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ABSTRACT
] pC

nological
banization issues

The concept of sustainability emphasizes a shift in values, balan
and economic progress needs, and protecting the environme
and promote sustainable development, sustainable cities hd

Frameworks focus more on the outcomes
of indicators, consultation mechanisms
from the example of sustainability
Sustainability Assessment Framegyo

y NITI Aayog in India, the Urban
t, and the experience of the Smart Cities
e challenges of measurement and applicability
on comparative analysis this paper reviews the

identify explicit mechan
level consultations 0 management system.

live. Expanding on this concept, the Brundtland Commission defined 'sustainable
development' as the "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (Mason 2023).

Even though the consensus around the definition of sustainable development eludes
scholars, the concept of 'sustainability' has become a desirable policy goal and the foundation
for today's leading global framework - the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and its
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Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Cowell and Owens, 2006). The 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development, which outlines the SDGs, emphasizes the pivotal role of the private
sector and international private capital in achieving sustainable economic development (Evans,
1997). The 17 interlinked goals adopted by all United Nations member states in 2015 have 169
targets that countries have attempted to reach by 2030 (Development I. 1., n.d.). Agenda 2030
is a "shared blueprint for peace and prosperity for people and the planet, now and into the
future." Thus, all countries must implement economic and social development goals for
sustainability (Brundtland Commission, 2015). Following the adoption of the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) under Agenda 2030 by the United Nations General
(UNGA) in September 2015, focus has now turned to putting them into action (Pergghh, 2013).

The rapid pace of urbanization in developing countries and the high resource
per person in developed countries with consequent environmental damage ha
influenced the discourse on sustainability, with a specific focus on citig % Ratonal
community has recognized urbanization and city growth as a tran
development by formulating a stand-alone goal on cities (Goal 11), ke
— make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient, and
2016). To combat urbanization issues and promote sustainable

sustainable cities
ginesses. (Wangel
, measurement, and

operationalization of the concept, too poses its difficulties; d in later sections. Evans
(1997) argued that sustainability is more of a brog ke freedom or justice, open to
different interpretations rather than a specific a i

There have been several frameworks dire jurin@sustainability by international and

national agencies. Sustainability measures4
and the human development index. Dr
indicators devised as part of the plan also intended to balance needs through
the equitable allocation of resourc is paper aRgues that the success and failure of indicators
in a context ridden by data unavgiabilitand d@pacity challenges heavily depend on the process

urban planning tradition, monitoring

Utilizing the example
Urban Sustainability Afeg ework of UN-Habitat, and insights from the Smart

measurement andPapplis el these frameworks within the Indian context. The paper is
grounded in a cofgp gview of key indicator frameworks specific to India, drawing from
official do tS\gvaildble in the public domain. These documents, along with published
literatur: e sulyeCtroffer an understanding of the processes employed in the formulation
indi Tg¥comprehend the challenges in operationalization, the study incorporates
experiences as part of the Smart Cities Mission. Additionally, it draws on

te students for the small hill town of Chiliyanaula in the state of Uttarakhand.
conducted over a period of four months examined the feasibility of implementing
the United Nations' urban sustainability framework for a small hill town. Furthermore, an
example of hill town of Shimla in the state of Himachal Pradesh is taken to understand the
operationalization of NITI Aayog indicators and their integration with the statutory plan at a
local level 7.

T This study was undertaken as part of the Associate fellowship at the Indian Institute of Advanced Study,
Shimla, Himachal Pradesh, India awarded to second author.



SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORKS AND ISSUES OF
MEASURMENT

Sustainable Development Frameworks with their sets of indicators have become a dominant
form of sustainability assessment. The popularity of indicators and such frameworks is due to
the simplification of complex processes for easy comprehension by decision-makers and
citizens.

Urban sustainability indicator frameworks (USIFs) are gaining increasing attention as cities
work towards achieving their specific sustainable development goals. These frameworks
provide a clear way to measure and evaluate sustainability (Michalina, D. et.al., 2021). To
achieve the sustainable development goals, it is essential to create a system of indicatogs. These
indicators and data should be gathered and reported at the sub-national level, wit
the specific territory (Alaimo and Maggino 2020).

However, the development of these indicators is not a politically neutr

selection of categories and indicators is influenced by the biases, sh@ Sdifcntions, and
assumptions of those making decisions
inability theory will

(Michalina, 2021).
B
a nd strong sustainability.

