
WCERE 2018
Pre-Conference 
Workshops

SDSN
Northern
Europe



The pre-conference is organized by the SDSN Northern Europe, a regional 

network within the global UN Sustainable Development Solution Network, in 

collaboration with the Department of Economics at University of Gothenburg, 

the FRAM Centre for Future Chemical Risk Assessment and Management 

Strategies, the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management and the 

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency. The SDSN Northern Europe is 

hosted by Gothenburg Centre for Sustainable Development at Chalmers 

University of Technology and the University of Gothenburg, Sweden. 

The event is organized with the support of EAERE.

Pre-Conference WorkshopWCERE 2018 2



WCERE  
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Introduction

Many aspects of environmental eco-
nomics policy making in practice are 
inherently complex and far from simple 
text book models. Moving into the real
world add layers of complexity. These  
can consist of poitical restrictions, 
temporal and dynamic effects, ethical 
considerations, imperfect information, 
behavioral constraints, uncertainty etc. 
   Practitioners need to take decisions 
within this complex context with limited 
resources and time. There are many 
tools that can be considered to be used 
for improving coordination and col-
laboration between practitioners and 
researchers. Without platforms that can 
facilitate and enable communication 
between the research and policy commu-
nity little research will be able to inform 
policy making.
   Using practitioners’ questions as a 
starting point the workshops at the 
pre-conference “Supply and Demand of 
Environmental Economic Policy Advice” 
brings together leading academics and 
experts in agencies and organizations 
with the overall aim to enhance the 
supply and demand of environmental 
economic policy advice. These work-

shops are a testbed of one such possible 
platform for communication between 
the practitioner- and researcher commu-
nity. The workshops are based on a set 
of questions raised by practitioners in 
agencies and organizations working with 
environmental polices. The aim of the 
workshops is to provide the participants 
with new insights and to shed new light 
on practical problems faced by the partic-
ipating agencies. After the pre-conference 
the most important conclusions from 
each workshop will be made available 
in an extended version of this report for 
communication within the participating 
agencies and to others who might be 
interested.
   There are five parallel workshops on 
climate change; chemicals; biodiversity 
protection; fisheries management and cir-
cular economy.

Supply and Demand of Environmental 
Economics Policy Advice
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Climate Policy:
Social Cost of Carbon:  
What Number to Use?
Effective climate policy and investment decisions, taking the Paris 
Agreement and Agenda 2030 seriously, must somehow account for the 
value of reducing carbon dioxide to society (or cost of emitting more 
carbon dioxide). However, the actual number chosen for the value will 
have great impact on decisions and can differ depending on both method 
and judgement. This workshop will address a number of critical aspects 
of relevance for policy making in practice related to monetizing carbon 
emissions.

Monetizing the value of reducing car-
bon emissions (or damages of emitting 
carbon) is vital in determining effective 
climate policies. The social cost of carbon 
(SCC) is an economic concept or tool 
used to estimate these values and costs 
that has gained significant interest in the 
economic literature but also in policy 
making in practice. However, deriving the 
social cost of carbon is methodologically 
challenging and for example in Sweden, 
the value of the cost of one additional ton 
of carbon emissions is currently derived 
from the Swedish carbon tax. This is sim-
ilar to the UK approach where the carbon 
price is a shadow abatement cost derived 
from the carbon emissions target as set 
by the Climate Change Act. The Swedish 
and UK approaches are quite different 
from what is used by the US EPA which 
focus on deriving the social cost of carbon 
for estimating the effect and value of its 
climate actions.
   While many policy makers share the 
will to correctly internalize the global 
externalities of carbon emissions to make 
sound policy and investment decisions, 
many questions arises when choosing the 

value in practice. The aim of this work-
shop is to shed light on some of those 
question. 

