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Disclaimers

This 2008 Environmental Performance Index (EPI) tracks national environmental results on a
guantitative basis, measuring proximity to an established set of policy targets using the best
data available. Data constraints and limitations in methodology make this a work in progress.
Further refinements will be undertaken over the next few years. Comments, suggestions,
feedback, and referrals to better data sources are welcome at: http://epi.yale.edu or
epi@yale.edu.

The word “country” is used loosely in this report to refer both to countries and other
administrative or economic entities. Similarly the maps presented are for illustrative purposes
and do not imply any political preference in cases where territory is under dispute.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Fueled by advances in information technology, data-driven decisionmaking has transformed
every corner of society, from business to biology. In the policy domain, quantitative performance
metrics have reshaped decisionmaking processes in many arenas, including economics, health
care, and education. The 2008 Environmental Performance Index (EPI) brings a similar data-
driven, fact-based empirical approach to environmental protection and global sustainability.

Policymakers in the environmental field have begun to recognize the importance of incorporating
analytically rigorous foundations into their decisionmaking. However, while policymakers are
calling for increased intellectual rigor in environmental planning, large data gaps and a lack of
time-series data still hamper efforts to track many environmental issues, spot emerging problems,
assess policy options, and gauge effectiveness. The EPI seeks to fill these gaps and, more
broadly, to draw attention to the value of accurate data and sound analysis as the basis for
environmental policymaking.

The EPI focuses on two overarching environmental objectives:
e reducing environmental stresses to human health;
e promoting ecosystem vitality and sound natural resource management.

These broad goals also reflect the policy priorities of environmental authorities around the world
and the international community’s intent in adopting Goal 7 of the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs), to “ensure environmental sustainability.” The two overarching objectives are
gauged using 25 performance indicators tracked in six well-established policy categories, which
are then combined to create a final score.

The 2008 EPI deploys a proximity-to-target methodology, which quantitatively tracks national
performance on a core set of environmental policy goals for which every government can be —
and should be — held accountable. By identifying specific targets and measuring the distance
between the target and current national achievement, the EPI provides both an empirical
foundation for policy analysis and a context for evaluating performance. Issue-by-issue analysis
and aggregate rankings facilitate cross-country comparisons both globally and within relevant
peer groups such as geography or economy.

It must be emphasized that the EPI’s real value lies not in the numerical rankings, but rather in
careful analysis of the underlying data and performance metrics. The results are displayed in
numerous ways: by issue, policy category, peer group, and country. This format allows for
identification of leaders and laggards, highlights best policy practices for each issue, and
identifies priorities for action for each country. More generally, the EPI provides a powerful tool
for steering environmental investments, refining policy choices, optimizing the impact of limited
financial resources, and understanding the determinants of policy results.

16-Jun-2008 8
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Policy Conclusions

e Environmental decisionmaking can and should be made more data-driven and rigorous. A
more fact-based and empirical approach to policymaking promises systematically better
results.

e Notwithstanding data gaps and methodological limitations, the EPI demonstrates that
environmental results can be tracked quantitatively, facilitating more refined policy
analysis.

e To address these gaps, policymakers should invest in collecting additional data and
tracking a core set of indicators over time. They must also set clear policy targets and
incorporate indicators and reporting into policy formation, and shift toward more
analytically rigorous environmental protection efforts at the global, regional, national,
state/provincial, local, and corporate scales.

e Environmental challenges come in several forms which vary with wealth and
development. Some issues arise as a function of economic activity and its resource and
pollution impacts, such that developed and industrializing countries face the most severe
harms. Other threats derive from poverty or a lack of basic environmental amenities,
such as access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation. These issues affect primarily
developing nations.

e Wealth correlates highly with EPI scores and particularly with environmental health
results. But at every level of development, some countries achieve results that exceed
their income-group peers while others fail to keep up. Statistical analysis suggests that in
many cases good governance contributes to better environmental outcomes.

e The EPI uses the best available global datasets on environmental performance, but the
overall data quality and availability is alarmingly poor. The absence of broadly-collected
and methodologically-consistent indicators for even basic concerns such as water quality
— and the complete lack of time-series data for most countries — hampers efforts to shift
pollution control and natural resource management onto more empirical foundations.

The 2008 EPI relied on a team of scientific advisors and expert peer reviewers to identify the
most appropriate indicators in each policy category, and in some cases to assist in processing the
data, making this a truly collaborative effort with strong scientific underpinnings. Still, the EPI
represents a work in progress, and comments and criticisms are welcome. It is intended not only
to inform, but also to stimulate debate on defining the appropriate metrics and methodologies for
evaluating environmental performance. As existing conceptual, methodological, and data
challenges are overcome, better metrics will emerge — and a more refined EPI will be possible.

16-Jun-2008 9
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Table 1: EPI scores (by rank)

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Switzerland 95.5 51 South Korea 79.4 101 Laos 66.3
2 Sweden 93.1 52 Cyprus 79.2 102 Indonesia 66.2
3 Norway 93.1 53 Thailand 79.2 103  Cébte d'lvoire 65.2
4 Finland 914 54 Jamaica 79.1 104 Myanmar 65.1
5 Costa Rica 90.5 55 Netherlands 78.7 105 China 65.1
6 Austria 89.4 56 Bulgaria 78.5 106 Uzbekistan 65.0
7 New Zealand 88.9 57 Belgium 78.4 107 Kazakhstan 65.0
8 Latvia 88.8 58 Mauritius 78.1 108  Guyana 64.8
9 Colombia 88.3 59 Tunisia 78.1 109 Papua New Guinea  64.8
10 France 87.8 60 Peru 78.1 110 Bolivia 64.7
11 Iceland 87.6 61 Philippines 77.9 111 Kuwait 64.5
12 Canada 86.6 62 Armenia 77.8 112 United Arab Em. 64.0
13 Germany 86.3 63 Paraguay 7.7 113  Tanzania 63.9
14 United Kingdom 86.3 64 Gabon 77.3 114  Cameroon 63.8
15 Slovenia 86.3 65 El Salvador 77.2 115  Senegal 62.8
16 Lithuania 86.2 66 Algeria 77.0 116  Togo 62.3
17 Slovakia 86.0 67 Iran 76.9 117 Uganda 61.6
18 Portugal 85.8 68 Czech Rep. 76.8 118  Swaziland 61.3
19 Estonia 85.2 69 Guatemala 76.7 119 Haiti 60.7
20 Croatia 84.6 70 Jordan 76.5 120 India 60.3
21 Japan 84.5 71 Egypt 76.3 121 Malawi 59.9
22 Ecuador 84.4 72 Turkey 75.9 122 Eritrea 59.4
23 Hungary 84.2 73 Honduras 75.4 123  Ethiopia 58.8
24 Italy 84.2 74 Macedonia 75.1 124 Pakistan 58.7
25 Denmark 84.0 75 Ukraine 74.1 125  Bangladesh 58.0
26 Malaysia 84.0 76 Viet Nam 73.9 126 Nigeria 56.2
27 Albania 84.0 77 Nicaragua 73.4 127 Benin 56.1
28 Russia 83.9 78 Saudi Arabia 72.8 128  Central Afr. Rep. 56.0
29 Chile 83.4 79 Tajikistan 72.3 129  Sudan 55.5
30 Spain 83.1 80 Azerbaijan 72.2 130 Zambia 55.1
31 Luxembourg 83.1 81 Nepal 72.1 131 Rwanda 54.9
32 Panama 83.1 82 Morocco 72.1 132 Burundi 54.7
33 Dominican Rep. 83.0 83 Romania 71.9 133  Madagascar 54.6
34 Ireland 82.7 84 Belize 71.7 134  Mozambique 53.9
35 Brazil 82.7 85 Turkmenistan 71.3 135 Iraq 53.9
36 Uruguay 82.3 86 Ghana 70.8 136  Cambodia 53.8
37 Georgia 82.2 87 Moldova 70.7 137  Solomon Islands 52.3
38 Argentina 81.8 88 Namibia 70.6 138  Guinea 51.3
39 United States 81.0 89 Trinidad & Tobago 70.4 139 Djibouti 50.5
40 Taiwan 80.8 90 Lebanon 70.3 140  Guinea-Bissau 49.7
41 Cuba 80.7 91 Oman 70.3 141 Yemen 49.7
42 Poland 80.5 92 Fiji 69.7 142 Dem. Rep. Congo 47.3
43 Belarus 80.5 93 Congo 69.7 143  Chad 45.9
44 Greece 80.2 94 Kyrgyzstan 69.6 144 Burkina Faso 44.3
45 Venezuela 80.0 95 Zimbabwe 69.3 145  Mali 443
46 Australia 79.8 96 Kenya 69.0 146 Mauritania 44.2
47 Mexico 79.8 97 South Africa 69.0 147  Sierra Leone 40.0
48 Bosnia and Herz. 79.7 98 Botswana 68.7 148  Angola 395
49 Israel 79.6 99 Syria 68.2 149 Niger 39.1
50 Sri Lanka 79.5 100 Mongolia 68.1
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1. THE NEED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Environmental policymaking is difficult under the best of circumstances. Decisionmakers must
address a wide range of pollution control and natural resource management challenges in the face
of incomplete or conflicting data, causal complexity, divergent values and preferences, and
myriad uncertainties. Insufficient facts and lack of careful analysis makes each step of the
process more difficult—problems are harder to see, trends are not identified, policy goals
become more difficult to set, regulatory efforts may be misdirected, and investments in
environmental protection may be wasted — ultimately resulting in suboptimum environmental
performance. Shifting environmental policymaking onto firmer analytic foundations, based on
carefully constructed data and indicators, therefore emerges as a matter of considerable urgency.

The commitment to empirical data is just a first step. Identifying an appropriate set of metrics is
equally important. Some indicator initiatives have been too broad to be of great value.! In
covering sustainable development or sustainability in a “triple bottom line” with environmental,
social, and economic factors, as well as underlying endowments, accumulated harms, current
policy efforts, and the prospect for changing future trajectories, these efforts lost coherence and
therefore policy relevance.

Other efforts have been too narrow to cover the full spectrum of environmental challenges. In
addressing only a subset of issues that policymakers and members of the scientific community
identify as fundamental to meeting society’s environmental challenges,these indices have limited
valuez.

Our focus is on environmental sustainability and the current policy performance of individual
nations. We have collected data on a list of core pollution and natural resource management
challenges as identified by policy and scientific experts. While there is no “correct” answer to the
proper scope of an environmental index, we believe our set of 25 indicators offers a
comprehensive yet focused perspective on society’s environmental challenges. The EPI includes
a set of environmental indicators in key issue areas that should be of interest to policymakers in
every country, and that can also be addressed through appropriate policies.

Building on the methodology established in the Pilot 2006 Environmental Performance Index
(EPI), in addition to feedback from government and policy experts around the world and the
advice of dozens of scientific experts, the 2008 EPI centers on current national environmental
performance. It tracks actual results (almost exclusively output measures) related to a core set of
environmental issues that many governments have prioritized. In addition to providing
policymakers with decisionmaking guidance, the EPI advances environmental protection by
providing a way to gauge the seriousness of environmental threats, the direction of pollution and

I See, for example, Esty, D.C., M. Levy, T. Srebotnjak and A. de Sherbinin. 2005. The 2005 Environmental Sustainability Index:
Benchmarking National Environmental Stewardship. New Haven: Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy.; Prescott-
Allen, R. 2001. The Wellbeing of Nations. A Country-by-Country Index of Quality of Life and the Environment. Island Press.

2 See, for example, South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC) and United Nations Environment Programme.
Environmental Vulnerability Index. Suva, Fiji: SOPAC.
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natural resource trends on the national, regional, and international levels, as well as the efficacy
of current policy choices.

Metrics and solid analytic underpinnings are critical not only for good environmental
policymaking but also for sustainable development. Driven in part by the 2000 Millennium
Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), major global efforts are underway
in the areas of education, health, and poverty reduction. While environmental sustainability was
recognized in MDG Goal 7, environmental targets have not received the same level of attention
as the other goals.

As a result, promising connections between the environment and other policy areas are going
unrealized. This difficulty in moving forward with environmental improvements has been traced,
in part, to an inability to identify the most pressing environmental problems, quantify the burdens
imposed, measure policy progress, and assure funders in both the private and public sectors of
the worth of their investments.

These limitations mean that pollution control and natural resource management issues have been
systematically under-funded and lag behind other global challenges.

By choosing a proximity-to-target approach, the EPI seeks to meet the needs of governments to
track on-the-ground environmental results. It offers a method to assess the effectiveness of
environmental policies against relevant performance goals. It is specifically designed to help
policymakers:

spot current problems and identify priority environmental issues;

track pollution control and natural resource management trends;

highlight where current policies are producing good results;

reveal where ineffective efforts can be halted and funding redeployed;

provide a baseline for cross-country and cross-sectoral performance comparisons;
facilitate benchmarking and help to identify leaders and laggards on an issue-by-issue
basis; and

e spotlight best practices and successful policy models.

The EPI provides a path toward a world in which environmental targets are set explicitly,
progress toward these goals is measured quantitatively, and policy evaluation is undertaken
rigorously. As better data become available, particularly time-series data, future versions of the
EPI will be able to track not only proximity to policy targets but also provide a “rate of progress”
guide. Moreover, as the underlying datasets include additional nations, the future, “universal”
EPI will permit global-scale data aggregations that will allow planetary-scale conclusions to be
drawn about the world community’s trajectory toward environmental sustainability.

More broadly, the EPI team hopes to inspire rigorous and transparent data collection across the
world, facilitating movement toward a more empirical mode of environmental protection
grounded on solid facts and careful analysis. With the billions of dollars now being spent by
governments, corporations, and foundations on pollution and natural resource issues, it is
alarming that there is no globally complete and methodologically consistent set of environmental
performance indicators. By being forthright about the limitations of both this Environmental
Performance Index and the data that underpins it, the Yale Center for Environmental Law and
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Policy and the Center for International Earth Science Information Network hope to spur action in
this regard.
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Table 2: EPI scores (alphabetical)

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
27 Albania 84.0 13 Germany 86.3 3 Norway 93.1
66 Algeria 77.0 86 Ghana 70.8 91 Oman 70.3
148  Angola 39.5 44 Greece 80.2 124 Pakistan 58.7
38 Argentina 81.8 69 Guatemala 76.7 32 Panama 83.1
62 Armenia 77.8 138  Guinea 51.3 109 Papua New Guinea  64.8
46 Australia 79.8 140  Guinea-Bissau 49.7 63 Paraguay 77.7

6 Austria 89.4 108 Guyana 64.8 60 Peru 78.1
80 Azerbaijan 72.2 119 Haiti 60.7 61 Philippines 77.9
125 Bangladesh 58.0 73 Honduras 75.4 42 Poland 80.5
43 Belarus 80.5 23 Hungary 84.2 18 Portugal 85.8
57 Belgium 78.4 11 Iceland 87.6 83 Romania 71.9
84 Belize 71.7 120 India 60.3 28 Russia 83.9
127 Benin 56.1 102 Indonesia 66.2 131 Rwanda 54.9
110 Bolivia 64.7 67 Iran 76.9 78 Saudi Arabia 72.8
48 Bosnia & Herz. 79.7 135 Iraq 53.9 115  Senegal 62.8
98 Botswana 68.7 34 Ireland 82.7 147 Sierra Leone 40.0
35 Brazil 82.7 49 Israel 79.6 17 Slovakia 86.0
56 Bulgaria 78.5 24 Italy 84.2 15 Slovenia 86.3
144 Burkina Faso 44.3 54 Jamaica 79.1 137  Solomon Islands 52.3
132 Burundi 54.7 21 Japan 84.5 97 South Africa 69.0
136  Cambodia 53.8 70 Jordan 76.5 51 South Korea 79.4
114  Cameroon 63.8 107 Kazakhstan 65.0 30 Spain 83.1
12 Canada 86.6 96 Kenya 69.0 50 Sri Lanka 79.5
128  Central Afr. Rep. 56.0 111 Kuwait 64.5 129 Sudan 55.5
143  Chad 45.9 94 Kyrgyzstan 69.6 118  Swaziland 61.3
29 Chile 83.4 101 Laos 66.3 2 Sweden 93.1
105  China 65.1 8 Latvia 88.8 1 Switzerland 95.5

9 Colombia 88.3 90 Lebanon 70.3 99 Syria 68.2
93 Congo 69.7 16 Lithuania 86.2 40 Taiwan 80.8

5 Costa Rica 90.5 31 Luxembourg 83.1 79 Tajikistan 72.3
103  Cote d'lvoire 65.2 74 Macedonia 75.1 113  Tanzania 63.9
20 Croatia 84.6 133 Madagascar 54.6 53 Thailand 79.2
41 Cuba 80.7 121 Malawi 59.9 116 Togo 62.3
52 Cyprus 79.2 26 Malaysia 84.0 89 Trinidad & Tobago 70.4
68 Czech Rep. 76.8 145 Mali 44.3 59 Tunisia 78.1
142 Dem. Rep. Congo 47.3 146 Mauritania 44.2 72 Turkey 75.9
25 Denmark 84.0 58 Mauritius 78.1 85 Turkmenistan 71.3
139 Djibouti 50.5 47 Mexico 79.8 117 Uganda 61.6
33 Dominican Rep. 83.0 87 Moldova 70.7 75 Ukraine 74.1
22 Ecuador 84.4 100 Mongolia 68.1 112 United Arab Em. 64.0
71 Egypt 76.3 82 Morocco 72.1 14 United Kingdom 86.3
65 El Salvador 77.2 134 Mozambique 53.9 39 United States 81.0
122 Eritrea 59.4 104 Myanmar 65.1 36 Uruguay 82.3
19 Estonia 85.2 88 Namibia 70.6 106 Uzbekistan 65.0
123 Ethiopia 58.8 81 Nepal 72.1 45 Venezuela 80.0
92 Fiji 69.7 55 Netherlands 78.7 76 Viet Nam 73.9

4 Finland 91.4 7 New Zealand 88.9 141  Yemen 49.7
10 France 87.8 77 Nicaragua 73.4 130 Zambia 55.1
64 Gabon 77.3 149 Niger 39.1 95 Zimbabwe 69.3
37 Georgia 82.2 126 Nigeria 56.2
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2. THE EPI FRAMEWORK

The 2008 EPI offers a composite index of current national environmental protection efforts.
Recognizing that on-the-ground conditions are the ultimate gauge of environmental performance,
the EPI focuses on measurable outcomes that can be linked to policy targets and tracked over
time.

The EPI builds on measures relevant to two core objectives:
1. reducing environmental stresses to human health (the Environmental Health objective);
and
2. protecting ecosystems and natural resources (the Ecosystem Vitality objective).

The quantitative metrics underlying the 2008 EPI encompass 25 indicators chosen through: a
broad-based review of the environmental science literature; in-depth consultation with a group of
scientific advisors in each policy category; the evidence from the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the Global Environmental
Outlook-4, and other assessments; environmental policy debates surrounding multilateral
environmental agreements; and expert judgment. Each indicator builds on a foundation either in
environmental health or ecological science.

Some of these metrics track the underlying concept closely. Others are “proxy” variables that
imperfectly reflect the theoretical focus. The EPI uses the best available global data. The 25
indicators each represent core elements of the environmental policy challenge.

For each indicator, a relevant long-term public health or ecosystem sustainability goal is
identified. These targets are drawn from 1) treaties or other internationally agreed upon goals; 2)
standards set by international organizations; 3) leading national regulatory requirements; or the
4) prevailing scientific consensus. The indicators serve as a gauge of long-term environmental
policy success. For each country and each indicator, a proximity-to-target value is calculated
based on the distance from a country’s current results to the policy target.

In calculating EPI scores, we average around isolated data gaps. But countries with more than a
few missing data values (preventing any of our category scores from being calculated) are
dropped from the Index. Our data matrix covers 149 countries for which an EPI can be
calculated across the 25 indicators. Data gaps mean that another 90 or so countries cannot be
ranked in the 2008 EPI.

Using the 25 indicators, scores are calculated at three levels of aggregation (see Figure 1).

1. First, building on two to eight underlying indicators (each representing a data set), we
calculate scores for each of the six core policy categories — Environmental Health, Air
Quality, Water Resources, Biodiversity and Habitat, Productive Natural Resources, and
Climate Change. In some cases, subcategories are also tracked. The weight given to
each indicator varies as shown in Table 2. This level of aggregation permits countries to
track their relative performance within these well-established policy areas — or at the
disaggregated indicator level.
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2. Second, the Environmental Health subcategories and the Ecosystem Vitality categories
are aggregated with weights allocated as shown in Figure 1.

3. Finally, the overall Environmental Performance Index is calculated, based on the
arithmetic mean of the two broad objective scores. The logic for the weightings each
subcategories and indicators is discussed below.

2.1. Indicator Selection and Targets

Indicators were sought to cover the full spectrum of issues underlying each of the major policy
categories identified. To ensure the use of the best suited metrics, the following indicator
selection criteria were applied:

Relevance: The indicator clearly tracks the environmental issue of concern in a way that is
relevant to countries under a wide range of circumstances.

Performance orientation: The indicator tracks ambient conditions or on-the-ground results (or is
a “best available data” proxy for such outcome measures).

Transparency: The indicator provides a clear baseline measurement, has the ability to track
changes over time, and is transparent with regard to data sources and methods.

Data quality: The data used by the indicator should meet basic quality requirements and
represent the best measure available.

2.2. Data Gaps and Country Data Coverage

The 2008 EPI utilizes the best environmental data available, but remains seriously constrained by
a lack of both quality and quantity in data sources. Of a possible 238 countries, the 2008 EPI
covers 149, which is up from the 133 covered in the 2006 Pilot EPI. Still, almost 90 countries
cannot be included in the EPI because data are not available in one of the six policy categories.

Many critical issues also lack reliable measures. Due to a lack of data, limited country coverage,
methodological inconsistencies, or otherwise poor-quality metrics, a number of relevant issues
that are considered to be policy relevant and scientifically important are not reflected in the EPI.
These gaps include:

exposure to toxic chemicals;

exposure to heavy metals;

several dimensions of ambient air quality;

waste management (including both household and toxic waste);
nuclear safety;

pesticide safety and chemical exposure;

e wetlands loss;
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e health of freshwater ecosystems;
e agricultural soil quality and erosion; and
e several aspects of greenhouse gas emissions.

1t is hoped that future iterations of the EPI will be able to include indicators tracking these issue
areas.

2.3. Targets

The EPI builds on a set of carefully chosen policy targets (see last column of Table 2).
Measuring success against these targets provides useful information about country-specific
conditions and policy results, as well as areas in need of increased attention and resources. A
proximity-to-target measure helps to clarify comparative rankings, demonstrate which countries
are leading or lagging in each area, and whether (as a global aggregate) the world is on a
sustainable trajectory.

Whenever possible our targets are based on international treaties and agreements. For issues with
no international agreements, we looked next to environmental and public health standards
developed by international organizations and national governments, the scientific literature, and
finally, expert opinion from around the world. Only a few of the indicators have explicit
consensus targets established at a global scale. This suggests that there is also a need for the
international and national policy communities to be clearer about the long-term goals of
environmental policies set at all levels. International agreements are often based on compromises,
however, and targets derived from them do not necessarily reflect environmental performance
required for full sustainability.
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Table 3: Weights (as % of total EPI score), Sources, and Targets of EPI Objectives, Categories, Subcategories, and Indicators

L Policy . . Indicator
Index Objectives Categories Subcategories Indicators Code Data Source Target
EPI Environmental burden of disease 25% DALY WHO 0 DALYs
WHO-UNICEF
Water (effects Adequate sanitation 6.25% ACSAT Joint Monitoring 100%
Program
22 g;mans) WHO-UNICEF
) 270 Drinking water 6.25% WATSUP Joint Monitoring 100%
Environmental Health 50% Program
Urban particulates 5% PM10 World Bank, WHO | 20 ug/m®
Air Pollution
(effects on Indoor air pollution 5% INDOOR WHO 0%
humans) 12.5%
Health ozone 2.5% OZONE_H | MOZART Il model g;g‘ceedance above 85
0 exceedance above 3,000
AOT40. AOT40 is
. . Ecosystem ozone 1.25% OZONE_E MOZART Il model cumulative exceedance
Air Pollution (effscts on above 40 ppb during
ecosystems) 2.5% daylight summer hours
Sulfur dioxide emissions EDGAR/Netherland | O tons SO, / populated
SO2
1.25% S land
. UNEP
0,
Water quality 3.25% WATQI GEMS/Water 100 score
Water (effects on ecosystems) 7.5% o g
UNH Water % territory under water
0,
Water stress 3.25% WATSTR Systems Analysis stress
Ecosystem
Vitality 50% Conservation risk index [7.5 / The Nature
(2+AZE weight + MPAEEZ CRI Conservancy 0.5 ratio
weight)]% calculation
Effective conservation [7.5/ The Nature
(2+AZE weight + MPAEEZ EFFCON Conservancy 10%
o . ) weight)]% calculation
Biodiversity & Habitat 7.5%
Criteal habtat protection: I
U P 0,
(2+AZE weight + MPAEEZ AZE Conservancy 100%
. calculation
weight)]%
1 *
Mar_lne Pr;)gesitEeéjZArealsl d Sea Around Us
[minimum of 7. area /ian MPAEEZ Project, Fisheries 10%

area and 7.5, divided by (2+AZE
weight + MPAEEZ weight)]%

Centre, UBC

16-Jun-2008
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Ecosystem
Vitality 50%

Forestry* 2.5% Growing stock change 2.5% | FORGRO FAO ratio of at least 1
. . UBC, Sea Around .
0 ,
. _ Marine Trophic Index 1.25% MTI Us Project no decline
Fisheries* 2.5%
. . . UBC, Sea Around
0, ’ 0,
Trawling intensity 1.25% EEZTD Us Project 0%
Irrigation Stress* 0.5% IRRSTR CIESIN calculation | 0%
Productive World Bank, World
Natural Agricultural Subsidies 0.5% | AGSUB Development 0
Resources 7.5% Report
. Intensive cropland 0.5% AGINT CIESIN calculation | 0%
Agriculture*
2.5%
Burned Land Area 0.5% BURNED CIESIN calculation | 0%
9 banned POP
chemicals and full
Pesticide Regulation 0.5% PEST UNEP-Chemicals participation in
Rotterdam and
Stockholm Conventions
2.24 Mt CO;, eq.
(Estimated value
s . IEA, CDIAC associated with 50%
0 il 1
Emissions per capita 8.33% GHGCAP Houghton reduction in global GHG
emissions by 2050, against
. 1990 levels
Climate Change 25% Emissions per electricity )
generation 8.33% CO2KWH IEA 0 g CO; per kWh
0.85 tons of CO2 per
$1000 (USD, 2005, PPP)
) ) ) of industrial GDP
Industrial carbon intensity CO2IND IEA, WDI (Estimated value

8.33%

associated with 50%
reduction in global GHG
emissions by 2050, against
1990 levels)

16-Jun-2008

*Averaged around if missing data or not applicable to country

21




2008 Environmental Performance Index

2.4. Calculating the EPI

To make the 25 indicators comparable, each metric was converted to a proximity-to-target-
measure with a range of 0 to 100.

Initially, we examined the distribution of each indicator to identify whether extreme values skew
the aggregations of some indicators. Extreme outliers (greater than or equal to three standard
deviations from the mean) are more likely to be the result of data processing (especially for
modeled data) than actual performance. Accordingly, we adjusted outliers using a recognized
statistical technique called winsorization — in this case trimming at the 95 percentile of the
distribution. In a small number of cases even this level of winsorization left significant outliers,
and in such cases we winsorized at a greater level based on a comparison of the two alternative
values (see Appendix E for Methodology details).

A second decision concerned the treatment of countries that exceeded the long-term performance
or sustainability target. To avoid rewarding “over-performance,” no indicator values above the
long-term target were used. In the few cases where a country did better than the target, the value
was reset so that it was equal to the target. Once those two adjustments were made, a simple
arithmetic transformation was undertaken: the observed values were placed onto a zero to 100
scale where 100 corresponds to the target and zero to the worst observed value.

2.5. Data Aggregation and Weighting

Aggregation is an area of inescapable methodological controversy. While the field of composite
index construction has become a well-recognized subset of statistical analysis, there is no clear
consensus on how best to construct composite indices. Various aggregation methods exist, and
the choice of an appropriate method depends on the purpose of the composite indicator as well as
the nature of the subject being measured.

To help identify appropriate groupings and weights for each indicator, we carried out a principal
component analysis (PCA). Most categories did not have clear referents in the PCA results.
Absent a PCA-derived basis for weighting the indicators, equal weights were used with some
refinements determined by the EPI team with expert guidance.

The Environmental Health and Ecosystem Vitality subcategories each represent 50% of the total
EPI score. This equal division of the EPI into issues related to (1) humans and (2) nature is not a
matter of science but rather policy judgment. But this even weighting of the two overarching
objectives of environmental policy reflects a widely-held intuition, and this choice (used in the
2006 Pilot EPI) has not been generally criticized. Indeed, for every “deep ecologist” who favors
more weight being placed on Ecosystem Vitality, there is a “humans first” environmental
policymaker who prefers that the tilt go the other way.

Within the Environmental Health Objective/Policy Category, the Environmental Burden of
Disease (DALY) indicator is weighted 50% and accordingly contributes 25% of the overall EPI
score, because it is widely regarded to be the most comprehensive and carefully-defined measure
of environmental health burdens. The effects of Water and Air Pollution on human health
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comprise the remainder of the Environmental Health subcategory and are each allocated a
quarter of the total score for Environmental Health, reflecting a widespread policy consensus.

The two water-related Environmental Health indicators (Adequate Sanitation and Drinking
Water) are equally weighted. In the Air Pollution sub-category, Urban Particulates and Indoor
Air Pollution receive equal weights, and double the weight given to the effects of ground-level
Ozone on human health. Urban particulates and indoor air pollution are widely acknowledged by
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), World Health Organization (WHO), and
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) as important indicators of the burden of air pollution
on human health. There is, however, a growing literature that suggests a link between ozone
exposure and human health. Our human exposure to ozone metric assesses person-days of
exposure per year to ground-level ozone exceeding 85 parts per billion (ppb). Because this
indicator is experimental, we give it half the weight of those with known reliability.

Within the Ecosystem Vitality Objective, the Climate Change indicator carries 50% of the
weight (i.e., 25% within the total EPI). This is owing to the increasing importance attached to
climate change in policy discussions, and its potential to have far reaching impacts across all
aspects of ecosystem vitality and natural resource management. The Air Pollution (effects on
ecosystems) policy category is weighted at 5% of the Ecosystem Vitality Objective. This slightly
lower weight when compared to water, biodiversity, and productive natural resources is owing to
the fact that Air Pollution is already partially captured in the Environmental Health Objective.
The remaining indicators: Water, Biodiversity, and Productive Natural Resources, are each
evenly weighted to cover the remaining 22.5% of the Ecosystem Vitality Objective.
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3: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The 2008 EPI provides policymakers and environmental experts an empirically grounded basis
for comparing the environmental performance of nearly 150 countries worldwide. While general
trends exist, such as a correlation between wealth and strong environmental health performance,
some countries perform beyond income-based expectations. The results highlight policy leaders
and laggards. They also provide a basis for identifying environmental “best practices.”

3.1. Overall EPI Results

The top five countries in the 2008 EPI, in order of best performance, are Switzerland, Sweden,
Norway, Finland, and Costa Rica. As expected, developed countries with significant financial
resources for environmental management make up a large portion of top performers, although
there are exceptions. For example, Costa Rica, a middle-income country, outperforms many
developed countries as well as its neighbors.

The bottom five countries in the 2008 EPI in reverse order of performance are Niger, Angola,
Sierra Leone, Mauritania, and Mali. These sub-Saharan African countries are among the poorest
countries in the world and lack resources for even basic environmental investments.

Mid-ranked performers of note include the United States (39), Russia (28), Brazil (35), Mexico
(47), South Africa (97), India (120), and China (105).

Overall there were many more high performing countries in the Environmental Health arena than
in Ecosystem Vitality. Sixty-six countries, mostly in the developed world, had scores of 90 or
above in Environmental Health, whereas only two scored above 90 in Ecosystem Vitality. The
number of high performers in Environmental Health reflects government attention to basic
human needs, such as drinking water and sanitation. Unlike Ecosystem Vitality, Environmental
Health is highly correlated with wealth, indicating that many of the low-performing countries
have not made the investments necessary to curtail environmental pollutants or to provide
adequate water and sanitation to their citizens.

Because so many countries had high Environmental Health scores, especially among the top
countries, poor performance in Ecosystem Vitality had the ability to reduce a country’s rank
substantially. Countries such as Australia, Belgium, and the United States, which have
Environmental Health scores over 98, perform well below many members of their peer groups in
the EPI because of their substantially lower Ecosystem Vitality scores.

Marks in Ecosystem Vitality are more normally distributed than marks in Environmental Health.
This reflects the greater heterogeneity of performance across countries of different income
classes, which itself is a reflection of different levels of performance across a wide-ranging list of
indicators from greenhouse gas emissions per capita to fisheries management and water quality.
Countries perform quite differently from one another depending on levels of industrialization,
fossil fuel and resource consumption, trade, and environmental protection.
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Countries that scored well in Ecosystem Vitality often did so for very different reasons. Of the
two countries with scores above 90, Switzerland’s performance can be primarily attributed to
good environmental management whereas Laos’s high score arises from a lack of development
and limited stress on the land, air, and water.

Countries falling in the middle of the EPI rankings vary considerably. Some low-ranked
countries, such as Kuwait, at 111th position, have Environmental Health scores above 90. This
result suggests they have on-going struggles with one or more of the ecosystem vitality policy
categories. Likewise, Laos, despite its top ecosystem vitality score, ranks at 101 in the EPI
because of a very low environmental health score.

The United States, though very high in the Environmental Health score, ranked at 107th in the
Ecosystem Vitality category, below countries like Sudan and Myanmar, which have significant
non-environmental challenges and limited resources for environmental protection. Poor
performance in the areas of climate change and air pollution reduced the United States’ score
significantly.

China and India, containing about one third of the world’s population, received similarly low
Ecosystem Vitality scores. Both countries were ranked in the bottom third of the index. However
China scored better in the overall EPI because of its higher Environmental Health score.

3.2. Results by Peer Groupings

The overall EPI results offer a useful snapshot of environmental performance. But breaking

down the results into political, geographic, and economic peer groups offers an even more
valuable perspective because it allows for comparisons between countries. Peer group analysis
gives policymakers a way to understand the context of their policy choices and guidance on what
is possible in the way of performance in light of the performance of other countries with similar
socioeconomic or geographic circumstances. The policies and programs of the peer group

leaders present an important guide to best practices and the most efficient approaches to
improving environmental health and ecosystem vitality with similar challenges and opportunities.

OECD countries occupy four of the top five ranks in the 2008 EPI. All of the OECD countries
are in the top half of the index, and most are in the top quarter. These relatively wealthy
countries all have quite good Environmental Health results. But their scores for the various
metrics of Ecosystem Vitality vary widely. Some of these nations, notably the Scandinavians,
have distinct geographic advantages, including large land areas and low population densities. But
their success is also a function of concerted policy effort and deep commitment to environmental
values across their public and business communities.

The Least Developed Countries (LDCs), conversely, did not score as well. None of the LDCs
were in the top half of the EPI, and the bottom 14 countries in the EPI are all from this group.
With little access to financial resources for immediate needs like nutrition and disease, many of
these countries are struggling to make even baseline efforts on environmental health. Their lack
of development translates into limited pollution stress and thus contributes to relatively strong
scores on air pollution, climate change, and biodiversity.
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High population density countries are spread throughout the EPI. Germany, for example, sits in
the 13th position while Burundi ranks 132nd. High population density generates special
challenges, but the high-ranked performers in this category demonstrate that population density
is not an insurmountable barrier to good environmental quality. Many of the lower-ranked
countries in this grouping face challenges, but can look to their higher-ranking peers for
guidance on how to develop in an environmentally sustainable manner.

Other peer groups, such as the African Union, the Alliance of Small Island States, the Desert
Countries, and the Newly Independent States, are spread across the EPI. Each of these peer
groups is largely populated by developing countries that struggle with a wide variety of
challenges, including a lack of natural resources like water and arable land, as well as the burden
of poverty.

The Desert Countries peer grouping reveals the ecological challenges these countries face. The
top ten countries in this peer group score in the middle third of the total EPI ranking. And the
bottom three — Iraq, Mauritania, and Niger — fall in the bottom 10% of the overall ranking. This
peer group highlights the success of policies dealing with aridity and water management and the
subsequent effect on ecosystem vulnerability issues.

The Free Trade Areas of the Americas peer group overlaps with most of the America regional
grouping, with the exception of Cuba. The member countries fall in a wide range, from Costa
Rica which ranks 5th to Haiti which ranks 119th. These disparate rankings reflect the vast range
of environmental performance, which may lead to trade tensions in the future. For the European
Union member countries, however, the spread is much more narrow. All the countries, except for
Romania, fall in the top half of overall ranking, with five making the top ten.

Shared geography and climate provides a natural line of comparison, and countries often think of
themselves as being similar to and compare themselves with their neighbors. Regional
associations are thus an obvious basis for peer grouping. Despite the close geographic proximity,
the countries of the African Union, Newly Independent States, and Asian-Pacific Economic
Cooperation vary widely in their environmental performance. The results suggest that location is
not everything — how a country and government uses its natural endowment is still a factor.