Similarly, Hamilton et al. (1996) argued that the
determine sustainable development indicators. They talk

Indicators for strong sustainability operate on the Jgghgf in tRg non-substitutability of natural
are often ignored. In contrast,

as another form of capital that can

The biggest flaw in this ideology is that i nge and resource substitution can fix
economic growth.

In addition to the beliefs unde
also has limitations. The unc
producing an attractive repQ

infing indicat®r-based frameworks, the design of indicators

se the level of detail needed, the attraction of
assesSing its efficacy, problems of aggregation, and the
e of the challenges that plague the design of such

a collection and analysis, or have a significant impact on
jnable development is inherently ambiguous, its objectives vary

Mcasurement methods (Parris, T. & Kates, R., 2003).
lenges of these frameworks relate to their implementation. Sustainable

generations. Even the United Nations recognized this when Antonio Guterres, the
UN Secretary-General, in 2022, remarks, "About halfway through the period for the SDGs,
humanity is moving backward concerning the majority of the Sustainable Development Goals."

Some systemic bottlenecks in implementation include the unavailability and unreliability
of data, lack of political will, weak capacity and technical knowledge, inadequate mechanisms
and structures, and policy incoherence (Fischer, 2020). A disconnect between policymaking,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation in cities results in unrelatable and impractical
frameworks. Operationalisation of indicators require governance mechanisms which remain
less focussed in most of these frameworks (Michalina, 2021). Urban Local Bodies (ULBs) will



require more resources to realize outcomes, given their relatively low capacity, and the
implementation of projects will typically be at this level (Economy, 2016).

Therefore, it is necessary to analyse the challenges in measuring and applying sustainability
framework in order to build sustainable and resilient cities. Despite these criticisms, indicator-
based frameworks remain popular for measuring sustainable development. One of the common
consensus among scholars, however, is that focusing on the process of formulation of indicators
can improve the outcomes of these frameworks (Hamilton, 1996; Innes and Booher, 2000; Bell
and Morse, 2011; Jaiyseini, 2016; Schmalzbaur, 2016). As Innes and Booher (2000) put it "We
believe that the sustainable community will be promoted where many players in different roles

feedback from the environment and other changes. (p.175)". Meaning
deliberative process around values and feedback and monitoring thus become i1l
for more effective operationalisation of SDGs.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORKS IN THE

and environmental factors. Organisations like OECD, th
various data sets and indicators to monitor
environmental sustainability and sustainable econ€
sustainability indicator frameworks, there
indicators. Majority of the frameworks u
(Michelina, 2021).

Some of the key sustainability in us y are as follows:

Table staifgble Indexes used globally?

&y

Serial

No Sustainability In nstitution Description
Average achievement of a country
I ited Nations (UN) based on key dimensions of human
development
Most recent global development
I World Bank data w1th national, regional and
global estimates
Progress towards SD by member
I Eurostat SD indicators Eurostat countries of the European Union
. Measures a nation’s human impact
Ecological Footprint (EF) Global Footprint on Earth’s ecosystem using the
Network . .
ecological accounting system
\ Environmental Yale I'Jnlve.rsr[y,. Shows a country’s overall progress
Columbia University .
Performance Index (EPI) : towards environmental
and World Economic o
sustainability
Forum
VI Shows nations sustainability
Sustainable Society Index Van de Kerk & Manuel ~ Progress, 1ntegr.at1ng human
(SSI) wellbeing and environmental well
being

¥ Authors



Vil Local government management

and civic participation are

significant focus areas for
ADB’s governance and capacity

building

India’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) Index serves as a tailored version of the
global framework, integrating international benchmarks with national priorities and data
sources. The indicators used—such as those in NITI Aayog’s SDG India Index—are primarily

Sustainable Development ~ Asian Development
Framework Bank

shaped by global models, especially the United Nations’ SDG indicator framework, while
being adapted to suit India’s specific context. Indicators in the Indian context are drawn from
the global indices to align with availability of data, priority areas and also the ernance
structure. For example, India adopted elements from the Human Development

developed by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) #€Sp8
methodology to create state level indices and work as a complementary tool

tracking mechanisms.