More specifically, the discussions 
during the workshop will evolve 
around the following questions:

• Is there such a thing as an optimal or 
correct social cost of carbon? National 
climate targets can be viewed as implicitly 
defining the social cost of carbon. What is 
the practical differences between the two 
approaches (US vs UK/Sweden)? Can one 
approach be claimed to be better than the 
other under some circumstances?
• How can and should the carbon dioxide 
value or social cost of carbon be adjusted 
over time? How can you build this into 
policy making in practice? For example 
the Swedish Transportation Adminis-
tration use an adjustment of the carbon 
dioxide value over time based on the 
annual growth of real income per capita. 
The reason is basically lack of better 
alternatives and practitioners are in need 
of input and knowledge about other alter-
natives and potential problems with using 
the current approach.
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• What is the main reason for why the 
value of carbon dioxide differs between 
countries (e.g. US vs Sweden)? Is it prob-
lematic that the value differs between 
countries? Further, there is a debate 
about using global vs national carbon 
dioxide valuation: is this debate impor-
tant for policy making in practice and if 
so how should policy makers value the 
arguments?
• When policy makers monetize carbon 
dioxide emissions and use the value in 
practice such as in a cost benefit analy-
sis, are there any (obvious) pitfalls that 
should be specifically avoided/consid-
ered?
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Economics and Political Science, UK

Miriam Munnich-Vass 

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
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Kevin Rennert

Director, Social Cost of Carbon Initiative, Resources for the Future, 

Washington DC, US

Karl-Anders Stigzelius

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Chair

Åsa Löfgren

Associate professor, Department of Economics,  

University of Gothenburg
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Fishery Policy:
How to Create a  
Successful Right-based 
System?
Focusing on the Swedish demersal fisheries, the topic of 
this workshop is to discuss key factors for a successful 
design and implementation of a right-based system in 
the allocation of fishing opportunities. This includes, 
for example, a discussion about how the system can be 
designed so that unwanted social effects can be avoided and 
how it can contribute to compliance.  

In the current basic regulation for the 
EU’s Common Fisheries Policy that came 
into force on 1 January 2014, a funda-
mental change was introduction of the 
obligation to land all catches of quota 
species. This so-called landing obligation 
means that all catches of quota species 
must be reported, landed and deducted 
from the national quota and is gradually 
introduced between 2015 and 2019. It 
aims to accelerate the development of 
more selective fishing methods. The intro-
duction of the landing obligation created 
demands on adjustments in the fishery 
management, for example on the system 
to allocate fishing opportunities. Before 
2017, Sweden applied catch limits on a 
weekly or monthly basis for several dem-
ersal species in the North Sea. There was 
no possibility to transfer fishing opportu-
nities so that the fishermen could adjust 
their fishing opportunities. Moreover, 
that system did not give the individual 
fisherman much flexibility to plan their 
operation during the year. A particular 
challenge under a landing obligation is 
the presence of so-called choke species, 
i.e. species caught in several different 
gears and for which the national quota is 
likely to be fully utilized before the end 

of the year. If the national quota for a 
choke species expires early in the year, it 
may mean that the gear groups at risk of 
catching the species must be prohibited 
for the remainder of the year in order to 
prevent a national quota overrun. Thus, 
the landing obligation created the need 
for a more flexible system with better 
planning possibilities in order to improve 
the possibilities for the Swedish fleet to 
comply with landing obligation.
   With background of these needs created 
by the landing obligation, the Swedish 
Agency for Marine and Water Manage-
ment (SwAM) was in 2014 given the legal 
right to introduce a system where fishing 
opportunities can temporarily transferred 
between individual fishermen during the 
year.  A new system to allocate fishing 
opportunities was introduced from Jan-
uary 2017. In case the system would be 
adjusted to allow for longer-term fishing 
rights, the design of such a system is of 
critical importance in order to avoid 
unwanted effects (there is at the moment 
no legal possibility for the SwAM to intro-
duce system with permanent or long-term 
fishing opportunities in the demersal 
fishery) The individual allocations is, with 
some exceptions, based on the individual 

Pre-Conference WorkshopWCERE 2018 8



fishermens reported catches during a ref-
erence period (2011-14). The design of the 
system paid particular attention to small-
scale coastal fisheries fishing with passive 
gears for which common unallocated 
quotas are reserved.
   The new system means increased 
flexibility and better possibilities for indi-
vidual fishermen to adjust their fishing 
opportunities during the year, which 
probably gives them better possibilities to 
comply with the landing obligation. It may 
however also concerned with challenges 
that have to be considered in future 
adjustments of the system. For example, 
although the system allows for increased 
flexibility, quotas may still be limiting 
at the individual level. Given economic 
incentives to maximise the value of the 
own fishing opportunities, this may affect 
compliance. Another concern is that since 
the fishing opportunities are annual and 
only can the transferred during the year, 
individual fishermen’s long-term planning 
is impeded because of uncertainty about 
what fishing opportunities and income 
they will have the coming years. This may 
in turn contribute to reluctance to invest 
in better and environmental friendly tech-
nology. Another challenge is that various 
“lock-in” effects can be observed in the 
present system.   
   The SwAM is currently analyzing the 
first year with the new system of alloca-
tion fishing opportunities. However, as 
described above, the system may be con-
cerned with challenges that needs to be 
considered in future adjustments. In case 
the system would be adjusted to allow 
for longer-term fishing rights , the design 
of such a system is of critical importance 