Overall, geographic peer groups show much more diversity than do groupings like the OECD
and the LDCs. This result implies that countries in the midst of economic transitions vary widely
in how well they fold environmental protection into their development strategies. Further
analysis of these peer groups and of countries grouped by income deciles can be found at the
website: http://epi.yale.edu

Table 4: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Member Countries

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Switzerland 95.5 11 United Kingdom 86.3 21 United States 81.0
2 Sweden 93.1 12 Slovakia 86.0 22 Poland 80.5
3 Norway 93.1 13 Portugal 85.8 23 Greece 80.2
4 Finland 914 14 Japan 84.5 24 Australia 79.8
5 Austria 89.4 15 Hungary 84.2 25 Mexico 79.8
6 New Zealand 88.9 16 Italy 84.2 26 South Korea 79.4
7 France 87.8 17 Denmark 84.0 27 Netherlands 78.7
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8 Iceland 87.6 18 Spain 83.1 28 Belgium 78.4
9 Canada 86.6 19 Luxembourg 83.1 29 Czech Republic 76.8
10 Germany 86.3 20 Ireland 82.7 30 Turkey 75.9
Table 5: Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Nepal 72.1 13 Benin 56.1 24 Djibouti 50.5
2 Laos 66.3 14 Central Afr. Rep. 56.0 25 Guinea-Bissau 49.7
3 Myanmar 65.1 15 Sudan 55.5 26 Yemen 49.7
4 Tanzania 63.9 16 Zambia 55.1 27 Dem. Rep. Congo 47.3
5 Senegal 62.8 17 Rwanda 54.9 28 Chad 45.9
6 Togo 62.3 18 Burundi 54.7 29 Burkina Faso 44.3
7 Uganda 61.6 19 Madagascar 54.6 30 Mali 44.3
8 Haiti 60.7 20 Mozambique 53.9 31 Mauritania 44.2
9 Malawi 59.9 21 Cambodia 53.8 32 Sierra Leone 40.0
10 Eritrea 59.4 22 Solomon Islands 52.3 33 Angola 395
11 Ethiopia 58.8 23 Guinea 51.3 34 Niger 39.1
12 Bangladesh 58.0
Table 6: High Population Density
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Germany 86.3 7 Belgium 78.4 13 Lebanon 70.3
2 Taiwan 80.8 8 Mauritius 78.1 14 Haiti 60.7
3 Sri Lanka 79.5 9 Philippines 77.9 15 India 60.3
4 South Korea 79.4 10 El Salvador 77.2 16 Bangladesh 58.0
5 Jamaica 79.1 11 Nepal 72.1 17 Rwanda 54.9
6 Netherlands 78.7 12 Trinidad & Tobago 70.4 18 Burundi 54.7
Table 7: Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Member Countries and China, Japan, and
South Korea
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Japan 84.5 5 Philippines 77.9 9 Myanmar 65.1
2 Malaysia 84.0 6 Viet Nam 73.9 10 China 65.1
3 South Korea 79.4 7 Laos 66.3 11 Cambodia 53.8
4 Thailand 79.2 8 Indonesia 66.2
Table 8: Asian Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) Member Countries
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 New Zealand 88.9 7 United States 81.0 13 Philippines 77.9
2 Canada 86.6 8 Australia 79.8 14 Viet Nam 73.9
3 Japan 84.5 9 Mexico 79.8 15 Indonesia 66.2
4 Malaysia 84.0 10 South Korea 79.4 16 China 65.1
5 Russia 83.9 11 Thailand 79.2 17 Papua New Guinea  64.8
6 Chile 83.4 12 Peru 78.1
Table 9: Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) Member Countries
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Ecuador 84.4 5 Saudi Arabia 72.8 9 Nigeria 56.2
2 Venezuela 80.0 6 Indonesia 66.2 10 Iraq 53.9
3 Algeria 77.0 7 Kuwait 64.5 11 Angola 39.5
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4 Iran 76.9 8 United Arab Em. 64.0
Table 10: African Union Member Countries
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Mauritius 78.1 15 Cameroon 63.8 29 Madagascar 54.6
2 Tunisia 78.1 16 Senegal 62.8 30 Mozambique 53.9
3 Gabon 77.3 17 Togo 62.3 31 Guinea 51.3
4 Algeria 77.0 18 Uganda 61.6 32 Djibouti 50.5
5 Egypt 76.3 19 Swaziland 61.3 33 Guinea-Bissau 49.7
6 Ghana 70.8 20 Malawi 59.9 34 Chad 45.9
7 Namibia 70.6 21 Eritrea 59.4 35 Burkina Faso 44.3
8 Congo 69.7 22 Ethiopia 58.8 36 Mali 44.3
9 Zimbabwe 69.3 23 Nigeria 56.2 37 Mauritania 44.2
10 Kenya 69.0 24 Central Afr. Rep. 56.0 38 Sierra Leone 40.0
11 South Africa 69.0 25 Sudan 55.5 39 Angola 39.5
12 Botswana 68.7 26 Zambia 55.1 40 Niger 39.1
13 Cote d'lvoire 65.2 27 Rwanda 54.9
14 Tanzania 63.9 28 Burundi 54.7
Table 11: Alliance of Small Island States
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Dominican Rep. 83.0 5 Mauritius 78.1 9 Papua New Guinea  64.8
2 Cuba 80.7 6 Belize 71.7 10 Haiti 60.7
3 Cyprus 79.2 7 Fiji 69.7 11 Solomon Islands 52.3
4 Jamaica 79.1 8 Guyana 64.8 12 Guinea-Bissau 49.7
Table 12: Russia and Newly Independent States (NIS Member Countries) that were Republics of the
Former Soviet Union
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Latvia 88.8 6 Belarus 80.5 11 Turkmenistan 71.3
2 Lithuania 86.2 7 Armenia 77.8 12 Moldova 70.7
3 Estonia 85.2 8 Ukraine 74.1 13 Kyrgyzstan 69.6
4 Russia 83.9 9 Tajikistan 72.3 14 Uzbekistan 65.0
5 Georgia 82.2 10 Azerbaijan 72.2 15 Kazakhstan 65.0
Table 13: Desert Countries
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Israel 79.6 7 Azerbaijan 72.2 13 Kazakhstan 65.0
2 Algeria 77.0 8 Morocco 72.1 14 United Arab Em. 64.0
3 Iran 76.9 9 Turkmenistan 713 15 Pakistan 58.7
4 Jordan 76.5 10 Namibia 70.6 16 Iraq 53.9
5 Egypt 76.3 11 Oman 70.3 17 Mauritania 44.2
6 Saudi Arabia 72.8 12 Uzbekistan 65.0 18 Niger 39.1
Table 14: Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) Member Countries
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Costa Rica 90.5 10 Argentina 81.8 19 Honduras 75.4
2 Colombia 88.3 11 United States 81.0 20 Nicaragua 73.4
3 Canada 86.6 12 Venezuela 80.0 21 Belize 71.7
4 Ecuador 84.4 13 Mexico 79.8 22 Trinidad & Tobago 70.4
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5 Chile 83.4 14 Jamaica 79.1 23 Guyana 64.8
6 Panama 83.1 15 Peru 78.1 24 Bolivia 64.7
7 Dominican Rep. 83.0 16 Paraguay 77.7 25 Haiti 60.7
8 Brazil 82.7 17 El Salvador 77.2
9 Uruguay 82.3 18 Guatemala 76.7
Table 15: European Union (EU) Member Countries
Rank Country EPI Rank Country EPI Rank Country EPI
1 Sweden 93.1 10 Slovakia 86.0 19 Poland 80.5
2 Finland 914 11 Portugal 85.8 20 Greece 80.2
3 Austria 89.4 12 Estonia 85.2 21 Cyprus 79.2
4 Latvia 88.8 13 Italy 84.2 22 Netherlands 78.7
5 France 87.8 14 Hungary 84.2 23 Bulgaria 78.5
6 Germany 86.3 15 Denmark 84.0 24 Belgium 78.4
7 United Kingdom 86.3 16 Spain 83.1 25 Czech Rep. 76.8
8 Slovenia 86.3 17 Luxembourg 83.1 26 Romania 71.9
9 Lithuania 86.2 18 Ireland 82.7
Table 16: Americas
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Costa Rica 90.5 10 Argentina 81.8 19 Guatemala 76.7
2 Colombia 88.3 11 United States 81.0 20 Honduras 75.4
3 Canada 86.6 12 Cuba 80.7 21 Nicaragua 73.4
4 Ecuador 84.4 13 Venezuela 80.0 22 Belize 71.7
5 Chile 83.4 14 Mexico 79.8 23 Trinidad & Tobago 70.4
6 Panama 83.1 15 Jamaica 79.1 24 Guyana 64.8
7 Dominican Rep. 83.0 16 Peru 78.1 25 Bolivia 64.7
8 Brazil 82.7 17 Paraguay 7.7 26 Haiti 60.7
9 Uruguay 82.3 18 El Salvador 77.2
Table 17: Asia and Pacific
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 New Zealand 88.9 9 Philippines 77.9 17 China 65.1
2 Japan 84.5 10 Viet Nam 73.9 18 Papua New Guinea  64.8
3 Malaysia 84.0 11 Nepal 72.1 19 India 60.3
4 Taiwan 80.8 12 Fiji 69.7 20 Pakistan 58.7
5 Australia 79.8 13 Mongolia 68.1 21 Bangladesh 58.0
6 Sri Lanka 79.5 14 Laos 66.3 22 Cambodia 53.8
7 South Korea 79.4 15 Indonesia 66.2 23 Solomon Islands 52.3
8 Thailand 79.2 16 Myanmar 65.1
Table 18: Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Slovakia 86.0 7 Bulgaria 78.5 13 Turkmenistan 71.3
2 Albania 84.0 8 Macedonia 75.1 14 Moldova 70.7
3 Russia 83.9 9 Ukraine 74.1 15 Kyrgyzstan 69.6
4 Georgia 82.2 10 Tajikistan 72.3 16 Uzbekistan 65.0
5 Belarus 80.5 11 Azerbaijan 72.2 17 Kazakhstan 65.0
6 Bosnia & Herz. 79.7 12 Romania 71.9
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Table 19: European Union

Rank Country EPI Rank Country EPI Rank Country EPI
1 Sweden 93.1 10 Slovakia 86.0 19 Poland 80.5
2 Finland 914 11 Portugal 85.8 20 Greece 80.2
3 Austria 89.4 12 Estonia 85.2 21 Cyprus 79.2
4 Latvia 88.8 13 Italy 84.2 22 Netherlands 78.7
5 France 87.8 14 Hungary 84.2 23 Bulgaria 78.5
6 Germany 86.3 15 Denmark 84.0 24 Belgium 78.4
7 United Kingdom 86.3 16 Spain 83.1 25 Czech Rep. 76.8
8 Slovenia 86.3 17 Luxembourg 83.1 26 Romania 71.9
9 Lithuania 86.2 18 Ireland 82.7

Table 20: Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Israel 79.6 8 Egypt 76.3 15 Kuwait 64.5
2 Cyprus 79.2 9 Turkey 75.9 16 United Arab Em. 64.0
3 Tunisia 78.1 10 Saudi Arabia 72.8 17 Sudan 55.5
4 Armenia 77.8 11 Morocco 72.1 18 Iraq 53.9
5 Algeria 77.0 12 Lebanon 70.3 19 Yemen 49.7
6 Iran 76.9 13 Oman 70.3
7 Jordan 76.5 14 Syria 68.2

Table 21: Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Mauritius 78.1 14 Togo 62.3 27 Mozambique 53.9
2 Gabon 77.3 15 Uganda 61.6 28 Guinea 51.3
3 Ghana 70.8 16 Swaziland 61.3 29 Djibouti 50.5
4 Namibia 70.6 17 Malawi 59.9 30 Guinea-Bissau 49.7
5 Congo 69.7 18 Eritrea 59.4 31 Dem. Rep. Congo 47.3
6 Zimbabwe 69.3 19 Ethiopia 58.8 32 Chad 45.9
7 Kenya 69.0 20 Nigeria 56.2 33 Burkina Faso 44.3
8 South Africa 69.0 21 Benin 56.1 34 Mali 44.3
9 Botswana 68.7 22 Central Afr. Rep. 56.0 35 Mauritania 44.2
10 Cote d'lvoire 65.2 23 Zambia 55.1 36 Sierra Leone 40.0
11 Tanzania 63.9 24 Rwanda 54.9 37 Angola 39.5
12 Cameroon 63.8 25 Burundi 54.7 38 Niger 39.1
13 Senegal 62.8 26 Madagascar 54.6

3.3. Cluster Analysis

Countries that have similar EPI scores may still have very different patterns across the 25
indicators and policy categories. To help governments identify peer countries that are similarly
situated with respect to the individual indicators, a statistical procedure known as cluster analysis

has been carried out (for further information, refer to the Methodology section). This process

allows grouping of countries in terms of overall similarity across the 25 indicators. This process
generated seven country clusters that can be useful as a way to help countries look beyond their
income-level or geographic peer groups for models of environmental success in countries facing
similar challenges.
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Cluster 1

This cluster comprises a group of geographically disparate countries with close-to-average scores
on most indicators, but relatively low scores on some indicators related to environmental health
as well as biodiversity.

Cluster 2

A small, geographically diverse group, the countries in cluster two score close to the average on
most indicators, but have high per-capita carbon emissions, and relatively low scores on the
biodiversity indicators.

Cluster 3

Cluster three primarily consists of a group of developing and transition economies, with low
scores on environmental health. However, they have scored relatively well on climate change
due to the low carbon intensity of their economies.

Cluster 4

Countries in cluster four are primarily developing economies and transition economies
characterized by commendable protection of natural resources, but a relatively poor performance
in overall environmental health.

Cluster 5

Cluster five is a large group of countries encompassing several geographic regions and levels of
development. These countries have impressive environmental health scores, but relatively low
climate change scores, possibly due to the carbon-intensive electricity generation they engage in.

Cluster 6

Cluster six comprises countries that have performed very well on the environmental health
indicators. These are primarily carbon-intensive economies with high particulate concentrations.
They also have relatively low biodiversity scores.

Cluster 7

This cluster, like cluster five, is a large, geographically and economically diverse group of
countries with high scores on environmental health indicators. They engage in low carbon-
intensity electricity generation, and have relatively high scores in climate change. Their
performance in other indicators is not significantly below average.

Cluster One Attributes Countries in Cluster
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3.4. EPI Drivers

3.4.1. GDP Per Capita

Not surprisingly, per capita GDP is correlated with higher performance on the EPI. In particular,
overall EPI scores are higher in countries that have a per capita GDP of $10,000 or higher.
Performance below this threshold is variable, and the higher scores associated with countries
above this threshold are driven predominantly by high performances in the environmental health
category.

Within the environmental health category per capita GDP shows a strong positive correlation
with performance on the urban particulates, environmental burden of disease, water supply, and
adequate sanitation indicators. Per capita GDP also positively correlates to performance on the
water quality and supply, pesticide regulation, forest growth, burned land area, and ecological
and health ozone indicators.

A strong negative relationship exists between per capita GDP and performance on the
agricultural subsidies indicator, and per capita GDP is also slightly negatively correlated with
performance on the agricultural intensity, marine protected areas, sulfur dioxide, and GHG
emissions per capita indicators.
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Figure 1 Relationship of 2008 EP1 and GDP per capita

3.4.2. Corruption

The control of corruption measure is aggregated from a number of indicators gauging
perceptions of corruption, conventionally defined as the exercise of public power for private gain
(Kaufmann et al. 2007).

Environmental performance appears to be correlated with corruption. Countries with high levels
of corruption tend to have low levels of environmental performance, whereas countries with low
levels of corruption perform better on the EPI. This relationship is true particularly for the
marine protected areas and greenhouse gas emissions per GDP indicators. Countries with low
levels of corruption also correlated with lower performance on the greenhouse gas emissions per
capita and water quality indicators.

Reference: Kaufmann, Daniel, Kraay, Aart and Mastruzzi, Massimo, “Governance Matters VI:

Governance Indicators for 1996-2006” (July 2007). World Bank Policy Research Working Paper
No. 4280 Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=999979
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Figure 2 Relationship of 2008 EPI and Control of Corruption

3.4.3. Government Effectiveness

Government effectiveness measures the competence of the bureaucracy, the quality of
policymaking, and public service delivery (Kaufmann et al. 2007).

A slight positive relationship exists between government effectiveness and EPI performance.
Particularly, government effectiveness positively correlates with performance on the greenhouse
gas emissions per capita, health ozone, growing stock, and water quality indicators. Government
effectiveness shows a slight negative correlation with performance on the sulfur dioxide
indicator.

Reference: Kaufmann, Daniel, Kraay, Aart and Mastruzzi, Massimo, “Governance Matters VI:
Governance Indicators for 1996-2006” (July 2007). World Bank Policy Research Working Paper
No. 4280 Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=999979
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Figure 3 Relationship of 2008 EPI and Government Effectiveness

3.4.4. Voice and Accountability

Voice and Accountability measures the extent to which a country's citizens are able to participate
in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and a
free media (Kaufmann et al. 2007).

There appears to be a positive correlation between environmental performance and the level of
Voice and Accountability. This trend is equally strong for both Environmental Health and
Ecosystem Vitality suggesting that increased public awareness and public involvement in
government have positive effects on all national environmental objectives.

Reference: Kaufmann, Daniel, Kraay, Aart and Mastruzzi, Massimo, “Governance Matters VI:
Governance Indicators for 1996-2006” (July 2007). World Bank Policy Research Working Paper
No. 4280 Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=999979
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Figure 4 Relationship of 2008 EPI and Voice and Accountability

3.4.5. Competitiveness (from World Economic Forum)

Competitiveness is a comprehensive measurement of the comparative strengths and weakness of
major and emerging national economies. The Competitiveness rankings of 131 countries are
calculated in a Global Competitiveness Report (GCR) from both publicly available data and the
Executive Opinion Survey, a comprehensive annual survey conducted by the World Economic
Forum together with its network of Partner Institutes (Porter et al., 2007).

There is a strong positive relationship between competitiveness and environmental performance.
Switzerland, Norway, Sweden, and Finland -- the four top-ranked countries in the 2008 EPI --
also receive superior Competitiveness scores (ranked second, sixteenth, fourth, and sixth
respectively). It should be noted that although this correlation exists, competitiveness does not
solely predict environmental performance. For example, even though the United States is the
leader in Global Competitiveness, they are ranked thirty-ninth in the 2008 Environmental
Performance Index, and perform very poorly within many aspects of the Ecosystem Vitality
objective.
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While Competitiveness is directly correlated with Environmental Health,

no discernible correlation exists between Competitiveness and Ecosystem Vitality. This finding
is reflective of the idea that environmental health issues are directly linked to national economic
strength, whereas countries' performances in the area of Ecosystem Vitality are much harder to
predict.

Reference: Porter, M.E., Schwab, K. and Sala-i-Martin, X. The Global Competitiveness Report
2007-2008. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007.
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Figure 5 Relationship of 2008 EPI and Competitiveness

3.4.6.Comparison between Environmental Health and Ecosystem
Vitality Scores

The overall EPI score is constructed from the scores of two policy objectives: Environmental
Health and Ecosystem Vitality. As the graph below shows, the relationship between these two
scores is weak. Countries with high Environmental Health scores do not necessarily score well in
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Ecosystem Vitality. There are tradeoffs between spending limited budgetary funds on, for

instance, controlling air pollution or protecting wild habitat.
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Figure 6 Relationship between Environmental Health and Ecosystem Vitality Scores

Other country statistics such as population, population density, land area, and percent of land
area covered by desert are discussed further on the website: http://epi.yale.edu. These have been

left out of the EPI Drivers section of the report because they have weak or no correlation with
environmental performance. Indeed, the 2008 Environmental Performance Index was
intentionally constructed so as to facilitate side-by-side country comparison, thus eliminating the
potential effects of varying population or land area on environmental performance indicators
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4. RESULTS BY POLICY CATEGORY

The EPI is not merely about comparing overall rankings or scores. The value of the exercise is
derived from careful analysis of the individual policy categories and underlying indicators. This
chapter presents the policy focus of each category, data availability of the indicators, and
category-by-category results and conclusions. In addition to this chapter, readers may wish to
refer to the white papers developed by the scientific advisors for various policy categories of the
EPI. Visit http://epi.yale.edu to find these papers.

4.1 Environmental Health

Policy Focus

Environmental factors significantly impact human health, both directly and indirectly.
Approximately one-quarter of the global disease burden and one-quarter of all deaths result from
modifiable environmental factors (WHO 2006). It is essential to apply appropriate metrics, solid
data, and careful analysis to make effective policy decisions aimed at reducing environmental
stresses on human health. Policies that produce long-term health benefits require accurate and
continuous tracking of all relevant environmental factors.

The inclusion of an independent Environmental Health policy category in the 2008 EPI aims to
capture the effect that the environment has on quality of life globally. Reducing the
environmental burden of disease is a globally recognized challenge that has been embedded in
the MDGs through a variety of indicators, such as those relating to water supply, sanitation, and
child mortality. However, the more complete and complex set of relationships between
environmental stresses and human health has yet to be explored or combated within the realm of
international policymaking. For example, the widespread and often lethal effects of indoor air
pollution in developing countries have yet to be adequately addressed. Since evidence shows that
environmental risk factors play a role in more than 80% of the diseases regularly reported (WHO
2006), improving environmental health should become a priority for policymakers globally.

Data Availability

Significant gaps exist in the data landscape for Environmental Health. Numerous factors
contribute to this lack of data. First, environmental issues can affect human health through many
different channels. Determining which factors are directly causal and which indirectly affect
health is sometimes difficult. This complexity adds to the already challenging task of data
collection, especially when country inclusion is a priority.

The second difficulty with Environmental Health measurement involves bridging the gap
between exposure and health effects. Exposure to environmental factors does not automatically
lead to consequences in human health, but the best environmental health metrics available are
often measurements of environmental exposure. Empirical data on the connection between
exposure and effect must be used to calculate the resulting Environmental Health impacts.
Empirical connections to health aside, environmental exposure matters from a policy perspective.
Exposure metrics can illustrate how a country values environmental health risks.
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Compounding this problem of moving from exposure to effect is the fact that not all countries
have adequate medical infrastructure. Thus, individuals exposed to environmental factors in one
country may suffer greater health effects than those equally exposed in countries with more
developed medical infrastructures. The ability to be properly treated for medical conditions can
determine both the immediate health effects and the lasting predispositions to disease that an
individual faces as a result of exposure to environmental risks. Therefore, it is not surprising that
Environmental Health is correlated to wealth: those that have the resources to invest in a strong
medical infrastructure will cope better with exposure to environmental stresses.

The 2008 EPI utilizes a number of different indicators to capture the yearly health burden of
environmental degradation. We group these indicators according to three main environmental
risk factors:

1. Environmental Burden of Disease,
2. Water (access to adequate sanitation and drinking water), and

3. Air Pollution (indoor, urban particulates, and local ozone).

Country profiles and datasets maintained by the World Health Organization (WHO) were
instrumental in shaping the EH metrics.

Environmental Burden of Disease

EPI 2008 adopts a measurement of Environmental Health (EH) used by the World Health
Organization (WHO). The WHO captures environmental impact on human health through a
measure called the Disability Adjusted Life Year (DALY). The DALY metric adjusts the
nominal number of deaths due to given environmentally-related diseases to take into account the
years of life lost due to premature mortality and the loss in quality of life due to disability
(morbidity). The DALY is the sum of the number of life years lost due to premature mortality
caused by environmentally influenced disease and the years of healthy life lost due to disability
caused by such disease.

The DALY indicator used in the 2008 EPI is an aggregate of DALY data that have been
collected by the WHO. The 2008 EPI DALY indicator is an un-weighted aggregate sum of
DALY data for three sources of environmental health risk: diarrhea, indoor air, and outdoor air.
Thus, the DALY indicator represents EH across a range of risks. The target for DALYSs is set by
expert judgment at zero, reflecting the belief that no individual should face disability or death
because of environmental factors.

Air Pollution (Effects on Human Health)

The WHO estimates that, of all diseases, lower respiratory tract infections are the second most
attributable to environmental factors (WHO 2006). Such infections are frequently caused by air
pollution. The 2008 EPI seeks to capture the health risks posed by air pollution with three
indicators: Indoor Air Pollution, Urban Particulates, and Local Ozone. These indicators represent
environmental risks faced by countries at both ends of the economic spectrum. Measuring both
indoor and outdoor air pollution is important because countries are unequally affected by each
type of risk. Because three billion people in developing countries rely on biomass, in the form of
wood, charcoal, dung, and crop residue, as their cooking fuel, indoor air pollution tends to pose
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greater health risks in developing nations (Ezzati and Kammen 2002). Meanwhile, outdoor air
pollution tends to pose more severe risks in developed nations with high levels of
industrialization and urbanization. Thus, the air pollution indicators selected for use in the 2008
EPI identify environmental risks of relevance to all countries.

Urban Particulates

Particles suspended in outdoor air contribute to acute lower respiratory infections and many
other non-communicable diseases, such as cancer. Lung cancer adds more to the global disease
burden for all cancers than any other, and it is estimated that 5% of the lung cancer disease
burden is attributable to outdoor air pollution (WHO 2006 and Cohen 2004). The 2008 EPI uses
the Urban Particulates indicator to capture these risks. Urban Particulates measures the
concentration of small particles, between 2.5 and 10 micrometers (PM 2.5 to PM10) in diameter,
suspended in air. These particles are dangerous to human health because they are small enough
to be inhaled and become lodged deep in lung tissue.

The dataset used for Urban Particulates accounts for exposure by using population-weighted
PM10 concentration estimates in each country’s national capital and in cities with populations
over 100,000.The updated dataset from the Global Model of Ambient Particulates was provided
by Kiran Pandey at the Global Environment Facility.

The target for Urban Particulates is set at an annual mean of 20 micrograms per cubic meter,
which is derived from an air quality guideline set by the WHO (WHO 2005). This target is set at
the level needed to minimize the risk that outdoor air pollution poses to human health. It is not
feasible to set a zero target because many areas globally contain background concentrations of
small airborne particles. Instead, this target expresses the objective of bringing human
contributions to air pollution to a realistic minimum.

Health Ozone

Ground-level ozone causes significant health impacts, including respiratory distress and
increased mortality. The target level for this category in the 2008 EPI is an ozone exposure limit
of 85 parts per billion (ppb). This is based on the established United States EPA standard (EPA
2007).

Exposure ozone above the target concentration level may result in respiratory problems.
Therefore, we calculated the indicator by multiplying the level of exposure that exceeded the
target in any one hour by the population exposed (all values for the year 2000). Countries
exceeding the target level received raw data values above zero. Since zero represented the target,
a positive score in the raw data translated into a lower category score. Scores vary, however,
based on the percent of population affected by exposure.

Indoor Air Pollution
Burning solid fuel indoors releases harmful chemicals and particles that present an acute health

risk. These chemicals and particles can become lodged in the lungs when inhaled, leading to
numerous respiratory problems including acute lower respiratory tract infections. One recent
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study has concluded that 4.6% of all deaths worldwide are attributable to acute lower respiratory
tract infections caused by indoor fuel use (WHO 2006).

The Indoor Air indicator is a measure of the percentage of a country’s inhabitants using solid
fuels indoors. The 2008 EPI uses data from WHO Country Profiles on the Environmental Burden
of Disease, which capture exposure to indoor smoke risks. The data are adjusted to account for
reported ventilation in each measured home to best estimate actual exposure (WHO methodology
annex). The target for Indoor Air is set by expert judgment at zero, which reflects the opinion
that any amount of solid fuel used indoors poses a significant risk to human health and is
therefore considered undesirable. Many developed countries have already achieved this target,
indicating that 100% coverage is not an unrealistic expectation.

Water Pollution (Effects on Human Health)

There are sound reasons to include both a Drinking Water and an Adequate Sanitation indicator
in the Environmental Health measurement. The WHO identifies diarrhea as the disease most
attributable to quality of the local environment. It is estimated that environment factors account
for 94% of the global disease burden for diarrhea (WHO 2006). Measures of Drinking Water and
Adequate Sanitation correlate strongly with diarrheal diseases. One of the main sources of
diarrheal disease is contamination by fecal-oral pathogens, which is largely caused by inadequate
drinking water and sanitation infrastructure. The WHO has estimated that 88% of diarrhea cases
result from the combination of unsafe drinking water, inadequate sanitation, and improper
hygiene (WHO 2006 and Pruss-Ustun 2004a).

Adequate Sanitation

The 2008 EPI uses an Adequate Sanitation indicator from WHO Country Profiles on the
Environmental Burden of Disease. This WHO dataset calculates the percentage of a country’s
population with access to an improved source of sanitation. This metric is used to estimate the
environmental risk individuals face from exposure to poor sanitation. The assumption is that
those with access to adequate sanitation facilities are less likely to come into contact with harm-
causing bacteria and viruses than those without such facilities.

The target for the Adequate Sanitation indicator is set at 100% (derived from UN Millennium
Development Goal (MDG) 7, Target 10, and Indicator 31). This target reflects the belief that
every person ought to have access to basic sanitation. Many developed countries have already
achieved this target, indicating that 100% coverage is not an unrealistic expectation.

Drinking Water

The 2008 EPI uses a Drinking Water indicator also from WHO Country Profiles on the
Environmental Burden of Disease. The dataset used records the percentage of a country’s
population with access to an improved drinking water source. Although this metric does not
perfectly capture the quality of water that individuals receive, it is the best available for
measurement of exposure to environmental risk.

The target for the Drinking Water indicator is set at 100% (derived from UN Millennium
Development Goal (MDG) 7, Target 10, and Indicator 31). This target reflects the belief that
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every person ought to have access to safe drinking water. Many developed countries have
already achieved this target, once again indicating that 100% coverage is not an unrealistic
expectation.

Results and Analysis

An overwhelming majority of the frontrunners in the overall Environmental Health category are
developed, industrialized nations. In general, many countries obtain high scores: more than half
received scores above 80. However scores remain highly correlated with per capita income.
Nonetheless, it is important to note that some industrialized countries do have high levels of
outdoor air pollution and ozone in clustered urban areas.

Industrializing countries, such as China and India, fall within the lower ranking (98th and 107th,
respectively). High rates of economic growth may cause these and similar countries’ rankings to
shift significantly (either for the better or the worse) in future years. Countries receiving the
lowest scores are Niger, Angola, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Mali, and Burkina Faso.

Various elements contribute to poor environmental health, including political, social, economic,
and infrastructural factors. Ultimately, this ranking shows that high standards of environmental
health are achievable, as many countries have come extremely close to the target. The high
correlation with per capita income also suggests that poorly performing countries may simply
lack the resources, not the will, to provide for environmental health. Many aspects of
environmental health, such as adequate sanitation, generally depend on governments providing
infrastructure. The DALY are also influenced by individual health care access. The generally
high levels of performance in this category, with over 100 countries scoring above 80 on the
DALYs, reflect policymakers’ commitment to allocate a large percentage of national resources
for human health
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ECOSYSTEM VITALITY

The EPI builds on measures relevant to the goals of reducing environmental stresses on human
health, which we call the Environmental Health objective. It also includes measures relevant to
the goal of reducing the loss or degradation of ecosystems and natural resources — we call this
the Ecosystem Vitality objective.

The core policy categories for Ecosystem Vitality include Climate Change, Air Effects on

Ecosystems, Water Effects on Ecosystems, Biodiversity and Habitat, and Productive Natural
Resources.

4.2. Air Pollution & Ecosystems

Policy Focus

In addition to being a danger to human health, air pollution also affects ecosystem vitality. Small
reactive compounds such as ozone (O3), benzene (CsHg), sulfur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen oxides
(NOy) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have a range of negative environmental impacts.
For example, ozone degrades plant cuticles through oxidation, inhibiting plant development and
growth. SO, and NOy both react with other atmospheric compounds, resulting in acid rain.
Prolonged ecosystem exposure to acid rain can diminish fish stocks, decrease biological diversity
in acid-sensitive lakes, degrade forests and soils, and diminish agricultural productivity.

Air pollutants are difficult to track and measure. They diffuse freely through the atmosphere and
frequently react with other atmospheric chemicals. These features often obscure the sources of
air emissions, which can lead to inappropriate policy recommendations. Because many of the
ecosystem effects of air pollution are particularly damaging during certain seasons, policymakers
must consider the seasonal patterns of air pollution.

Ideally, data for the 2008 EPI air quality metrics should come from representative sources that
take both spatial and temporal variations into account and that have been collected using well-

documented, scientific methods.

Data Availability

Existing data sources for global air emissions are either incomplete or difficult to use in global
comparisons. Air quality monitoring systems vary significantly between countries, often
producing fundamentally dissimilar data. Additionally, some countries do not have sufficient
monitoring stations to produce representative data samples.

In comparison with monitoring data, air quality models are relatively easy to access. However,
these models are sometimes based on contentious algorithms and lack empirical support.
Uncertainty is inherent to models, making it unadvisable to rely on them exclusively. These
problems can be somewhat ameliorated by utilizing models in conjunction with empirically
collected data. The models simplify trends in large-scale air flows, and the results can be
confirmed with empirical data in smaller-scale environments.
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The 2005 World Health Organization (WHO) Air Quality Guidelines include updated data and
criteria for four important air pollutants: particulate matter, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur
dioxide (WHO 2005). The US EPA has National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
six principal pollutants: carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, and
sulfur dioxide. A complete Air Quality index for the EPI would contain a metric for each of these
compounds, in addition to other pollutants such as benzene.

However, due to significant data gaps, the 2008 EPI features only two of these pollutants as air
quality metrics: ground-level ozone and sulfur dioxide. Others will be incorporated in later

indices as better datasets become available.

Regional Ozone

Ozone accumulates about 15 to 50 kilometers above the surface of the Earth in a protective layer
that reflects ultraviolet radiation. Ground-level accumulations of ozone, however, are dangerous
to living organisms. Ozone can corrosively damage plant surfaces and irritate animal tissues.
Plants can also directly absorb ozone through their pores, which can severely inhibit their
functioning and growth. Thus ozone has the potential to degrade overall ecosystem health and
reduce crop productivity.

The ecological ozone metric seeks to specifically assess the impact of ozone on ecosystems.
Ozone’s human health effects are measured separately in the environmental health category.

Our ecological ozone indicator measures the extent to which very high ozone concentrations are
present during the vegetative growing season. Because ozone acutely affects plant growth and
development, the growing season and daylight intensity are important factors in this metric. For
the 2008 EPI we determined ozone exposure during summer daylight hours. Ozone’s negative
effects on plants are most acute at particularly high levels or prolonged exposures. The parameter
that we chose for assessing the critical level of ozone exposure for vegetation is the Accumulated
Ozone Threshold of 40 parts per billion (ppb). Our target comes from the International
Cooperative Programme on Effects of Air Pollution on Natural Vegetation and Crops and
stipulates that long-term ozone exposure should not exceed 3000 ppb-hours over the three-month
summer period (Mauzerall and Wong 2001). The 3000 ppb-hour figure is calculated by summing
the ppb exposures for all hours that exceed the minimal 40 ppb threshold. For example, an hour
of 50 ppb exposure and another hour of 40 ppb exposure sum to 90 “ppb-hours.”

Sulfur Dioxide Emissions

Sulfur dioxide is the major cause of acid rain, a well-publicized phenomenon that degrades trees,
crops, water, soil, and buildings and monuments. SO, can also increase the level of inhalable
particulates if it undergoes certain atmospheric reactions.

The sulfur dioxide indicator included in the 2008 EPI is based on estimates of emissions
compiled by the Netherlands Environment Assessment Agency’s Emission Database for Global
Atmospheric Research (EDGAR). This database contains global emissions inventories of
greenhouse gases from anthropogenic sources measured in the year 2000.
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There are no internationally agreed standards for sulfur dioxide emissions, and the development
of uniform sulfur dioxide emissions targets is controversial for several reasons. First, local
concentrations of sulfur dioxide can still be high in areas with uniform emissions, because
migration of sulfur dioxide from outside sources can significantly influence local pollution levels.
Second, different ecosystems have different tolerance thresholds to sulfur dioxide. Consequently,
a given uniform emissions target can be too stringent for some localities while too lax for others.
After consulting with experts on this issue, our target for the 2008 EPI is simply and uniformly 0
sulfur dioxide emissions.

Results and Analysis

Small and lesser-developed countries received the highest scores in this category, which is
correlated with their low levels of industrial pollution. However, proximity to target was
generally high in this category, with 130 nations scoring above 80 points. High performance
overall magnifies the low performance of countries at the bottom of the ranking, such as China
and the United States, which both received scores below 45.

One of the primary conclusions that can be drawn from the sulfur dioxide ranking is that among
developed nations, the European Union has set and kept much more ambitious sulfur dioxide
reduction targets than its economic peers. The United States hasn’t revised its sulfur dioxide
targets since 1990, which is consistent with its poor score.

The ecological ozone rankings are much less straightforward than the sulfur dioxide rankings.
Ground-level ozone concentrations are a function of various factors including elevation,
meteorological conditions, industrial emissions, and biomass burning. One example of how this
complexity can impact rank is the performance of countries in Central Africa. These countries
perform poorly despite having low industrial emissions because of their high levels of biomass
burning. Furthermore, certain regions may accumulate high ozone levels if they’re located in
geologic basins that collect emissions from neighboring regions.

Blueprint for Future Measurement

Both indicators in this section have methodological issues that need to be resolved. For example,
the question of whether to use daily averages or hourly maximums of pollutant concentrations is
still unresolved, and may vary depending on the pollutant in question. Whether or not to weight
data by population is another debatable question that lacks a definitive answer. In terms of sulfur
dioxide emissions specifically, in future editions of the EPI we would prefer to look at
concentrations relative to the buffering capacity of specific ecosystems. Different environments
have varying degrees of ecological resistance to sulfur dioxide, but there is no data currently
available that reflects this.

Ecological ozone and sulfur dioxide emissions are important indicators of air quality but do not
give a complete picture of the ecosystem effects of air pollution. Several other hazardous
pollutants such as nitrogen oxides should ideally be tracked using similar global metrics. Like
sulfur dioxide, they are known to react with volatile atmospheric compounds to produce smog
and acid rain. However, they were excluded in the 2008 EPI due to insufficient data.
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In addition to the need for global datasets on a wider range of air pollutants, modeling systems
and methods for integrating empirical and modeled data need improvement. The benefit of
models is that they are able to generate values for large spatial domains. Due to the lack of
empirical backing, however, the use of purely modeled values is still controversial. More
research on effectively combining empirically collected data from air monitoring facilities with
model-generated data is needed within the field.

An ideal performance measure for air pollution would include emissions quantities, the mapping
of pollutant movement, the ecological sensitivity to pollutants by area, and level of clear policy
commitments to emissions reduction. The European Union can be upheld as a model in this
regard because it actually meets all of these monitoring goals. However, there are no global
datasets with all of these measures, so it is currently impossible to be as precise as we would like.