Similarly, with more than 1,400 indicators spanning domains such as ~0v health,
education, infrastructure, environment, and governance, the World H ey ld Bevelopment
Indicators (WDI) provides a comprehensive framework. ADkBg
Framework emphasizes inclusive growth, enhancing ‘ ] sustainability,
strengthening governance, and adopting an integrated appg®® i
assessment tools shows that, even though they were Q&
similar sustainability indicators. This suggests there is Mglobal ‘agreement on the main
categories and indicators to measure urban sust@ Wy (SHMgti, et.al, 2022). This is also
reflected in the Indicators frameworks in the [l an
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT F

This section examines three fra rks @gveldped and applied in the Indian context to
understand the nature of the fragge d tBe formulation process. An assessment was
undertaken to study various glg®al ag ighal sustainable development frameworks as use
cases. Out of the many, threggisgnig been discussed in detail in this section: a) Urban

Sustainability Assessmenfg{l SAF) developed by UN Habitat, b) Sustainable
Development Goal (S Oped by NITI Aayog, and c) Ease of Living (EOL) under
the India Smart Citi 101M\Jt focusses on what is being measured and how is it being
measured. This s, 1marily on a review of public documents on these indicators.

About the e

Sustainability Assessment Framework (USAF) is designed as part of the

egrated Approach Pilot (SCIAP) project, which GEF-6 funds for Indian
it is being piloted in five cities in India. It is envisaged to be a diagnostic and
ort tool. UNIDO and UN-Habitat, in partnership with the Ministry of Housing
fairs (MoHUA) of the Government of India and state governments of pilot cities.
ntegration among planning efforts and processes to evaluate their enforcement, the
USAF brings together 12 sectors: governance and data management, finance and economy,
housing and property, water, sanitation, waste management, clean energy, resilience,
environment, public space-safety-urban form, transport, and social infrastructure. This
framework has 131 indicators, with 235 data points across 12 sectors. One of the unique
features of this framework is the spatialization of indicators (UN-Habitat, 2021). The USAF is
based on four existing national and six international frameworks and indicators recommended
by experts. The NITI Aayog (Sustainable Development Index) framework was the second
framework examined. The world has targeted reaching the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) by 2030 and is now a critical moment in the journey towards it. Various countries




around the globe are investigating the progress made to date under the framework of SDGs and
are trying to implement actions that will expedite the success of reaching the 2030 target.
Acknowledging the difficulty in implementing 17 goals, 169 targets, and 306 national
indicators given by the United Nations, the National Institution for Transforming India (NITT)
Aayog, a national-level public policy think tank and nodal institution for implementing the
SDGs, adopted the UN SDG Index for India. Since 2018, the SDG India Index has become the
primary framework for measuring progress and providing inputs for data-enabling action
towards achieving SDG targets.

In 2018, the first edition of the index was launched with 62 indicators under 39 targets
across 13 SDGs. Some goals, such as 12, 13, 14, and 17, were not considered becausgfpf a lack
of state-wise data under the specific indicators. In the second edition of the index, ¥unched in
2019, all goals were covered along with 54 targets and 100 indicators. Of these, g igned
with the National Indicator Framework (NIF).

The last index for this study is the Ease of Living Index (EoLI), publd§
the India Smart Cities Mission, which has sustainability as one of its pilla
Index (EoLlI) is developed to evaluate the quality of life, and the 1
for urban development EoLlI is used as the assessment tool. Base Quality of life,
economic ability, sustainability, and resilience, this study prg¥ analysis of 114
cities across India. One part of the assessment also inclug PsiyyicWs on civic services
the Urban Local Bodies (ULBs) provide. The EoLlI is d @ p four pillars, namely
the Quality of Life, Sustainability, Economic Ability, a itizes Perception Survey, to
evaluate the well-being of Indian cities across 1 . Based on these four pillars, the 49
indicators were categorized into 14 categories

Table 2. A comparison of buéd s s betW€en the three frameworks®
Serial Urban Sustainability A Sustainable
Ease iving Index
No. Assessment Frame (FoLI) Development Goal Index
(USAF) (SDGI)
evel of Economic
I Financ Development, Decent Work and
Economic Economic Growth
Opportunities
Sustainable
II nd Data Cities and
dgement "
Communities
II isas 1sk Management City Resilience
lean Ener Energy Consumption Affordable and Clean
gy gy p Energy
\" . Good Health and Well-
. Environment, Green .
Environment and Ecology Space. and Buildines being
pace, £ Climate Action
VI Social FaC} lities and Education, Health Quality Education
Services
VII Transportation Mobility
VI Solid Waste Management
IX Sanitation Water And
X Sanitation Hygiene Clean Water and
Water Supply (WASH) and Solid Sanitation