in order to avoid unwanted effects. Such 
unwanted effects include for example a 
too high concentration of fishing rights  
by certain actors and/or in certain regions 
and unwanted structural change. 

Some key questions for discussion 
Overall question  
What are the key factors for a successful 
design and implementation of a right-
based system in the allocation of fishing 
opportunities? 

Sub-questions
• Initial allocation: What is the role of the 
initial allocation of the fishing rights and 
their duration? 
• System design and social goals: How 
can goals regarding consideration and 
protection of the small scale fisheries be 
met in a right-based system? How can 
unwanted structural change connected 
with unwanted capitalization and high 
prices be avoided? 
• System design and compliance: What are 
the key factors for achieving compliance 
with regulations? How can the challenge 
of limiting quotas and choke species be 
met? 
• System design and incentives for selective 
and environmental friendly gears: How 
can incentives for use of selective and 
environmental friendly gears be created? 
How can an ecosystem approach be con-
sidered within a right-based system? 
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Panelists 

Ingemar Berglund

Director of Department for Fisheries Management, Swedish Agency for 

Marine and Water Management

Qamer Chaudhry

Analyst, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management

Håkan Eggert  

Associate Professor, Department of Economics, University of  

Gothenburg

Frida Engberg 

Analyst, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management

 

 

 

Dadi Kristofersson

Professor of economics/Dean of the School of Social Sciences,  

University of Iceland
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Linda Nøstbakken

Professor, Deputy Rector and Vice Rector for academic affairs at the 

Norwegian School of Economics

Patrik Persson

Head of Fisheries Licensing unit, Swedish Agency for Marine and 

Water Management

Staffan Waldo

PhD, Researcher, Agrifood Economics Centre

Chair 

Karin Kataria

Analyst, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management
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Biodiversity Policy:
What Works or Doesn’t?
Although biodiversity loss has been a central issue on the 
global environmental agenda for decades, less attention 
has been given to evaluate the use of policy instruments – 
both with regards to effectiveness and cost-efficiency. Some 
argue that the scientific literature still struggles to provide 
credible answers to basic questions such as what works or 
doesn’t? In what situations? And why? In this workshop, 
researchers and practitioners will work together to create 
better conditions for future policy evaluations.

The tool box available to decision 
makers acting on biodiversity protection 
has grown over the years. Protected areas, 
payments for ecosystem services, biodi-
versity offsets, marked based certification 
schemes, concessions, cross compliance 
measures et cetera are examples of policy 
instruments that may be used in a given 
situation – as well as combinations of 
these instruments. Even though the theo-
retical base for these policy instruments 
are well known and documented real-
world decision making often need more 
than theoretical reasoning. Currently, 
there is an increased demand from pol-
icymakers for more and higher-quality 
evidence on the impacts of conservation 
and development interventions.
   Impact evaluations, where the outcomes 
of a programme are compared against a 
counterfactual that shows what would 
have happened to beneficiaries without 
the programme, is a crucial basis when 
implementing new policies or altering 
present policies. Our hypothesis when 
designing this workshop was that impact 
evaluations of policy instruments rele-
vant for biodiversity in particular are 
less frequent in relations to other policy 
instrument areas. In addition, we argue 

that they often, due to various reasons, 
lacks in quality. Thus, conducting more 
and better impact evaluations is impor-
tant to move the debate around policy 
instruments for biodiversity beyond 
theoretical discussions and into better-in-
formed, evidence-based implementations.
   One plausible explanation for the lack 
of sound impact evaluations in this field is 
difficulties concerning data and methods 
when analysing biodiversity policy instru-
ments, as well as the fact that biodiversity 
effects may vary in different contexts. 
Several scientific papers have recently 
discussed this situation.
   There is also political interest in more 
empirical evidence with regards to 
effectiveness of policy instruments for 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, as 
well as for the methods and approaches 
used to plan for and carry out the eval-
uations. In the Convention of biological 
diversity (CBD), parties have been encour-
aged to undertake evaluations of the 
effectiveness of measures undertaken 
to implement the Strategic Plan for Bio-
diversity 2011-2020. Parties were also 
encouraged to document experiences 
including the methodologies applied. 
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Furthermore, there is a project underway 
within the OECD Environment Policy 
Committee which looks at the issue of 
evaluation of biodiversity policies.
   