4.3 Water Pollution & Ecosystems

Policy Focus

Water is vital to the survival of ecosystems. In turn, ecosystems help regulate the quantity and
quality of water necessary for the survival of all species. Policies that ensure water quality are
critical for numerous reasons, including the need to protect aquatic biodiversity and drinking
water sources. The development of a composite index of water quantity and water quality will
allow for assessment of the overall adequacy of inland surface water resources for aquatic
ecosystem health. There are currently no internationally recognized targets for pollutant
concentrations in water supplies that are designed to protect either human or ecosystem health.
Nor are there globally uniform standards for the unsustainable extraction of water resources from
surface or ground water sources for economic activities or human needs. These two areas, called
water quality and water stress, are in dire need of greater international policy attention. This
section of the EPI focuses on the ecological aspects of these critical water issues.

Increasing demands to supply water for domestic, agricultural, and/or industrial use to a growing
population has extensively modified inland waters (UNEP GEMS/Water 2006), leading to
habitat and biodiversity loss, pollution, the introduction of invasive species, and the construction
of dams and levees (which themselves impact water quality). The monitoring of water quality on
a global basis is essential to the identification of areas with declining water quality and to the
establishment of successful best practices.

Data Availability

Water issues are, by nature, interdisciplinary and multi-faceted. No single index can provide
comprehensive information about water availability, use, quality, and equity. The 2008 EPI
contains two indicators, one for Water Quality based on data for the five commonly evaluated
water quality factors (dissolved oxygen, pH, conductivity, and the nutrients nitrogen and
phosphorus), and one for Water Stress based on oversubscription of water resources.

The availability, quality, and regional resolution and dissemination of water data all have serious
limitations. Aggregating different measures into a single metric is attractive, but single aggregate
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measures can be misleading and uninformative. Composite metrics are more valuable and
flexible, allowing different kinds of comparisons to be made at different regional scales.

Comprehensive water-use data are particularly hard to find. For example, in regions where water
is shared internationally, nations are tempted to restrict information when there is a perceived
political advantage in doing so. We have previously commented on this problem (Gleick 2000),
and believe that open sharing of water data is critical for proper and effective water planning and
management. Further, the development of informative, comprehensive metrics is not possible
unless data are collected and shared. Last, some water uses or needs are currently unquantified or
unquantifiable. Nevertheless, these water uses and activities will eventually need to be quantified
if they are to be included in measures of water quality and overall availability. Excluding them
from analysis would mean excluding critical factors related to human and ecological well-being.

Water Quality

Many different physical, chemical, and biological parameters can be used to measure water
quality. The water quality parameters chosen for the 2008 EPI, which are from the Water Quality
Index (WATQI), were selected for two reasons. First, they are good indicators of specific issues
relevant on a global basis (eutrophication, nutrient pollution, acidification, and salinization).
Second, they are the most consistently reported.

The United Nations GEMS/Water Programme maintains the only global database of water
quality for inland waters. GEMStat is the online global database of water quality maintained by
GEMS/Water that has almost 4 million entries for lakes, reservoirs, rivers, and groundwater
systems from more than 3,000 monitoring stations. While the GEMS/Water database is the most
comprehensive global database of water quality, there are still gaps in country coverage.

Five water quality parameters were chosen for the 2008 EPI: Dissolved oxygen, pH,
Conductivity, Total nitrogen, and Total phosphorus. Dissolved oxygen is the measure of free (i.e.,
not chemically combined) oxygen dissolved in water. It is essential to the metabolism of all
aerobic aquatic organisms and at reduced levels has been shown to cause both lethal and
sublethal effects. The measure of the acidity or alkalinity of a water vody, pH, is an important
parameter of water quality in inland waters in that it can affect aquatic organisms both directly
through impairing respiration, growth and development of fish, and indirectly, through
increasing the bioavailability of certain metals such as aluminum and nickel. Conductivity is a
measure of the ability of water to carry an electric current, which is dependent on the presence of
ions. Increases in conductivity can lead to ecosystem changes that reduce biodiversity and alter
community composition. (Weber-Scannell and Duffy, 2007). Nitrogen and phosphorus are
naturally-occurring elements essential for all living organisms and are often found in growth-
limiting concentrations in aquatic environments. Increases in nitrogen and/or phosphorus in
natural waters, largely as a result of human activities in the drainage basin (e.g., from agricultural
runoff from manure and synthetic fertilizers or from municipal and industrial wastewater
discharge), can result in increased biological productivity of a water body.

The Water Quality indicator is a proximity-to-target composite of water quality, adjusted for

monitoring stations’ density in each country, with the maximum score of 100. Data were
available to compute indicator values for 94 countries. For countries where no values could be
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computed using available data, a regional imputed value was used. Water Quality was imputed
for a total of 138 countries.

Water Stress

Water Stress is calculated as the percentage of a country’s territory affected by oversubscription
of water resources. The 2008 EPI utilizes data from the University of New Hampshire’s Water
Systems Analysis Group. The target for each country is to have no area of their territory affected
by oversubscription. Water use is represented by local demands summed by domestic, industrial,
and agricultural water withdrawals and then divided by available water supply to yield an index
of local relative water use. A high degree of oversubscription is indicated when the water use is
more than 40% of available supply (WMO, 1997).

Results and Analysis

New Zealand, Finland, Lithuania, Latvia, and Slovenia have the highest ranking water quality
among the 149 countries examined, with index scores ranging from 96 to 99. By comparison, the
countries with the lowest ranking water quality included Kuwait, Yemen, Syria, Saudi Arabia,
and United Arab Emirates, all with scores of zero.

The majority of top-ranked nations are European, although the highest-ranked New Zealand is an
exception. Many of these countries have numerous data collection locations and/or enhanced
awareness of, and cooperation on, water quality protection. In the middle of the pack, along with
Indonesia and Myanmar, are the United States, the Netherlands, France, and China. Note,
however, that much of the surface water in some countries, such as the Netherlands, is derived
from upstream countries; the poor water quality detected in the Netherlands is at least in part due
to pressures placed on water quality outside of the country’s borders. In others, intensive
industrial sectors negatively affect water quality. Many of the countries with the lowest rankings
are geographically located in arid regions or suffer from conflict or other such stresses. Some of
these countries lack sufficient data, while others, with all five data points reported, simply suffer
from dismal water quality due to factors such as poor management and lack of sanitation or
pollution mitigation systems.

Forty-two countries meet the target set by the Water Stress indicator, including many Central
American and northern European nations, as well as some African nations. Many other nations
come very close to meeting the 100 score, including Russia and numerous Asian and western
European countries such as the Philippines, Viet Nam, France, and the United Kingdom. The
United States, China, and the Netherlands have scores in the seventies, along with Djibouti,
Zimbabwe, and Iraq.

Overall, arid and semi-arid countries perform poorly. The percent of territory that is
oversubscribed is in these regions at least in part determined by climatic factors and natural
endowments, with many arid countries showing more than 50% of their territories
oversubscribed. Yemen, Armenia, Jordan, Israel, and Kuwait rank the lowest in this category,
with a wide spread from zero (Kuwait) to 38 (Yemen). Other countries with low rankings include
Australia, Belgium, Spain, India, and numerous African nations. Also, densely settled or
agricultural exporting countries also show high levels of deposition due to high-input agriculture.
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These include Mexico, China, Australia, the United States, and Argentina. Water use in the
agricultural sector is the most significant factor contributing to oversubscription.

Finland, New Zealand, Latvia, Slovenia, and Sweden, along with other more-industrialized
northeastern European nations, have the highest combined water rankings, with scores ranging
from 94 to almost 99. Uruguay, Laos, Croatia, Canada, and the United Kingdom also rank high,
as did island nations such as Indonesia, Japan, and Fiji. Some of these nations have ample and/or
extremely pristine water reserves. Others have strong water quality protection programs in place,
are located in non-arid regions, or have low population density.

The United States ranks 57th, in close company with Cuba, Russia, Kenya, China, and
Venezuela. Many of the lower ranked nations are those in arid or conflict-riddled regions,
including Jordan, Armenia, Iraq, Israel, and Cote d’Ivoire. Some of the lower rankings are also
due to intensive agriculture or resource extraction processes, or simply to the lack of available
data, such as the case with Kuwait.

Blueprint for Future Measurement

EPI 2008 provides a valuable snapshot of surface water issues for the countries for which data
were available. However, the obvious lesson learned is the need for improvement in data scope,
availability, reliability, and quality for indicators of Water Quality and Water Stress. Recent data
from additional countries for all of the parameters included here are needed to better track and
rank environmental performance as it relates to water quality and quantity on a global scale.

Increased global demand for fresh water will make achieving targets for the two water indicators
increasingly difficult. Non-water policy pressures — air pollution, land management, poverty
alleviation measures, etc. — can greatly affect many aspects of water quality and quantity, thus
making the prioritization of water resource protection and management a prerequisite to the
success of these exogenous development efforts. As populations and demands on water resources
continue to grow globally, countries must implement serious reforms to both water policy and
exogenous policies that affect water.

Growing demand for freshwater availability, in conjunction with the global push to meet the UN
Millennium Development Goals for hunger, water, and sanitation, suggests that the target of zero
percent oversubscribed territory will be difficult if not impossible to meet. However, continued
over-abstraction (and particularly abstraction of fossil ground water) cannot be sustained
indefinitely. More effective measuring, reporting, and tracking of global water quality and
quantity, on a country-by-country basis, must occur in order to better inform policymaking and
international efforts toward sustainably meeting the Millennium Development Goals and the
basic needs of all species.

4.4 Biodiversity & Habitat

Policy Focus

16-Jun-2008 52



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Human activities have altered the world’s terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems
throughout history, but in the last 50 years the extent and pace of these changes has soared,
resulting in what the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment calls “a substantial and largely
irreversible loss in the diversity of life on Earth” (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005).

The number of species at risk of extinction — 16,306 species of plants and animals listed as
threatened globally — clearly reflects this loss of diversity. Biodiversity — plants, animals,
microorganisms and the ecological processes that interconnect them — forms the planet’s natural
productivity. Protecting biodiversity ensures a that wide range of “ecosystem services” like flood
control and soil renewal, the production of commodities such as food and new medicines, and
finally, spiritual and aesthetic fulfillment, will remain available for current and future generations.

Conventional management approaches have focused on individual resources, such as timber or
fish production, rather than on ecosystems as a whole. Metrics to measure performance have
similarly been limited to simple output quantities (e.g., metric tons of fish caught). Recently
policy goals have shifted away from this sectoral approach to managing natural resources. The
result has been additional legislation aimed at maintaining the health and integrity of entire
ecosystems, known as the “ecosystem approach.” In addition to measuring the protection of
highly endangered species, the 2008 EPI uses indicators that measure large-scale habitat
conversion and the effective protected area conservation of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems as
a whole.

Data Availability

Global information about the distribution of biodiversity, the condition of species and natural
ecosystems, and the major stresses to ecosystems is not readily accessible. Existing information
tends to be locally focused, inconsistently formatted across studies, and dispersed across many
scientific publications and databases. Moreover, because of disparities in data quality and
availability by country, comparisons of biodiversity conservation on a global level often rely on
data obtained through remote sensing. Many countries collect more detailed national-level data,
however it generally is not suitable for the purposes of a global comparison. In response to this
problem, some regions, such as the European Union, have begun establishing standards and
protocols for biodiversity data collection. However even among countries participating in these
efforts, significant information gaps remain. Because of these data gaps, the 2008 EPI
biodiversity indicators are based on remotely-sensed data.

A consequence of the types of data available is that currently most indicators must measure
biodiversity indirectly. The majority of viable indicators reflect stresses on ecosystems rather
that actual measures of ecosystem condition. Similarly, available indicators tend to demonstrate
threats to individual species rather than long-term population trends.

Data quality and availability also vary by ecosystem. For example, more information is available
for assessing terrestrial ecosystems and resources than aquatic ones. A lack of viable aquatic
indicators is especially pronounced for freshwater systems. Data availability and indicator
development also vary by the level of biodiversity observed. Specifically, spatial and empirical
data exist for indicators that measure biodiversity on the habitat level, but indicators of species
and genetic diversity are more limited in scope. Consequently, the 2008 EPI emphasizes habitat
protection instead of species or genetic conservation.
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Conservation Risk Index

Human activity has dramatically changed the global landscape. Human use has converted
approximately 21.8% of the world’s land area (Hoekstra et al. 2005). However, rates of land
conversion have not affected all biomes equally. While tropical dry forests and temperate
grasslands have experienced dramatic levels of conversion, tundra and boreal forests remain
largely untouched (Hoekstra et al. 2005). The Conservation Risk Index (CRI) compares the area
of each terrestrial biome in a country that has been converted to other land uses (e.g., for
example conversion from forests to cropland) to the area of each biome that is under protection.
This indicator represents a more comprehensive measure of whether countries protect their
natural environments on the same spatial scale as the habitats being converted.

The CRI provides a ratio of converted lands to protected lands for each terrestrial biome within a
country. It is also based on two 1-kilometer global spatial datasets: the World Database on
Protected Areas 2007 (WDPA 2007), which reports the location and distribution of protected
areas, and the Global Land Cover 2000 (GLC 2000), which compares the areas of natural habitat
converted to human uses to those not converted. Percent area converted is calculated by
comparing land area classified as “cultivated,” “managed,” or “under artificial surfaces” versus
unconverted land area as reported in the GLC 2000. Our target is the global average of 1:2
(protected: converted) per terrestrial biome within a country. Sixteen biomes are included in the
conservation risk index. Performance is capped at 50% protection by area for each biome, to
ensure that the above-target performance of a country in one biome does not mask its below-
target performance in another.

Effective Protected Area Conservation

Establishing protected areas has been a leading and widespread terrestrial ecosystem
conservation strategy for decades. As a result, data on the location and extent of protected areas
is some of the most consistent data across countries. Signatories to the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) agreed to a policy target of protecting 10% of terrestrial, freshwater, and marine
habitats within each country. However, despite increases in designation of protected areas,
species extinction and ecosystem function loss continue. This is primarily because counties
designate protected areas in response to international pressure, but fail to enforce status or
properly manage protected areas. In order to avoid rewarding the creation of these “paper parks,”
the effective protected area conservation index assesses both the quantity (area) and quality of
protected areas.

The effective protected area conservation index assigns points for each terrestrial biome, or type
of habitat, protected within a country. This index was calculated by spatially overlaying two 1-
kilometer grid spatial datasets: the World Database on Protected Areas (2007) and the Wildlife
Conservation Society Human Influence Index (also called the Human Footprint). By combining
these global datasets, the index measures how much habitat within protected areas is actually
intact or relatively intact. We consider areas within a designated protected area that have a high
human footprint (incompatible with biodiversity) to be unprotected, despite their status on paper.
Based on the target set by the CBD, our target is 10% protection of each terrestrial biome within
a country. Sixteen biomes are included in the indicator. In order to ensure that the above target
performance for a country in one biome does not mask the below-target performance for the
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country in another, we capped the maximum performance at 10% protection by area for each
biome.

Critical Habitat Protection

Indices that investigate species conservation by country can be difficult to develop. This is partly
due to the fact that for countries with larger natural endowments, there are greater conservation
burdens both in terms of absolute numbers and percentages of total species to protect. Moreover,
species are assessed as threatened on the basis of their global conservation status. This means
that even if a country takes extensive measures to protect a species in its own territory, it might
still rank poorly on an index that looks at the percentage of globally endangered species. This
indicator is designed to provide rigorous insight into the protection of highly endangered species
on an international level. It catalogs whether countries provide critical habitat protection for
species identified as endangered by the Alliance for Zero Extinction (AZE).

The Alliance for Zero Extinction is a joint initiative of 52 biodiversity conservation
organizations. It aims to prevent extinctions by identifying and safeguarding key sites selected as
the remaining refuges of one or more Endangered or Critically Endangered species, as identified
by the IUCN Red List criteria. The IUCN standard provides a consistent approach for AZE site
designation across the world. Because of the rigorous criteria used to assign AZE sites, this
indicator provides a good measure of how many gravely endangered species are receiving
immediate conservation protection. Our target is the protection of 100% of sites, with the
justification that there are a finite number of sites and the species in question are highly
endangered. Countries with no AZE sites on their territories have total scores averaged around
this indicator.

Marine Protected Areas

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are the aquatic equivalent of terrestrial reserves. They are
legally set aside for protection from human disturbances, such as fishing, industrial exploitation,
and recreational activities (depending on the type of MPA). They help alleviate fishing mortality,
reduce the harvesting of non-target species, and ensure fishing gear does not impact habitat. In
addition to protecting biodiversity, MPAs aid in the restoration of commercially viable fish
species.

The Marine Protected Areas (MPA) indicator measures the fraction of a country’s exclusive
economic zone (EEZ) it protects. Protected area criteria were taken from MPA Global, a
database developed in conjunction with the Sea Around Us Project. The indicator was calculated
by comparing the area of MPA (km?) to the country’s total area of EEZ, as reported in the Global
Maritime Boundaries database. Our target is the protection of 10% of EEZ waters, in accordance
with the goals set by the Convention on Biological Diversity. Land-locked countries with no
EEZ territory have scores averaged around this indicator (see methodology for a full discussion
of weighting).

Results and Analysis

Southern and Central Africa are well represented among biodiversity leaders, with the Central
African Republic, Botswana, Zambia, Congo, Zimbabwe, and Malawi all among the top ten
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nations. Many of the lowest performers are small island nations; 18 of the 23 Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) nations included in the Biodiversity & Habitat subcategory score below
50. Another 16 AOSIS nations lack data and could not be included. These low scores can partly
be attributed to poor remote-sensing data resolution, which can lead to an appearance of low
performance. However, many of these small island nations are legitimately poor performers.
Islands are known to frequently harbor high concentrations of unique species. At the same time,
human habitation can place more extreme resource and habitat pressures per unit land area on
small islands.

Only 8 countries are at the target level for effective protected area conservation, many of which
have large tracts of sparsely-inhabited land (e.g. Greenland, Saudi Arabia). In general, large
countries perform well on effective protected area conservation, with Greenland, Saudi Arabia,
the United States, Brazil, Russia, Australia, and Canada all earning scores of 70 or higher.
Effective protected area conservation and the conservation risk index (CRI) are loosely
correlated, although considerably more countries (38) meet the CRI target. Overall performance
is higher in CRI because, unlike the effective protected area conservation index, it does not
penalize insufficient protection of target biomes. Exceptions include some developed countries
such as the United States and New Zealand, which long ago converted the vast majority of their
highly productive biomes (for example grasslands), but now effectively conserve the remainder.

Performance on the critical habitat protection index is unrelated to either effective protected are
conservation or CRI. A large percentage of AZE sites occur in the Caribbean and Central and
South America, but of these countries only Costa Rica, Montserrat, the Dominican Republic and
Venezuela protect above 50% of their sites. Guatemala is a notable underperformer in the region,
protecting none of its 10 sites. Throughout the world other notable examples include Tanzania,
protecting 8 of 9 sites, and Indonesia, which only fully protects 2 of its 29 sites.

Only 5 countries — Jordan, Ecuador, the Dominican Republic, Cameroon, and Germany, protect
the target of 10% of their EEZ waters, and only 9 countries earn scores of above 50. This low

performance may represent slower trends to prioritize marine habitat.

Blueprint for Future Measurement

Achieving fine-scale resolution is a problem for data acquired by remote sensing techniques,
particularly when assessing small islands and countries. Poor data resolution can lead to an
effective absence of data and, even when data is available, small spatial errors can translate to
large percentages of areas in question and thus skewed results. We envision that future EPI
measurements may be able to take advantage of a new, global, finer-resolution dataset that is
currently in development — the GLOBCOVER project. GLOBCOVER uses 300m MERIS
(Medium Resolution Imaging Spectrometer Instrument) data, which will provide almost 10 times
more information than previous datasets.

Even more important than increasing spatial resolution is increasing database continuity over
time. Currently, no two global land cover datasets from different time periods can be confidently
compared. The ability to identify land cover and land use trends from remotely sensed data in a
timely manner is key to tracking performance. For example, many areas have been deforested in
the past but are now relatively stable (e.g., the southern Brazilian Atlantic Forests), while others
are undergoing rapid change (e.g., Borneo). Data from the satellite-based MODIS sensor is now
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being examined for temporal patterns, but so far it has only been processed for forests. The
ability to confidently compare data from different time points is the single most important
methodological issue for the development of future global biodiversity metrics.

Developing metrics to apply the effective protected area conservation index and the conservation
risk index to freshwater ecosystems is also strongly recommended. Basic information on the
distribution and health of different aquatic biomes, such as salt marshes, seagrass beds,
headwater streams, and wetlands, is still missing. Additionally, there are no agreed upon targets
of what level of “intactness” of freshwater systems is sustainable or sufficient. The lack of data
and performance targets in freshwater and marine ecosystems limits the use of this and similar
indicators within the EPI.

Other indicators that are currently being developed and used to monitor progress towards the
Convention on Biological Diversity’s 2010 Targets show promise, as they can be applied on both
global and national levels. These include the Living Planet Index developed by World Wide
Fund for Nature (WWF) and the Zoological Society of London (ZSL), and the Red List Index
developed by The World Conservation Union (IUCN ) and ZSL. The Living Planet Index looks
at trends in the abundance of vertebrate species from the terrestrial, freshwater, and marine
realms. The Living Planet Index also has the potential to look at trends in subsets of the
vertebrate population, such as migratory species, those dependent on a particular ecosystem, or
those impacted by different land uses. The IUCN Red List Index measures the changing state of
global biodiversity. It has been calculated for birds, amphibians, and mammals and can help
track progress in averting species’ extinction risk. Some countries have begun to adapt these
indices for national assessments, and it is possible that they could be incorporated in future
editions of the EPI.

4.5 Productive Natural Resources
This policy category is divided into three subcategories: Agriculture, Fisheries, and Forestry.

Each of these three sectors faces a set of unique management challenges, often stemming from
excessive resource demand, waste, or damaging methods of exploitation.

4.5.1 Forestry

Policy Focus

Forests cover almost 30% of the Earth’s terrestrial surface (FAO 2006). They harbor much of the
world’s biodiversity, provide invaluable ecosystem services such as the production of
atmospheric oxygen, and are a major productive resource for commodities ranging from
traditional medicines and food to wood and paper. In certain regions, forested areas are being
cleared at very high rates. The highest rates of deforestation are occurring in the tropics of
Southeast Asia, South America, and Africa. Forest planting, the natural expansion of forests, and
landscape restoration are only partially offsetting these losses. Most recently, forests have taken
on a critical role in discussions about climate change. Because forests store carbon dioxide in
their biomass and soils, current deforestation trends are now contributing to approximately one
fifth of total annual global carbon emissions (IPCC, 2007). Forest management policies must
balance environmental concerns with commercial activities. One of the major barriers to
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establishing sustainable forest practices is the lack of long-term monitoring systems to regularly
assess the performance and condition of forests. Even when the scope is limited only to
commercial wood production, experts have struggled for many decades to develop cost-effective
methods for measuring forest resources and products. The forestry metric included in the 2008
EPI is meant to be a starting point for measuring forest management on an international scale. Its
inclusion highlights the importance of forests as a global resource as well as the need for more
robust international monitoring efforts.

Data Availability

Currently only 10% of the world’s forested area has been assessed by field-based National Forest
Inventories, which is the primary source of national-level forest data (Holmgren 2007). One of
the standard measures of existing forest conditions is the calculation of “growing stock.” This
value is defined as a forest’s standing volume of wood biomass of trees above a certain size (thus
excluding the youngest and smallest trees).

The only source of country-by-country data for growing stock is the Global Forest Resources
Assessment (GFRA), most recently conducted in 2005 (FAO 2006a). Even though other sources
of regional growing stock data exist, the advantage of the GFRA is that it provides a consistent
reporting format across countries and is recognized as the main global reporting process. It also
provides the only global datasets for the value of both wood and non-wood forest products. No
global data sets exist for the value of ecosystem services provided by forests. Within the GFRA,
there are significant variations in data quality between countries due to differences in data
collection methodology or differences in the frequency of measurements. One of the
fundamental inconsistencies is that countries are allowed to choose what they consider to be a
minimum tree size for inclusion in the growing stock measure. Countries also individually
establish the height to which they calculate the volume and branch size they wish to include in
this metric. Beyond these inconsistencies, some countries simply lack the resources to conduct
regular forest surveys. In fact, only around 50 nations have field-based inventories; the rest use
satellite data or expert estimates. Despite the shortcomings of the data, the “growing stock”
calculation of the GFRA is the only global dataset of reasonable quality to include in the 2008
EPI forest indicator.

Though there are many areas of concern when measuring the sustainability of forest management,
the core issue is whether forests are being cut at a faster rate than they are regrowing. There are
many different potential variables that could go into an indicator measuring forest sustainability.
The United Nations Forum on Forests has outlined seven such principal areas of concern, which
are also the key foci in the UN Food and Agriculture Organization’s Global Forest Resources
Assessment (GFRA). A much more extensive list of over 400 sustainability variables, crafted as
an extension of the Pan-European Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management, is
used as a foundation by the Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe
(MCPFE, 2007).

While capturing these variables in a forest management indicator would be ideal, only a handful
of countries have sufficiently developed forest monitoring systems to produce meaningful
reports on these criteria. As such, they are currently not usable for the purposes of a global,
standardized assessment of performance. Having considered the limitations of global datasets,
the only metric consistently available for reliable use in the 2008 EPI is the GFRA growing stock
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measure. Therefore the environmental performance of a country’s forestry sector is measured by
a change in growing stock, represented as the Growing Stock Change indicator.

Growing Stock

Growing stock is defined as the standing volume of the trees in a forest above a certain minimum
size. Higher growing stock signifies more standing biomass, which often translates to better
forest conditions. But it is important to note that standing tree volume alone is not a sufficient
metric for detailed analysis of forest health. For example, future wood supply is highly
dependent on the diversity and distribution of tree species and ages within tree stands. These are
also critical parameters for maintaining biodiversity. If carbon sequestration is the major
question of interest, the amount of carbon sequestered in the soil must also be examined, which
may not be directly correlated to a forest’s tree volume. Another specific objection to using
growing stock can be that converting primary forests to forest plantations may increase tree
volume, but degrade overall ecological conditions. It is also uncertain whether plantations
actually match natural forests with equal tree volume. Furthermore, the value of plantations
varies significantly depending on how wood is valued relative to biodiversity in the local context.
For the purposes of target selection in this metric, it is assumed that an increase in growing stock
indicates improving forest conditions while a decrease in growing stock indicates degrading
forest conditions. The 2008 EPI target is zero change in growing stock as calculated by FAO in
the years 2000-2005. This is consistent with the logic that cutting forests faster than their rate of
regrowth is an unsustainable and environmentally harmful policy.

Results and Analysis

Over half of the countries ranked in the EPI achieve or exceed the target of zero change in
growing stock. This is consistent with the fact that deforestation is a regional rather than global
trend. While high rates of deforestation exist in many tropical countries, total forest volume is
increasing globally. Nevertheless, the final scores do not highlight all the nations with known
deforestation problems.

Island nations and major timber suppliers of tropical hardwoods are expected to score poorly.
Consistent with this expectation, Indonesia is in fact at the very bottom of the list, sharing a score
of ‘0’ with Burundi and Togo. Nations such as Afghanistan, Pakistan, Benin, Nigeria, and
Mauritania, which are known to have problems with illegal logging, also score poorly. The
countries reporting the highest percentage losses in growing stock are mostly, but not all, smaller
nations or nations with small forest areas. Again, losses exceeding 10% in a 5-year period would
be extraordinary, but could occur if land use change were fast enough in a country of small forest
area.

Countries doing particularly well are either those successfully protecting what little natural forest
they have (e.g. Australia, Yemen, Israel, Saudi Arabia), or countries that cut down most of their
forests in the past and thus have few forests to manage for growing stock. Countries with very
low population density, like Russia and Columbia, also obtained high scores.
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There are most likely some countries that received high scores due to misreporting. Expert
estimates generally cannot accurately measure illegal logging and fuel wood harvesting, and so it
is probable that many countries have received overly optimistic scores.

A total of 62 countries reported increases in forest growing stock over the period 2000-2005.
Several of these increases seem large for a 5-year period, but they would be possible if a large
measure of “ingrowth” is occurring. Ingrowth is the increase in inventory that results from small
trees just passing the threshold for inclusion in the growing stock volume calculation. Ingrowth
can be significant if there is abundant young growth.

Blueprint for Future Measurements

Forest metrics required for making policy decisions should give a clear sense of long-term trends
in forest conditions. Ideal datasets would be made up of consistently collected measurements
taken each year in order to capture the direction of change with high resolution. Furthermore,
these data should be processed through international institutions that apply a standardized
methodology for collecting data. A single forest assessment is simply not sufficient for
determining the sustainability of management practices. An improvement in the consistency of
national-level monitoring and reporting of forest data is therefore a top priority.

Immediate data priorities for future versions of the EPI include:

o Improving growing stock data by using a standardized methodology across all countries,
such as high resolution satellite imagery;

o Estimating illegal logging;

e Measuring the value of environmental services: calculating the value of non-timber forest
products, including ecosystem services, may stimulate political focus on these often
ignored economic values;

e More nuanced evaluation of trends in natural forest vs. plantations and their social,
economic, and ecological impacts; and,

o Improving measures of change in forest ecosystems of major environmental concern,
such as for example mangroves or forests in major global “conservation hotspots.”

45.2 Fisheries

Policy Focus

Fisheries are in crisis around the world. Over 70% of all fisheries are over-exploited or fished to
capacity (FAO 2006). At the current rate of exploitation, most are predicted to collapse by mid-
century (Worm 2006). A concerted global effort to move to a sustainable system of management
is needed to avoid devastating effects on the health and stability of marine ecosystems as well as
the endangerment of a food source that is integral to worldwide food security.

The state of fisheries can also be used as a proxy indicator for the overall health of marine
environments. For an ecosystem to be resilient it must have robust populations of a variety of
species, from large predators at the top of the food chain to filter-feeding mollusks towards the
bottom. Fishing has historically culled top predators first and then continued down the food
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chain to species that were formerly not considered fit for human consumption. Cutting off the top
of the pyramid in this way creates a less diverse environment that is much more susceptible to
disease epidemics and can lead to long-lasting changes in species composition. For example, the
Caribbean is currently undergoing a phase shift from coral reef to algal dominated systems. This
shift is caused at least in part by fishing pressure on herbivorous fish.

Beyond environmental concerns, fisheries are also a major source of human livelihoods and food
supply. They provide 16% of the world’s dietary protein consumption (WHO/FAO, 2003) and
for many, constitute the only affordable source of protein. The demand for high-quality seafood
is also increasing in the developed world, which has placed further pressure on marine resources
and fueled the expansion of aquaculture.

Because fish populations often cross national borders, the indicators developed for the 2008 EPI
do not focus on the health of specific fish stocks. It is difficult to quantify to what extent a
particular country is contributing to the decline of a fish stock that is internationally exploited.
Rather, the goal of the chosen indicators is to measure the sustainability of each individual
country’s fishing practices within its exclusive economic zone (EEZ).

Data Availability

Many of the global datasets on fisheries are out of date or incomplete. Major data sources
employed in this section of the 2008 EPI were the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization’s (FAO) fishing vessel database and the Sea Around Us Project’s fish landings
database and Marine Trophic Index values. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) areas were taken
from the Global Maritime Boundaries database, which was calculated using standard GIS
protocols.

Though the FAO vessel database is used in one of this section’s indicators, it should be noted

that it is somewhat out of date. Some data have not been updated since 1996. Gaps in data also
exist simply because not all countries have major fisheries and many have no coastal access at all.
For countries missing fishery data, the productive natural resource score was constructed by
averaging around the missing data.

Marine Trophic Index

The Marine Trophic Index (MTI) is used to measure the degree to which countries are “fishing
down the food chain,” i.e., catching smaller and smaller fish within their exclusive economic
zones (Pauly 1999). It is considered to be a measure of overall ecosystem health and stability, but
also serves as a proxy measure for overfishing. Human fishing practices have tended to start at
the top of food webs — culling large, predatory fish before moving down to lower trophic levels.
When the average trophic value of a marine ecosystem is low it indicates that many of the large
predators have been removed through excessive fishing pressure.

The consequences of moving to a lower average Marine Trophic Index include lower ecosystem
complexity, which can make the system more susceptible to disease and more sensitive to the
pressures of fishing or climate change. A lack of species and genetic diversity means there are
fewer variants with potential resistance to new environmental challenges. Overall, low MTIs put
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fisheries at much greater risk of collapse (Pauly 2006). The Convention on Biological Diversity
has also identified the Marine Trophic Index as a key measure for setting biodiversity targets.

To calculate the Marine Trophic Index, each fish or invertebrate species is assigned a number
based on its location in the food chain. Carnivores are assigned high numbers, and herbivores
lower ones. The Index is calculated from datasets of commercial fish landings by averaging
trophic levels for the overall catch.

For the purposes of the Marine Trophic Index indicator used in the 2008 EPI, we are interested in
monitoring the direction of change in average trophic index over the last several decades. The
Sea Around Us website has data from 1970-2005. We measured the slope of the trend line and
set the target score as zero, i.e. no further decline in trophic level.

Trawling Intensity

Bottom trawling is a common method for catching bottom-dwelling species such as shrimp and
flounder. This involves dragging heavy gear across the sea floor, which destroys habitats and
captures many non-target species. Bottom trawling equipment has been described as the most
destructive fishing gear in use today (Watson 2006). Boats are equipped with large, heavy nets
that are dragged across the living seafloor. The nets are held open at the front by a metal beam or
by large “doors,” which can weigh several tons and are designed to scour the bottom as the trawl
is dragged along. This process takes a heavy toll on the natural habitats of the sea floor, breaking
off brittle bottom fauna such as sponges and corals.

In addition to disrupting the living seafloor, trawling kills large numbers of animals as by-catch,
the accidental harvest of untargeted species such as other fish and invertebrate species, marine
mammals, seabirds, and turtles. Some of this by-catch is retained for sale, but a portion of it is
returned to the sea as discards, usually dead or dying. Bottom trawled fisheries have the highest
discards rates of all fisheries.

The habitat destruction caused by trawling directly affects the human communities that depend
on marine resources for food and income. When nursery habitats such as seagrass beds are
destroyed, the entire local environment is impacted and the productivity of local fisheries
decreases.

The 2008 EPI Trawling Intensity indicator consists of the percentage of the shelf area in each
country’s EEZ that is fished using trawling. There are no direct data available for the area
trawled on a country-by-country basis. However, fish landings data are acceptable as a proxy for
each country’s fishing fleet. Thus trawling ships can be counted and incorporated into this
trawling metric. The target level selected for this indicator is 0% area trawled, reflecting the
opinion that any use of this fishing method is ecologically undesirable.

Results and Analysis

Nations that performed very well across both indicators include a proportionally large number of
small island states. This finding is believed to be largely the result of economic constraints. The
majority of these nations lack the vessels and other capital to exert ecologically unsustainable
amounts of fishing effort. Other high performers include Central American nations such as Costa
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Rica, Nicaragua, Honduras, and Panama. Several West African countries, including Ghana, Cote
d’Ivoire, and Benin, also have high scores in the low 90s range.-

Though this seems to confirm a correlation between highly developed economies and poor
performance on environmental metrics related to fishing, there are exceptions to this rule.
Australia and Portugal feature prominently in the top ten, while the lowest scoring nations are
Myanmar, Bangladesh, and Cambodia. These results indicate there is not a strict linear
correlation between wealth and fisheries stewardship. Denmark is one of the lowest performers,
with a score of just under four points. This is presumably due to high competition that results
from sharing the relatively small Baltic Sea. Indeed, both Denmark and Germany have among
the lowest scores for trawling intensity, which supports the theory that the two countries are in
fierce competition over limited marine resources. Generally speaking, the Trawling Intensity
indicator has a more consistent positive correlation to GDP than does the Marine Trophic Index
indicator.

Blueprint for Future Measurement

The indicators selected here give an acceptable picture of the ecological problems associated
with current fishing practices, though existing data sources can be improved. One of the most
significant improvements would be for the FAO to produce an updated version of its fishing
vessel database.

Additionally, some critical areas are entirely absent from this analysis due to lack of data. These
include the negative impacts of aquaculture as measured by the sector’s fishmeal and fish oil
consumption. Aquaculture’s primary threat to the sustainability of fisheries is its high demand
for fishmeal and fish oil, which are the major inputs to many aquafeeds. The need for
aquaculture contributes to overfishing worldwide as all of the small fish stocks used to make
these products are already fished to capacity or overexploited (FAO 2004). Right now there is no
direct data available for fishmeal usage. However, such data would be a valuable asset to
measuring the impact of aquaculture and therefore to measuring overall fishing practice
sustainability.

Environmental policy would also improve if policymakers had access to indicators that monitor
fishing practices that cause mass kills, such as dynamite fishing. Another problematic fishing
practice is long lining, which often unintentionally captures marine birds and turtles on the many
miles of baited hooks that are left unattended on the floating “long line.” A long lining metric
that captured the impact of this practice would be quite useful.

While they provide information on unsustainable fishing practies, these proposed metrics fail to
capture the socioeconomic factors that contribute to the overall sustainability of fisheries. One
important socioeconomic measure is the landed value per fisherman. This metric would give a
sense of the distribution of wealth among stakeholders. The distribution of wealth from fisheries
is notoriously unequal. In addition, government subsidies for fishing equipment and fuel are
driving a great deal of excess global fishing effort. A regularly updated database on fishing
subsidies is needed to conduct a proper assessment of their impact. Developing a metric that
tracks ecologically harmful fishing subsidies could also be a significant aid to policymakers.
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Recent work at the University of British Columbia has focused on developing broad indicators
for fisheries management and aquaculture sustainability that could be used in future editions of
the EPI if data were available for a greater number of countries. An indicator that measures
compliance with the FAO’s code of conduct for responsible fisheries could also be developed in
order to provide positive feedback for countries that make efforts to improve their practices.