§ Source: Compiled by Authors



Waste Management

(SWM)
XI Housing and Property Housing and Shelter Poverty
XII Urban Form, Public Space,  Safety and Security,
and Safety Recreation
XIII Hunger
X1V Gender Equality
XV Industry Innovation &
Infrastructure
XVI Reduced Inequalities
XVII Responsible Consumgftion
XVIII
XIX
XX
XXI

As one can see from Table 1 categorization of the USAF
functional aspects, with some aspects of resilience and
suggests, SDG goals are categorized as more aspiratio
these aspects are outcome-oriented and make minimal al@mpts © capture the processes.
Moreover, the categorization and focus on outputy# sustainability approach that
operates from a belief that clean energy uff can justify continuous resource
extraction. None of the frameworks foc apacities or the rate of resource
extraction like water.

first step was to undergo a d existing national and international frameworks,
stainability of cities. To create an easy-to-use and

and tertiary. Subsequé acylevel'1s divided into sub-levels, allowing the cities to penetrate
deeper into a sectgmaf g ‘ or need. To emphasize the spatial aspect of these indicators,
they are further dgtegotigc®yinto spatial and non-spatial. Some hands are scored quantitatively
ranging fro ylow t@ excellent performances. Therefore, a seven-point scale is used to
measure ity's ance. Hence, a city should aspire for the "excellent" category being
the highe e 1@vels. This scoring scale has been developed according to the national
sta benchmarks wherever possible [Figure 1].
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USAF is still at the drafting stage and has been designed to cover as many cities as possible
and can be applied to any Class I town, i.e., a population of more than 1 lakh. The target
audience of the framework is municipal corporations, planning development authorities, Civil
Society Organisations (CSOs), and private sector players.

Figure

URBAN FORM, PUBLIC 1:

FINANCE AND ECOMOMY SPACE AND SAFETY

GOVERMANCE AND HOUSING AND

DATA MAMAGEMENT PROPERTY
»
DISASTER RISK WATER SUPPLY
MANAGEMENT )
CLEAN ENERGY SANITATION
ENVIRONMENT AND SOLID WASTE
ECOLOGY MANAGEMENT
SOCIAL FACILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION

SERVICES

3 4 5

Very low Low Lower medium | Medium Upper medium | High | Excellent

performance performance performance performance performance performance performance

Sectors of the Urban Sectg nMework and Scoring Scale™

t indicators, lack of focus on process indicators and its

continuity are s es that the framework has to address. For example, the

framework ors like housing, social infrastructure, etc., mainly uses outcome
indicators ke the Mg lity of schools within a 500m distance. However, for aspects like
governan uses Wput indicators like expenditure. The framework has very little focus on
proge i igdon-making, leadership etc. As it is meant to be a diagnostic tool, its main

JeCY N ovide spatially organized information to decision-makers. However, if it
r onetime exercise, its advantage is minimal as it will be unable to capture change.

ental shift in approach. It therefore misses out on some key indicators like
accessibility and carrying capacity. As part of the studio exercise (2023) on Planning for
Sustainable Communities, students reviewed the applicability of the framework for a small hill
town Chiliyanaula in Uttarakhand, India. Their work revealed a breach of carrying capacity for
a small town of less than 5,000 population given their resources and current usage. Similarly,
for schools currently the framework measures it through proximal distance criteria. Proximity
criteria give a sense of the availability of a facility, its relevance in the Indian context is highly
limited as students don't need to be admitted to neighbourhood schools. It has to be
supplemented with accessibility criteria. In Chiliyanaula while there was a school available

** Source: Draft Urban Sustainability Assessment Framework, 2022
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nearby it was a very expensive school and not at all accessible to the local population.
Therefore, indicators focussing primarily on the proximal distance of facilities like schools in
the Indian context fail to capture the accessibility of such facilities for diverse groups, resulting
in misleading assessments. The indicators in their present form thus reflect a bias towards
quantifiable indicators.

The SDG Index by NITI Aayog offers insights into social, economic, and environmental
status and the States/UTs' journey towards achieving the SDGs.