The objective of this workshop is 
to discuss practical aspects of impact 
evaluations of biodiversity policies 
with the overall ambition to facilitate 
more and improved evaluations with 
regards to Swedish biodiversity policy. 
The workshop delegates will together 
identify obstacles which may negatively 
affect the quantity and quality of impact 
evaluations being carried out. Identified 
obstacles will then be organised and ana-
lysed. Possibilities to improve the current 
situation is the main focus of this work-
shop with the overall aim to make impact 
evaluations of policy instruments for bio-
diversity better support policy making. 
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Panelists 

Göran Bostedt 

Associate Professor, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences

Andreas Eriksson

Forest Resource Analyst, Swedish Forest Agency

Fredrik Granath 

Analyst, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Anna Jöborn 

Director, Science Affairs Department, Swedish Agency for Marine and 

Water Management

 

 

 

Katia Karousakis

Biodiversity Team Leader, Environment Directorate, OECD

Daniela Miteva

Assistant Professor, Ohio State University
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Alex Pfaff

Professor, Duke University

Erin Sills 

Professor, NC State University

Katharine Sims

Associate Professor, Amherst College

Per Strömberg 

Environmental Economist, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Laura Villalobos-Fiatt 

Post-Doc, Inter-American Development Bank

 

 

 

Chair 

Anna Nordén

PhD. Network Manager SDSN Northern Europe
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Waste Policy: 
Understanding 
Circular Economy
Governmental organizations and non-governmental organizations 
are enthusiastic about circular economy and are eagerly pushing 
to implement and integrate it into environmental policy- 
environmental economist, on the other hand, have shown little 
interest in circular economy. Bridging this gap of interest might 
lead to insights that can improve environmental policies around 
the world. 

Environmental policy and circular 
economy 

The first challenge to this workshop is to 
answer what circular economy is, which 
is followed by discussions on current 
policies for a more circular economy and 
how they might be improved. 

What is circular economy?

Economy is allocation of scarce resources 
among alternative uses but what does it 
mean when we add the word circular to 
it? Recent literature describes circular 
economy as lacking clear definitions 
and as a collection of vague ideas from 
scientific and semi scientific areas. Most 
definitions of circular economy are
somehow related to slowing down mate-
rial flow. To be more precise the more 
circular an economy is the slower is 
material flow per unit of time (i.e. reduc-
ing either inflow of resources per unite 
of time or reducing outflow of emissions 
and waste per unit of time) in a given 
economy or geographical area.
   In economic slowing down material 
flow is not necessarily an objective yet 
circular economy and economics may 
still have much in common. It is for 
instance interesting to note that resource 

efficiency is probably the most impor-
tant concept in both circular economy 
and economics. Resource efficiency 
is increased resource intensity (less 
resources are used per unite of output) 
and is used to support  economic growth 
but also a more circular economy. An 
interesting question is therefore how 
does efficient use of resources relates to 
the idea of slowing down material flow 
in the economy. Is slowing down material 
flow per unit of time and space desirable 
from society point of view? Why and why 
not?

Current policies for a more circular 
economy  
Different market and non-market policies 
such as regulations, taxes(subsidies), 
producer responsibility and improved 
product design are introduced or sug-
gested to increase maintenance, repair, 
reuse, remanufacturing, refurbishing, 
and recycling to increase resource effi-
ciency and reduce waste in the economy.
   Does increasing maintenance, repair, 
reuse, remanufacturing, refurbishing,
and recycling slow down material flow 
per unit of time in the economy?
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How to improve environmental policy 
and policies for a more circular  
economy? 
Which policy do best reduce material 
flow in the economy? What goals
should be set for maintenance, repair, 
reuse, remanufacturing, refurbishing,
and recycling in the economy? Which 
polices can reach these goals?
   Do theory of environmental policy in 
economics and environmental economics 
have tools to improve goals and poli-
cies to slow down material flow in the 
economy? How? On the other hand 
policy for a more circular economy often 
focus on waste management and inflow 
of resources in the economy. Do these 
perspectives add something new into 
environmental policy?