4.5.3 Agriculture

Policy Focus

With a rapidly expanding global population, agriculture needs to meet the dual challenge of
increasing food production while sustaining environmental goods and services. Approximately
70% of the world’s terrestrial surface is currently at least partly devoted to agricultural uses
(LEAD 2006). According to the Pilot Analysis of Global Ecosystems (Wood et. al 2000), crop-
dominated landscapes or mosaics comprise about 30 percent of the earth’s total land area, and
only limited areas remain that are entirely unaffected by agriculture.

This agricultural boom on vast areas of the earth’s surface has an enormous impact on
ecosystems and the services they provide. Deforestation associated with agricultural land use
(Watson 2000) and the chain of activity involved in the production and consumption of livestock
(Steinfeld 2006) are each individually responsible for higher greenhouse gas emissions than the
global transport sector. Two-thirds of global freshwater is used for irrigation, with 15-30% of
withdrawals depleting water tables faster than they are naturally replenished. Moreover, many
water sources are being polluted by excessive use of fertilizers and pesticides.

The ecosystem services provided by robust biodiversity, water filtration, and land stabilization
are not only important for long-term ecosystem health; they are also the foundation for food
security and a necessary base for adaptation to climate change. With increasing demand for high
value agricultural products and a rapidly expanding population, some experts predict that world
food demand will grow by as much as 50 to 60 percent in the period from 2000 to 2030
(McMichael 1999). Within this context, it is imperative to reward farmers and countries who are
finding more sustainable ways to produce food while maintaining environmental integrity.

Agriculture is defined here to include annual and perennial crop production and livestock
production in both intensive and extensively managed systems. Key elements of ideal sustainable
agricultural practices would include:

o Protecting natural habitats in agricultural landscapes
o Environmental management for agricultural production needs
e Sustainable human livelihoods from agroecosystems
e Environmental management of the full food-fiber value chain.

The EPI strives to represent a sampling of significant and timely issues. In creating a map of
practice and effect, it helps equip governments, private sector institutions and individuals with

the knowledge necessary to make better agricultural and environmental policy decisions.

Data Availability
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In deciding what indicators to use in developing environmental parameters for agriculture, we
considered a range of issues. The key policy concerns we wanted to capture were the degradation
of land; the pollution of water and air; greenhouse gas emissions; soil degradation; biodiversity,
and land use change. Many potential indicators await the development of better datasets. The
five indicators in the Agriculture subcategory of EPI 2008 are: Cropland Intensity, Irrigation
Stress, Agricultural Subsidies, Pesticide Regulation, and Burned Land Area.

Irrigation Stress

Agriculture is by far the world’s largest use of “blue water” (freshwater from streams, lakes,
groundwater aquifers, etc.) accounting for 70% of freshwater extraction globally and as much as
80-90% in some developing countries. While irrigation is a necessary part of food production in
many regions of the world, it is essential to manage irrigation practices in a way that leaves
enough water both for human use and ecosystem services. In some cases, water efficiency can be
improved through better technology, such as drip irrigation. Appropriate crop selection is also an
important factor, as non-native water intensive crops are often grown commercially that may
deplete water levels.

The Irrigation Stress indicator (Water Stress in Irrigated Areas) is based on a measurement of
water stress developed by the University of New Hampshire Water Systems Analysis Group. By
overlaying data on irrigated areas with the measure of water stress, we were able to determine
spatially where measures of extreme water stress (WMO 1997) corresponded with irrigated areas.
Water stress is present when rates of freshwater withdrawal exceed rates of replenishment
though rainfall and natural flow. While countries can accommodate some rate of
oversubscription in an isolated region via inter-basin transfer, ultimately overdrawing a water
resource diminishes surface water, which degrades habitat for plants and animals.
Oversubscription of groundwater for irrigation also causes land subsidence and increasing salt-
water intrusion, and depletes the amount of water available for domestic consumption. The target
for this indicator is for each country to experience no extreme water stress in irrigated areas.

Agricultural Subsidies

Public subsidies for agricultural production and agrochemical inputs exacerbate environmental
pressures by encouraging intense chemical use, the expansion of agriculture to sensitive areas,
and overexploitation of resources (OECD 2004). The Agricultural Subsidies indicator measures
subsidies as a proportion of agricultural value. For countries where this data is available, we use
the Nominal Rate of Assistance (NRA), defined as the price of a product in the domestic market,
less its price at a country’s border, expressed as a percentage of the border price, and adjusted for
transport costs and quality differences (WDR 2008). For those countries where NRA data is
unavailable we defer to the proximity-to-target scores provided in the Pilot 2006 EPI. Direct
comparisons remain possible between the two different measures of subsidy levels due to the
proximity-to-target mechanism employed. The calculations have not been adjusted to exclude
“green box” subsidies that have positive environmental impacts. There are few countries where
such subsidies are a very significant share of the total. This methodology makes use of the best
data available, and we hope to include a more accurate measure in future editions of the EPI as
improved data sources arise. The EPI target is set at no agricultural subsidies.

Cropland Intensity
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Ecologists predict, as a rough guide, that if more than 30% of the area of a given landscape is
under intensive agricultural production, then major ecosystem functions will likely be
compromised, and if this level reaches 60%, then it will be a difficult challenge to conserve key
ecosystem functions. (Daily et al. 2001, Dauber, et al. 2003; Estrada and Coates-Estrada 2001,
Forman and Collinge 1996, Hietalu-Koivu et al. 2004, van Noordwijk et al. 2007).

The Cropland Intensity indicator measures the proportion of cropland in agricultural landscapes,
and sets a target of 40% uncultivated land in areas of crop production. Since uncultivated land
includes land left fallow, grazing land, and settlements, this target is quite conservative.

The indicator does not assume that it is better to have mixed mosaics than to have large protected
areas. The indicator considers only whether each cell where cropping occurs has at least 40%
land uncultivated, “making space” for other ecosystem functions. All 1x1 km grid cells without
any cropland are excluded. Large blocks of uncultivated land or wilderness near agricultural
areas will not impact a country’s performance in this indicator. Only countries that have
significant agricultural area covered horizon-to-horizon with cultivated crop fields score poorly
for the indicator.

Burned Land Area

Burning of cropland, grassland and forest has long been recognized as a significant source of
carbon emissions and airborne particulates, especially in developing countries. Thus from an
atmospheric perspective burning is has an unambiguously negative effect. From a land
management perspective, however, the role of biomass burning in soil fertility management and
ecosystem processes is more difficult to assess. Controlled biomass burning in the agricultural
sector, on a limited scale, can have positive functions as a means of clearing and rotating
individual plots for crop production, and in some ecosystems, as a healthy means of weed control
and soil fertility improvement.

The Burned Land Area indicator (Proportion of Total Land Area Burned) is built on data taken
from the Joint Research Centre’s Global Burned Areas 2000-2007 estimates, and calculated for
this indicator by CIESIN Global Rural-Urban Mapping Project (GRUMP) land area and country
grids. We consider a unit of land ‘burned’ if at any time during the year fire was observed. The
indicator requires refinement as it currently underestimates grassland fires and does not reflect
total emissions, smoke, intensity, or heat of the fires; which would help determine ecological
benefits or threats.

In a number of natural ecosystems, such as savannah and scrub forests, wild fires can help
maintain biotic functions. However, in tropical forest ecosystems, fires are mostly human-
induced and environmentally harmful — killing wildlife, reducing habitat, and setting the stage
for more fires by reducing moisture content and increasing combustible materials. Even where
fire can be beneficial from an agricultural perspective, fires can inadvertently spread to natural
ecosystems, setting the stage for further agricultural colonization.

Given the large impacts of burning on human health, climate change, and tropical forest
ecosystems that are not naturally regulated by fied, we assess fires as, on balance, a negative
phenomenon from a resource management perspective. Accordingly we set a burned land target
of zero. Technically a target of no burning is undesirable. We are faced with data that include a
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large number of countries with a small proportion of total area burning, and an absence of finer
level data that could indicate whether burning occurs in a biome that is naturally fire-regulated.
We set the target as zero in light of these limitations.

Pesticide Regulation

Pesticides are a significant source of toxics in the environment, affecting both human and
ecosystem health. Although newer pest control agents are often less toxic than earlier ones,
pesticide-related problems remain, including the persistent use and mismanagement of toxic
agents which remain in the environment beyond their intended usage as crop protection agents.
Widespread use of agricultural chemicals can expose farm workers to acute levels of pesticide
and the general population to low levels of pesticide residues on food. Acute exposure to
pesticides has been linked to increases in headaches, fatigue, insomnia, dizziness, hand tremors,
and other neurological symptoms. Pesticides also damage ecosystem health by killing beneficial
insects, pollinators, and fauna.

Given the lack of pesticide use and impact data, the EPI measures Pesticide Regulation, a policy
variable that tracks government attention to the issue. The Pesticide Regulation indicator is based
on national participation in the Rotterdam Convention, which controls trade restriction and
regulations for toxic chemicals, and the Stockholm convention, which bans the use of Persistent
Organic Pollutants (POPs). POPs are toxic pollutants that bioaccumulate and move long
distances in the environment. Accordingly the Pesticide Regulation indicator also considers
national efforts to ban the 9 POPs which are relevant to agriculture: Aldrin, Chlordane, DDT,
Dieldrin, Endrin, Heptachlor, Hexachlorobenzene, Mirex, and Toxaphene.

The two treaties and nine pollutants create a total of 11 measures, each assigned two points, for a
total possible target score of 22. Countries receive the full 22 points if they have signed both
conventions and submitted a national implementation plan, as well as banned the 9 POPs. If
countries have only signed the convention, but submitted no implementation plan, they receive a
score of “1” for that measure, and if they are not party to the convention they receive a score of
“0”. A banned pesticide receives a score of “2,” a restricted pesticide a score of “1,” and a
pesticide with no regulation receives a “0”.

Results and Analysis

Proportion of Irrigated Areas Under Water Stress

115 countries have a proximity-to-target score between 90 and 100, indicating minimal or no
water stress in their irrigated areas, while another 34 countries score a 70-90 on the proximity-to-
target scale, indicating problems in some areas. A dozen countries score 50 or less, signifying
very serious threats to the sustainability of irrigation: Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Libya, Kuwait,
Egypt, Mauritania, Niger, Morocco, Jordan, Somalia, Djibouti and Namibia. Even moderate
levels of irrigation water stress in large producers with high dependence on irrigation, such as
China, the United States, Egypt, Pakistan, India and Australia, could potentially have noticeable
effects on global food supply. Of countries with a high proportion of land under irrigation,
Taiwan and Thailand have 90% of lands unstressed, and in Mali the figure is also quite high, at
85%.
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Proportion of Cropland in Agricultural Landscapes

Crop cover data is available for 146 countries. Of these, 90 achieved proximity-to-target scores
of 90-100, meaning that 40% of land area in nearly all agricultural landscapes was left
uncultivated, providing potential niches for wildlife habitat and other ecosystem services.
Another 55 countries score at 50 or higher. However, 11 countries score between 30 and 50,
meaning that a large share of their agricultural landscapes is at risk of ecosystem degradation.
These include: Egypt, India, Algeria, Syria, Morocco, Ukraine, Denmark, Bangladesh, Tunisia
and Moldova.

Proportion of Total Land Burned

Ten countries have proximity-to-target scores below 40, indicating dangerously high proportions
of burned land area: Central African Republic, Zambia, Moldova, Angola, Ukraine, Uganda,
Sudan, Tanzania, North Korea, Hungary, and Mozambique. 80 countries score highly in the 90-
100 range, while 57 score from 60-90. It is notable that although intentional and unintentional
burning for weed and pest control is more prevalent in developing countries (often at the forest
or grassland ‘frontier’ where land use conversion is occuring), many of the countries with the
most extensive burning were developed countries like the United States, where wild forest and
grassland fires are on the rise.

Leqislation to Control Toxic Pesticides

Of the 149 countries in the EPI ranking, 22 have fully implemented legislation in line with the
Rotterdam and Stockholm conventions on control of pesticides and Persistent Organic Pollutants
(POPs). 13 of the 22 countries with a perfect score are European, but the list also includes some
developing countries: Costa Rica, Uruguay, Jamaica, Mauritius, Gabon, El Salvador and
Guatemala. Another 53 countries score at least 80 percent of the way to target on the relevant
legislation. Another 21 score between 51 and 80 and 21 fall significantly short with scores from
10 to 22. The 30 lowest ranked, who scored less than 10, included important agricultural
countries like Bangladesh, Pakistan, Russia and Taiwan, as well as a number of very poor
countries. Some of the lowest scoring countries were signatories to both the Stockholm and
Rotterdam conventions, but had not yet banned any of the nine POPs.

Agricultural Subsidies as a Proportion of Value

An impressive 180 of the 214 countries in the full country data set met the target of no
agricultural subsidies, while 17 countries had proximity-to-target scores over 85, and another 17
had scores between 40 and 84. By contrast, 27 countries, including many of the more prominent
members of the EPI had scores below 25, including most of the European Union. The lowest
ranked countries were Jordan, Israel, Venezuela, Switzerland, Japan, Iceland, South Korea, and
Norway.

Blueprint for Future Measurements

Agriculture-environment monitoring at the global level is still weak. Nonetheless, the quality of
data has improved over the past 10 years, primarily as a result of the expansion of remote sensing
and global efforts at cross-country data collection, synthesis and analysis. Globally comparable
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data have been developed, for example, on agro-ecosystem status (Wood et al. 2000), ecosystem
status (MEA 2005), organic agriculture (Willer and Yussefi 2007), and spatial mapping of
hunger hotspots by ecosystem (CIESIN 2000). Sectoral data have been compiled on carbon
sequestration and storage (Watson et al. 2000), tree cover (University of Maryland 1999) and
livestock environmental impacts (Steinfeld 2006). Regional and landscape-scale comparative
indicators on agriculture and environment have been developed within the European Union (EU
2007). Detailed spatial mapping and overlays of agriculture and environmental data are available
for the US from the USDA (national sample farm study by ERS) and the Heinz Center (2002),
and in Kenya from a recent atlas by ILRI-WRI (WRI et al. 2007). A comprehensive review of
indicators has been developed by the OECD (2007), and Buck et al. (2006) discuss indicators
that are specific for agricultural-natural system landscape mosaic (ecoagriculture) systems.

In addition to the five indicators used in the EPI agricultural index, we identify another ten
prospective indicators for which relevant global data exist or could be compiled. These
prospective indicators could provide enlightening information on agricultural and environmental
issues not sufficiently described by the five already used in the 2008 EPI. These relate to:

Water Productivity in Agriculture, Agricultural Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Agricultural Area
under Eco-Certified Production, Biological Health and Productivity of Agricultural Soils,

Agricultural Water Pollution, Livestock Concentration, Pesticide Monitoring, Wild Species in
Agricultural Lands, Agricultural Crop Diversity, and Conservation Areas on Private Lands.

4.6 Climate Change

Policy Focus

The forecasted impacts of global climate change, from sea level rise, coastal flooding, and
extensive glacial deterioration to droughts, heat waves, and desertification, are already being felt
globally and are projected to increase in severity. These events are expected to increasingly
affect human health, water resources, agriculture, and ecosystems. While most greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions to date have originated in developed countries, developing countries are
already and will continue to be the most significantly impacted by the consequences of climate
change (Stern 2006).

Greenhouse gases are emitted from a broad range of activities, including electricity generation,
transportation, industrial agriculture, forestry, and waste management (IPCC 2007). Globally, the
energy sector generates the largest portion of annual GHG emissions, but many countries'
biggest emissions source is not this sector. Many developing nations have very low emissions
from the energy sector but have high GHG emissions associated with deforestation and
agriculture. For example, Indonesia is the third largest emitter of greenhouse gases, behind
China and the United States, due to rapidly occurring, extensive land use changes (World Bank
2007). Numerous developed countries have actually reduced their energy sector emissions by
investing heavily in renewable energy technologies that can produce significant quantities of
energy with very low overall emissions. Recognizing the heterogeneity of GHG emission
sources across countries will be important for developing appropriate climate change mitigation
strategies, and this diversity highlights the complex nature of developing future climate policy.
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Contribution to climate change varies significantly between countries by total as well as per
capita GHG emissions. Indicators that measure various aspects of each country’s relative
contribution to climate change are therefore an important component of the 2008 EPI.

Data Availability

At the root of the climate change problem is the emission of GHGs, which must be a part of any
indicator representing environmental performance in the context of climate change. Emissions of
GHGs have an impact on global climate change irrespective of where they are emitted, making
emissions reductions in China as valuable as those in United States. Because of the global impact
of GHG emissions, climate change mitigation and tracking of related environmental performance
must occur at an international level with broad participation.

Emissions Data:

Despite the significant attention being given to the issue of climate change, there are still major
gaps in GHG inventories. Data availability varies by location and sector. Emissions data
reporting from the industrial sector is widely available for most countries in the world, although
even these data contains notable gaps. Though data on carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel
combustion is gathered on a yearly basis by several international agencies, data for other GHGs
1s minimal.

The International Energy Agency (IEA) produces annual data reports on carbon dioxide
emissions from fossil fuel combustion within each country. The IEA reports cover most
countries and are considered to be the most reliable sources of emissions data that exists. Data on
other GHGs is reported every 5 years. These data are originally provided to the IEA by national
statistical offices in OECD countries. In non-OECD countries, they are collected directly from
various sources in government and industry. The EPI used exclusively IEA data for its emissions
calculations.

Recommended Indicators

In order to capture various aspects of environmental performance on climate change, we assessed
three different indicators:

Carbon dioxide emissions per person;
Carbon dioxide emissions intensity of the industrial sector; and
Carbon dioxide emissions intensity of the energy sector.

There is no universal agreement on targets for GHG emissions. Based on recent international
negotiations within the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
there will likely be a long-term global target set to 40-60% reduction in emissions from 1990
levels by 2050. On this basis, the 2008 EPI used a median target of 50% reduction below 1990
levels. This target is set to reflect how far a nation is from what the scientific community judges
to be a long-term emissions reduction goal necessary to avoid the worst impacts of climate
change. This general target is incorporated into 2 of the 3 climate change indicators in order to
focus climate change performance on long-term management goals.

Emissions per capita
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Countries with larger populations tend to emit more GHG emissions (IPCC 2007 WGIII). It is
not especially valuable, however, to simply measure total contribution to climate change when
that contribution is largely based on population size. Thus, a more useful comparison across
countries is to measure environmental performance by carbon dioxide emissions per person:

GHGEmissions,2005(metrictonscarbondioxideequivalent)
TotalPopulation,2005

A country that achieves a smaller ratio for this indicator will have lower relative contributions to
climate change per person. Countries in the developing world generally have the lowest per
capita emissions due to small industrial sectors and lifestyles that have relatively low energy
intensities.

The EPI uses a target value of 50% below 1990 levels by 2050 as the basis for the per capita
emissions reduction target. Since the Emissions per Capita indicator represents emissions against
population, it is also necessary to set a “target” population value. While population growth has
major environmental implications, we chose to apply the median global population projection to
2050 across all countries, since population reductions are not easily achieved through climate
policy.

Industrial Carbon Intensity

Simply comparing total emissions per capita is not sufficient to fully measure performance. The
differences we observe often have more to do with history and circumstance than proactive
environmental performance. In contrast, measuring emissions within a single sector can capture
the efficiency of processes within that sector. While we lacked the data resolution to measure the
efficiency of individual industrial processes, we did measure emissions efficiency within the
industrial sector. The emissions intensity of the industrial sector reflects the extent to which
GHGs are being managed within a country’s industrial economy. This indicator is most
commonly represented by the industrial sector carbon dioxide emissions per gross domestic
product of the industrial sector:

Industrial GHGEmissions,2005(MetricTonnescarbondioxide)
Industrial GDP,PPP,2005(CurrentInternationalDollar)

Countries that perform best on this indicator are those that have invested in low-carbon growth in
their industrial sectors through energy conservation, investment in clean technologies, or other
changes that result in industrial processes with lower emissions. By focusing on the industrial
sector, we avoid merely observing shifts from industrial to service-based economies. While these
shifts would result in a legitimate reduction in emissions, they do not represent proactive
emission reductions; it is a reflection of a country moving along a typical development pathway.

The target for emissions intensity of the industrial sector is 0.85 metric tons carbon dioxide

equivalent per $1,000 (USD, 2005, PPP) of industrial GDP. This value is a reduction that is
proportionate to the target for GHG emissions per person.
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Emissions per unit Electricity Generation

Since the majority of GHG emissions are generated in the energy sector, it is widely recognized
that the greatest proportion of emissions reductions will have to occur within this sector.
Consequently, an indicator that reflects emissions intensity of the energy sector highlights which
countries have the most inefficient energy production. A useful proxy, therefore, is calculated
using GHG emissions per unit of electricity and heat output.

GHGEmissions,2005(MetricTonsCarbonDioxide Equivalent)
ElectrictyandHeatOutput(kWh)

Like the previous indicator considering the industrial sector, the Emissions per unit Electricity
Generation indicator observes specific emission reductions within one of the sectors most
responsible for GHG emissions. Countries that have invested in policies promoting energy
efficiency or derive energy from renewable energy sources will score higher for this

indicator. In contrast, countries that meet their electricity demand entirely with fossil fuels or
fuel wood will do poorly.

We chose a target value of zero emissions per unit of output as the theoretically ideal target for
the Emissions per Electricity Generation indicator. Many climate change economists have argued
that abating pollution to the point of zero emissions is not optimal due to the exponentially
increasing costs of abating the last units of pollution. While we acknowledge this important
aspect, by choosing an overly optimistic indicator, we can observe a greater spread among the
countries' environmental performances. Ultimately, the relative distance to a target will
determine a country's EPI score rather than their absolute distance, so an overly stringent target
will not affect all countries equally.

Where data were missing for emissions per electricity and heat output, missing values were
imputed by calculating renewable energy consumption as a percentage of total energy
consumption.

Notice that these ratios assume a linear relationship between GHG emissions and some variable
in the denominator. If this relationship does not hold, then a larger population, larger industrial
GDP, or large electricity output would alone result in lower ratios. These indicators also do not
capture historical contributions to GHG emissions. Instead, they capture recent emissions and are
therefore a snapshot of current environmental performance.

Results and Analysis

The climate change rankings may come as a surprise to some, as there is no obvious relationship
between wealth and performance. In general, only wealthy countries have invested in national
climate change policies, but these policies alone have not necessarily resulted in measurable
emission reductions. In many cases, these policies have not been sufficiently stringent to reduce
emissions. In contrast, many developing nations are able to perform well due to low levels of
total GHG emissions, despite the fact that this performance is not the result of proactive policy
changes.
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The highest-ranking nations in the climate change category are principally poorer countries with
economies based in subsistence agriculture and little industry. The industrialized countries with
notably high ranks are Switzerland, Norway, and Sweden. These are countries that have
implemented innovative government policies to reduce emissions producing measurable results,
including taxes on fossil fuels, improvements in energy efficiency, and sustainable forest
management. Consequently, these countries have succeeded in getting their GHG emissions per
capita closer to global long-term targets relative to other industrialized nations.

The laggards on climate change are typically countries with particularly carbon-intensive
industry and electricity generation sectors, such as United Arab Emirates and Australia, or
countries with high rates of deforestation relative to their small populations. Deforestation
occurring in developing nations in the tropics accounts for 1/5th of global emissions each year,
which is a substantial fraction of total national emissions for many of these countries.

Among wealthy nations, the US and Australia rank lowest with regards to climate change
performance. They have very high emissions per capita due to relatively high fossil fuel energy
consumption and their failure to implement ambitious GHG emissions reduction policies. It may
also be surprising to see a number of least-developed nations scoring very well. While these
countries have not necessarily been proactive in combating GHG emissions, they simply do not
have high emissions due to limited industrial and transport sectors and slow to non-existent
deforestation.

Blueprint for Future Measurement

Despite the recent spotlight on climate change, even the best datasets are not completely reliable
and have major gaps. Ideal future indicators would contain three principal improvements:

Improved emissions data on all GHGs. Currently, emissions data on non-carbon dioxide gases
are collected every five years, and even these data are not very reliable. Improved GHG
reporting of non-carbon dioxide gases will drastically improve our ability to track environmental
performance on climate change.

Improved GHG emissions data from all economic sectors. It is worthwhile to dig deeper into the
management of GHGs by parsing emissions by specific economic sectors in order to put a
spotlight on those sectors where emissions are being successfully managed. The 2008 EPI is able
to capture the emissions of two economic sectors: industry and energy. Ideally, however, we
would include a broader spectrum of sectors, including transportation, agriculture, forestry, and
waste disposal. This expanded dataset would provide a more detailed look into trends within all
of the major emitting economic sectors.

Improved GHG emissions data from land use, land use change, and forestry. A major source of
uncertainty in the available GHG emissions data is emissions from deforestation and changing
land use. Emissions from this source are estimated to be between 20-25% of the total annual
GHG emissions worldwide (IPCC 2007 WGI), yet the data that exist are problematic. This is an
important source of error since a significant portion of emissions from many developing
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countries derives from land use change. Omitting these data therefore heavily favors developing
countries.
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5. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Michaela Saisana and Andrea Saltelli, Econometrics and Applied Statistics
Group, Institute for the Protection and Security of the Citizen, Joint
Research Centre of the European Commission

Summary

An assessment of the robustness of the 2008EPI results requires the evaluation of uncertainties
underlying the index and the sensitivity of the country scores and rankings to the methodological
choices made during the development of the Index. To test this robustness, the EPI team has
continued its partnership with the Joint Research Centre (JRC) of the European Commission in
Ispra, Italy. A summary of the JRC sensitivity analysis follows. The more detailed version is
included in Appendix F.

Any composite indicator, such as the EPI, involves subjective judgments such as the
selection of indicators, the data treatment, choice of aggregation method, and the weights applied
to the indicators. Because the quality of an index depends on the soundness of its assumptions,
good practice requires evaluating confidence in the index and assessing the uncertainties
associated with its development process. To ensure the validity of the policy conclusions
extracted from the EPI, it is important that the sensitivity of the index to alternative
methodological assumptions be adequately studied. Sensitivity analysis permits the examination
of the framework of a composite index by looking at the relationship between information
flowing in and out of it (Saltelli et al. 2008). Using sensitivity analysis, we can study how
variations in EPI scores and ranks derive from different sources of variation in the assumptions.
Sensitivity analysis also demonstrates how each indicator depends upon the information that
composes it. It is thus closely related to uncertainty analysis, which aims to quantify the overall
uncertainty in a country’s score (or rank) as a result of the cumulative effect of uncertainties in
the index construction. A combination of uncertainty and sensitivity analyses can help to gauge
the robustness of the EPI results, to increase the EPI’s transparency, to identify the countries that
improve or decline under certain assumptions, and to help frame the debate around the use of the
index.

The validity of the EPI scoring and respective ranking is assessed by evaluating how
sensitive it is to the assumptions that have been made about its structure and the aggregation of
the 25 underlying indicators. The sensitivity analysis carried out for EPI is mainly related to:

1. the measurement error of the raw data,

2. the choice of capping at selected targets for the 25 indicators,

3. the choice to correct for skewed distributions in the indicators values,

4. the weights assigned to the indicators and/or to the subcomponents of the index, and
finally

5. the aggregation function at the policy level.

The main conclusions are summarized below.

How do the EPI ranks compare to the ranks under alternative
methodological approaches?
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The frequency table of a country’s rank summarizes the position a country can take anywhere in
the 149-rank ladder (grouped in blocks of ten) when accounting for different combinations of the
five types of uncertainty mentioned previously. A total of 40,000 simulations were run in order
to cover the space of uncertainties present in the 2008 EPI. We discuss ranks and not scores
because non-parametric statistics are more appropriate in our case given the non-normal
character of the data and the scores. In the relevant literature, the median rank is proposed as a
summary measure of a rank distribution. The median rank of all combinations of assumptions
indicates that for 1 out of 2 countries in the EPI, the difference between the EPI rank and the
most likely (median) rank is less than 15 positions (recall that we have a total of 149 studied
countries). Thus, for half of the countries studied, the modest sensitivity of the EPI ranking to the
five assumptions (eventual measurement error in the raw data, the correction of skewed data
distribution, the use of target values, the weighting of the indicators, and finally the aggregation
function at the policy level) implies a reasonably high degree of robustness of the index for those
countries. For the remaining half of the countries, the EPI performance is highly sensitive to the
methodological choices in the index, and should thus be considered as merely indicative. A
discussion on the top performing countries is in place. The top ten performing countries in the
EPI include Switzerland, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Costa Rica, Austria, New Zealand, Latria,
Colombia and France. However, the simulations indicate that most of those countries should be
positioned much lower. Switzerland, for example has a probability of only 31% to be ranked in
the top ten countries, whilst even lower is the probability for Austria, Latvia and France. In our
simulations, New Zealand scores 98% of the times in the top ten, followed by Finland, Costa
Rica and Colombia. Panama, whose EPI rank is 32, should actually be considered as a top ten
performing country, given that its score is among the top ten in 73% of the simulations.

Which are the most volatile countries and why?

There are several countries with a relatively high difference between their best and worst rank. A
very high volatility of more than 80 positions is found for Hungary (rank: 23), Denmark (25),
Albania (27), Ireland (34), Uruguay (36), Bosnia & Herzegovina (48), Belgium (57), El Salvador
(65), Laos (101) and Tanzania (113). The volatility of those countries is due to the combined
effect of all five assumptions, although the most influential input factors are the (1) use of a
geometric versus a arithmetic average aggregation function at the policy level and (2) the use of
equal weighting or Factor Analysis weighting at the indicators level.

What if measurement error is incorporated?

A normally distributed random error term was added to the raw data with a mean zero and a
standard deviation equal to the observed standard deviation for each indicator. Among the
countries that are most affected by this assumption is Luxembourg (rank: 31), whose rank would
drop by 53 positions. On the other extreme, the Philippines (rank: 61) would improve its rank
and be placed in the 10" position. Overall, the introduction of measurement error in the raw data
has a median impact of 9 ranks and a 90" percentile impact of 29 ranks. In other words, this
assumptions leaves 1 out of 2 countries almost unaffected (less than 9 rank change), but 1 out of
10 countries would shift more than 29 ranks.

What if skewed distributions are not winsorized?
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Winsorization was not found to have a significant impact on the EPI ranking. Most notably,
Luxembourg (rank: 31) would deteriorate its rank by 53 positions. On the other extreme, the
Philippines (rank: 61) would improve its rank and be placed in the 10" position. Overall, the
introduction of measurement error in the raw data has a median impact of 9 ranks and a 90
percentile impact of 29 ranks. In other words, this assumptions leaves 1 out of 2 countries almost
unaffected (less than 9 ranks change), but 1 out of 10 countries would shift more than 29
positions.

What if capping at target values for the indicators is not undertaken?

Luxembourg (rank: 31) and Laos (rank: 101) would see the greatest shift in their ranks (a decline
of 12 and 15 positions respectively). In the best case, El Salvador (rank: 65) will improve by 9
positions. Overall, for 1 out of 2 countries, the impact of this assumption is only 3 positions,
while 1 out of 10 countries shift by more than 7 positions, but not more than 15. Thus, the impact
of capping at the indicators’ performance targets exerts only a small impact on the EPI ranking.

What is the impact of alternative weighting schemes?

Four alterative weighting schemes, all with their implications and advantages, are deemed as the
most representative in the literature of composite indicators and worth being tested in our current
analysis.

» current weighting vs. FA-derived weights at the indicator level;

* current weighting vs. equal weighting at the indicator level;

» current weighting vs. equal weighting at the subcategory level;

* current weighting vs. equal weighting at the policy level;

The simulation study showed that all of these scenarios have significant influence on the EPI
ranking (see Appendix on Sensitivity Analysis for full detail). The scenarios with the biggest
effect being equal weighting at the policy level, equal weighting at the indicator level, and Factor
Analysis derived weights at the indicator level. In any of these three cases, 1 out of 2 countries
shifts less than 15 positions with respect to the original EPI ranking, whilst 1 out of 10 countries
shifts more than 50 positions.

What if the aggregation function is geometric instead of arithmetic?

When a non-compensatory aggregation is performed at the policy level using the geometric
mean function instead of the arithmetic mean, the effect on the EPI rankings is moderate. Sri
Lanka, Peru and Egypt improve their ranks by 18 positions or more, whilst the greatest decline is
observed for Uruguay (down more than 51 positions). Overall, for 1 out of 2 countries, the
impact of this assumption is merely 5 positions, while 1 out of 10 countries shift by more than 18
positions (up to 51 positions).