A National Torgat volue fof 2050 wos st
for each ncicator

‘Roscokad Bh row volues 10 0 Bo0ne botweon 0 1o 100, the
SO CONOng this dtonc achiewed towords

Waid experts [Figure 3]. There have been attempts by the
(ier and the local bodies. As part of the SDG Index, all state
governments m
Thus, whi

unless the @roces
ch deQelopment, the real estate interests will continue to prevail in cities contrary
to th ich indicators are being formulated.

Living Index (EoLI) with four pillars, i.e., quality of life, sustainability,

into 1 egories. The different aspects contributing to a decent urban life in a city fall under
the first pillar of "Quality of Life," which holds a weightage of 35% in the final index score.
The level of economic development and inequalities an individual encounter in a city falls
under the "Economic Ability" pillar and holds 15% weightage in

F1 Source: SDG India Index & Dashboard, 2020-21

Journal of Sustainable Development Indicators 9
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Parliament: Provides Oversight

Comptroller and Audit General:

Review of preparedness to deliver
on the SDGs

Ministry of Statistics and Program Line Ministries : SDG sectoral
Implementation: SDG Data Focal policy design, scheme formulation,
Point monitoring

r»20~"4A>»2

State Legislature: Provides
oversight

Directorate of Economics Planning Department: Nodal Line departments : Sectoral
and Statistics: SDG Data department for SDG coordination schemes implementation and
Focal Point and monitoring monitoring

Figure 3: Institutional Structures at Various

the index score. "Sustainability" is the third pillar rises the availability of green
\ ality, and the city's capability
to withstand natural disasters, and a weightag of Lhe fourth pillar, i.e., the "Citizen
Perception Survey," was conducted to strengffign t, . rther with 30% weightage.
35% 15% 20% 30%

Weightage Weightage Weightage Weightage
Quality of Economic Sustainability Citizen
Life Ability Perception
Survey
&) 3%, B &
|| i i== ),
— Education Level of — Environment |\ Citizen
Economic ; Perception
- Health = Green space

Development Survey
— Housing and and Bulldings e

Shelter - Economic
Shelte | . R
Opportunities Energy
- WASH and Consumption
SWM .
\ '— City Resilience
- Mobility

~ Safety and
Security

- Recreation

Figure 4: Four Pillars of EoLI®

A thorough analysis was done of the cities with a population of greater than 1 million as
per the projected population till 2019, and all cities covered under the India Smart Cities
Mission (regardless of their population size). Therefore, 111 cities were selected for evaluation
in the Ease of Living Index. The data collected for the 49 indicators across the Index had been
obtained in various units like Percentage, Ratio, and Binary Marking.

The India Smart Cities Mission has undertaken multiple performance evaluation initiatives
like EoLI, MPI, Climate Smart Cities Assessment Framework (CSCAF), and Data Maturity
Assessment Framework (DMAF). The primary purpose behind these indices is to assess the

H Source: Compilation by Authors
$§ Source: Ease of Living Index, 2020

Journal of Sustainable Development Indicators 10



cities across varied sectors that impact the nature of growth in the cities. Previously data has
been collected through various frameworks at different times and cycles, thus having issues
like overlapping, duplicity, and more time and effort being expended in the exercise. Therefore,
through the Urban Outcomes Framework, data across 14 sectors have been streamlined so that
there is an increased focus on data collection, and disaggregated data can be analysed and used
for ranking by domain experts. This also provides the opportunity for creating an ecosystem to
create new frameworks based on open data. This exercise aims to shift focus from indices to
data with a comprehensive list of indicators. The cities will regularly update the datasets, and
data points will be accessible in the public domain for the consumption of researchers,
academics, and public audits.

The process of formulation of indicators included first set of indicators being p
the mission unit of the Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs at the national level§ one-
day national level consultations were organised where city data officers wergffft™a 0 give
their inputs. Based on these consultations, indicators are finalised, and city leve

Feedback mechanism is only through consultation.
DISCUSSION

Meaningful Information and Consultation Process

ying dhd submitting data as per
3 (2020-21), out of the 115

ormance level in those domains. The
ing these indicators. For example, the

unavailability of real time contg g s has to be organised as meaningful information
for any effective participation t Nggile absence of meaningful information combined
with absence of consultatig vel, ownership of SDGs at the local level remains

disjointed.
Consultation wox gre conducted with sector experts in the USAF framework
formulation procggsml ! ) experts gave inputs to the indicators as per existing national

and international{g
indicators t C ech limited consultation with the State government and municipal
officials.
coordjnatt all the stakeholders on the indicators, their data flow, and aggregation
keholders before such an exercise is undertaken. Consulting the state and
uld help evaluate their performance and reach the target level. Otherwise, it
llenges for methodical validation on state-level data flows. A state may disagree
icator value for politically sensitive barriers. It is, therefore, essential to develop
systematic data flow and validation mechanisms at the state level and to build the capacity of
states for proper reporting and monitoring of SDGs.