Potential threads of discussion  
• The dilemma of resource efficiency, does 
increase material intensity reduce circu-
larity?
• The spatial dimension of circularity, 
national policy and international flows.
• The temporal dimension of circularity, 
the technical and economic lifetime of 
goods and resources. 
• Differences and similarities of reducing 
inflow and outflow of resources in the 
economy
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Panelists 

Ola Alterå

Chief Executive, Swedish Climate Policy Council

Anna Dahlqvist 

Environmental economics research, The National Institute of Economic 

Research (NIER)

 

 

 

Paul Ekins

Professor of Resources and Environmental Policy, UCL Institute for  

Sustainable Resources

Don Fullerton

Professor Finance Dept & IGPA, University of Illinois
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Magnus Hennlock

Research Fellow, IVL Swedish Environmental Research Institute

Sjak Smulders 

Professor of economics, Department of Economics and Tilburg  

Sustainability Center, Tilburg University

Eva Thörnelöf

Senior Adviser Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

 

 

 

Chair 

Ficre Zehaie

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
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Chemicals Policy: 
The Knowns and Unknowns 
in Valuation of Hazardous 
Chemicals
Economic valuation of the costs and benefits of regulatory action is 
often required before legislation on hazardous chemicals is passed. 
However, economic valuation of environmental and health effects of 
chemical exposure is complicated by data limitations and by substantial 
uncertainties on dose-response relationships. In this workshop we will 
discuss how economic valuation of relevant environment and health 
endpoints may be conducted.

Background

Chemical production and use are janus-
faced. On the one hand, chemicals are 
crucial for human society. They provide 
or facilitate for example healthcare, food 
production, various consumer products 
and general societal infrastructure. The 
chemical industry is also an important 
economic sector. In Europe alone, it 
accounts for 7% of industrial production 
and directly employs more than one mil-
lion people in 83 000 companies. 
   On the other hand, there is growing evi-
dence of the substantial negative impacts 
from chemical production and use on 
health and ecosystems. The recent Lancet 
Commission on pollution and health 
describes chemical pollution as ‘a great 
and growing global problem.. [whose] 
contribution to the global burden of dis-
ease is almost certainly underestimated’.  
   Due to the difficulties of tracing expo-
sures and determining what levels of risk 
they pose, it is challenging to quantify the 
risks associated with toxic chemicals. Only 
a fraction of the more than 140,000 new 
chemicals and pesticides which have been 
synthesised since 1950 have undergone 

any testing for safety or toxicity. There is 
also growing evidence that many newer 
synthetic chemicals can have significant 
negative neurological and endocrine dis-
rupting effects.
   According to economic theory the opti-
mum use of chemicals occurs when the 
marginal benefit of the use equals the 
marginal costs associated with the risks 
involved, including possible damage to 
the environment, adverse health effects, 
and regulatory costs. However, in practice 
economic valuation is difficult due to lack 
of data and to substantial uncertainties 
on dose-response relationships. For many 
hazardous chemicals only few valua-
tion studies have been conducted or are 
lacking all together. Most studies focus 
on valuing tangible endpoints such as 
mortality and cancer. Considerably fewer 
studies include valuation of endpoints 
such as loss of IQ points, reproductive 
disorders, obesity, diabetes which are 
associated with certain hazardous sub-
stances. The use of value transfer between 
different studies is frequent. 
   Hence, when regulatory agencies are to 
assess the costs and benefits of proposals 
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Format: 2 introductory “setting the scene” 
presentations focusing on valuation chal-
lenges faced by regulatory agencies will 
be followed by a structured dialogue on 
the key issues in focus. 

Process: The workshop links to ongoing 
work led by OECD around Socio-economic 
Analysis of Chemicals by Allowing a 
better quantification and monetisation of 
Morbidity and Environmental impacts. 
At two larger workshops (Helsinki, July 
2016 and Ottawa, August 2017) involving 
experts at environmental agencies in 
OECD countries and researchers in envi-
ronmental economics, background papers 
and case studies identifying methodolog-
ical and empirical challenges have been 
discussed . 

to restrict the use of hazardous chemicals, 
they are faced with considerable chal-
lenges. 