All things considered, the 2008 EPI has an architecture that highlights the complexity of
translating environmental stewardship into straightforward, clear-cut policy recipes. The trade-
offs within the index dimensions are a reminder of the danger of compensability between
dimensions while identifying the areas where more work is needed to achieve a coherent
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framework in particular in terms of the relative importance of the indicators that compose the
EPI framework.
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APPENDICES A: POLICY CATEGORY TABLES

Environmental Health

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 United Kingdom 99.4 51 Czech Rep. 91.6 101 Iraq 67.1
2 lreland 99.4 52 Kazakhstan 91.5 102 Mongolia 66.6
3 Sweden 99.4 53 Colombia 91.4 103 Myanmar 63.9
4  Germany 99.4 54 Mexico 91.3 104 India 62.6
5 France 99.4 55 Turkey 91.2 105 Tajikistan 62.2
6 Iceland 99.3 56 Argentina 91.1 106 Bolivia 61.2
7  Australia 99.3 57 United Arab Em. 89.8 107 Swaziland 61.1
8 Finland 99.3 58 Albania 89.3 108 Namibia 60.9
9 Norway 99.3 59 Uruguay 88.9 109 Nepal 60.2
10 Denmark 99.3 60 Iran 88.9 110 Solomon Islands 59.6
11 Luxembourg 99.3 61 Dominican Rep. 88.8 111 Ghana 59.0
12 Slovakia 99.1 62 Venezuela 88.5 112 Senegal 58.4
13 New Zealand 99.0 63 Georgia 88.4 113 Papua New Guinea 58.2
14  Switzerland 98.9 64 Trinidad & Tobago 88.4 114 Cobte d'lvoire 57.4
15 Canada 98.9 65 Armenia 88.0 115 Djibouti 57.2
16 Belgium 98.8 66 Jamaica 87.2 116 Pakistan 54.6
17 ltaly 98.6 67 Brazil 86.9 117 Kenya 54.5
18 United States 98.5 68 Panama 86.4 118 Bangladesh 53.6
19 Portugal 98.4 69 Macedonia 86.1 119 Tanzania 52.2
20 Hungary 98.4 70 Saudi Arabia 85.5 120 Togo 52.0
21 Japan 98.3 71 Thailand 85.5 121 Congo 51.0
22 Spain 98.2 72 Morocco 85.2 122 Haiti 50.1
23 Austria 98.1 73 Moldova 85.0 123 Yemen 48.2
24 Netherlands 98.1 74 Oman 84.6 124 Cameroon 47.7
25 Israel 97.9 75 Syria 84.5 125 Eritrea 47.2
26 Slovenia 97.8 76 Philippines 82.5 126 Sudan 47.0
27 Mauritius 97.7 77 Algeria 82.2 127 Uganda 41.6
28 Estonia 97.7 78 South Africa 81.8 128 Nigeria 40.6
29 Greece 97.2 79 El Salvador 81.8 129 Benin 40.2
30 Ukraine 97.0 80 Belize 81.3 130 Laos 39.8
31 Cyprus 96.8 81 Egypt 79.6 131 Cambodia 39.1
32 Malaysia 96.7 82 Sri Lanka 78.8 132 Burundi 37.6
33 Croatia 96.6 83 Peru 78.3 133 Madagascar 37.6
34 Taiwan 96.6 84 Uzbekistan 78.2 134 Guinea-Bissau 36.7
35 Cuba 96.4 85 Guatemala 78.2 135 Central Afr. Rep. 35.2
36 Russia 96.3 86 Fiji 78.2 136 Ethiopia 35.0
37 South Korea 95.6 87 Turkmenistan 78.1 137 Malawi 34.0
38 Lebanon 95.5 88 Romania 77.8 138 Mauritania 33.2
39 Belarus 95.4 89 Honduras 77.2 139 Rwanda 32.2
40 Latvia 95.2 90 Azerbaijan 76.4 140 Guinea 31.3
41 Lithuania 95.1 91 Viet Nam 76.3 141 Zambia 30.8
42 Bulgaria 94.7 92 Kyrgyzstan 76.2 142 Mozambique 255
43 Poland 93.6 93 Gabon 75.4 143 Chad 18.4
44  Chile 93.3 94 Guyana 75.3 144 Sierra Leone 18.2
45 Costa Rica 93.2 95 Paraguay 73.3 145 Burkina Faso 16.2
46 Bosnia & Herz. 93.1 96 Nicaragua 72.9 146 Mali 13.4
47  Tunisia 92.9 97 China 71.4 147 Dem. Rep. Congo 12.6
48 Kuwait 92.0 98 Indonesia 69.5 148 Angola 8.9
49 Ecuador 91.7 99 Botswana 68.6 149 Niger 6.0
50 Jordan 91.7 100 Zimbabwe 67.8
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Air (effects on nature)

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Solomonlislands  100.0 51 SriLanka 98.1 101 United Kingdom 91.0
2 Eritrea 100.0 52 New Zealand 98.0 102 Slovakia 90.9
3  Papua New Guinea 99.9 53 Panama 98.0 103 Burkina Faso 90.7
4  Dijibouti 99.8 54 El Salvador 97.9 104 Botswana 90.6
5 Fiji 99.8 55 Malaysia 97.9 105 Trinidad & Tobago  90.6
6 Georgia 99.8 56 Uzbekistan 97.9 106 Hungary 90.4
7 Madagascar 99.8 57 Pakistan 97.7 107 South Africa 90.4
8 Haiti 99.8 58 Azerbaijan 97.7 108 Egypt 90.1
9 Tajikistan 99.8 59 Finland 97.7 109 Laos 90.0
10 Mauritania 99.8 60 Syria 97.6 110 Mexico 88.7
11 Turkmenistan 99.7 61 Venezuela 97.5 111 India 88.0
12  Niger 99.7 62 Dominican Rep. 97.4 112 Lebanon 87.8
13 Kenya 99.7 63 Tunisia 97.4 113 Italy 87.7
14  Kyrgyzstan 99.7 64 Croatia 97.2 114 Chile 87.6
15 Malawi 99.6 65 Philippines 97.2 115 Congo 87.3
16 Honduras 99.6 66 Switzerland 97.1 116 Argentina 87.3
17 Guyana 99.6 67 Gabon 97.1 117 Jamaica 86.9
18 Uruguay 99.6 68 Austria 97.0 118 Ghana 86.9
19 Swaziland 99.6 69 Ukraine 96.9 119 Chad 86.9
20 Moldova 99.5 70 Peru 96.9 120 Namibia 85.7
21 Latvia 99.5 71 Portugal 96.8 121 Poland 85.5
22 Burundi 99.5 72  Turkey 96.8 122 United Arab Em. 85.1
23 Belize 99.5 73 Cuba 96.6 123 Australia 84.9
24  Nicaragua 99.4 74  Mali 96.2 124 Bulgaria 83.9
25 Armenia 99.4 75 Russia 96.1 125 Japan 83.7
26 Costa Rica 99.3 76 Indonesia 96.1 126 Cameroon 83.6
27 Tanzania 99.3 77 Denmark 96.1 127 Céte d'lvoire 834
28 Morocco 99.2 78 Macedonia 96.1 128 Guinea 83.4
29 Nepal 99.2 79 Iceland 96.0 129 Canada 82.2
30 Guinea-Bissau 99.2 80 France 95.9 130 Myanmar 81.4
31 Albania 990.1 81 Kazakhstan 95.8 131 Paraguay 80.0
32 Uganda 99.0 82 Bangladesh 95.7 132 Thailand 79.6
33 Rwanda 99.0 83 Jordan 95.6 133  Kuwait 79.3
34  Saudi Arabia 98.9 84 Ethiopia 95.5 134 Czech Rep. 78.3
35 Ecuador 98.9 85 Romania 95.5 135 Sudan 77.1
36 lIraq 98.8 86 Togo 95.3 136 Israel 75.2
37 Cambodia 98.8 87 Estonia 95.3 137 Netherlands 66.3
38 Iran 98.8 88 Sierra Leone 95.0 138 Zambia 65.3
39 Belarus 98.7 89 Viet Nam 94.9 139 Nigeria 65.1
40 Algeria 98.7 90 Slovenia 94.6 140 Central Afr. Rep. 55.4
41 Ireland 98.6 91 Mauritius 94.4 141 Belgium 50.2
42  Senegal 98.6 92 Zimbabwe 94.4 142 Taiwan 49.8
43 Mongolia 98.5 93 Spain 93.7 143 Dem. Rep. Congo  49.7
44  Guatemala 98.5 94  Norway 93.4 144 Bolivia 49.4
45 Lithuania 98.4 95 Greece 92.3 145 Angola 49.2
46 Colombia 98.3 96 Bosnia & Herz. 91.8 146 Brazil 48.9
47 Yemen 98.3 97 Cyprus 91.6 147 South Korea 45.0
48 Mozambique 98.3 98 Benin 91.6 148 China 44.9
49 Sweden 98.1 99 Luxembourg 91.1 149 United States 44.0
50 Oman 98.1 100 Germany 91.1
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Water (effects on nature)

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Finland 99.0 51 Colombia 74.9 101 Central Afr. Rep. 60.6
2 New Zealand 98.9 52 Argentina 74.9 102 Kazakhstan 60.3
3 Latvia 98.0 53 Guyana 74.8 103 Guinea-Bissau 60.1
4  Slovenia 98.0 54 Bangladesh 74.8 104 Togo 60.1
5 Sweden 97.1 55 Cambodia 73.7 105 Sierra Leone 60.1
6 Albania 96.5 56 United States 73.1 106 Benin 60.1
7  Norway 95.6 57 Russia 73.0 107 Guinea 60.1
8 Lithuania 95.1 58 Cuba 72.2 108 Kyrgyzstan 60.1
9  Switzerland 94.5 59 Ecuador 72.2 109 Mexico 58.5
10 Canada 92.9 60 Ghana 713 110 Madagascar 58.1
11 Bosnia & Herz. 92.4 61 Luxembourg 71.1 111 Peru 57.7
12 Croatia 92.0 62 Taiwan 711 112 Nigeria 57.5
13 Uruguay 90.3 63 Bolivia 70.7 113 Solomon Islands 57.3
14 Laos 90.2 64 Kenya 70.5 114 Mozambique 57.3
15 Portugal 87.6 65 Macedonia 69.7 115 Malawi 57.0
16 Viet Nam 87.6 66 China 69.6 116 Turkmenistan 56.0
17 United Kingdom 87.4 67 Chile 69.5 117 Zimbabwe 53.4
18 ltaly 86.7 68 Venezuela 69.5 118 Burkina Faso 53.4
19 Panama 86.5 69 Turkey 69.3 119 Ethiopia 52.8
20 Greece 86.4 70 Dem. Rep.Congo  69.2 120 Ukraine 52.5
21 Indonesia 86.4 71 Netherlands 68.8 121 Belgium 52.3
22 Japan 86.3 72  Philippines 68.6 122 Pakistan 52.2
23 Fiji 86.2 73 Dominican Rep. 68.5 123 Chad 51.8
24  Brazil 85.7 74 Tanzania 68.0 124 Mauritania 51.3
25 Guatemala 85.1 75 Egypt 67.6 125 Czech Rep. 50.2
26 Thailand 85.0 76 Senegal 67.4 126 Cbte d'lvoire 49.8
27 Malaysia 84.4 77 Cyprus 67.2 127 Djibouti 49.8
28 South Korea 84.1 78 Sudan 66.7 128 Papua New Guinea 49.0
29 Myanmar 83.5 79 Romania 66.2 129 Azerbaijan 48.5
30 Denmark 83.4 80 Mongolia 66.1 130 Uzbekistan 48.1
31 Ireland 82.8 81 India 65.4 131 Botswana 47.8
32 Poland 81.0 82 Belarus 64.8 132 Iraq 46.3
33 Austria 79.9 83 Mauritius 64.7 133 Niger 44.9
34 Trinidad & Tobago 79.7 84 Zambia 64.6 134 Morocco 447
35 Jamaica 79.7 85 Spain 64.4 135 Lebanon 44.5
36 Sri Lanka 79.7 86 Iceland 63.7 136 Israel 42.4
37 Hungary 79.6 87 Tajikistan 63.7 137 South Africa 41.7
38 Germany 79.2 88 Uganda 63.3 138 Tunisia 41.2
39 Estonia 79.0 89 Eritrea 62.8 139 Algeria 36.5
40 Haiti 78.9 90 Burundi 62.8 140 Namibia 36.0
41 Belize 78.5 91 Rwanda 62.8 141 Moldova 35.7
42 Nicaragua 78.5 92 Swaziland 62.5 142 Oman 29.3
43 Costa Rica 78.5 93 Australia 62.5 143 Armenia 28.0
44  El Salvador 78.5 94  Georgia 62.0 144 United Arab Em. 27.1
45 Honduras 77.3 95 Paraguay 61.9 145 Saudi Arabia 215
46 Mali 76.9 96 Iran 61.7 146 Syria 19.3
47 France 76.6 97 Angola 61.6 147 Yemen 19.2
48 Nepal 76.4 98 Gabon 60.9 148 Jordan 14.6
49 Bulgaria 76.1 99 Congo 60.9 149 Kuwait 0.0
50 Slovakia 75.7 100 Cameroon 60.9
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Biodiversity

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Central Afr. Rep. 100.0 51 Norway 61.2 101 Sudan 30.1
2 Botswana 100.0 52 Nigeria 59.8 102 Senegal 29.5
3 Zambia 99.9 53 Angola 58.9 103 Cyprus 29.3
4 Laos 97.1 54 Paraguay 58.5 104 Azerbaijan 29.0
5 Saudi Arabia 95.5 55 Turkmenistan 58.1 105 Spain 28.7
6 Congo 93.4 56 Peru 58.1 106 Viet Nam 28.4
7  Zimbabwe 91.1 57 Sweden 58.0 107 Cuba 28.0
8 Malawi 90.1 58 China 56.7 108 Kuwait 27.6
9 Belize 89.2 59 Luxembourg 56.7 109 France 27.4
10 Kenya 89.0 60 Thailand 55.7 110 Kyrgyzstan 26.1
11 Jordan 88.7 61 Guyana 5585 111 Myanmar 24.5
12 Mongolia 88.0 62 Mozambique 55.4 112 Uzbekistan 23.9
13 Tanzania 87.2 63 Brazil 53.9 113 Belarus 23.3
14 Benin 86.0 64 Slovakia 53.5 114 Kazakhstan 22.9
15 Cambodia 85.4 65 Cameroon 53.4 115 Tunisia 22.4
16 Niger 83.0 66 Swaziland 50.6 116 Mauritius 21.9
17 Switzerland 82.7 67 Indonesia 50.3 117 Bulgaria 21.3
18 Chad 79.9 68 Poland 48.4 118 India 21.2
19 Ecuador 79.6 69 Germany 48.2 119 Georgia 18.6
20 Russia 79.2 70 Costa Rica 48.0 120 ltaly 16.5
21 Uganda 78.9 71 Trinidad & Tobago 47.5 121 Armenia 16.0
22 Bolivia 78.4 72  United Kingdom 47.2 122 Macedonia 15.8
23 Finland 78.3 73 Papua New Guinea 47.1 123 Morocco 154
24 Australia 78.1 74 Honduras 47.1 124 Croatia 14.1
25 Egypt 77.2 75 Guinea-Bissau 46.5 125 Denmark 13.9
26 Colombia 75.0 76 Oman 46.1 126 South Korea 11.9
27 Venezuela 74.9 77 Nepal 45.0 127 Syria 11.7
28 Algeria 73.9 78 Nicaragua 44.8 128 Lithuania 11.0
29 Namibia 73.4 79 South Africa 44.8 129 Hungary 10.5
30 Dem.Rep.Congo 73.2 80 Philippines 44.5 130 Belgium 10.0
31 Gabon 73.0 81 Iran 44.3 131 Greece 9.6
32 Estonia 72.4 82 Pakistan 44.0 132 Netherlands 9.1
33 Rwanda 72.2 83 Tajikistan 43.8 133 Ireland 8.8
34  Austria 71.6 84 Chile 42.7 134  Fiji 8.7
35 Ethiopia 71.2 85 Eritrea 42.4 135 Ukraine 8.5
36 Malaysia 68.3 86 Latvia 42.4 136 Haiti 6.2
37 Canada 67.6 87 Mexico 41.8 137 Sierra Leone 6.0
38 Taiwan 66.7 88 Czech Rep. 38.4 138 Bangladesh 5.5
39 Dominican Rep. 65.7 89 Japan 37.3 139 Turkey 5.2
40 United States 65.3 90 Mali 37.2 140 El Salvador 4.3
41 Burkina Faso 64.7 91 United Arab Em. 36.6 141 Albania 4.0
42 Panama 64.2 92 Slovenia 36.5 142 Moldova 2.4
43 Cote d'lvoire 63.9 93 Guatemala 36.4 143 Solomon Islands 1.8
44  Ghana 63.8 94 Madagascar 35.2 144 Iraq 1.6
45 Togo 63.3 95 Jamaica 35.0 145 Bosnia & Herz. 1.2
46 Israel 62.7 96 Mauritania 34.6 146 Lebanon 1.0
47  Sri Lanka 62.6 97 Portugal 33.7 147 Yemen 0.8
48 Burundi 62.5 98 Argentina 33.6 148 Uruguay 0.4
49 Iceland 62.3 99 Guinea 324 149 Djibouti 0.2
50 New Zealand 61.9 100 Romania 30.1
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Productive Natural Resources

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Fiji 99.0 51 Yemen 84.7 101 Haiti 76.7
2 Cyprus 97.3 52 ltaly 84.7 102 Israel 76.6
3 Costa Rica 97.1 53 Madagascar 84.6 103 Germany 76.5
4  Jamaica 96.2 54 Central Afr. Rep. 84.5 104 Honduras 76.5
5 Kyrgyzstan 95.8 55 Bolivia 84.5 105 Namibia 76.1
6 Trinidad & Tobago 95.7 56 Swaziland 84.3 106 Burkina Faso 76.1
7  Estonia 95.2 57 Spain 84.1 107 Belgium 76.1
8 Colombia 94.8 58 Chad 84.0 108 Botswana 75.7
9 New Zealand 94.6 59 Kenya 83.9 109 Slovenia 75.6
10 Papua New Guinea 93.7 60 Ireland 83.8 110 Turkey 75.5
11 Mauritius 93.4 61 Nicaragua 83.6 111 Netherlands 75.5
12 Laos 93.4 62 Uzbekistan 83.6 112 China 75.2
13 Cote d'lvoire 93.3 63 Guinea-Bissau 83.5 113 Sri Lanka 75.0
14  Australia 91.8 64 United States 83.5 114 United Kingdom 74.7
15 Finland 91.3 65 Georgia 83.4 115 Niger 74.1
16 Macedonia 91.2 66 Malaysia 83.2 116 United Arab Em. 74.1
17 Luxembourg 91.1 67 Senegal 82.9 117 El Salvador 73.6
18 Czech Rep. 90.9 68 Sierra Leone 82.9 118 Iceland 73.4
19 Congo 90.5 69 Syria 82.9 119 Zambia 73.0
20 Portugal 90.5 70 Guinea 82.8 120 Venezuela 72.8
21 Lebanon 90.0 71 Norway 82.6 121 Tanzania 72.7
22 Gabon 89.9 72  Saudi Arabia 82.5 122 Ethiopia 71.6
23 Eritrea 89.8 73 Hungary 82.5 123 Argentina 715
24 Croatia 89.5 74  Russia 82.3 124 Solomon Islands 71.2
25 Slovakia 89.3 75 Poland 82.3 125 Mozambique 71.2
26  Switzerland 89.1 76 Armenia 82.1 126 South Korea 71.0
27 Rwanda 89.0 77 Egypt 82.0 127 Dem. Rep. Congo 70.6
28 Brazil 89.0 78 Tajikistan 81.8 128 Philippines 70.4
29 Panama 88.6 79 Iran 81.6 129 Jordan 69.8
30 Bosnia & Herz. 88.6 80 Belize 814 130 Tunisia 68.7
31 Belarus 88.4 81 Angola 81.3 131 Zimbabwe 68.7
32 Austria 88.2 82 Thailand 81.3 132 Dijibouti 68.5
33  Turkmenistan 87.9 83 Lithuania 81.2 133 Cameroon 66.9
34 Chile 87.8 84 Mali 80.8 134 Benin 65.8
35 Mexico 87.4 85 Peru 80.6 135 Pakistan 64.6
36 Kazakhstan 87.0 86 Viet Nam 80.0 136 Kuwait 64.5
37 Algeria 86.7 87 Albania 79.4 137 Ecuador 61.8
38 South Africa 86.6 88 Guatemala 79.3 138 Taiwan 61.2
39 Cuba 86.6 89 Moldova 79.2 139 Myanmar 61.2
40 Paraguay 86.0 90 Morocco 78.6 140 Mauritania 58.8
41 Latvia 86.0 91 Bulgaria 78.6 141 Denmark 56.1
42  France 86.0 92 Sudan 78.4 142 Iraq 55.6
43 Oman 86.0 93 Nepal 78.2 143 Togo 54.4
44  Sweden 85.9 94 Ghana 77.9 144 Nigeria 53.9
45 Mongolia 85.7 95 Romania 77.8 145 Uganda 53.4
46 Japan 85.7 96 Ukraine 77.7 146 Indonesia 50.9
47  Azerbaijan 85.7 97 India 77.7 147 Burundi 48.0
48 Dominican Rep. 85.5 98 Guyana 77.2 148 Bangladesh 47.1
49 Uruguay 85.4 99 Canada 77.0 149 Cambodia 44.4
50 Greece 85.4 100 Malawi 76.8
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Climate

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Mozambique 99.8 51 Panama 78.0 101 Netherlands 66.1
2 Costa Rica 98.3 52 Burkina Faso 77.6 102 Cambodia 66.0
3 Tajikistan 98.2 53 Slovenia 77.2 103 Taiwan 65.5
4  Nepal 98.1 54  Tunisia 77.1 104 Macedonia 65.5
5 Ethiopia 97.2 55 Azerbaijan 77.1 105 Cuba 64.5
6 Cameroon 97.0 56 Bangladesh 77.1 106 Iran 63.4
7 Namibia 96.5 57 Croatia 76.9 107 Bulgaria 63.3
8 Dem.Rep.Congo 95.2 58 Honduras 76.9 108 Russia 62.9
9 Congo 94.6 59 Finland 76.8 109 Poland 62.7
10 Switzerland 94.6 60 Germany 76.2 110 Greece 62.5
11 Uganda 94.5 61 Papua New Guinea 75.9 111 Czech Rep. 62.3
12 Malawi 94.5 62 Nicaragua 75.9 112 Malaysia 61.9
13 Paraguay 94.2 63 Cote d'lvoire 75.6 113 Estonia 61.8
14  Albania 93.4 64 Eritrea 75.0 114 Kyrgyzstan 61.5
15 Norway 92.7 65 Central Afr. Rep. 74.8 115 Jordan 61.4
16 Georgia 92.7 66 Viet Nam 74.7 116 Botswana 61.4
17 Ghana 92.6 67 Angola 74.6 117 Bolivia 61.3
18 Laos 92.4 68 Algeria 74.6 118 Yemen 61.1
19 Sweden 91.6 69 United Kingdom 74.6 119 Israel 60.5
20 Lithuania 88.7 70 ltaly 74.5 120 Indonesia 59.8
21 El Salvador 88.5 71 Myanmar 73.8 121 Syria 59.7
22 Uruguay 88.5 72 Spain 73.7 122 Luxembourg 59.0
23 Armenia 87.2 73 Niger 73.6 123 Guinea-Bissau 58.7
24  Colombia 87.1 74 Chad 73.3 124 Turkmenistan 58.2
25 Peru 87.1 75 Portugal 72.9 125 India 57.9
26 Latvia 86.9 76 Tanzania 72.8 126 Mongolia 57.5
27 France 85.7 77 South Korea 71.5 127 Mauritania 57.0
28 Sri Lanka 85.6 78 Mexico 71.5 128 United States 56.1
29 Nigeria 85.5 79 Slovakia 71.2 129 Cyprus 56.0
30 Haiti 84.1 80 Benin 71.2 130 Fiji 54.3
31 Kenya 84.1 81 Thailand 71.1 131 Swaziland 54.1
32 Brazil 83.3 82 New Zealand 71.1 132 Oman 53.6
33 Togo 82.4 83 Senegal 70.7 133 Mauritius 53.5
34 Mali 82.4 84 Japan 70.5 134 China 52.7
35 Iceland 82.3 85 Romania 70.4 135 South Africa 51.4
36 Argentina 82.3 86 Jamaica 70.0 136 Ukraine 51.1
37 Philippines 82.0 87 lIreland 69.7 137 Saudi Arabia 50.5
38 Guinea 81.8 88 Sierra Leone 69.6 138 Uzbekistan 46.9
39 Denmark 81.8 89 Belgium 69.5 139 Australia 42.5
40 Burundi 81.5 90 Canada 69.3 140 Dijibouti 42.3
41 Gabon 81.4 91 Egypt 68.9 141 Solomon Islands 40.8
42 Zambia 81.0 92 Bosnia & Herz. 68.9 142 Lebanon 40.7
43 Guatemala 80.2 93 Venezuela 68.4 143 Iraq 40.6
44  Ecuador 80.1 94 Belarus 68.3 144 Belize 39.6
45  Austria 79.9 95 Zimbabwe 68.1 145 Kuwait 38.6
46 Madagascar 79.8 96 Sudan 67.9 146 Guyana 36.5
47 Hungary 79.4 97 Moldova 67.8 147 Trinidad & Tobago 28.7
48 Dominican Rep. 78.7 98 Pakistan 67.4 148 United Arab Em. 26.6
49 Chile 78.4 99 Turkey 66.5 149 Kazakhstan 16.1
50 Rwanda 78.0 100 Morocco 66.5
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Environmental Health, by Geographic Peer Group

Eastern Europe and Central Asia

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Slovakia 99.1 8 Czech Rep. 91.6 15 Turkmenistan 78.1
2 Hungary 98.4 9 Kazakhstan 91.5 16 Romania 77.8
3 Ukraine 97.0 10 Albania 89.3 17 Azerbaijan 76.4
4  Russia 96.3 11 Georgia 88.4 18 Kyrgyzstan 76.2
5 Belarus 95.4 12 Macedonia 86.1 19 Tajikistan 62.2
6 Bulgaria 94.7 13 Moldova 85.0
7 Bosnia and Herz. 93.1 14 Uzbekistan 78.2
East Asia and the Pacific
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Australia 99.3 7 Thailand 85.5 13 Mongolia 66.6
2  New Zealand 99.0 8  Philippines 82.5 14 Myanmar 63.9
3 Japan 98.3 9 Fiji 78.2 15 Solomon Islands 59.6
4  Malaysia 96.7 10 Viet Nam 76.3 16 Papua New Guinea 58.2
5 Taiwan 96.6 11 China 714 17 Laos 39.8
6  South Korea 95.6 12 Indonesia 69.5 18 Cambodia 39.1
Europe
Rank Country Score  Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 United Kingdom 99.4 9 Denmark 99.3 17 Netherlands 98.1
2 lIreland 99.4 10 Luxembourg 99.3 18 Slovenia 97.8
3 Sweden 99.4 11 Switzerland 98.9 19 Estonia 97.7
4  Germany 99.4 12 Belgium 98.8 20 Greece 97.2
5 France 99.4 13 ltaly 98.6 21 Croatia 96.6
6 Iceland 99.3 14  Portugal 98.4 22 Latvia 95.2
7 Finland 99.3 15 Spain 98.2 23 Lithuania 95.1
8 Norway 99.3 16 Austria 98.1 24 Poland 93.6
Middle East and North Africa
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Israel 97.9 8 United Arab Em. 89.8 15 Algeria 82.2
2  Cyprus 96.8 9 Iran 88.9 16 Egypt 79.6
3 Lebanon 95.5 10 Armenia 88.0 17 Iraq 67.1
4  Tunisia 92.9 11 Saudi Arabia 85.5 18 Yemen 48.2
5  Kuwait 92.0 12 Morocco 85.2 19 Sudan 47.0
6 Jordan 91.7 13 Oman 84.6
7  Turkey 91.2 14 Syria 84.5
South Asia
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 SrilLanka 78.8 3  Nepal 60.2 5 Bangladesh 53.6
2 India 62.6 4  Pakistan 54.6
Subsaharan Africa
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Mauritius 97.7 14 Togo 52.0 27 Mauritania 33.2
2 South Africa 81.8 15 Congo 51.0 28 Rwanda 32.2
3 Gabon 75.4 16 Cameroon 47.7 29 Guinea 31.3
4  Botswana 68.6 17 Eritrea 47.2 30 Zambia 30.8
5 Zimbabwe 67.8 18 Uganda 41.6 31 Mozambique 255
6 Swaziland 61.1 19 Nigeria 40.6 32 Chad 18.4
7 Namibia 60.9 20 Benin 40.2 33 Sierra Leone 18.2
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8 Ghana 59.0 21  Burundi 37.6 34 Burkina Faso 16.2
9 Senegal 58.4 22 Madagascar 37.6 35 Mali 134
10 Cote d'Ilvoire 57.4 23 Guinea-Bissau 36.7 36 Dem.Rep.Congo 12.6
11 Djibouti 57.2 24 Central Afr. Rep. 35.2 37 Angola 8.9
12 Kenya 54.5 25 Ethiopia 35.0 38 Niger 6.0
13 Tanzania 52.2 26 Malawi 34.0

Americas

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score

1 Canada 98.9 10 Uruguay 88.9 19 Peru 78.3
2 United States 98.5 11 Dominican Rep. 88.8 20 Guatemala 78.2
3 Cuba 96.4 12 Venezuela 88.5 21 Honduras 77.2
4  Chile 93.3 13 Trinidad & Tobago 88.4 22 Guyana 75.3
5 Costa Rica 93.2 14 Jamaica 87.2 23 Paraguay 73.3
6  Ecuador 91.7 15 Brazil 86.9 24 Nicaragua 72.9
7  Colombia 914 16 Panama 86.4 25 Bolivia 61.2
8 Mexico 91.3 17 El Salvador 81.8 26 Haiti 50.1
9 Argentina 91.1 18 Belize 81.3
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APPENDIX B: INDICATOR TABLES BY PEER
GROUP

Adequate Sanitation (ACSAT)
Target value: 100% coverage

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 100.0100.0 51 Argentina 91.0 89.5 101 Azerbaijan 54.0 46.2
2 Austria 100.0100.0 52 Chile 91.0 89.5 102 Zimbabwe 53.0 45.0
3 Belgium 100.0100.0 53 Sri Lanka 91.0 89.5 103 Romania 51.5 43.3
4 Canada 100.0100.0 54 Syria 90.0 88.3 104 Cameroon 51.0 42.7
5 Croatia 100.0100.0 55 Ecuador 89.0 87.1 105 Tajikistan 51.0 42.7
6 Cyprus 100.0100.0 56 Oman 88.0 86.0 106 Swaziland 48.0 39.2
7 Denmark 100.0100.0 57 Turkey 88.0 86.0 107 Belize 47.0 38.0
8 Finland 100.0100.0 58 Saudi Arabia 87.4 85.3 108 Nicaragua 47.0 38.0
9 France 100.0100.0 59 Russia 87.0 84.8 109 Tanzania 47.0 38.0
10 Germany 100.0100.0 60 Poland 86.5 84.2 110 Bolivia 46.0 36.8
11 Greece 100.0100.0 61 Lithuania 86.2 83.9 111 Mali 46.0 36.8
12 Iceland 100.0100.0 62 Colombia 86.0 83.6 112 China 44.0 345
13 Ireland 100.0100.0 63 Guatemala 86.0 83.6 113 Nigeria 44.0 345
14 Israel 100.0100.0 64 Tunisia 85.0 82.5 114 Papua New Guin. 44.0 34.5
15 ltaly 100.0100.0 65 Belarus 84.0 81.3 115 Kenya 43.0 33.3
16 Japan 100.0100.0 66 Armenia 83.0 80.1 116 Uganda 43.0 33.3
17 Kuwait 100.0100.0 67 Iran 83.0 80.1 117 Yemen 43.0 33.3
18 Luxembourg 100.0100.0 68 Djibouti 82.0 78.9 118 Botswana 42.0 32.2
19 Netherlands 100.0100.0 69 Jamaica 80.0 76.6 119 Rwanda 42.0 32.2
20 New Zealand 100.0100.0 70 Paraguay 80.0 76.6 120 Bangladesh 39.0 28.7
21 Norway 100.0100.0 71 Iraq 79.0 75.4 121 Sierra Leone 39.0 28.7
22 Portugal 100.0100.0 72 Mexico 79.0 75.4 122 Céte d'lvoire 37.0 26.3
23 Slovenia 100.0100.0 73 Dominican Rep. 78.0 74.3 123 Burundi 36.0 25.1
24 South Korea 100.0100.0 74 Latvia 78.0 74.3 124 Gabon 36.0 25.1
25 Spain 100.0100.0 75 Myanmar 77.0 73.1 125 Guinea-Bissau 35.0 24.0
26 Sweden 100.0100.0 76 Brazil 75.0 70.8 126 Nepal 35.0 24.0
27 Switzerland 100.0100.0 77 Macedonia 73.2 68.6 127 Togo 35.0 24.0
28 Taiwan 100.0100.0 78 Morocco 73.0 68.4 128 Mauritania 34.0 22.8
29 Trin. & Tob. 100.0100.0 79 Panama 73.0 68.4 129 Sudan 34.0 22.8
30 United Kingdom 100.0100.0 80 Fiji 72.0 67.3 130 Benin 33.0 21.6
31 United States 100.0100.0 81 Kazakhstan 72.0 67.3 131 India 33.0 21.6
32 Uruguay 100.0100.0 82 Philippines 72.0 67.3 132 Madagascar 32.0 20.5
33 Bulgaria 99.0 98.8 83 Egypt 70.0 64.9 133 Mozambique 32.0 20.5
34 Slovakia 99.0 98.8 84 Guyana 70.0 64.9 134 Angola 31.0 19.3
35 Thailand 99.0 98.8 85 Honduras 69.0 63.7 135 Solomon Islands 31.0 19.3
36 Cuba 98.0 97.7 86 Moldova 68.0 62.6 136 Dem. Rep. Congo 30.0 18.1
37 Czech Rep. 98.0 97.7 87 Venezuela 68.0 62.6 137 Haiti 30.0 18.1
38 Lebanon 98.0 97.7 88 Uzbekistan 67.0 61.4 138 Laos 30.0 18.1
39 United Arab Em. 98.0 97.7 89 South Africa 65.0 59.1 139 Central Afr. Rep. 27.0 14.6
40 Estonia 97.0 96.5 90 Peru 63.0 56.7 140 Congo 27.0 146
41 Ukraine 96.0 95.3 91 El Salvador 62.0 55.6 141 Namibia 25.0 12.3
42 Bosnia & Herz. 95.0 94.2 92 Turkmenistan 62.0 55.6 142 Ghana 18.0 4.1
43 Hungary 95.0 94.2 93 Malawi 61.0 54.4 143 Guinea 18.0 4.1
44 Georgia 94.0 93.0 94 Viet Nam 61.0 54.4 144 Cambodia 17.0 29
45 Malaysia 94.0 93.0 95 Kyrgyzstan 59.0 52.0 145 Burkina Faso 13.0 0.0
46 Mauritius 94.0 93.0 96 Mongolia 59.0 52.0 146 Chad 9.0 0.0
47 Jordan 93.0 91.8 97 Pakistan 59.0 52.0 147 Eritrea 9.0 0.0
48 Algeria 92.0 90.6 98 Senegal 57.0 49.7 148 Ethiopia 13.0 0.0
49 Costa Rica 92.0 90.6 99 Indonesia 55.0 47.4 149 Niger 13.0 0.0
50 Albania 91.0 89.5 100 Zambia 55.0 47.4
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Canada 100.0 100.0 10 Colombia 86.0 83.6 19 Honduras 69.0 63.7
1 Trin. & Tob. 100.0 100.0 10 Guatemala 86.0 83.6 20 Venezuela 68.0 62.6
1 United States 100.0 100.0 12 Jamaica 80.0 76.6 21 Peru 63.0 56.7
1 Uruguay 100.0 100.0 12 Paraguay 80.0 76.6 22 El Salvador 62.0 55.6
5 Cuba 98.0 97.7 14 Mexico 79.0 754 23 Belize 47.0 38.0
6 Costa Rica 92.0 90.6 15 Dom. Rep. 78.0 74.3 23 Nicaragua 47.0 38.0
7 Argentina 91.0 895 16 Brazil 75.0 70.8 25 Bolivia 46.0 36.8
7 Chile 91.0 895 17 Panama 73.0 684 26 Haiti 30.0 18.1
9 Ecuador 89.0 87.1 18 Guyana 70.0 64.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bulgaria 99.0 98.8 8 Albania 91.0 89.5 15 Turkmenistan 62.0 55.6
1 Slovakia 99.0 98.8 9 Russia 87.0 848 16 Kyrgyzstan 59.0 52.0
3 Czech Rep. 98.0 97.7 10 Belarus 84.0 813 17 Azerbaijan 54.0 46.2
4 Ukraine 96.0 95.3 11 Macedonia 73.2 68.6 18 Romania 515 433
5 Bosnia & Herz. 95.0 94.2 12 Kazakhstan 720 673 19 Tajikistan 51.0 427
5 Hungary 95.0 94.2 13 Moldova 68.0 62.6
7 Georgia 94.0 93.0 14 Uzbekistan 67.0 61.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 100.0100.0 7 Malaysia 94.0 93.0 13 Indonesia 55.0 47.4
1 Japan 100.0100.0 8 Myanmar 77.0 73.1 14 China 44.0 34.5
1 New Zealand 100.0100.0 9  Philippines 72.0 67.3 15 Papua New Guin. 44.0 345
1 Taiwan 100.0100.0 10 Fiji 72.0 67.3 16 Solomon Isl. 31.0 19.3
1 South Korea 100.0100.0 11 Viet Nam 61.0 54.4 17 Laos 30.0 18.1
6 Thailand 99.0 98.8 12 Mongolia 59.0 52.0 18 Cambodia 17.0 2.9

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 100.0100.0 1 Greece 100.0100.0 1 Sweden 100.0100.0
1 Belgium 100.0100.0 1 Iceland 100.0100.0 1 Switzerland 100.0100.0
1 Croatia 100.0100.0 1 Ireland 100.0100.0 1 UK 100.0100.0
1 Cyprus 100.0100.0 1 [ltaly 100.0100.0 22 Estonia 97.0 96.5
1 Finland 100.0100.0 1 Luxembourg 100.0100.0 23 Poland 86.5 84.2
1 France 100.0100.0 1 Portugal 100.0100.0 24 Lithuania 86.2 83.9
1 Germany 100.0100.0 1 Spain 100.0100.0 25 Latvia 78.0 74.3

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Israel 100.0 100.0 7 Syria 90.0 88.3 13 Armenia 83.0 80.1
1 Kuwait 100.0 100.0 8 Oman 88.0 86.0 14 Iraq 79.0 754
3 Lebanon 98.0 97.7 8 Turkey 88.0 86.0 15 Morocco 73.0 68.4
3 United Arab Em. 98.0 97.7 10 Saudi Arabia 87.4 85.3 16 Egypt 70.0 64.9
5 Jordan 93.0 91.8 11 Tunisia 85.0 82.5 17 Yemen 43.0 33.3
6 Algeria 92.0 90.6 12 lIran 83.0 80.1 18 Sudan 34.0 22.8

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 91.0 895 3 Bangladesh 39.0 28.7 5 India 33.0 21.6
2 Pakistan 59.0 52.0 4 Nepal 35.0 24.0
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 94.0 93.0 14 Uganda 43.0 33.3 27 Angola 31.0 193
2 Dijibouti 82.0 78.9 15 Botswana 42.0 32.2 28 Dem.Rep.Congo 30.0 18.1
3 South Africa 65.0 59.1 16 Rwanda 420 32.2 29 Congo 27.0 146
4 Malawi 61.0 54.4 17 Sierra Leone 39.0 28.7 30 Central Afr. Rep. 27.0 14.6
5 Senegal 57.0 49.7 18 Cobte d'lvoire 37.0 26.3 31 Namibia 25.0 123
6 Zambia 55.0 47.4 19 Gabon 36.0 25.1 32 Ghana 180 4.1
7 Zimbabwe 53.0 45.0 20 Burundi 36.0 25.1 33 Guinea 180 4.1
8 Cameroon 51.0 42.7 21 Togo 35.0 24.0 34 Burkina Faso 13.0 0.0
9 Swaziland 48.0 39.2 22 Guinea-Bissau  35.0 24.0 34 Chad 9.0 0.0
10 Tanzania 47.0 38.0 23 Mauritania 34.0 228 34 Eritrea 9.0 0.0
11 Mali 46.0 36.8 24 Benin 33.0 21.6 34 Ethiopia 13.0 0.0
12 Nigeria 44.0 345 25 Madagascar 32.0 205 34 Niger 13.0 0.0
13 Kenya 43.0 33.3 26 Mozambique 32.0 20.5
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Drinking Water (WATSUP)