Moreover, while there is some form of parliamentary oversight, the consultations rarely
focus on values underpinning the indicators. Most of the discussion focusses on feasibility of
indicators. The consultation process thus has to deliberately include discussion around values
and value conflicts. Absence of indicators related to carrying capacities, distribution of land
resource and accessibility aspects reflect a weak sustainability approach. The documents do
not reflect any value dilemmas and the approach thus the process of consultation remains very
instrumental in nature.



Design of Indicators

Design of indicators reflect relationship between the outcome and its measure. It would
include a process of selection and inclusion, decisions around the level at which this should be
measured and choice of measurement scale. As mentioned earlier, expert consultations around
selection and measurement is part of the process. However, the option of localising these
indicators is minimal.

Some of the indicators in the USAF frameworks are on a seven-point scale ranging from
very poor to excellent performance. This scale is qualitative, considering the perception of an
individual based on the data inputs submitted by the cities. This means as per one individual;
the rating might be medium; however, for another individual, it might be upper-medium
performance.

combining various dimensions in one number. In the SDG Index, ea
after which the arithmetic mean of the indicator values is used

loss of information and being able to communicate
compensatory composite index like the geometric mean
Index, provided there will be no indicator with a "

Introduction of new indicators and changes i
undertake temporal comparison. A state that
edition of the index could become a wors
abrupt and unexpected changes in the s
integrity of the SDG monitoring pro
indicators through the consensus of 8l the state
be used to assess performance.

A huge disincentive for
performance is above the
state achieves a score
improve their perfo arget.

Subjectivity i as well as combining complex set of concepts in single
indicator and ci s ®onvenient and simple. However, this encourages more focus on

rucial to consolidate the list of specific
ficials to measure particular goals that may

he capping of the normalized score when the
the score to the target value, that is 100, when the
, €.g., 120, makes the states demoralized, which can

improving h is quick and amenable to manipulation) rather than changing
processesy, (Which 1 ), hampering its efficacy in effective policy interventions. The
indicators toJprocess are not given as much weightage and importance as the outcome

tioned earlier, national level SDGs get translated by each state with targets for the
year 2030. Most of the states in India have set these targets for 2030. However, institutional
capacities, top-down target setting and interdepartmental coordination makes their
implementation an uphill task. Here we would briefly like to discuss an example of a small hill
state of Himachal Pradesh in India. Himachal Pradesh, a hill state in India, has set SDG 2030
targets at state level (Government of Himachal Pradesh, 2015). The state has assigned
responsibility to various departments and organisations for implementation of targets. Most
organisations have a staff crunch to be able to effectively work on these targets.

One of the indicators requires urban plans to be prepared for all towns in the state of
Himachal Pradesh, India. This is the responsibility of the town planning department. The



department currently has a director of town planning who is a bureaucrat along with a district
town planner and assistant planner. None of them have a degree in planning. The current
development plan for the city was prepared by private consultants from Ahmedabad, Gujarat
(Prakash, 2023).

Being statutory in nature, development plans can be a strong instrument for implementing
sustainable goals. However, environmental protection and sustainable development are not the
stated goals of the plan. Similarly, the plan, while developing population scenarios for
population projection, does not consider sustainability as a criterion (Government of Himachal
Pradesh 2023).