This workshop will identify what we 
regard today as good practice in economic 
valuation of chemicals (the knowns) and 
outline an agenda for generating further 
knowledge on valuation methodologies 
for chemicals as well as their practical 
application for the purpose of regulat-
ing specific (groups of) chemicals (the 
unknowns). Particular attention will be 
devoted to identifying and discussing rel-
evant environment and health endpoints 
for valuation.

Question: What are the knowns and 
unknowns in the valuation of the 
exposure to hazardous chemicals? 
• Which are the key challenges with cur-
rent approaches to economic valuation of 
chemicals in regulatory decision-making? 
• What are promising approaches to 
tackle the challenges identified?
• What endpoints, more than mortality 
and cancer, should economic valuation 
focus on?
• How can environmental economic 
research contribute to improved deci-
sions? 
• How can authorities make better use of 
environmental economic research?
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Panelists 

Vic Adamowicz 

Professor, Department of Resource Economics and Environmental 

Sociology, University of Alberta 

Anna Alberini

Professor, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics,  

University of Maryland

Nils Axel Braathen

Principal Administrator, Environment Directorate, OECD

Lars Fock 

Danish Environmental Protection Agency; Member of the Committee 

for Socio-Economic Analysis of the European Chemicals Agency

Sandra Hoffman 

Senior Economist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Economic Research Service

Alan J. Krupnick

Senior Fellow, Resources for the Future
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Maria Noring

PhD, Economist at the Swedish Chemicals Agency, Member of the 

Committee for Socio-Economic Analysis of the European Chemicals 

Agency 

Christoph Rheinberger

Coordinator for Socio-Economic Analysis, Risk Management  

Implementation Unit, European Chemicals Agency

Christina Rudén

Professor in Regulatory ecotoxicology and toxicology, Stockholm  

University

Matti Vainio 

Head of Unit, Risk Management Implementation Unit, European  

Chemicals Agency

Chair 

Daniel Slunge

PhD. The FRAM Centre for Future Chemical Risk Assessment and  

Management Strategies, University of Gothenburg
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IcelandFrom Knowledge to Action 
for the Sustainable 
Development Goals
To achieve a sustainable society we need change, and change 
requires knowledge. SDSN Northern Europe connects Nordic 
knowledge institutions to communicate what sustainability is  
all about and promote joint learning and sustainable solutions.
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Finland

Denmark

Sweden

Norway

Part of a Global Movement

The Sustainable Development Solutions 
Network (SDSN) Northern Europe is an 
action-oriented network focusing on 
mobilizing Nordic scientific and techno-
logical expertise to solve problems and 
create a more sustainable 
society.  SDSN Northern Europe is part 
of the global SDSN, which works closely 
with academia, civil society, UN agencies, 
multilateral financing institutions, and 
the private sector.

A Global Network of Problem Solvers

SDSN mobilizes scientific and technical 
expertise from academia, civil society, 
and the private sector to support prac-
tical problem solving for sustainable 
development at local, national, and global 
scales. The SDSN has been operating 
since 2012 under the auspices of the UN 
Secretary-General. The SDSN is build-
ing national and regional networks of 
knowledge institutions, solution-focused 
thematic networks, and the SDG Academy, 
an online university for sustainable devel-

opment. 
   The Secretariat of the global SDSN is 
located in Paris, France; New York, USA; 
and New Delhi, India; and is led by  
Jeffrey D. Sachs, world-renowned  
Professor of Economics and Director of 
the Center for Sustainable Development, 
Columbia University, USA.

Mobilizing Northern Europe

SDSN Northern Europe was launched in 
February 2016, in Gothenburg, Sweden, 
as a regional network within the global 
SDSN, to gather the Nordic knowledge 
institutions in their implementation 
of actions to achieve the SDGs. SDSN 
Northern Europe assembles the Nordic 
members of SDSN.
   The network is hosted by Gothenburg 
Centre for Sustainable Development at 
Chalmers University of Technology and 
the University of Gothenburg, Sweden. 

SDSN Northern Europe 
is a growing network.
Learn more at  
www.unsdsn-ne.org

Supply and Demand of Environmental 
Economics Policy Advice
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