Target value: 100%

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 100.0100.0 51 Turkey 96.0 93.2 101 Sri Lanka 79.0 64.3
2 Austria 100.0100.0 52 Ukraine 96.0 93.2 102 Myanmar 78.0 62.6
3 Belarus 100.0100.0 53 Botswana 95.0 91.5 103 Azerbaijan 77.0 61.0
4 Belgium 100.0100.0 54 Chile 95.0 91.5 104 China 77.0 61.0
5 Canada 100.0100.0 55 Dominican Rep. 95.0 91.5 105 Indonesia 77.0 61.0
6 Croatia 100.0 100.0 56 Guatemala 95.0 91.5 106 Kyrgyzstan 77.0 61.0
7 Cyprus 100.0100.0 57 Ecuador 94.0 89.8 107 Senegal 76.0 59.3
8 Czech Rep. 100.0100.0 58 Iran 94.0 89.8 108 Central Afr. Rep. 75.0 57.6
9 Denmark 100.0100.0 59 Poland 93.2 88.4 109 Ghana 75.0 57.6
10 Estonia 100.0100.0 60 Lithuania 93.0 88.1 110 Bangladesh 74.0 55.9
11 Finland 100.0100.0 61 Colombia 93.0 88.1 111 Rwanda 74.0 55.9
12 France 100.0100.0 62 Jamaica 93.0 88.1 112 Dijibouti 73.0 54.2
13 Germany 100.0100.0 63 Syria 93.0 88.1 113 Malawi 73.0 54.2
14 Greece 100.0100.0 64 Tunisia 93.0 88.1 114 Turkmenistan 72.0 525
15 Iceland 100.0100.0 65 Armenia 92.0 86.4 115 Solomon Islands 70.0 49.1
16 lIreland 100.0100.0 66 Moldova 92.0 86.4 116 Sudan 70.0 49.1
17 lIsrael 100.0100.0 67 Saudi Arabia 92.0 86.4 117 Benin 67.0 44.0
18 ltaly 100.0100.0 68 South Korea 92.0 86.4 118 Yemen 67.0 44.0
19 Japan 100.0100.0 69 Belize 91.0 84.7 119 Cameroon 66.0 42.3
20 Kuwait 100.0100.0 70 Cuba 91.0 84.7 120 Mongolia 62.0 35.5
21 Lebanon 100.0100.0 71 Pakistan 91.0 84.7 121 Swaziland 62.0 35.5
22 Luxembourg 100.0100.0 72 Trin. & Tob. 91.0 84.7 122 Tanzania 62.0 355
23 Mauritius 100.0100.0 73 Brazil 90.0 83.0 123 Burkina Faso 61.0 33.8
24 Netherlands 100.0100.0 74 Nepal 90.0 83.0 124 Kenya 61.0 33.8
25 New Zealand 100.0100.0 75 Panama 90.0 83.0 125 Eritrea 60.0 32.1
26 Norway 100.0 100.0 76 Gabon 88.0 79.6 126 Uganda 60.0 32.1
27 Portugal 100.0100.0 77 South Africa 88.0 79.6 127 Guinea-Bissau 59.0 30.4
28 Slovakia 100.0100.0 78 Honduras 87.0 77.9 128 Tajikistan 59.0 30.4
29 Slovenia 100.0100.0 79 Namibia 87.0 77.9 129 Congo 58.0 28.7
30 Spain 100.0100.0 80 India 86.0 76.2 130 Zambia 58.0 28.7
31 Sweden 100.0100.0 81 Kazakhstan 86.0 76.2 131 Romania 57.0 27.0
32 Switzerland 100.0100.0 82 Paraguay 86.0 76.2 132 Sierra Leone 57.0 27.0
33 Taiwan 100.0100.0 83 Macedonia 85.1 74.8 133 Haiti 54.0 21.9
34 United Arab Em. 100.0100.0 84 Algeria 85.0 74.5 134 Angola 53.0 20.2
35 United Kingdom 100.0100.0 85 Bolivia 85.0 74.5 135 Mauritania 53.0 20.2
36 United States 100.0100.0 86 Philippines 85.0 74.5 136 Togo 52.0 185
37 Uruguay 100.0100.0 87 Viet Nam 85.0 74.5 137 Laos 51.0 16.8
38 Bulgaria 99.0 98.3 88 Cobte d'lvoire 84.0 72.8 138 Guinea 50.0 15.1
39 Hungary 99.0 98.3 89 El Salvador 84.0 72.8 139 Madagascar 50.0 15.1
40 Latvia 99.0 98.3 90 Guyana 83.0 711 140 Mali 50.0 15.1
41 Malaysia 99.0 98.3 91 Peru 83.0 71.1 141 Nigeria 48.0 11.7
42 Thailand 99.0 98.3 92 Venezuela 83.0 71.1 142 Fiji 47.0 10.0
43 Egypt 98.0 96.6 93 Georgia 82.0 69.4 143 Dem. Rep. Congo 46.0 8.3
44 Bosnia & Herz. 97.0 949 94 Oman 82.0 69.4 144 Niger 46.0 8.3
45 Costa Rica 97.0 94.9 95 Uzbekistan 82.0 69.4 145 Mozambique 43.0 3.2
46 Jordan 97.0 949 96 Iraqg 81.0 67.7 146 Chad 42.0 1.5
47 Mexico 97.0 94.9 97 Morocco 81.0 67.7 147 Cambodia 41.0 0.0
48 Russia 97.0 94.9 98 Zimbabwe 81.0 67.7 148 Ethiopia 22.0 0.0
49 Albania 96.0 93.2 99 Burundi 79.0 64.3 149 Papua New Guin. 39.0 0.0
50 Argentina 96.0 93.2 100 Nicaragua 79.0 64.3
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Canada 100.0 100.0 10 Ecuador 94.0 89.8 19 Paraguay 86.0 76.2
1 Uruguay 100.0 100.0 11 Belize 93.0 88.1 20 Bolivia 85.0 745
1 United States 100.0 100.0 11 Colombia 93.0 88.1 21 El Salvador 84.0 72.8
4 Costa Rica 97.0 94.9 11 Cuba 91.0 84.7 22 Guyana 83.0 711
4 Mexico 97.0 94.9 11 Jamaica 91.0 84.7 22 Peru 83.0 71.1
6 Argentina 96.0 93.2 11 Trin. & Tob. 91.0 84.7 22 Venezuela 83.0 71.1
7 Chile 95.0 915 16 Brazil 90.0 83.0 25 Nicaragua 79.0 64.3
7 Dominican Rep. 95.0 91.5 16 Panama 90.0 83.0 26 Haiti 54.0 21.9
7 Guatemala 95.0 91.5 18 Honduras 87.0 77.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belarus 100.0100.0 8 Albania 96.0 93.2 15 Azerbaijan 77.0 61.0
1 Czech Rep. 100.0100.0 8 Ukraine 96.0 93.2 15 Kyrgyzstan 77.0 61.0
1 Slovakia 100.0100.0 10 Moldova 92.0 86.4 17 Turkmenistan 72.0 52.5
4  Bulgaria 99.0 98.3 11 Kazakhstan 86.0 76.2 18 Tajikistan 59.0 30.4
4  Hungary 99.0 98.3 12 Macedonia 85.1 74.8 19 Romania 57.0 27.0
6 Bosniaand Herz. 97.0 94.9 13 Georgia 82.0 69.4
6 Russia 97.0 94.9 14 Uzbekistan 82.0 69.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 100.0 100.0 7  South Korea 92.0 86.4 13 Solomon Islands 70.0 49.1
1 Japan 100.0 100.0 8  Philippines 85.0 74.5 14 Mongolia 62.0 35.5
1 NewZealand 100.0 100.0 8 Viet Nam 85.0 74.5 15 Laos 51.0 16.8
1 Taiwan 100.0 100.0 10 Myanmar 78.0 62.6 16 Fiji 47.0 10.0
5 Malaysia 99.0 98.3 11 China 77.0 61.0 17 Papua New Guin. 39.0 0.0
5 Thailand 99.0 98.3 11 Indonesia 77.0 61.0 18 Cambodia 41.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  RankCountry Value PT  RankCountry Value PT
1 Austria 100.0 100.0 1 Greece 100.0100.0 1 Spain 100.0100.0
1 Belgium 100.0100.0 1 Iceland 100.0100.0 1 Sweden 100.0 100.0
1 Croatia 100.0 100.0 1 lIreland 100.0 100.0 1 Switzerland 100.0 100.0
1 Cyprus 100.0 100.0 1 ltaly 100.0100.0 1 United Kingdom  100.0 100.0
1 Denmark 100.0 100.0 1 Luxembourg 100.0100.0 23 Latvia 99.0 98.3
1 Estonia 100.0 100.0 1 Netherlands 100.0100.0 24 Poland 93.2 88.4
1 Finland 100.0 100.0 1 Norway 100.0100.0 25 Lithuania 93.0 88.1
1 France 100.0 100.0 1 Portugal 100.0100.0

1 Germany 100.0 100.0 1 Slovenia 100.0 100.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 lIsrael 100.0100.0 7 Turkey 96.0 93.2 13 Algeria 85.0 74.5
2 Lebanon 100.0100.0 8 lIran 94.0 89.8 14 Oman 82.0 69.4
3 Kuwait 100.0100.0 9 Tunisia 93.0 88.1 15 Morocco 81.0 67.7
4 United Arab Em. 100.0100.0 10 Syria 93.0 88.1 16 lIraq 81.0 67.7
5 Egypt 98.0 96.6 11 Armenia 92.0 86.4 17 Sudan 70.0 49.1
6 Jordan 97.0 94.9 12 Saudi Arabia 92.0 86.4 18 Yemen 67.0 44.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Srilanka 79.0 64.3 3 Nepal 90.0 83.0 5 Bangladesh 74.0 55.9
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2 India 86.0 76.2 4 Pakistan 91.0 84.7

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 100.0 100.0 13 Malawi 73.0 54.2 25 Angola 53.0 20.2
2 Botswana 95.0 915 14 Benin 67.0 44.0 25 Mauritania 53.0 20.2
3 South Africa 88.0 79.6 15 Cameroon 66.0 42.3 27 Togo 52.0 185
4 Gabon 88.0 79.6 16 Swaziland 62.0 355 28 Guinea 50.0 15.1
5 Namibia 87.0 77.9 16 Tanzania 62.0 355 28 Madagascar 50.0 15.1
6 Cote d'lvoire 84.0 728 18 Burkina Faso 61.0 33.8 28 Mali 50.0 15.1
7 Zimbabwe 81.0 67.7 19 Kenya 61.0 33.8 31 Nigeria 48.0 11.7
8 Burundi 79.0 64.3 20 Eritrea 60.0 32.1 32 Dem. Rep.Congo 46.0 8.3
9 Senegal 76.0 59.3 20 Uganda 60.0 32.1 32 Niger 46.0 8.3
10 Ghana 75.0 57.6 22 Guinea-Bissau 59.0 30.4 34 Mozambique 43.0 3.2
11 Central Afr. Rep. 75.0 57.6 23 Congo 58.0 28.7 35 Chad 420 15
12 Rwanda 74.0 55.9 23 Zambia 58.0 28.7 36 Ethiopia 22.0 0.0
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Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALY) Due to the Environmental Burden of Disease
Target value: 0

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 0.1 99.8 51 Malaysia 1.0 98.2 101 Mongolia 11.0 80.2
2 Czech Rep. 0.1 99.8 52 Mauritius 1.0 98.2 102 Congo 13.0 76.6
3 France 0.1 99.8 53 Oman 1.0 98.2 103 India 13.0 76.6
4 Germany 0.1 99.8 54 Poland 1.0 98.2 104 Namibia 13.0 76.6
5 Ireland 0.1 99.8 55 Saudi Arabia 1.0 982 105 Papua New Guin. 13.0 76.6
6 lIsrael 0.1 99.8 56 Trin. & Tob. 1.0 98.2 106 Bangladesh 14.0 74.8
7 ltaly 0.1 99.8 57 Uruguay 1.0 98.2 107 Ghana 14.0 74.8
8 Kuwait 0.1 99.8 58 Uzbekistan 1.0 98.2 108 Solomon Islands 14.0 74.8
9 Sweden 0.1 99.8 59 Argentina 1.1 98.0 109 Zimbabwe 14.0 74.8
10 Switzerland 0.1 99.8 60 Sri Lanka 15 973 110 Bolivia 15.0 73.0
11 United Kingdom 0.1 99.8 61 Fiji 20 96.4 111 Myanmar 15.0 73.0
12 Taiwan 0.1 99.8 62 Jamaica 20 964 112 Iraq 17.0 69.4
13 Australia 0.2 99.6 63 Lebanon 2.0 9.4 113 Swaziland 17.0 69.4
14 Belgium 0.2 99.6 64 Mexico 20 96.4 114 Sudan 18.0 67.6
15 Bulgaria 0.2 99.6 65 Thailand 20 96.4 115 Togo 18.0 67.6
16 Canada 0.2 99.6 66 Tunisia 20 964 116 Eritrea 20.0 63.9
17 Croatia 0.2 99.6 67 China 3.0 94.6 117 Haiti 20.0 63.9
18 Denmark 0.2 99.6 68 Colombia 3.0 94.6 118 Nepal 20.0 63.9
19 Estonia 0.2 99.6 69 Panama 3.0 94.6 119 Pakistan 22.0 60.3
20 Finland 0.2 99.6 70 Turkey 3.0 94.6 120 Senegal 22.0 60.3
21 Hungary 0.2 99.6 71 Venezuela 3.0 94.6 121 Kenya 23.0 58.5
22 Iceland 0.2 99.6 72 Brazil 3.6 935 122 Cambodia 25.0 54.9
23 Japan 0.2 99.6 73 Azerbaijan 3.9 93.0 123 Tanzania 26.0 53.1
24  Luxembourg 0.2 99.6 74 lIran 4.0 92.8 124 Cameroon 27.0 51.3
25 Netherlands 0.2 99.6 75 Jordan 40 92.8 125 Ethiopia 28.0 49.5
26 Norway 0.2 99.6 76 Macedonia 4.0 92.8 126 Laos 28.0 49.5
27 Slovakia 0.2 99.6 77 Romania 4.0 92.8 127 Cote d'lvoire 29.0 47.7
28 Spain 0.2 99.6 78 Syria 4.0 92.8 128 Yemen 29.0 47.7
29 United States 0.2 99.6 79 Viet Nam 40 928 129 Nigeria 32.0 42.3
30 Albania 0.3 99.5 80 Belize 44 92.1 130 Benin 33.0 40.5
31 Belarus 0.3 995 81 Dominican Rep. 5.0 91.0 131 Guinea 33.0 40.5
32 Bosnia & Herz. 0.3 995 82 Ecuador 50 91.0 132 Guinea-Bissau 33.0 40.5
33 Georgia 0.3 995 83 El Salvador 50 91.0 133 Madagascar 33.0 40.5
34 Latvia 0.3 995 84 Indonesia 5.0 91.0 134 Central Afr. Rep. 35.0 36.9
35 Russia 0.3 995 85 Kyrgyzstan 50 91.0 135 Djibouti 35.0 36.9
36 Ukraine 0.3 995 86 Paraguay 50 91.0 136 Uganda 35.0 36.9
37 Moldova 0.4 99.3 87 Philippines 5.0 91.0 137 Mauritania 38.0 315
38 Cyprus 0.5 99.1 88 Egypt 6.0 89.2 138 Chad 40.0 27.9
39 Greece 0.5 99.1 89 Peru 6.0 89.2 139 Burundi 41.0 26.1
40 New Zealand 05 99.1 90 Botswana 6.6 88.1 140 Zambia 42.0 243
41 Portugal 0.5 99.1 91 Morocco 7.0 87.4 141 Malawi 47.0 153
42 Slovenia 0.5 99.1 92 Turkmenistan 70 874 142 Mozambique 47.0 15.3
43 South Korea 0.5 99.1 93 Algeria 8.0 85.6 143 Rwanda 47.0 15.3
44 United ArabEm. 0.6 98.9 94 Honduras 8.0 85.6 144 Burkina Faso 51.0 81
45 Armenia 1.0 98.2 95 Nicaragua 8.0 85.6 145 Mali 53.0 45
46 Chile 1.0 98.2 96 Guatemala 9.0 8338 146 Angola 109.0 0.0
47 Costa Rica 1.0 98.2 97 South Africa 9.0 8338 147 Dem. Rep. Congo 64.0 0.0
48 Cuba 1.0 98.2 98 Gabon 10.0 82.0 148 Niger 65.0 0.0
49 Kazakhstan 1.0 98.2 99 Guyana 10.0 82.0 149 Sierra Leone 78.0 0.0
50 Lithuania 1.0 98.2 100 Tajikistan 10.0 82.0
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Canada 0.2 99.6 10 Jamaica 20 964 16 Paraguay 5.0 91.0
1 United States 0.2 99.6 11 Colombia 3.0 946 20 Peru 6.0 89.2
3 Chile 1.0 98.2 11 Venezuela 3.0 946 21 Honduras 8.0 856
3 Costa Rica 1.0 98.2 13 Panama 3.0 946 21 Nicaragua 8.0 856
3 Cuba 1.0 98.2 14 Brazil 3.6 935 23 Guatemala 9.0 838
3  Trin. & Tob. 1.0 98.2 15 Belize 44 921 24 Guyana 10.0 82.0
3 Uruguay 1.0 98.2 16 Dominican Rep. 5.0 91.0 25 Bolivia 15.0 73.0
8 Argentina 1.1 98.0 16 Ecuador 50 91.0 26 Haiti 20.0 63.9
9 Mexico 20 96.4 16 El Salvador 50 91.0

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Czech Rep. 0.1 998 5 Georgia 0.3 995 15 Macedonia 40 9238
2 Bulgaria 0.2 99.6 5 Russia 0.3 99.5 16 Romania 40 928
2 Hungary 0.2 99.6 5 Ukraine 0.3 99.5 17 Kyrgyzstan 50 91.0
2 Slovakia 0.2 99.6 11 Moldova 0.4 99.3 18 Turkmenistan 70 87.4
5 Albania 0.3 995 12 Kazakhstan 1.0 98.2 19 Tajikistan 10.0 82.0
5 Belarus 0.3 995 12 Uzbekistan 1.0 98.2
5 Bosnia & Herz. 0.3 995 14 Azerbaijan 3.9 93.0

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  RankCountry Value PT RankCountry Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.1 99.8 7 Fiji 20 964 13 Mongolia 11.0 80.2
2 Japan 0.2 99.6 7 Thailand 20 964 14 Papua New Guin. 13.0 76.6
3 Australia 0.2 99.6 9 China 3.0 946 15 Solomonlslands 14.0 74.8
4 South Korea 0.5 99.1 10 Viet Nam 4.0 92.8 16 Myanmar 15.0 73.0
5 New Zealand 05 99.1 11 Indonesia 5.0 91.0 17 Cambodia 25.0 54.9
6 Malaysia 1.0 98.2 11 Philippines 5.0 91.0 18 Laos 28.0 49.5

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 0.1 99.8 9 Croatia 0.2 99.6 19 Latvia 0.3 995
1 France 0.1 99.8 9 Denmark 0.2 99.6 20 Cyprus 0.5 99.1
1 Germany 0.1 9938 9 Estonia 0.2 99.6 20 Greece 0.5 99.1
1 Ireland 0.1 99.8 9 Finland 0.2 99.6 20 Portugal 0.5 99.1
1 ltaly 0.1 99.8 9 Iceland 0.2 99.6 20 Slovenia 05 99.1
1 Sweden 0.1 99.8 9 Luxembourg 0.2 99.6 24 Lithuania 1.0 98.2
1 Switzerland 0.1 9958 9 Netherlands 0.2 99.6 24 Poland 1.0 98.2
1 United Kingdom 0.1 99.8 9 Norway 0.2 99.6

9 Belgium 0.2 99.6 9 Spain 0.2 99.6

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Israel 0.1 99.8 7 Lebanon 20 96.4 13 Egypt 6.0 89.2
1 Kuwait 0.1 998 8 Jordan 20 946 14 Morocco 70 874
3 United ArabEm. 0.6 98.9 8 Tunisia 3.0 94.6 15 Algeria 8.0 85.6
4 Armenia 1.0 98.2 8 Turkey 40 94.6 16 Iraq 17.0 69.4
4 Oman 1.0 98.2 11 Iran 4.0 935 17 Sudan 18.0 67.6
4 Saudi Arabia 1.0 98.2 12 Syria 40 92.1 18 Yemen 29.0 47.7

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 15 973 3 Bangladesh 14.0 74.8 5 Pakistan 22.0 60.3
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2 India 13.0 76.6 4  Nepal 20.0 63.9

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 1.0 98.2 14 Tanzania 26.0 53.1 27 Chad 40.0 27.9
2 Botswana 6.6 88.1 15 Cameroon 27.0 51.3 28 Burundi 41.0 26.1
3 South Africa 9.0 838 16 Ethiopia 28.0 495 29 Zambia 42.0 24.3
4 Gabon 10.0 82.0 17 Cote d'lvoire 29.0 47.7 30 Malawi 47.0 15.3
5 Namibia 13.0 76.6 18 Nigeria 32.0 423 31 Rwanda 47.0 15.3
6 Congo 13.0 76.6 19 Benin 33.0 405 32 Mozambique 47.0 15.3
7 Ghana 14.0 74.8 19 Guinea 33.0 40.5 33 Burkina Faso 51.0 8.1
7 Zimbabwe 14.0 74.8 19 Guinea-Bissau 33.0 405 34 Mali 53.0 45
9 Swaziland 17.0 69.4 19 Madagascar 33.0 405 35 Angola 109.0 0.0
10 Togo 18.0 67.6 23 Djibouti 35.0 36.9 35 Dem.Rep.Congo 64.0 0.0
11 Eritrea 20.0 63.9 23 Central Afr. Rep. 35.0 36.9 35 Niger 65.0 0.0
12 Senegal 22.0 60.3 23 Uganda 35.0 36.9 35 Sierra Leone 78.0 0.0
13 Kenya 23.0 58.5 26 Mauritania 38.0 31.5
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Indoor Air Pollution, percentage of households using solid fuels (INDOOR)

Target value: 0%

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 51 Uruguay 5.0 94.7 101 Namibia 64.5 32.1
2 Algeria 5.0 94.7 52 Venezuela 50 947 102 Botswana 65.0 31.6
3 Argentina 5.0 94.7 53 Morocco 52 945 103 Nigeria 67.0 29.5
4  Australia 5.0 94.7 54 Djibouti 5.3 94.4 104 SriLanka 67.1 29.4
5 Austria 5.0 94.7 55 Ukraine 6.5 93.2 105 Viet Nam 69.6 26.7
6 Belgium 5.0 94.7 56 Slovenia 8.0 916 106 Zimbabwe 71.6 24.6
7 Canada 5.0 94.7 57 Trin. & Tob. 8.0 91.6 107 Thailand 72.0 24.2
8 Chile 5.0 94.7 58 Russia 8.8 90.7 108 Uzbekistan 72.0 24.2
9 Cuba 5.0 94.7 59 Latvia 10.2 89.3 109 Indonesia 72.2 24.0
10 Cyprus 50 94.7 60 Turkey 11.0 884 110 Czech Rep. 73.7 22.4
11 Denmark 50 947 61 Cote d'lvoire 12.3 87.1 111 Tanzania 74.5 21.6
12 Ecuador 5.0 94.7 62 Brazil 12.9 86.4 112 Kyrgyzstan 76.0 20.0
13 Egypt 5.0 94.7 63 Mexico 14.2 85.1 113 Eritrea 79.7 16.1
14  Finland 5.0 94.7 64 Dominican Rep. 15.1 84.1 114 China 80.0 15.8
15 France 5.0 94.7 65 Estonia 16.4 82.7 115 Mozambique 80.0 15.8
16 Germany 50 94.7 66 Bulgaria 17.0 82.1 116 Nepal 81.0 14.7
17 Greece 50 947 67 South Africa 17.9 81.2 117 Pakistan 81.0 14.7
18 Hungary 5.0 94.7 68 Belarus 19.0 80.0 118 India 81.8 13.9
19 Iceland 5.0 94.7 69 Colombia 19.5 795 119 Cameroon 82.8 12.8
20 Iran 50 94.7 70 Croatia 21.0 77.9 120 Congo 85.0 10.5
21 lIraq 5.0 94.7 71 Romania 229 75.9 121 Ghana 87.0 8.4
22 lIreland 50 94.7 72 Costa Rica 23.0 75.8 122 Togo 87.3 8.1
23 lsrael 50 947 73 Armenia 26.4 72.2 123 Zambia 87.3 8.1
24 ltaly 50 947 74 Gabon 27.6 70.9 124 Bangladesh 88.9 6.4
25 Japan 5.0 94.7 75 Macedonia 30.0 68.4 125 Papua New Guin. 89.7 5.6
26 Jordan 5.0 94.7 76 Syria 32.0 66.3 126 Sierra Leone 92.0 3.2
27 Kazakhstan 5.0 94.7 77 El Salvador 33.0 65.3 127 Benin 946 0.4
28 Kuwait 5.0 94.7 78 Panama 33.0 65.3 128 Angola 95.0 0.0
29 Lebanon 5.0 94.7 79 Peru 33.2 65.1 129 Burkina Faso 95.0 0.0
30 Lithuania 5.0 94.7 80 Bolivia 34.4 63.8 130 Burundi 95.0 0.0
31 Luxembourg 5.0 94.7 81 Fiji 40.0 57.9 131 Cambodia 95.0 0.0
32 Malaysia 5.0 94.7 82 Yemen 41.6 56.2 132 Central Afr. Rep. 95.0 0.0
33 Mauritius 5.0 94.7 83 Belize 43.0 54.7 133 Chad 95.0 0.0
34 Netherlands 5.0 94.7 84 Georgia 43.0 54.7 134 Dem. Rep. Congo 95.0 0.0
35 New Zealand 5.0 94.7 85 Philippines 446 53.1 135 Ethiopia 95.0 0.0
36 Norway 50 94.7 86 Jamaica 45.0 52.6 136 Guinea 95.0 0.0
37 Oman 5.0 94.7 87 Azerbaijan 49.0 48.4 137 Guinea-Bissau 95.0 0.0
38 Poland 5.0 94.7 88 Bosnia & Herz. 49.7 47.7 138 Haiti 95.0 0.0
39 Portugal 5.0 94.7 89 Albania 50.0 47.4 139 Laos 95.0 0.0
40 Saudi Arabia 5.0 94.7 90 Mongolia 51.0 46.3 140 Madagascar 95.0 0.0
41 Slovakia 50 947 91 Paraguay 52.8 44.4 141 Malawi 95.0 0.0
42 South Korea 5.0 947 92 Senegal 53.0 44.2 142 Mali 95.0 0.0
43 Spain 5.0 94.7 93 Mauritania 56.3 40.7 143 Myanmar 95.0 0.0
44 Sweden 5.0 94.7 94 Honduras 57.0 40.0 144 Niger 95.0 0.0
45 Switzerland 5.0 94.7 95 Guyana 59.0 37.9 145 Rwanda 95.0 0.0
46 Tunisia 5.0 94.7 96 Guatemala 62.2 34.5 146 Solomon Islands 95.0 0.0
47 Turkmenistan 50 947 97 Kenya 62.6 34.1 147 Sudan 95.0 0.0
48 United ArabEm. 5.0 94.7 98 Moldova 63.0 33.7 148 Tajikistan 95.0 0.0
49 United Kingdom 5.0 94.7 99 Swaziland 63.8 32.8 149 Uganda 95.0 0.0
50 United States 5.0 94.7 100 Nicaragua 64.4 32.2
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Argentina 50 94.7 10 Brazil 129 86.4 19 Belize 43.0 54.7
1 Canada 50 947 11 Mexico 142 85.1 20 Jamaica 45.0 52.6
1 Chile 50 947 12 Dominican Rep. 15.1 84.1 21 Paraguay 528 444
1 Cuba 50 947 13 Colombia 195 795 22 Honduras 57.0 40.0
1 Ecuador 5.0 947 14 Costa Rica 23.0 75.8 23 Guyana 59.0 37.9
1 United States 5.0 94.7 15 Panama 33.0 65.3 24  Guatemala 62.2 345
1 Uruguay 50 94.7 16 El Salvador 33.0 65.3 25 Nicaragua 64.4 32.2
1 Venezuela 50 947 17 Peru 33.2 65.1 26 Haiti 95.0 0.0
9 Trin. & Tob. 8.0 91.6 18 Bolivia 34.4 63.8

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Hungary 50 947 8 Belarus 19.0 80.0 15 Moldova 63.0 33.7
1 Kazakhstan 50 947 9 Romania 229 75.9 16 Uzbekistan 720 24.2
1 Slovakia 50 947 10 Macedonia 30.0 68.4 17 Czech Rep. 73.7 224
1 Turkmenistan 50 947 11 Georgia 43.0 547 18 Kyrgyzstan 76.0 20.0
5 Ukraine 6.5 93.2 12 Azerbaijan 49.0 48.4 19 Tajikistan 95.0 0.0
6 Russia 8.8 90.7 13 Albania 49.7 47.7
7 Bulgaria 17.0 82.1 13 Bosnia & Herz. 50.0 47.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 7  Fiji 40.0 57.9 13 China 80.0 15.8
2 Australia 50 94.7 8 Philippines 446 53.1 14 Papua New Guin. 89.7 5.6
2 Japan 5.0 94.7 9 Mongolia 51.0 46.3 15 Cambodia 95.0 0.0
2 Malaysia 50 947 10 Viet Nam 69.6 26.7 15 Laos 95.0 0.0
2 New Zealand 5.0 94.7 11 Thailand 72.0 24.2 15 Myanmar 95.0 0.0
2 South Korea 5.0 94.7 12 Indonesia 72.2 24.0 15 Solomon Is. 95.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 5.0 94.7 1 lIreland 5.0 94.7 1 Sweden 50 947
1 Belgium 5.0 94.7 1 ltaly 50 94.7 1 Switzerland 50 94.7
1 Cyprus 5.0 94.7 1 Lithuania 5.0 94.7 1 United Kingdom 50 94.7
1 Denmark 50 94.7 1 Luxembourg 50 94.7 22 Slovenia 80 916
1 Finland 5.0 94.7 1 Netherlands 5.0 94.7 23 Latvia 10.2 89.3
1 France 5.0 94.7 1 Norway 50 94.7 24 Estonia 16.4 827
1 Germany 5.0 94.7 1 Poland 5.0 94.7 25 Croatia 21.0 779
1 Greece 50 94.7 1 Portugal 5.0 94.7
1 Iceland 5.0 947 1 Spain 5.0 94.7

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Algeria 5.0 94.7 1 Kuwait 5.0 94.7 11 Morocco 5.2 945
1 Egypt 50 947 1 Lebanon 50 947 12 Turkey 11.0 88.4
1 lIran 5.0 94.7 1 Oman 5.0 94.7 13 Armenia 26.4 72.2
1 lIraq 50 94.7 1 Saudi Arabia 5.0 94.7 14 Syria 32.0 66.3
1 Israel 5.0 94.7 1 Tunisia 5.0 94.7 15 Yemen 41.6 56.2
1 Jordan 5.0 94.7 1 United ArabEm. 5.0 94.7 18 Sudan 95.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1  SrilLanka 67.1 29.4 3 Pakistan 81.0 14.7 _ 5 Bangladesh 88.9 6.4
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81.0 14.7- 4 India

2 Nepal 81.8 13.9

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 50 94.7 14 Tanzania 745 21.6 24 Central Afr. Rep. 95.0 0.0
2 Dijibouti 5.3 944 15 Eritrea 79.7 16.1 24 Chad 95.0 0.0
3 Cote d'lvoire 12.3 87.1 16 Mozambique 80.0 15.8 24 Dem.Rep.Congo 95.0 0.0
4  South Africa 17.9 81.2 17 Cameroon 82.8 12.8 24 Ethiopia 95.0 0.0
5 Gabon 27.6 70.9 18 Congo 85.0 10.5 24 Guinea 95.0 0.0
6 Senegal 53.0 44.2 19 Ghana 87.0 8.4 24 Guinea-Bissau 95.0 0.0
7 Mauritania 56.3 40.7 20 Togo 87.3 8.1 24 Madagascar 95.0 0.0
8 Kenya 62.6 34.1 21 Zambia 87.3 81 24 Malawi 95.0 0.0
9 Swaziland 63.8 32.8 22 Sierra Leone 92.0 3.2 24 Mali 95.0 0.0
10 Namibia 64.5 32.1 23 Benin 946 0.4 24 Niger 95.0 0.0
11 Botswana 65.0 31.6 24 Angola 95.0 0.0 24 Rwanda 95.0 0.0
12 Nigeria 67.0 29.5 24 Burkina Faso 95.0 0.0 24 Uganda 95.0 0.0
13 Zimbabwe 71.6 24.6 24 Burundi 95.0 0.0
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Urban Particulates (PM10)
Target value: 20 micrograms per cubic meter

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 15.9 100.0 51 Nicaragua 31.0 90.8 101 Zambia 58.2 67.9
2 Belarus 6.7 100.0 52 Croatia 31.1 90.7 102 Azerbaijan 59.2 67.0
3 Belize 18.1 100.0 53 Japan 31.2 90.6 103 Taiwan 59.7 66.6
4 Boshia & Herz. 19.4 100.0 54 Philippines 32.2 89.7 104 Turkmenistan 61.9 64.7
5 Canada 19.1 100.0 55 Tunisia 33.2 88.9 105 Cambodia 63.6 63.3
6 Cuba 19.1 100.0 56 Spain 33.3 88.8 106 Cameroon 64.3 62.7
7 Estonia 15.5 100.0 57 Netherlands 34.1 88.1 107 Peru 64.8 62.3
8 Finland 19.1 100.0 58 Swaziland 34.2 88.0 108 Viet Nam 65.2 62.0
9 France 13.8 100.0 59 Austria 345 87.8 109 Nigeria 67.0 60.5
10 Gabon 6.4 100.0 60 Ghana 34.8 875 110 Guatemala 67.5 60.1
11 Germany 19.3 100.0 61 El Salvador 35.5 87.0 111 Mongolia 68.4 59.2
12 Hungary 17.9 100.0 62 Solomon Islands 35.9 86.6 112 Botswana 68.6 59.1
13 Iceland 18.1 100.0 63 Panama 36.6 86.1 113 Armenia 68.7 59.0
14 Ireland 18.7 100.0 64 Rwanda 36.7 85.9 114 Myanmar 68.8 58.9
15 Kazakhstan 18.8 100.0 65 Israel 37.5 85.3 115 Guinea 70.6 57.4
16 Latvia 15.9 100.0 66 Guyana 37.6 85.2 116 India 71.6 56.6
17 Lithuania 10.1 100.0 67 Poland 38.0 84.9 117 China 72.2 56.1
18 Luxembourg 17.5 100.0 68 South Korea 38.2 84.7 118 Thailand 73.4 55.1
19 Mauritius 16.0 100.0 69 Cote d'lvoire 38.3 84.6 119 Uzbekistan 75.5 53.3
20 Morocco 19.8 100.0 70 Kenya 38.7 84.3 120 Senegal 75.7 53.1
21 New Zealand 15.5 100.0 71 Nepal 38.7 84.3 121 Ethiopia 76.0 52.9
22 Norway 11.5 100.0 72 Moldova 38.9 84.1 122 Argentina 77.9 51.3
23 Papua New Guin. 19.3 100.0 73 Burundi 38.9 84.1 123 Guinea-Bissau 78.1 51.1
24 Romania 16.0 100.0 74 Mozambique 39.1 84.0 124 Eritrea 84.7 45.6
25 Slovakia 15.7 100.0 75 Costa Rica 39.3 83.8 125 Congo 85.4 45.0
26 Sweden 12.2 100.0 76 Mexico 39.3 83.7 126 Syria 86.1 44.4
27 Uganda 16.5 100.0 77 Greece 41.1 82.2 127 Bolivia 86.2 44.3
28 United Kingdom  15.1 100.0 78 Lebanon 41.8 81.6 128 Algeria 88.1 42.7
29 Venezuela 6.8 100.0 79 Jamaica 42.2 81.3 129 Yemen 90.8 40.4
30 Denmark 20.0 100.0 80 Haiti 425 81.1 130 Angola 91.4 40.0
31 Russia 20.0 100.0 81 Namibia 42.6 81.0 131 Burkina Faso 93.7 38.0
32 Macedonia 20.4 99.7 82 Benin 429 80.7 132 Paraguay 100.6 32.2
33 United States 22.6 97.8 83 Togo 43.4 80.3 133 Indonesia 102.1 30.9
34 Czech Rep. 23.0 975 84 Georgia 449 79.0 134 Mauritania 103.3 30.0
35 Colombia 23.2 97.3 85 Madagascar 454 78.7 135 Sri Lanka 103.8 29.5
36 Switzerland 24.4 96.3 86 Malawi 46.5 77.7 136 Kuwait 107.9 26.0
37 Kyrgyzstan 24.4 96.3 87 Cyprus 47.0 77.3 137 Trin. & Tob. 114.4 20.5
38 Ecuador 249 95.9 88 Honduras 471 77.2 138 Oman 1195 16.3
39 Belgium 25.4 95.4 89 Laos 47.4 77.0 139 United Arab Em. 125.6 11.2
40 Fiji 25.6 95.3 90 Central Afr. Rep. 47.6 76.8 140 Chad 126.7 10.2
41 South Africa 26.1 94.8 91 Turkey 47.7 76.7 141 Pakistan 128.0 9.1
42 Portugal 26.2 94.8 92 Djibouti 48.3 76.2 142 Saudi Arabia 133.3 4.7
43 ltaly 27.1 94.0 93 Jordan 50.3 74.5 143 Uruguay 134.2 3.9
44 Ukraine 27.3 93.8 94 Dem. Rep. Congo 52.5 72.7 144 Egypt 134.8 3.4
45 Brazil 28.1 93.2 95 Chile 54.4 71.0 145 Iraq 138.3 0.5
46 Zimbabwe 28.3 93.0 96 Tajikistan 545 70.9 146 Bangladesh 140.0 0.0
47 Tanzania 28.3 93.0 97 Bulgaria 55.3 70.3 147 Mali 165.2 0.0
48 Malaysia 28.9 925 98 Albania 55.5 70.1 148 Niger 144.2 0.0
49 Dominican Rep. 29.6 92.0 99 Sierra Leone 55.7 70.0 149 Sudan 181.5 0.0
50 Slovenia 30.5 91.2 100 Iran 57.8 68.2

16-Jun-2008 99



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 18.1 100.0 10 Nicaragua 31.0 90.8 19 Chile 54.4 71.0
1 Canada 19.1 100.0 11 El Salvador 35.5 87.0 20 Peru 64.8 62.3
1 Cuba 19.1 100.0 12 Panama 36.6 86.1 21 Guatemala 67.5 60.1
1 Venezuela 6.8 100.0 13 Guyana 37.6 85.2 22 Argentina 77.9 51.3
5 United States 22.6 97.8 14 Costa Rica 39.3 83.8 23 Boalivia 86.2 44.3
6 Colombia 23.2 97.3 15 Mexico 39.3 83.7 24  Paraguay 100.6 32.2
7  Ecuador 249 95.9 16 Jamaica 42.2 81.3 25 Trin. & Tob. 114.4 20.5
8 Brazil 28.1 93.2 17 Haiti 425 81.1 26 Uruguay 134.2 3.9
9 Dominican Rep. 29.6 92.0 18 Honduras 471 77.2

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Slovakia 15.7 100.0 8 Macedonia 20.4 99.7 15 Bulgaria 55.3 70.3
1 Belarus 6.7 100.0 9 Czech Rep. 23.0 975 16 Albania 55.5 70.1
1 Bosnia & Herz. 19.4 100.0 10 Kyrgyzstan 24.4 96.3 17 Azerbaijan 59.2 67.0
1 Hungary 17.9 100.0 11 Ukraine 27.3 93.8 18 Turkmenistan 61.9 64.7
1 Kazakhstan 18.8 100.0 12 Moldova 38.9 84.1 19 Uzbekistan 75.5 53.3
1 Romania 16.0 100.0 13 Georgia 449 79.0
1 Russia 20.0 100.0 14 Tajikistan 54.5 70.9

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 15.9 100.0 7  Philippines 32.2 89.7 13 Viet Nam 65.2 62.0
1 New Zealand 15.5 100.0 8 SolomonlIslands 35.9 86.6 14 Mongolia 68.4 59.2
1 PapuaNew Guin. 19.3 100.0 9 South Korea 38.2 84.7 15 Myanmar 68.8 58.9
4 Fiji 25.6 95.3 10 Laos 474 77.0 16 China 72.2 56.1
5 Malaysia 28.9 925 11 Taiwan 59.7 66.6 17 Thailand 73.4 55.1
6 Japan 31.2 90.6 12 Cambodia 63.6 63.3 18 Indonesia 102.1 30.9