One reason for the limited focus on the sustainable development approach can be attributed
to the process through which such indicators are formulated. In a top-down approagi®, the list
and

arguduman
resources are usually absent at the local level. Data is hurriedly collated with ~ on
institutional learning or systemic change. Moreover, real estate private ififiCrosts W

more than sustainability goals in plan formulation. With limited capacit dNarg®f private
g @ther than a

0 O
The Shimla Development Plan, a statutory plan, thus b u 5

development plan project because it promoted unsustai MCvelopment. In one of its earlier
orders in the matter of CWPIL NO 13/2021, Kus j vs. Sgte of HP (Himachal Pradesh)
and others dated 13.01.2023, it stated:
"The State, as a trustee, has a lega
environment and prevent its degradatio, ic Trust Doctrine.” Moreover, there
has been non-observance of principl j development' as well as 'precautionary
principle" by the State, which envis
and the environment, absence offco ible conclusive or definite scientific proof would
not be a reason for inaction."
As can be seen from thg

n abgve, existing frameworks focus more on the outcome
and less on the proce ase systems in towns and cities are currently non-
existent. Thus a lot generating data for different frameworks in different
formats. Many aspe Sing and water supply, do not capture existing capacities to
supply or provid i there, leading to incorrect diagnoses. Lack of real time data,
temptation and low ownership of SDGs at local level affects the monitoring

CESS ORIENTED APPROACH

tdfinable Development Goals (SDGs) mainly follow the Millennium Development
Gs) and develop on the work already implemented by the MDGs. The main idea of
sustainable development is the balancing of environmental and development decision-making.
For it to become a systemic change and not become purely a marketing gimmick, requires a
process orientation.

To set a balance between present and future needs, sustainable development indicators are
a useful instrument. These indicators become pointers for implementing sustainable
interventions and can lead to more effective decision-making. The top-down approach can
trigger system-level changes only when processes are institutionalised at local level. However,
current top-down sustainability approach does not result in long-term shifts and therefore the



success of formulating the indicators requires its adaption and implementation to be more
context specific and deliberative.

The consultation process currently is focusses on the appropriateness of the indicator. The
talk around the values underpinning such indicators and how to balance economic, social, and
environmental aspects for sustainable development must precede the application of indicators.
While there have been efforts at the localization of indicators, the dominant paradigm of
sustainability propagated by international agencies continue to prevail, thereby limiting the
discourses which might emerge at the local level in diverse contexts.

Some pointers towards process-oriented approach would include a) explicit mechanism for
deliberation and dialogue around value based choices in selection of approach and criteria b)

Most importantly, it requires a much greater process of dialogue where
decision makers take ownership of indicators and their implementatf§

formulation of indicators rather than the indicator itself.
Some specific actions around which dialogue should be initj 3

e Assessment of fulfilment of governmenta S targets, and revision of
these goals and targets
e Facilitate the preparation and monifg
e Adaptation of national framew; specific measures
The most significant criticism of SDG4 I bureaucratic and ignores the on-

implemented in every Indian city, co i challenges and resources available. The
indicators in a sustainable developg
regional context and the centra

The practical applicationg
on coordination between #
implementing the bestg

n a sustainable development framework depends
gifavioural changes from the bottom-up approach and

One of the m the opportunity to synchronize SDGs and statutory plans as can
be seen fr xamplle of Shimla town. The Urban Local Bodies / cities in India in
developi ster and urban mission-linked development plans must synchronize with
the SRRQSs.

N 0)

is pAper has critically examined various sustainability measures and their applicability
in the an context, highlighting both their potential and inherent limitations. While global
frameworks like the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), Ecological Footprint, and
Environmental Performance Index provide useful benchmarks and have influenced Indian
sustainability frameworks, they often fail to capture India’s unique socio-economic realities,
regional disparities, and developmental priorities.

This paper through the example of SDG frameworks in an Indian context argues for a more
process oriented and localised approach to SDG frameworks. These frameworks in Indian
context can be strengthened with greater deliberation around value choices and priorities.
Urban local bodies (ULB) have the constitutional powers, however, implementation and



decentralisation of these powers are still a long way. SDG frameworks require a multi-scale
assessment to articulate processes at different spatial scales.

Effective national planning is required as each developing nation face a myriad of
challenges, have different level of resources. Therefore, SDG targets need to be aligned with
national plans and strategies. Critical areas need to be identified where they can make the most
impact, considering their specific socio-economic, political, and environmental context. This
will ensure that the SDGs are integrated across sectors and into key policies, budgets, and
programs.

Customisation of SDG indicators must reflect local needs and realities which will result in
national progress. Robust data collection systems must be developed that can accurately

participative approach will be important.
The study contributes to the current discussion on more effective
SDGs by shifting the focus on the value conflicts and processes ung
addition to the existing focus on improving the indicators the
primarily on the review of official documents in public do
making processes, role of leadership, and participatory pro
empirical data from different parts of the country can fu

¢ paper is based
anced decision-
art of the study. More
the approach.
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