context. 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of incentives 
for sustainable 
production and 
consum

ption; 
•

Inefficiency 
listening to the 
industry regarding 
sustainable 
production. 

D
em

ands 
•

Prom
otion of aw

areness  regarding w
orking 

together w
ithing the production chain; 

•
Incentives for sustainable consum

ption; 
•

Strengthening political w
ill on the issue.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of incentives 
to reduce 
em

issions in the 
private sector. 

D
em

ands 
•

Incentives and public policies oriented to 
fight clim

ate change. 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of regularity in 
public policies w

ith 
adequate resources 
transfer, instrum

ents 
and structures to 
im

plem
ent actions.  

D
em

ands 
•

To strengthen w
orking along w

ith indigenous 
peoples, w

hich, through their m
anagem

ent of 
natural resources, prom

ote ecosystem
 ; 

•
SD

G
-oriented investm

ents and policies.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
Lack of resources 
and the need to 
develop green 
econom

y. 

D
em

ands 

C
hallenges 

•
D

ifficulty in 
obtaining resources 
to dem

and judicially 
issues involving 
institutional 
activities related to 
the SD

G
 agenda. 

D
em

ands 

•
Policy integration; 

•
Influence and social control of public 

budgets. 

•
To strengthen w

orking along w
ith indigenous 

peoples, w
hich, through their m

anagem
ent of 

natural resources, prom
ote ecosystem

;  
•

SD
G

-oriented investm
ents and policies.  



C
hallenge and dem

and m
atrix by S

D
G

 

C
hallenges 

•
D

isarticulation of 
social m

ovem
ents; 

•
Lack of funding for 
institutional 
arrangem

ents and 
activities linked to the 
change of realities. 

D
em

ands 
•

G
reater articulation am

ong organizations related to 
projects and policies that prom

ote dem
ocracy and 

sustainability; 
•

To prom
ote strategies for econom

ic sustainability of 
organizations; 

•
To prom

ote practices of m
onitoring and evaluation of 

goals. 



M
ost m

entioned synergies 