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Denmark 20.0 100.0 1 Luxembourg 17.5 100.0 19 Croatia 31.1 90.7
1 Estonia 15.5 100.0 1 Norway 11.5 100.0 20 Spain 33.3 88.8
1 Finland 19.1 100.0 1 Sweden 12.2 100.0 21 Netherlands 34.1 88.1
1 France 13.8 100.0 1 United Kingdom 15.1 100.0 22 Austria 345 87.8
1 Germany 19.3 100.0 14 Switzerland 24.4 96.3 23 Poland 38.0 84.9
1 Iceland 18.1 100.0 15 Belgium 25.4 95.4 24 Greece 41.1 82.2
1 lIreland 18.7 100.0 16 Portugal 26.2 94.8 25 Cyprus 47.0 77.3
1 Latvia 15.9 100.0 17 ltaly 27.1 94.0
1 Lithuania 10.1 100.0 18 Slovenia 30.5 91.2

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Morocco 19.8 100.0 7 lran 57.8 68.2 13 Oman 1195 16.3
2 Tunisia 33.2 88.9 8 Armenia 68.7 59.0 14 United Arab Em. 125.6 11.2
3 lIsrael 375 853 9 Syria 86.1 44.4 15 Saudi Arabia 133.3 4.7
4 Lebanon 41.8 81.6 10 Algeria 88.1 42.7 16 Egypt 1348 3.4
5 Turkey 47.7 76.7 11 Yemen 90.8 40.4 17 lIraq 138.3 05
6 Jordan 50.3 74.5 12  Kuwait 107.9 26.0 18 Sudan 181.5 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 38.7 843 _ 3 SrilLanka 103.8 295 _ 5 Bangladesh 140.0 0.0
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2 India 71.6 56.6- 4  Pakistan 128.0 9.1

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Gabon 6.4 100.0 14 Namibia 42.6 81.0 27 Guinea 70.6 57.4
1 Mauritius 16.0 100.0 15 Benin 429 80.7 28 Senegal 75.7 53.1
1 Uganda 16.5 100.0 16 Togo 43.4 80.3 29 Ethiopia 76.0 52.9
4 South Africa 26.1 94.8 17 Madagascar 45.4 78.7 30 Guinea-Bissau 78.1 51.1
5 Zimbabwe 28.3 93.0 18 Malawi 46.5 77.7 31 Eritrea 84.7 45.6
6 Tanzania 28.3 93.0 19 Central Afr. Rep. 47.6 76.8 32 Congo 85.4 45.0
7 Swaziland 34.2 88.0 20 Dijibouti 48.3 76.2 33 Angola 91.4 40.0
8 Ghana 34.8 87.5 21 Dem. Rep. Congo 525 72.7 34 Burkina Faso 93.7 38.0
9 Rwanda 36.7 85.9 22 Sierra Leone 55.7 70.0 35 Mauritania 103.3 30.0
10 Cbote d'lvoire 38.3 84.6 23 Zambia 58.2 67.9 36 Chad 126.7 10.2
11 Kenya 38.7 84.3 24 Cameroon 64.3 62.7 37 Mali 165.2 0.0
12 Burundi 38.9 84.1 25 Nigeria 67.0 60.5 37 Niger 144.2 0.0
13 Mozambique 39.1 84.0 26 Botswana 68.6 59.1
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Ozone — effects on human health (OZONE_H)
Target value: 0 exceedance above 85 pbb

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 0.0 100.0 51 Kenya 0.1 100.0 101 Swaziland 175 99.1
2 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 52 Kazakhstan 0.1 100.0 102 China 18.0 99.0
3 Belarus 0.0 100.0 53 Finland 0.2 100.0 103 Slovenia 18.0 99.0
4 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 54 Turkey 0.2 100.0 104 Guatemala 19.5 98.9
5 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 55 Honduras 0.2 100.0 105 South Africa 20.3 98.9
6 Dijibouti 0.0 100.0 56 Iraq 0.3 100.0 106 Croatia 21.8 98.8
7 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 57 Iran 0.4 100.0 107 Viet Nam 22.1 98.8
8 Ecuador 0.0 100.0 58 Poland 0.5 100.0 108 Portugal 245 98.7
9 Egypt 0.0 100.0 59 Russia 0.5 100.0 109 Ethiopia 26.3 98.6
10 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 60 Tunisia 0.5 100.0 110 Switzerland 27.3 98.5
11 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 61 Uzbekistan 0.7 100.0 111 Cambodia 27.6 98.5
12 Estonia 0.0 100.0 62 United Kingdom 0.7 100.0 112 Japan 31.7 98.3
13 Fiji 0.0 100.0 63 Norway 0.7 100.0 113 Mozambique 31.9 98.3
14 Georgia 0.0 100.0 64 Ireland 0.7 100.0 114 Mexico 36.7 98.0
15 Guyana 0.0 100.0 65 Malawi 0.8 100.0 115 Senegal 47.0 975
16 Haiti 0.0 100.0 66 Malaysia 0.9 100.0 116 South Korea 56.0 97.0
17 Iceland 0.0 100.0 67 Czech Rep. 1.1 99.9 117 lItaly 57.7 96.9
18 Israel 0.0 100.0 68 Cuba 1.1 99.9 118 Thailand 111.2 94.0
19 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 69 Nepal 1.6 99.9 119 Nigeria 115.5 93.8
20 Jordan 0.0 100.0 70 Saudi Arabia 1.7 99.9 120 Mali 127.0 93.1
21 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 71 Panama 29 99.8 121 Argentina 140.4 92.4
22 Latvia 0.0 100.0 72 Sweden 3.5 99.8 122 Canada 152.1 91.8
23 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 73 Taiwan 3.5 99.8 123 Myanmar 160.0 91.4
24 Lithuania 0.0 100.0 74 India 3.9 99.8 124 Zimbabwe 165.6 91.1
25 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 75 Bosnia & Herz. 4.0 99.8 125 Guinea-Bissau 188.7 89.8
26 Madagascar 0.0 100.0 76 Algeria 4.0 99.8 126 Belize 195.4 89.4
27 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 77 Pakistan 4.1 99.8 127 United States 200.8 89.2
28 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 78 Greece 4.2 99.8 128 Ghana 263.4 85.8
29 Moldova 0.0 100.0 79 Rwanda 4.3 99.8 129 Sudan 282.3 84.8
30 Mongolia 0.0 100.0 80 Denmark 45 99.8 130 Gabon 288.8 84.4
31 Morocco 0.0 100.0 81 Indonesia 46 99.8 131 Burkina Faso 310.2 83.3
32 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 82 Spain 4.6 99.7 132 Togo 356.0 80.8
33 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 83 Netherlands 5.4 99.7 133 Cote d'lvoire 392.1 78.8
34 Oman 0.0 100.0 84 Belgium 6.4 99.7 134 Sierra Leone 407.3 78.0
35 Papua New Guin. 0.0 100.0 85 Germany 6.7 99.6 135 Cameroon 412.7 77.7
36 Philippines 0.0 100.0 86 Niger 7.5 99.6 136 Benin 500.7 73.0
37 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 87 Tanzania 7.7 99.6 137 Chad 636.9 65.6
38 Solomonlislands 0.0 100.0 88 Bangladesh 7.7 99.6 138 Brazil 748.9 59.6
39 Sri Lanka 0.0 100.0 89 Peru 8.2 99.6 139 Laos 749.5 59.5
40 Syria 0.0 100.0 90 Venezuela 85 995 140 Guinea 786.3 57.5
41 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 91 Uruguay 8.6 99.5 141 Dem. Rep. Congo 1094.6 40.9
42 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 92 Kyrgyzstan 9.5 995 142 Congo 1208.3 34.8
43 Yemen 0.0 100.0 93 Colombia 10.2 99.5 143 Zambia 1261.2 31.9
44 Chile 0.0 100.0 94 Luxembourg 10.6 99.4 144 Paraguay 1477.0 20.3
45 Hungary 0.0 100.0 95 Tajikistan 10.6 99.4 145 Angola 4948.8 0.0
46 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0 96 Uganda 10.7 99.4 146 Bolivia 2509.2 0.0
47 Bulgaria 0.0 100.0 97 Burundi 11.6 99.4 147 Botswana 2415.0 0.0
48 Australia 0.0 100.0 98 France 12.0 99.4 148 Central Afr. Rep. 4524.8 0.0
49 Romania 0.0 100.0 99 Austria 15.7 99.2 149 Namibia 3228.0 0.0
50 Ukraine 0.1 100.0 100 Albania 15.8 99.1
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Chile 0.0 100.0 1 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 19 Mexico 36.7 98.0
1 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 1 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 20 Argentina 140.4 92.4
1 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 12 Cuba 1.1 99.9 21 Canada 152.1 91.8
1 Ecuador 0.0 100.0 13 Panama 29 9938 22 Belize 195.4 89.4
1 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 14 Peru 8.2 99.6 23 United States 200.8 89.2
1 Guyana 0.0 100.0 15 Colombia 10.2 99.5 24  Brazil 748.9 59.6
1 Haiti 0.0 100.0 15 Uruguay 8.6 99.5 25 Paraguay 1477 20.3
1 Honduras 0.2 100.0 15 Venezuela 85 995 26 Bolivia 2509 0.0
1 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 18 Guatemala 19.5 98.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 1 Moldova 0.0 100.0 15 Czech Rep. 1.1 99.9
1 Belarus 0.0 100.0 1 Romania 0.0 100.0 16 Bosnia & Herz. 4.0 99.8
1 Bulgaria 0.0 100.0 1 Russia 0.5 100.0 17 Kyrgyzstan 9.5 995
1 Georgia 0.0 100.0 1 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 18 Tajikistan 10.6 99.4
1 Hungary 0.0 100.0 1 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 19 Albania 15.8 99.1
1 Kazakhstan 0.1 100.0 1 Ukraine 0.1 100.0
1 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 1 Uzbekistan 0.7 100.0

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 0.0 100.0 1 Philippines 0.0 100.0 13 Cambodia 27.6 98.5
1 Fiji 0.0 100.0 1 Solomonlslands 0.0 100.0 14 Japan 31.7 98.3
1 Malaysia 0.9 100.0 9 Taiwan 3.5 99.8 15 South Korea 56.0 97.0
1 Mongolia 0.0 100.0 10 Indonesia 46 99.8 16 Thailand 111.2 94.0
1 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 11 China 18.0 99.0 17 Myanmar 160.0 91.4
1 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 100.0 12 Viet Nam 22.1 98.8 18 Laos 749.5 59.5

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 1 United Kingdom 0.7 100.0 18 Luxembourg 10.6 99.4
1 Estonia 0.0 100.0 11 Denmark 45 99.8 20 Austria 15.7 99.2
1 Finland 0.2 100.0 11 Greece 42 9938 21 Slovenia 18.0 99.0
1 Iceland 0.0 100.0 11 Sweden 3.5 99.8 22 Croatia 21.8 98.8
1 Ireland 0.7 100.0 14 Belgium 6.4 99.7 23 Portugal 245 98.7
1 Latvia 0.0 100.0 14 Netherlands 5.4 99.7 24 Switzerland 27.3 98.5
1 Lithuania 0.0 100.0 14 Spain 46 99.7 25 ltaly 57.7 96.9
1 Norway 0.7 100.0 17 Germany 6.7 99.6
1 Poland 0.5 100.0 18 France 12.0 99.4

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 0.0 100.0 1 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 1 Turkey 0.2 100.0
1 Egypt 0.0 100.0 1 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 1 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0
1 lIran 0.4 100.0 1 Morocco 0.0 100.0 1 Yemen 0.0 100.0
1 Iraq 0.3 100.0 1 Oman 0.0 100.0 16 Saudi Arabia 1.7 99.9
1 lIsrael 0.0 100.0 1 Syria 0.0 100.0 17 Algeria 40 99.8
1 Jordan 0.0 100.0 1 Tunisia 0.5 100.0 18 Sudan 282.3 84.8

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 0.0 100.0__ 3 India 39 99.8__ 5 Bangladesh 7.7 99.6
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2 Nepal 1.6 99.9 3 Pakistan 4.1 99.8

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Djibouti 0.0 100.0 14 South Africa 20.3 98.9 27 Sierra Leone 407.3 78.0
1 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 15 Ethiopia 26.3 98.6 28 Cameroon 412.7 77.7
1 Kenya 0.1 100.0 16 Mozambique 319 983 29 Benin 500.7 73.0
1 Madagascar 0.0 100.0 17 Senegal 47.0 975 30 Chad 636.9 65.6
1 Malawi 0.8 100.0 18 Nigeria 115.5 93.8 31 Guinea 786.3 57.5
1 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 19 Mali 127.0 93.1 32 Dem. Rep. Congo 1094 40.9
1 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 20 Zimbabwe 165.6 91.1 33 Congo 1208 34.8
8 Rwanda 4.3 99.8 21 Guinea-Bissau 188.7 89.8 34 Zambia 1261 31.9
9 Niger 75 99.6 22 Ghana 263.4 85.8 35 Angola 4949 0.0
10 Tanzania 7.7 99.6 23 Gabon 288.8 84.4 35 Botswana 2415 0.0
11 Burundi 11.6 99.4 24 Burkina Faso 310.2 83.3 35 Central Afr. Rep. 4525 0.0
11 Uganda 10.7 99.4 25 Togo 356.0 80.8 35 Namibia 3228 0.0
13 Swaziland 17.5 99.1 26 Cobte d'lvoire 392.1 78.8
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Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Target value: 0 metric tons

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Solomonlslands 0.0 99.9 51 Bolivia 0.5 98.8 101 Congo 24 943
2  Eritrea 0.0 99.9 52 Namibia 0.6 98.7 102 France 24 942
3 Tajikistan 0.1 99.8 53 Botswana 0.6 98.7 103 Thailand 2.6 93.9
4  Niger 0.1 99.8 54 Costa Rica 0.6 98.6 104 India 2.6 939
5 Mali 0.1 99.8 55 Morocco 0.6 98.5 105 Ukraine 26 938
6 Burkina Faso 0.1 998 56 Nepal 0.6 985 106 Turkey 2.7 93.6
7 PapuaNew Guin. 0.1 99.7 57 Albania 0.6 98.5 107 Cuba 29 932
8 Chad 0.1 99.7 58 Angola 0.7 98.4 108 Russia 32 925
9 Djibouti 0.1 99.7 59 Central Afr. Rep. 0.7 98.3 109 Denmark 3.3 923
10 Fiji 0.2 99.6 60 Viet Nam 0.8 98.1 110 Macedonia 3.3 922
11 Georgia 0.2 99.6 61 Rwanda 0.8 98.1 111 Iceland 3.4 92.0
12 Madagascar 0.2 99.6 62 Saudi Arabia 0.8 98.1 112 Kazakhstan 3.6 915
13 Tanzania 0.2 99.6 63 Guatemala 0.8 98.0 113 Jordan 3.7 91.2
14 Haiti 0.2 99.6 64 Nigeria 09 97.9 114 Romania 3.8 90.9
15 Sudan 0.2 99.6 65 Brazil 0.9 97.8 115 Estonia 4.0 90.5
16 Mauritania 0.2 99.6 66 Ecuador 09 978 116 Slovenia 4.5 89.3
17 Ethiopia 0.2 995 67 Algeria 09 97.8 117 Mauritius 4.7 88.8
18 Kyrgyzstan 0.2 995 68 Iraq 1.0 97.7 118 Spain 5.1 88.0
19 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.2 99.5 69 Iran 1.0 97.6 119 United States 5.1 88.0
20 Myanmar 0.2 995 70 Pakistan 1.0 97.6 120 ltaly 5.2 87.7
21 Turkmenistan 0.2 99.5 71 Belarus 1.1 97.4 121 China 5.6 86.8
22 Cambodia 0.2 995 72 Indonesia 1.1 97.3 122 Norway 5.6 86.8
23 Laos 0.2 994 73 Ireland 1.2 97.2 123 South Africa 6.4 84.9
24 Mozambique 0.2 994 74 Mongolia 1.3 97.0 124 Greece 6.4 84.8
25 Benin 0.2 994 75 Zambia 1.4 96.7 125 Germany 6.7 84.0
26 Kenya 0.3 994 76 Lithuania 1.4 96.7 126 Bosnia & Herz. 6.9 837
27 Guinea 0.3 994 77 Yemen 1.4 96.6 127 Cyprus 7.1 833
28 Senegal 0.3 994 78 Sweden 1.6 96.3 128 Japan 7.1 831
29 Guinea-Bissau 0.3 994 79 Oman 1.6 96.1 129 Luxembourg 75 823
30 Uganda 0.3 99.3 80 Bangladesh 1.6 96.1 130 United Kingdom 76 821
31 Burundi 0.3 99.3 81 SrilLanka 16 96.1 131 Slovakia 7.7 81.8
32 Malawi 0.3 993 82 Panama 1.6 96.1 132 Trin. & Tob. 79 81.2
33 Uruguay 0.3 99.3 83 Venezuela 1.7 96.1 133 Hungary 8.1 80.8
34 Honduras 0.3 99.2 84 New Zealand 1.7 96.1 134 Canada 8.3 80.5
35 Ghana 0.3 99.2 85 Gabon 1.7 96.0 135 Egypt 8.3 80.3
36 Guyana 0.3 99.2 86 Malaysia 1.7 95.9 136 Lebanon 10.3 75.5
37 Swaziland 0.3 99.2 87 El Salvador 1.8 9538 137 Chile 10.5 75.2
38 Belize 0.4 99.1 88 Uzbekistan 1.8 95.8 138 Jamaica 11.0 73.8
39 Sierra Leone 04 99.1 89 Azerbaijan 1.9 954 139 Poland 12.2 71.0
40 Céte d'lvoire 0.4 99.1 90 Finland 19 954 140 United Arab Em. 12.6 70.2
41 Moldova 04 99.1 91 Syria 20 953 141 Australia 12.7 69.9
42 Cameroon 0.4 99.0 92 Switzerland 21 94.9 142 Bulgaria 13.6 67.7
43 Latvia 0.4 99.0 93 Dominican Rep. 22 9438 143 Kuwait 17.5 58.5
44 Togo 0.4 99.0 94 Peru 2.2 948 144 Czech Rep. 18.3 56.6
45 Zimbabwe 0.4 98.9 95 Tunisia 22 947 145 Israel 21.0 50.3
46 Nicaragua 0.5 98.9 96 Croatia 22 947 146 Netherlands 28.4 32.8
47 Armenia 0.5 98.8 97 Mexico 22 947 147 Belgium 419 0.6
48 Colombia 0.5 98.8 98 Portugal 23 94.6 148 South Korea 43.3 0.0
49 Paraguay 0.5 98.8 99 Philippines 23 945 149 Taiwan 48.3 0.0
50 Argentina 0.5 98.8 100 Austria 24 94.4

16-Jun-2008 105



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Haiti 0.2 99.6 7 Paraguay 0.5 988 19 Peru 22 948
2 Uruguay 0.3 99.3 11 Costa Rica 0.6 98.6 20 Mexico 22 947
3 Guyana 0.3 99.2 12 Guatemala 0.8 98.0 21 Cuba 29 932
3 Honduras 0.3 99.2 13 Brazil 09 978 22 United States 51 88.0
5 Belize 04 99.1 14 Ecuador 09 978 23 Trin. & Tob. 79 812
6 Nicaragua 0.5 98.9 15 Panama 16 96.1 24 Canada 8.3 805
7 Argentina 0.5 98.8 16 Venezuela 1.7 96.1 25 Chile 105 75.2
7 Bolivia 0.5 98.8 17 El Salvador 1.8 958 26 Jamaica 11.0 7338
7 Colombia 0.5 98.8 18 Dominican Rep. 2.2 94.8

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Tajikistan 0.1 99.8 8 Uzbekistan 1.8 95.8 15 Bosnia & Herz. 6.9 837
2 Georgia 0.2 99.6 9 Azerbaijan 19 954 16 Slovakia 7.7 81.8
3 Kyrgyzstan 0.2 99.5 10 Ukraine 26 938 17 Hungary 8.1 80.8
3 Turkmenistan 0.2 99.5 11 Russia 3.2 925 18 Bulgaria 13.6 67.7
5 Moldova 0.4 99.1 12 Macedonia 3.3 92.2 19 Czech Rep. 18.3 56.6
6 Albania 0.6 98.5 13 Kazakhstan 3.6 915
7 __Belarus 1.1 974 14 Romania 3.8 90.9

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Solomon Is. 0.0 99.9 7  Viet Nam 0.8 98.1 13 Thailand 2.6 939
2 PapuaNew Guin. 0.1 99.7 8 Indonesia 1.1 973 14 China 5.6 86.8
3 Fiji 0.2 99.6 9 Mongolia 1.3 97.0 15 Japan 7.1 83.1
4  Cambodia 0.2 995 10 New Zealand 1.7 96.1 16 Australia 12.7 69.9
4 Myanmar 0.2 99.5 11 Malaysia 1.7 95.9 17 South Korea 43.3 0.0
6 Laos 0.2 994 12 Philippines 23 945 17 Taiwan 48.3 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Latvia 0.4 99.0 10 France 24 94.2 19 Germany 6.7 84.0
2 lIreland 1.2 97.2 11 Denmark 3.3 923 20 Cyprus 7.1 833
3 Lithuania 1.4 96.7 12 Iceland 34 92.0 21 Luxembourg 75 823
4 Sweden 1.6 96.3 13 Estonia 4.0 90.5 22 United Kingdom 7.6 821
5 Finland 19 954 14 Slovenia 45 89.3 23 Poland 12.2 71.0
6 Switzerland 21 949 15 Spain 5.1 88.0 24  Netherlands 28.4 32.8
7 Croatia 22 947 16 Italy 5.2 87.7 25 Belgium 419 0.6
8 Portugal 2.3 94.6 17 Norway 5.6 86.8
9 Austria 24 944 18 Greece 6.4 84.8

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Sudan 0.2 99.6 7 lran 1.0 97.6 13 Jordan 3.7 912
2 Armenia 0.5 098.8 8 Yemen 1.4 96.6 14 Egypt 8.3 80.3
3 Morocco 0.6 985 9 Oman 16 96.1 15 Lebanon 10.3 75.5
4  Saudi Arabia 0.8 98.1 10 Syria 20 953 16 United Arab Em. 12.6 70.2
5 Algeria 09 978 11 Tunisia 22 947 17 Kuwait 175 58.5
6 lIraq 1.0 97.7 12 Turkey 2.7 93.6 18 Israel 21.0 50.3

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 0.6 985 3 Bangladesh 16 961 _ 5 India 26 93.9
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2 Pakistan 1.0 97.6 3 SriLanka 1.6 96.1

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Eritrea 0.0 99.9 12 Guinea-Bissau 0.3 994 27 Zimbabwe 0.4 98.9
2 Burkina Faso 0.1 99.8 12 Kenya 0.3 994 28 Botswana 0.6 98.7
2 Mali 0.1 99.8 12 Mozambique 0.2 994 28 Namibia 0.6 98.7
2 Niger 0.1 99.8 12 Senegal 0.3 994 30 Angola 0.7 98.4
5 Chad 0.1 99.7 18 Burundi 0.3 99.3 31 Central Afr. Rep. 0.7 98.3
5 Dijibouti 0.1 99.7 18 Malawi 0.3 99.3 32 Rwanda 0.8 98.1
7 Madagascar 0.2 99.6 18 Uganda 0.3 99.3 33 Nigeria 09 97.9
7 Mauritania 0.2 99.6 21 Ghana 0.3 99.2 34 Zambia 1.4 96.7
7 Tanzania 0.2 99.6 21 Swaziland 0.3 99.2 35 Gabon 1.7 96.0
10 Dem. Rep.Congo 0.2 99.5 23 Cote d'lvoire 0.4 99.1 36 Congo 24 943
10 Ethiopia 0.2 995 23 Sierra Leone 0.4 99.1 37 Mauritius 4.7 88.8
12 Benin 0.2 994 25 Cameroon 0.4 99.0 38 South Africa 6.4 84.9
12 Guinea 0.3 994 25 Togo 04 99.0
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Ozone — effects on ecosystem (OZONE_E)
Target value: 0 exceedance above 3000 ppb.h

Rank Country Value PT RankCountry Value PT RankCountry Value PT
1 Armenia 0.0 100.0 51 Romania 13458 100.0 101 Uganda 5.1E+06 98.8
2 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 52 Norway 28283 100.0 102 Cambodia 7.4E+06 98.2
3 Belarus 0.0 100.0 53 Ireland 29340 100.0 103 Germany 7.5E+06 98.2
4 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 54 Kazakhstan 35075 100.0 104 Gabon 7.6E+06 98.1
5 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 55 Luxembourg 64060 100.0 105 Pakistan 8.5E+06 97.9
6 Dijibouti 0.0 100.0 56 Tunisia 64298 100.0 106 Colombia 9.0E+06 97.8
7 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 57 Kenya 72538 100.0 107 Senegal 9.3E+06 97.7
8 Ecuador 0.0 100.0 58 Ukraine 73696 100.0 108 France 1.0E+07 97.5
9 Egypt 0.0 100.0 59 Iraq 122975 100.0 109 Mozambique 1.2E+07 97.2
10 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 60 Panama 144498 100.0 110 South Africa 1.7E+07 95.8
11 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 61 Czech Rep. 155901 100.0 111 Bangladesh 2.0E+07 95.2
12 Estonia 0.0 100.0 62 Malawi 185559 100.0 112 Indonesia 2.1E+07 95.0
13 Fiji 0.0 100.0 63 Turkey 189136 100.0 113 Mali 3.0E+07 92.6
14 Georgia 0.0 100.0 64 Cuba 194058 100.0 114 Togo 3.4E+07 91.7
15 Guyana 0.0 100.0 65 Denmark 206460 99.9 115 Viet Nam 3.4E+07 91.6
16 Haiti 0.0 100.0 66 Poland 219505 99.9 116 Ethiopia 3.5E+07 91.5
17 Iceland 0.0 100.0 67 Bosnia&Herz. 246209 99.9 117 Sierra Leone 3.7E+07 90.9
18 Israel 0.0 100.0 68 Uzbekistan 262351 99.9 118 South Korea 4.1E+07 90.0
19 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 69 Swaziland 308959 99.9 119 Zimbabwe 4.2E+07 89.8
20 Jordan 0.0 100.0 70 Sweden 321529 99.9 120 Italy 5.0E+07 87.8
21 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 71 Malaysia 380622 99.9 121 Japan 6.4E+07 84.3
22 Latvia 0.0 100.0 72 United Kingdom 495934 99.9 122 Canada 6.6E+07 84.0
23 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 73 Uruguay 514102 99.9 123 Benin 6.6E+07 83.8
24 Lithuania 0.0 100.0 74 Iran 544369 99.9 124 Mexico 7.1E+07 82.8
25 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 75 Slovenia 591641 99.9 125 Botswana 7.1E+07 82.6
26 Madagascar 0.0 100.0 76 Greece 593311 99.9 126 India 7.4E+07 82.0
27 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 77 Nepal 654935 99.8 127 Burkina Faso 7.5E+07 81.6
28 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 78 SaudiArabia 655933 99.8 128 Laos 8.0E+07 80.6
29 Moldova 0.0 100.0 79 Rwanda 668937 99.8 129 Congo 8.1E+07 80.2
30 Mongolia 0.0 100.0 80 Albania 680845 99.8 130 Argentina 1.0E+08 75.7
31 Morocco 0.0 100.0 81 Belize 690736 99.8 131 Ghana 1.0E+08 74.6
32 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 82 Kyrgyzstan 766225 99.8 132 Chad 1.1E+08 74.1
33 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 83 Russia 827506 99.8 133 Namibia 1.1E+08 72.7
34 Oman 0.0 100.0 84 Belgium 891092 99.8 134 Cameroon 1.3E+08 68.2
35 Papua New Guin. 0.0 100.0 85 Tajikistan 983656 99.8 135 Coéte d'lvoire 1.3E+08 67.7
36 Philippines 0.0 100.0 86 Netherlands 1.1E+06 99.7 136 Guinea 1.3E+08 67.3
37 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 87 Croatia 1.1E+06 99.7 137 Thailand 1.4E+08 65.3
38 Solomon Islands 0.0 100.0 88 Taiwan 1.4E+06 99.7 138 Myanmar 1.5E+08 63.2
39 Sri Lanka 0.0 100.0 89 Burundi 1.5E+06 99.6 139 Paraguay 1.6E+08 61.2
40 Syria 0.0 100.0 90 Niger 1.7E+06 99.6 140 Sudan 1.9E+08 54.6
41 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 91 Austria 1.8E+06 99.6 141 Zambia 2.7E+08 33.9
42 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 92 Algeria 1.9E+06 99.5 142 Nigeria 2.8E+08 32.3
43 Yemen 0.0 100.0 93 Switzerland 2.8E+06 99.3 143 Central Afr. Rep. 3.6E+08 12.5
44 United Arab Em. 26.3 100.0 94 Spain 2.9E+06 99.3 144 China 4.0E+08 3.0
45 Chile 153.1 100.0 95 Portugal 3.8E+06 99.1 145 Angola 1.4E+09 0.0
46 Hungary 388.3 100.0 96 Venezuela 4.3E+06 99.0 146 Bolivia 4.3E+08 0.0
47 Bulgaria 1308.5 100.0 97 Guinea-Bissau 4.3E+06 98.9 147 Brazil 2.7E+09 0.0
48 Finland 6251.3 100.0 98 Peru 4.4E+06 98.9 148 Dem. Rep. Congo 1.2E+09 0.0
49 Honduras 7389.7 100.0 99 Guatemala 4.5E+06 98.9 149 United States 9.4E+08 0.0
50 Australia 11575.3 100.0 100 Tanzania 4.6E+06 98.9
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Chile 153.1 100.0 1 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 19 Colombia 8956230 97.8
1 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 1 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 20 Canada 6.6E+07 84.0
1 Cuba 194058100.0 1 Panama 144498 100.0 21 Mexico 7.1E+07 82.8
1 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 1 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 22 Argentina 1.0E+08 75.7
1 Ecuador 0.0 100.0 14 Uruguay 514102 99.9 23 Paraguay 1.6E+08 61.2
1 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 15 Belize 690736 99.8 24 Bolivia 4.3E+08 0.0
1 Guyana 0.0 100.0 16 Venezuela 4.3E+06 99.0 24  Brazil 2.7E+09 0.0
1 Haiti 0.0 100.0 17 Peru 4.4E+06 98.9 24 United States 9.4E+08 0.0
1 Honduras 7390 100.0 18 Guatemala 4.5E+06 98.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 1 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 15 Uzbekistan 262351 99.9
1 Belarus 0.0 100.0 1 Moldova 0 100.0 16 Albania 680845 99.8
1 Bulgaria 1308 100.0 1 Romania 13458 100.0 17 Kyrgyzstan 766225 99.8
1 Czech Rep. 155901100.0 1 Slovakia 0 100.0 18 Russia 827506 99.8
1 Georgia 0.0 100.0 1 Turkmenistan 0 100.0 19 Tajikistan 983656 99.8
1 Hungary 388.3 100.0 1 Ukraine 73696 100.0
1 Kazakhstan 35075 100.0 14 Bosnia and Herz. 246209 99.9

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 11575100.0 1 Solomonislands 0.0 100.0 13 South Korea 4.1E+07 90.0
1 Fij 0.0 100.0 8 Malaysia 380622 99.9 14 Japan 6.4E+07 84.3
1 Mongolia 0.0 100.0 9 Taiwan 1.4E+06 99.7 15 Laos 8.0E+07 80.6
1 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 10 Cambodia 7.4E+06 98.2 16 Thailand 1.4E+08 65.3
1 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 100.0 11 Indonesia 2.1E+07 95.0 17 Myanmar 1.5E+08 63.2
1 Philippines 0.0 100.0 12 Viet Nam 3.4E+07 91.6 18 China 4.0E+08 3.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Cyprus 0 100.0 10 Denmark 206460 99.9 19 Austria 1828480 99.6
1 Estonia 0 100.0 10 Greece 593311 99.9 20 Spain 2851720 99.3
1 Finland 6251 100.0 10 Poland 219505 99.9 20 Switzerland 2755990 99.3
1 Iceland 0 100.0 10 Slovenia 591641 99.9 22 Portugal 3769160 99.1
1 Ireland 29340100.0 10 Sweden 321529 99.9 23 Germany 7526200 98.2
1 Latvia 0 100.0 10 United Kingdom 495934 99.9 24  France 1.0E+07 97.5
1 Lithuania 0 100.0 16 Belgium 891092 99.8 25 ltaly 5.0E+07 87.8
1 Luxembourg 64060100.0 17 Croatia 1131530 99.7
1 Norway 28283100.0 17 Netherlands 1116290 99.7

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 0.0 100.0 1 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 1 United ArabEm. 26.3 100.0
1 Egypt 0.0 100.0 1 Morocco 0.0 100.0 1 Yemen 0.0 100.0
1 Iraq 122975100.0 1 Oman 0.0 100.0 15 Iran 544369 99.9
1 |Israel 0.0 100.0 1 Syria 0.0 100.0 16 Saudi Arabia 655933 99.8
1 Jordan 0.0 100.0 1 Tunisia 64298 100.0 17 Algeria 1.9E+6 99.5
1 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 1 Turkey 189136100.0 18 Sudan 1.9E+8 54.6

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Srilanka 0.0 100.0 3 Pakistan 8.5E+06 97.9 5 India 7.4E+07 82.0
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2 Nepal 654935 99.8 4 Bangladesh 2.0E+07 95.2

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT RankCountry Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Djibouti 0.0 100.0 14 Uganda 5.1E+06 98.8 27 Congo 8.1E+07 80.2
1 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 15 Gabon 7.6E+06 98.1 28 Ghana 1.0E+08 74.6
1 Kenya 72538 100.0 16 Senegal 9.3E+06 97.7 29 Chad 1.1E+08 74.1
1 Madagascar 0.0 100.0 17 Mozambique 1.2E+07 97.2 30 Namibia 1.1E+08 72.7
1 Malawi 185559 100.0 18 South Africa 1.7E+07 95.8 31 Cameroon 1.3E+08 68.2
1 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 19 Mali 3.0E+07 92.6 32 Cbte d'lvoire 1.3E+08 67.7
1 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 20 Togo 3.4E+07 91.7 33 Guinea 1.3E+08 67.3
8 Swaziland 308959 99.9 21 Ethiopia 3.5E+07 91.5 34 Zambia 2.7E+08 33.9
9 Rwanda 668937 99.8 22 Sierra Leone 3.7E+07 90.9 = 35 Nigeria 2.8E+08 32.3
10 Burundi 1.5E+06 99.6 23 Zimbabwe 4.2E+07 89.8 36 Central Afr. Rep. 3.6E+08 12.5
10 Niger 1.7E+06 99.6 24 Benin 6.6E+07 83.8 37 Angola 1.4E+09 0.0
12 Guinea-Bissau  4.3E+06 98.9 25 Botswana 7.1E+07 82.6 37 Dem. Rep. Congo 1.2E+09 0.0
12 Tanzania 4.6E+06 98.9 26 Burkina Faso 7.5E+07 81.6
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Water Quality Index (WATQI)

Target value:

proximitylJtol ‘target score of 100 (based on monitoring station parameter scores)

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 New Zealand 99.4 99.0 51 Austria 75.9 59.8 101 Belarus 58.9 31.7
2 Finland 99.1 984 52 Belgium 75.7 59.6 102 Georgia 58.9 31.7
3 Lithuania 97.7 96.2 53 Dominican Rep. 75.6 59.4 103 Moldova 58.9 31.7
4 Latvia 97.6 96.0 54 Haiti 75.6 59.4 104 Ukraine 58.9 31.7
5 Slovenia 97.6 96.0 55 Jamaica 75.6 59.4 105 Angola 57.5 29.4
6 Sweden 96.7 94.6 56 Trin. & Tob. 75.6 59.4 106 Botswana 57.5 294
7 Albania 95.8 93.0 57 Bangladesh 75.5 59.3 107 Madagascar 57.5 29.4
8 ltaly 95.7 92.8 58 Chile 74.3 57.3 108 Malawi 575 294
9 Bulgaria 954 924 59 Belize 74.2 57.1 109 Mauritius 575 294
10 Norway 94.7 91.2 60 Costa Rica 74.2 57.1 110 Mozambique 57.5 29.4
11 Switzerland 93.3 88.9 61 El Salvador 74.2 57.1 111 Namibia 57.5 29.4
12 Canada 92.5 87.6 62 Honduras 74.2 57.1 112 Swaziland 57.5 29.4
13 Hungary 91.8 86.3 63 Nicaragua 74.2 57.1 113 Zambia 57.5 29.4
14 Portugal 91.7 86.2 64 Kenya 73.8 56.4 114 Zimbabwe 57.5 29.4
15 Bosnia & Herz. 90.9 84.8 65 Turkey 72.3 54.0 115 Iceland 57.0 285
16 United Kingdom 90.5 84.2 66 Nepal 72.3 53.9 116 Uganda 56.7 28.0
17 Croatia 90.4 84.1 67 Colombia 71.7 53.0 117 Burundi 55.3 25.6
18 Uruguay 88.3 80.5 68 Mexico 71.0 51.7 118 Djibouti 55.3 25.6
19 Laos 88.3 80.5 69 Iran 70.7 51.3 119 Eritrea 55.3 25.6
20 Thailand 87.8 79.7 70 Romania 70.7 51.3 120 Ethiopia 55.3 25.6
21 South Korea 87.3 78.9 71 Slovakia 70.7 51.3 121 Rwanda 55.3 25.6
22  Japan 87.2 78.7 72 Guyana 69.7 49.6 122 Cameroon 53.0 21.8
23 Viet Nam 87.1 785 73 Paraguay 69.7 49.6 123 Central Afr. Rep. 53.0 21.8
24 Greece 86.6 77.7 74 Venezuela 69.7 49.6 124 Chad 53.0 21.8
25 Sri Lanka 86.5 77.6 75 Senegal 69.7 49.6 125 Congo 53.0 21.8
26 Argentina 85.8 76.4 76 Russia 68.9 48.3 126 Gabon 53.0 21.8
27 Cuba 85.6 76.1 77 Tanzania 68.7 48.0 127 Niger 52.8 21.4
28 Germany 85.6 76.0 78 Cambodia 68.4 47.4 128 lIraq 52.7 21.3
29 Panama 85.4 75.7 79 Sudan 67.0 45.2 129 Benin 52.0 20.1
30 Australia 85.2 75.3 80 Mongolia 66.7 44.6 130 Burkina Faso 52.0 20.1
31 Brazil 84.3 73.9 81 South Africa 66.3 44.0 131 Guinea 52.0 20.1
32 Indonesia 83.8 73.1 82 Bolivia 66.2 43.7 132 Guinea-Bissau 52.0 20.1
33 Fiji 83.5 725 83 Kazakhstan 65.6 42.8 133 Mauritania 52.0 20.1
34 Guatemala 82.0 70.1 84 Kyrgyzstan 65.6 42.8 134 Nigeria 52.0 20.1
35 Spain 81.8 69.8 85 Tajikistan 65.6 42.8 135 Sierra Leone 52.0 20.1
36 United States 81.8 69.7 86 Turkmenistan 65.6 42.8 136 Togo 52.0 20.1
37 Malaysia 81.7 69.6 87 Uzbekistan 65.6 42.8 137 Solomon Islands 48.7 14.7
38 Denmark 81.5 69.2 88 Ghana 65.5 42.6 138 Jordan 47.1 11.9
39 Myanmar 81.5 69.2 89 Luxembourg 65.3 42.3 139 Czech Rep. 419 3.3
40 Mali 81.1 68.6 90 Taiwan 65.3 42.3 140 Cote d'lvoire 409 1.7
41 Poland 80.8 68.1 91 Morocco 65.1 41.9 141 Algeria 37.7 0.0
42 Israel 80.7 67.8 92 Pakistan 64.7 41.2 142 Kuwait 39.9 0.0
43 India 80.6 67.7 93 Philippines 64.3 40.6 143 Lebanon 39.9 0.0
44 Ecuador 79.3 65.6 94 Tunisia 63.8 39.7 144 Oman 39.9 0.0
45 Ireland 79.3 65.5 95 Macedonia 63.6 39.4 145 Papua New Guin. 34.0 0.0
46 Netherlands 78.5 64.2 96 Dem. Rep. Congo 63.0 38.5 146 Saudi Arabia 39.9 0.0
47 Egypt 78.0 63.4 97 Cyprus 60.5 34.4 147 Syria 39.9 0.0
48 France 77.4 62.5 98 Peru 60.2 33.8 148 United ArabEm. 39.9 0.0
49 Estonia 76.4 60.7 99 Armenia 58.9 31.7 149 Yemen 39.9 0.0
50 China 76.4 60.7 100 Azerbaijan 58.9 31.7

16-Jun-2008 111



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Canada 92.5 87.6 10 Dominican Rep. 75.6 59.4 15 Nicaragua 74.2 57.1
2 Uruguay 88.3 80.5 11 Trin. & Tob. 75.6 59.4 20 Colombia 71.7 53.0
3 Argentina 85.8 76.4 12 Jamaica 75.6 59.4 21 Mexico 71.0 51.7
4 Cuba 85.6 76.1 13 Haiti 75.6 59.4 22 Venezuela 69.7 49.6
5 Panama 85.4 75.7 14 Chile 74.3 57.3 23 Guyana 69.7 49.6
6 Brazil 84.3 73.9 15 Belize 74.2 57.1 24  Paraguay 69.7 49.6
7 Guatemala 82.0 70.1 15 Costa Rica 74.2 57.1 25 Bolivia 66.2 43.7
8 United States 81.8 69.7 15 El Salvador 74.2 57.1 26 Peru 60.2 33.8
9 Ecuador 79.3 65.6 15 Honduras 74.2 57.1

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 95.8 93.0 8 Kazakhstan 65.6 42.8 14 Belarus 58.9 31.7
2 Bulgaria 954 924 8 Kyrgyzstan 65.6 42.8 14 Georgia 58.9 31.7
3 Hungary 91.8 86.3 8 Tajikistan 65.6 42.8 14 Moldova 58.9 31.7
4 Bosnia & Herz. 90.9 84.8 8 Turkmenistan 65.6 42.8 14 Ukraine 58.9 31.7
5 Romania 70.7 51.3 8 Uzbekistan 65.6 42.8 19 Czech Rep. 419 3.3
5 Slovakia 70.7 51.3 13 Macedonia 63.6 39.4
7 Russia 68.9 48.3 14 Azerbaijan 58.9 31.7

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 New Zealand 99.4 99.0 7 Australia 85.2 75.3 13 Cambodia 68.4 47.4
2 Laos 88.3 80.5 8 Indonesia 83.8 73.1 14 Mongolia 66.7 44.6
3 Thailand 87.8 79.7 9 Fiji 83.5 725 15 Taiwan 65.3 42.3
4  South Korea 87.3 78.9 10 Malaysia 81.7 69.6 16 Philippines 64.3 40.6
5 Japan 87.2 78.7 11 Myanmar 81.5 69.2 17 Solomon Islands 48.7 14.7
6 Viet Nam 87.1 78.5 12 China 76.4 60.7 18 Papua New Guin. 34.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Finland 99.1 984 10 United Kingdom 90.5 84.2 19 France 77.4 62.5
2 Lithuania 97.7 96.2 11 Croatia 90.4 84.1 20 Estonia 76.4 60.7
3 Latvia 97.6 96.0 12 Greece 86.6 77.7 21 Austria 75.9 59.8
3 Slovenia 97.6 96.0 13 Germany 85.6 76.0 22 Belgium 75.7 59.6
5 Sweden 96.7 94.6 14 Spain 81.8 69.8 23 Luxembourg 65.3 42.3
6 ltaly 95.7 92.8 15 Denmark 81.5 69.2 24  Cyprus 60.5 34.4
7 Norway 94.7 91.2 16 Poland 80.8 68.1 25 |Iceland 57.0 28,5
8 Switzerland 93.3 88.9 17 Ireland 79.3 65.5
9 Portugal 91.7 86.2 18 Netherlands 78.5 64.2

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country ValuePT
1 lIsrael 80.7 67.8 7 Tunisia 63.8 39.7 11 Lebanon 39.9 0.0
2 Egypt 78.0 63.4 8 Armenia 58.9 31.7 11 Oman 39.9 0.0
3 Turkey 72.3 54.0 9 lIraq 52.7 21.3 11 Saudi Arabia 39.9 0.0
4 lran 70.7 51.3 10 Jordan 47.1 11.9 11 Syria 39.9 0.0
5 Sudan 67.0 45.2 11 Algeria 37.7 0.0 11 United Arab Em. 39.9 0.0
6 Morocco 65.1 41.9 11  Kuwait 39.9 0.0 11 Yemen 39.9 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1  Srilanka 86.5 77.6 _ 3 Bangladesh 755 59.3 5 Pakistan 64.7 41.2
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2 India 80.6 67.7 4 Nepal 72.3 53.9

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Mali 81.1 68.6 8 Namibia 575 294 24 Congo 53.0 21.8
2 Kenya 73.8 56.4 8 Swaziland 57.5 294 24 Gabon 53.0 21.8
3 Senegal 69.7 49.6 8 Zambia 575 294 29 Niger 52.8 21.4
4 Tanzania 68.7 48.0 8 Zimbabwe 57.5 294 30 Benin 52.0 20.1
5 South Africa 66.3 44.0 18 Uganda 56.7 28.0 30 Burkina Faso 52.0 20.1
6 Ghana 65.5 42.6 19 Burundi 55.3 25.6 30 Guinea 52.0 20.1
7 Dem.Rep.Congo 63.0 385 19 Djibouti 55.3 25.6 30 Guinea-Bissau 52.0 20.1
8 Angola 57.5 29.4 19 Eritrea 55.3 25.6 30 Mauritania 52.0 20.1
8 Botswana 575 294 19 Ethiopia 55.3 25.6 30 Nigeria 52.0 20.1
8 Madagascar 57.5 294 19 Rwanda 55.3 25.6 30 Sierra Leone 52.0 20.1
8 Malawi 57.5 29.4 24 Cameroon 53.0 21.8 30 Togo 52.0 20.1
8 Mauritius 57.5 29.4 24 Central Afr. Rep. 53.0 21.8 38 Cobte d'lvoire 409 1.7
8 Mozambique 57.5 29.4 24 Chad 53.0 21.8

16-Jun-2008 113



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Water Stress (WATSTR)
Target value: 0 percent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 51 Uganda 1.4 985 101 Sri Lanka 16.5 81.8
2 Austria 0.0 100.0 52 Haiti 1.6 98.3 102 Peru 16.7 81.6
3 Belize 0.0 100.0 53 Canada 1.7 98.2 103 Romania 17.2 81.0
4 Benin 0.0 100.0 54 PapuaNewGuin. 1.8 98.1 104 ltaly 17.7 80.5
5 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 55 Belarus 1.8 98.0 105 Ethiopia 18.2 80.0
6 Burundi 0.0 100.0 56 Cbte d'lvoire 1.8 98.0 106 Ecuador 19.2 78.8
7 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 57 Myanmar 1.9 97.9 107 China 19.6 78.4
8 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 58 Russia 21 97.7 108 Kazakhstan 20.1 77.8
9 Congo 0.0 100.0 59 Bolivia 21 97.7 109 Dominican Rep. 20.4 77.5
10 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 60 Denmark 23 975 110 Zimbabwe 204 775
11 Croatia 0.0 100.0 61 Brazil 23 975 111 Kyrgyzstan 20.5 77.4
12 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 62 Honduras 23 975 112 United States 21.3 76.5
13 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.0 100.0 63 Estonia 25 97.2 113 Paraguay 235 741
14 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 64 Panama 26 97.2 114 Dijibouti 23.6 74.0
15 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 65 Czech Rep. 26 97.2 115 Argentina 24.1 73.4
16 Fiji 0.0 100.0 66 Colombia 2.8 96.9 116 Netherlands 24.1 73.4
17 Gabon 0.0 100.0 67 Philippines 3.0 96.7 117 Ukraine 24.2 73.3
18 Ghana 0.0 100.0 68 Viet Nam 3.0 96.7 118 Algeria 245 73.0
19 Guatemala 0.0 100.0 69 Swaziland 40 95.6 119 Hungary 245 72.9
20 Guinea 0.0 100.0 70 Greece 45 95.1 120 Iran 253 72.0
21 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 71 Nigeria 4.7 949 121 Egypt 25,5 71.9
22 Guyana 0.0 100.0 72 Lithuania 54 94.1 122 Iraq 26.0 71.4
23 lIreland 0.0 100.0 73 Angola 55 93.9 123 Turkmenistan 27.9 69.2
24 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 74 Poland 5.6 93.9 124 Cuba 28.7 68.4
25 Laos 0.0 100.0 75 Japan 5.6 93.8 125 Niger 28.7 68.4
26 Latvia 0.0 100.0 76 Georgia 7.0 92.2 126 Botswana 30.6 66.3
27 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 77 France 8.4 90.7 127 Azerbaijan 31.4 65.4
28 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 78 United Kingdom 8.4 90.7 128 Mexico 31.5 65.2
29 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 79 Thailand 8.8 90.3 129 Pakistan 334 63.2
30 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 80 Bangladesh 8.8 90.3 130 India 33.5 63.0
31 Norway 0.0 100.0 81 South Korea 9.7 89.3 131 Bulgaria 36.5 59.7
32 Rwanda 0.0 100.0 82 Venezuela 9.7 893 132 Spain 37.1 59.1
33 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 83 Portugal 10.0 89.0 133 Oman 37.5 58.6
34 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 84 Lebanon 10.0 88.9 134 United Arab Em. 41.6 54.1
35 Slovenia 0.0 100.0 85 Sudan 10.7 88.2 135 Uzbekistan 42.1 53.5
36 Solomonlislands 0.0 100.0 86 Tanzania 10.8 88.0 136 Australia 45.7 49.6
37 Switzerland 0.0 100.0 87 Mongolia 11.3 87.6 137 Morocco 47.6 47.5
38 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 88 Madagascar 11.9 86.9 138 Belgium 49.8 45.0
39 Togo 0.0 100.0 89 Burkina Faso 12.2 86.6 139 Saudi Arabia 51.6 43.0
40 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 90 Senegal 13.4 85.3 140 Tunisia 51.9 42.7
41 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 91 Mozambique 13.4 85.2 141 Namibia 52.0 42.6
42 Zambia 0.1 99.9 92 Mali 13.5 85.1 142 Moldova 54.7 39.6
43 Indonesia 0.2 99.8 93 Kenya 139 84.7 143 South Africa 54.8 39.5
44 Sweden 0.4 99.6 94 Malawi 139 84.7 144 Syria 55.6 38.7
45 Finland 0.4 99.5 95 Turkey 13.9 84.7 145 Yemen 55.9 38.3
46 Central Afr. Rep. 0.5 99.5 96 Tajikistan 14.0 84.6 146 Armenia 68.6 24.3
47 Malaysia 0.7 99.2 97 Mauritania 15.8 825 147 Jordan 75.0 17.2
48 Iceland 0.9 99.0 98 Germany 159 824 148 Israel 75.3 16.9
49 Nepal 0.9 99.0 99 Chad 16.4 81.9 149 Kuwait 90.6 0.0
50 New Zealand 1.2 98.7 100 Chile 16.5 81.8
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 0.0 100.0 1 Peru 16.7 100.0 19 Paraguay 23.5 76.7
1 Canada 1.7 100.0 1 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 20 Argentina 24.1 75.9
1 Chile 16.5 100.0 1 United States 21.3 100.0 21 Panama 26 753
1 Colombia 2.8 100.0 1 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 22 Nicaragua 0.0 72.2
1 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 14 Mexico 315 95.1 23 Guatemala 0.0 71.9
1 Cuba 28.7 100.0 15 Bolivia 2.1 90.2 24 Honduras 2.3 53.6
1 Dominican Rep. 20.4 100.0 16 Venezuela 9.7 87.7 25 Ecuador 19.2 47.2
1 Guyana 0.0 100.0 17 Haiti 1.6 86.4 25 El Salvador 0.0 47.2
1 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 18 Brazil 2.3 81.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 8 Georgia 7.0 922 15 Turkmenistan 27.9 69.2
1 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 9 Tajikistan 14.0 84.6 16 Azerbaijan 314 65.4
1 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 10 Romania 17.2 81.0 17 Bulgaria 36.5 59.7
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 11 Kazakhstan 20.1 77.8 18 Uzbekistan 42.1 53.5
5 Belarus 1.8 98.0 12 Kyrgyzstan 205 77.4 19 Moldova 54.7 39.6
6 Russia 21 97.7 13 Ukraine 242 73.3
7 Czech Rep. 26 97.2 14 Hungary 245 72.9

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 7 Malaysia 0.7 99.2 13 Japan 5.6 93.8
1 Solomonlslands 0.0 100.0 8 New Zealand 1.2 98.7 14 Thailand 8.8 90.3
1 Laos 0.0 100.0 9 PapuaNew Guin. 1.8 98.1 15 South Korea 9.7 89.3
1 Fiji 0.0 100.0 10 Myanmar 19 979 16 Mongolia 11.3 87.6
1 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 11 Philippines 3.0 96.7 17 China 19.6 78.4
6 Indonesia 0.2 99.8 12 Viet Nam 3.0 96.7 18 Australia 45.7 49.6

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 0.0 100.0 10 Sweden 0.4 99.6 19 United Kingdom 8.4 90.7
1 Croatia 0.0 100.0 11 Finland 0.4 995 20 Portugal 10.0 89.0
1 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 12 Iceland 0.9 99.0 21 Germany 15.9 82.4
1 Ireland 0.0 100.0 13 Denmark 23 975 22 ltaly 17.7 80.5
1 Latvia 0.0 100.0 14 Estonia 25 97.2 23 Netherlands 24.1 73.4
1 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 15 Greece 45 95.1 24  Spain 37.1 59.1
1 Norway 0.0 100.0 16 Lithuania 54 94.1 25 Belgium 49.8 45.0
1 Slovenia 0.0 100.0 17 Poland 5.6 93.9
1 Switzerland 0.0 100.0 18 France 8.4 90.7

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Lebanon 10.0 88.9 7 Iraq 26.0 71.4 13 Syria 55.6 38.7
2 Sudan 10.7 88.2 8 Oman 37.5 58.6 14 Yemen 55.9 38.3
3 Turkey 13.9 84.7 9 United Arab Em. 41.6 54.1 15 Armenia 68.6 24.3
4  Algeria 245 73.0 10 Morocco 47.6 475 16 Jordan 75.0 17.2
5 Iran 25.3 72.0 11 Saudi Arabia 51.6 43.0 17 lIsrael 75.3 16.9
6 Egypt 25,5 71.9 12 Tunisia 51.9 42.7 18 Kuwait 90.6 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 0.9 99.0 3 Srilanka 16.5 81.8 5 India 33.5 63.0
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2 Bangladesh 8.8 90.3 4 Pakistan 33.4 63.2

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Benin 0.0 100.0 1 Togo 0.0 100.0 27 Mali 135 85.1
1 Burundi 0.0 100.0 15 Zambia 0.1 99.9 28 Kenya 13.9 84.7
1 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 16 Central Afr. Rep. 0.5 99.5 29 Malawi 13.9 84.7
1 Congo 0.0 100.0 17 Uganda 1.4 98.5 30 Mauritania 15.8 82.5
1 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.0 100.0 18 Céte d'lvoire 1.8 98.0 31 Chad 16.4 81.9
1 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 19 Swaziland 40 95.6 32 Ethiopia 18.2 80.0
1 Gabon 0.0 100.0 20 Nigeria 4.7 94.9 33 Zimbabwe 20.4 77.5
1 Ghana 0.0 100.0 21 Angola 5.5 939 34 Dijibouti 23.6 74.0
1 Guinea 0.0 100.0 22 Tanzania 10.8 88.0 35 Niger 28.7 68.4
1 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 23 Madagascar 11.9 86.9 36 Botswana 30.6 66.3
1 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 24 Burkina Faso 12.2 86.6 37 Namibia 52.0 42.6
1 Rwanda 0.0 100.0 25 Senegal 13.4 85.3 38 South Africa 54.8 39.5
1 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 26 Mozambique 13.4 85.2
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Change in the Volume of Growing Stock (FORGRO)

Target value: no decline (>1.0)

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 1.0 100.0 51 Malaysia 1.0 100.0 101 Papua New Guin. 1.0 89.5
2 Algeria 1.1 100.0 52 Moldova 1.1 100.0 102 Senegal 1.0 894
3 Australia 1.0 100.0 53 Morocco 1.1 100.0 103 Myanmar 1.0 889
4  Austria 1.1 100.0 54 Netherlands 1.1 100.0 104 Guinea 1.0 885
5 Azerbaijan 1.0 100.0 55 New Zealand 1.0 100.0 105 Venezuela 1.0 87.7
6 Belarus 1.1 100.0 56 Norway 1.1 100.0 106 Mauritius 1.0 874
7 Belgium 1.1 100.0 57 Oman 1.0 100.0 107 Chad 1.0 86.4
8 Belize 1.0 100.0 58 Peru 1.0 100.0 108 Haiti 1.0 86.4
9 Bosnia & Herz. 1.1 100.0 59 Poland 1.1 100.0 109 Sierra Leone 1.0 841
10 Bulgaria 1.1 100.0 60 Portugal 1.1 100.0 110 Tajikistan 1.0 835
11 Canada 1.0 100.0 61 Romania 1.0 100.0 111 Bangladesh 1.0 83.1
12 Chile 1.1 100.0 62 Russia 1.0 100.0 112 Mongolia 1.0 83.0
13 China 1.1 100.0 63 Rwanda 25 100.0 113 Mali 1.0 829
14 Colombia 1.0 100.0 64 Saudi Arabia 1.0 100.0 114 Niger 1.0 823
15 Costa Rica 1.0 100.0 65 Slovakia 1.1 100.0 115 Brazil 1.0 819
16 Cbte d'lvoire 1.0 100.0 66 Slovenia 1.1 100.0 116 Sudan 1.0 81.7
17 Croatia 1.0 100.0 67 South Africa 1.0 100.0 117 Malawi 1.0 79.8
18 Cuba 1.2 100.0 68 South Korea 1.2 100.0 118 Namibia 1.0 79.6
19 Cyprus 1.0 100.0 69 Spain 1.1 100.0 119 Botswana 1.0 79.2
20 Czech Rep. 1.1 100.0 70 Sweden 1.0 100.0 120 Cameroon 1.0 78.4
21 Denmark 1.0 100.0 71 Switzerland 1.0 100.0 121 Zambia 09 77.9
22 Dijibouti 1.0 100.0 72 Syria 1.1 100.0 122 Paraguay 09 76.7
23 Dominican Rep. 1.0 100.0 73 Trin. & Tob. 1.0 100.0 123 Argentina 0.9 75.9
24  Egypt 1.1 100.0 74  Tunisia 1.1 100.0 124 Panama 0.9 75.3
25 Fiji 1.0 100.0 75 Turkey 1.0 100.0 125 Tanzania 09 733
26 Finland 1.0 100.0 76 Turkmenistan 1.0 100.0 126 Nicaragua 09 722
27 France 1.1 100.0 77 Ukraine 1.1 100.0 127 Guatemala 09 71.9
28 Georgia 1.0 100.0 78 United ArabEm. 1.0 100.0 128 Nepal 0.9 70.3
29 Germany 1.2 100.0 79 United Kingdom 1.1 100.0 129 Armenia 09 701
30 Greece 1.0 100.0 80 United States 1.0 100.0 130 Ethiopia 0.9 69.8
31 Guyana 1.0 100.0 81 Uruguay 1.1 100.0 131 Burkina Faso 0.9 645
32 Hungary 1.0 100.0 82 Uzbekistan 1.3 100.0 132 Zimbabwe 09 644
33 Iceland 1.1 100.0 83 Viet Nam 1.1 100.0 133 Ghana 09 61.4
34 India 1.0 100.0 84 Yemen 1.0 100.0 134 Philippines 0.9 575
35 lIran 1.0 100.0 85 Gabon 1.0 99.0 135 Cambodia 0.9 56.1
36 Iraq 1.0 100.0 86 Eritrea 1.0 98.8 136 Honduras 0.9 53.6
37 Ireland 1.1 100.0 87 Congo 1.0 98.4 137 Uganda 09 524
38 lIsrael 1.0 100.0 88 Central Afr. Rep. 1.0 97.2 138 Sri Lanka 09 515
39 lItaly 1.1 100.0 89 Swaziland 1.0 955 139 Ecuador 09 47.2
40 Jamaica 1.0 100.0 90 Angola 1.0 954 140 El Salvador 0.9 472
41 Japan 1.1 100.0 91 Mexico 1.0 951 141 Solomonlislands 0.9 47.2
42 Jordan 1.0 100.0 92 Dem.Rep.Congo 1.0 94.8 142 Pakistan 0.9 46.0
43 Kazakhstan 1.0 100.0 93 Mozambique 1.0 944 143 Nigeria 0.9 3838
44 Kuwait 1.2 100.0 94 Madagascar 1.0 937 144 Mauritania 0.8 30.9
45 Kyrgyzstan 1.1 100.0 95 Guinea-Bissau 1.0 914 145 Benin 0.8 17.8
46 Latvia 1.1 100.0 96 Thailand 1.0 914 146 Burundi 06 0.0
47 Lebanon 1.1 100.0 97 Kenya 1.0 90.4 147 Indonesia 0.7 0.0
48 Lithuania 1.1 100.0 98 Bolivia 1.0 90.2 148 Togo 0.6 0.0
49 Luxembourg 1.0 100.0 99 Estonia 1.0 89.8
50 Macedonia 1.0 100.0 100 Laos 1.0 89.7
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 1.0 100.0 1 Peru 1.0 100.0 19 Paraguay 09 76.7
1 Canada 1.0 100.0 1 Trin. & Tob. 1.0 100.0 20 Argentina 0.9 75.9
1 Chile 1.1 100.0 1 United States 1.0 100.0 21 Panama 09 753
1 Colombia 1.0 100.0 1 Uruguay 1.1 100.0 22 Nicaragua 09 722
1 Costa Rica 1.0 100.0 14 Mexico 1.0 95.1 23 Guatemala 09 71.9
1 Cuba 1.2 100.0 15 Bolivia 1.0 90.2 24 Honduras 0.9 53.6
1 Dominican Rep. 1.0 100.0 16 Venezuela 1.0 87.7 25 Ecuador 0.9 47.2
1 Guyana 1.0 100.0 17 Haiti 1.0 864 25 El Salvador 09 47.2
1 Jamaica 1.0 100.0 18 Brazil 1.0 81.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Uzbekistan 1.3 100.0 1 Macedonia 1.0 100.0 1 Bosniaand Herz. 1.1 100.0
1 Ukraine 1.1 100.0 1 Kyrgyzstan 1.1 100.0 1 Belarus 1.1 100.0
1 Turkmenistan 1.0 100.0 1 Kazakhstan 1.0 100.0 1 Azerbaijan 1.0 100.0
1 Slovakia 1.1 100.0 1 Hungary 1.0 100.0 1 Albania 1.0 100.0
1 Russia 1.0 100.0 1 Georgia 1.0 100.0 19 Tajikistan 1.0 835
1 Romania 1.0 100.0 1 Czech Rep. 1.1 100.0
1 Moldova 1.1 100.0 1 Bulgaria 1.1 100.0

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 1.0 100.0 1 South Korea 1.2 100.0 13 Mongolia 1.0 83.0
1 China 1.1 100.0 1 Viet Nam 1.1 100.0 14 Philippines 09 575
1 Fij 1.0 100.0 9 Thailand 1.0 914 15 Cambodia 0.9 56.1
1 Japan 1.1 100.0 10 Laos 1.0 89.7 16 Solomonlslands 0.9 47.2
1 Malaysia 1.0 100.0 11 PapuaNew Guin. 1.0 89.5 17 Indonesia 0.7 0.0
1 New Zealand 1.0 100.0 12 Myanmar 1.0 88.9

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 1.1 100.0 1 Iceland 1.1 100.0 1 Portugal 1.1 100.0
1 Belgium 1.1 100.0 1 Ireland 1.1 100.0 1 Slovenia 1.1 100.0
1 Croatia 1.0 100.0 1 ltaly 1.1 100.0 1 Spain 1.1 100.0
1 Cyprus 1.0 100.0 1 Latvia 1.1 100.0 1 Sweden 1.0 100.0
1 Denmark 1.0 100.0 1 Lithuania 1.1 100.0 1 Switzerland 1.0 100.0
1 Finland 1.0 100.0 1 Luxembourg 1.0 100.0 1 United Kingdom 1.1 100.0
1 France 1.1 100.0 1 Netherlands 1.1 100.0 25 Estonia 1.0 89.8
1 Germany 1.2 100.0 1 Norway 1.1 100.0
1 Greece 1.0 100.0 1 Poland 1.1 100.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Algeria 1.1 100.0 1 Kuwait 1.2 100.0 1 Tunisia 1.1 100.0
1 Egypt 1.1 100.0 1 Lebanon 1.1 100.0 1 Turkey 1.0 100.0
1 lIran 1.0 100.0 1 Morocco 1.1 100.0 1 United Arab Em. 1.0 100.0
1 lIraq 1.0 100.0 1 Oman 1.0 100.0 1 Yemen 1.0 100.0
1 lIsrael 1.0 100.0 1 Saudi Arabia 1.0 100.0 17 Sudan 1.0 81.7
1 Jordan 1.0 100.0 1 Syria 1.1 100.0 18 Armenia 0.9 70.1

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 India 1.0 100.0_ 3 Nepal 09 703 __ 5 Pakistan 0.9 46.0
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2 Bangladesh 1.0 83.1 4  SrilLanka 0.9 515

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Céte d'lvoire 1.0 100.0 14 Guinea-Bissau 1.0 914 27 Zambia 09 77.9
1 Dijibouti 1.0 100.0 15 Kenya 1.0 904 28 Tanzania 09 733
1 Rwanda 2.5 100.0 16 Senegal 1.0 89.4 29 Ethiopia 0.9 69.8
1 South Africa 1.0 100.0 17 Guinea 1.0 88.5 30 Burkina Faso 0.9 645
5 Gabon 1.0 99.0 18 Mauritius 1.0 874 31 Zimbabwe 09 644
6 Eritrea 1.0 98.8 19 Chad 1.0 86.4 32 Ghana 09 614
7 Congo 1.0 984 20 Sierra Leone 1.0 84.1 33 Uganda 09 524
8 Central Afr. Rep. 1.0 97.2 21 Mali 1.0 82.9 34 Nigeria 0.9 3838
9 Swaziland 1.0 955 22 Niger 1.0 823 35 Mauritania 0.8 30.9
10 Angola 1.0 954 23 Malawi 1.0 79.8 36 Benin 0.8 17.8
11 Dem.Rep.Congo 1.0 94.8 24 Namibia 1.0 79.6 37 Burundi 0.6 0.0
12 Mozambique 1.0 944 25 Botswana 1.0 79.2 37 Togo 0.6 0.0
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Conservation Risk Index (CRI)
Target value: 0.5

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 0.5 100.0 51 Ecuador 0.5 90.1 101 Burkina Faso 0.2 46.1
2 Congo 0.5 100.0 52 Algeria 0.4 895 102 Nepal 0.2 40.6
3 Gabon 0.5 100.0 53 PapuaNew Guin. 0.4 89.4 103 Argentina 0.2 39.8
4 Iceland 0.5 100.0 54 Russia 0.4 87.9 104 ltaly 0.2 39.3
5 Saudi Arabia 0.5 100.0 55 Chad 0.4 86.6 105 Senegal 0.2 39.1
6 Swaziland 0.5 100.0 56 Australia 0.4 86.1 106 Armenia 0.2 37.7
7  Switzerland 0.5 100.0 57 Burundi 04 84.1 107 Uzbekistan 0.2 36.2
8 Taiwan 0.5 100.0 58 Ghana 0.4 84.1 108 Spain 0.2 35.6
9 Togo 0.5 100.0 59 Cameroon 0.4 82.6 109 France 0.2 34.7
10 United Kingdom 0.5 100.0 60 New Zealand 0.4 823 110 Cuba 0.2 344
11 Zambia 0.5 100.0 61 Cdbte d'lvoire 0.4 822 111 Romania 0.2 328
12 United Arab Em. 0.5 100.0 62 Norway 0.4 813 112 Morocco 0.2 304
13 Namibia 0.5 100.0 63 Chile 0.4 80.7 113 Sudan 0.2 30.1
14 Zimbabwe 0.5 100.0 64 Austria 0.4 80.1 114 Myanmar 0.1 29.3
15 Cambodia 0.5 100.0 65 South Africa 04 77.0 115 Viet Nam 0.1 285
16 Jordan 0.5 100.0 66 Mexico 0.4 76.9 116 Georgia 0.1 285
17 Laos 0.5 100.0 67 Guatemala 04 76.1 117 Portugal 0.1 26.7
18 Venezuela 0.5 100.0 68 Sweden 0.4 75.8 118 Bulgaria 0.1 26.6
19 Central Afr. Rep. 0.5 100.0 69 United States 0.4 747 119 Belarus 0.1 26.4
20 Botswana 0.5 100.0 70 China 0.4 747 120 Kazakhstan 0.1 24.6
21 Mongolia 0.5 100.0 71 Rwanda 0.4 74.6 121 Ireland 0.1 24.0
22 Guinea-Bissau 0.5 100.0 72 Kuwait 0.4 737 122 Syria 0.1 211
23 Kenya 0.5 100.0 73 Indonesia 04 731 123 Macedonia 0.1 20.2
24 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.5 100.0 74  lsrael 0.4 729 124 Netherlands 0.1 19.7
25 Bolivia 0.5 100.0 75 Honduras 04 727 125 Croatia 0.1 19.7
26 Tanzania 0.5 100.0 76 Nicaragua 0.4 70.6 126 Greece 0.1 18.9
27 Guyana 0.5 99.9 77 Ethiopia 0.4 70.4 127 South Korea 0.1 17.2
28 Uganda 0.5 99.9 78 Brazil 0.4 70.3 128 India 0.1 15.0
29 Mozambique 0.5 99.8 79 Paraguay 0.3 69.3 129 Lithuania 0.1 13.0
30 Angola 0.5 99.7 80 Eritrea 0.3 68.8 130 Sierra Leone 0.1 129
31 Niger 0.5 99.7 81 Poland 0.3 67.5 131 Mauritius 0.1 12.6
32 Malaysia 05 994 82 Luxembourg 0.3 66.9 132 El Salvador 0.1 124
33 Turkmenistan 05 99.2 83 Jamaica 0.3 66.4 133 Hungary 0.1 121
34 Finland 0.5 98.9 84 Cyprus 0.3 65.7 134 Turkey 0.1 10.8
35 Benin 0.5 98.9 85 Thailand 0.3 64.6 135 Ukraine 0.0 97
36 Trin. & Tob. 0.5 98.8 86 Mauritania 0.3 64.0 136 Belgium 00 96
37 Peru 05 98.1 87 Germany 0.3 62.7 137 Denmark 0.0 9.6
38 Sri Lanka 05 97.6 88 Latvia 0.3 61.3 138 Solomonlislands 0.0 6.5
39 Pakistan 0.5 95.6 89 Slovenia 0.3 60.4 139 Haiti 0.0 55
40 Iran 0.5 95.1 90 Slovakia 0.3 59.7 140 Albania 0.0 55
41 Costa Rica 0.5 95.0 91 Tajikistan 0.3 58.3 141 Fiji 0.0 4.9
42 Philippines 0.5 94.0 92 Mali 0.3 56.5 142 Bangladesh 00 44
43 Panama 0.5 93.9 93 Kyrgyzstan 0.3 56.4 143 Moldova 0.0 3.0
44 Japan 0.5 938 94 Madagascar 0.3 545 144 Lebanon 00 29
45 Estonia 0.5 937 95 Guinea 0.3 53.8 145 Iraq 00 28
46 Egypt 0.5 937 96 Dominican Rep. 0.3 53.2 146 Bosnia & Herz. 00 19
47 Colombia 0.5 93.7 97 Nigeria 0.3 52.9 147 Uruguay 0.0 1.0
48 Canada 0.5 927 98 Tunisia 0.3 50.3 148 Yemen 0.0 0.3
49 Oman 0.5 91.8 99 Czech Rep. 0.2 49.7 149 Djibouti 0.0 0.0
50 Malawi 0.5 917 100 Azerbaijan 0.2 46.2
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 0.5 100.0 10 Canada 05 927 19 Paraguay 0.3 69.3
1 Bolivia 0.5 100.0 11 Ecuador 0.5 90.1 20 Jamaica 0.3 66.4
1 Venezuala 0.5 100.0 12 Chile 0.4 80.7 21 Dominican Rep. 0.3 532
4  Guyana 0.5 99.9 13 Mexico 0.4 76.9 22 Argentina 0.2 39.8
5 Trin. & Tob. 0.5 98.8 14 Guatemala 0.4 76.1 23 Cuba 0.2 344
6 Peru 0.5 98.1 15 United States 0.4 747 24 El Salvador 0.1 124
7 Costa Rica 0.5 95.0 16 Honduras 04 727 25 Haiti 0.0 55
8 Panama 0.5 93.9 17 Nicaragua 0.4 70.6 26 Uruguay 00 1.0
9 Colombia 0.5 937 18 Brazil 0.4 70.3

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Turkmenistan 0.5 99.2 8 Uzbekistan 0.2 36.2 15 Hungary 0.1 121
2 Russia 0.4 87.9 9 Romania 0.2 32.8 16 Ukraine 0.0 9.7
3 Slovakia 0.3 59.7 10 Georgia 0.1 285 17 Albania 0.0 55
4 Tajikistan 0.3 58.3 11 Bulgaria 0.1 26.6 18 Moldova 0.0 3.0
5 Kyrgyzstan 0.3 56.4 12 Belarus 0.1 26.4 19 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 1.9
6 Czech Rep. 0.2 497 13 Kazakhstan 0.1 24.6
7 Azerbaijan 0.2 46.2 14 Macedonia 0.1 20.2

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Cambodia 0.5 100.0 7 Japan 0.5 93.8 13 Thailand 0.3 64.6
1 Laos 0.5 100.0 8 PapuaNewGuin. 0.4 894 14 Myanmar 0.1 29.3
1 Mongolia 0.5 100.0 9 Australia 0.4 86.1 15 Viet Nam 0.1 285
1 Taiwan 0.5 100.0 10 New Zealand 0.4 82.3 16 South Korea 0.1 17.2
5 Malaysia 0.5 994 11 China 04 747 17 Solomonlslands 0.0 6.5
6 Philippines 0.5 94.0 12 Indonesia 0.4 73.1 18 Fiji 0.0 4.9

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Iceland 0.5 100.0 10 Luxembourg 0.3 66.9 19 Ireland 0.1 24.0
1 Switzerland 0.5 100.0 11 Cyprus 0.3 65.7 20 Netherlands 0.1 19.7
1 United Kingdom 0.5 100.0 12 Germany 0.3 62.7 21 Croatia 0.1 19.7
4 Finland 0.5 98.9 13 Latvia 0.3 61.3 22 Greece 0.1 189
5 Estonia 0.5 93.7 14 Slovenia 0.3 60.4 23 Lithuania 0.1 13.0
6 Norway 0.4 813 15 Iltaly 0.2 393 24 Belgium 0.0 96
7 Austria 0.4 80.1 16 Spain 0.2 35.6 24 Denmark 0.0 96
8 Sweden 0.4 75.8 17 France 0.2 34.7
9 Poland 0.3 67.5 18 Portugal 0.1 26.7

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Jordan 0.5 100.0 7 Algeria 0.4 895 13 Sudan 0.2 30.1
1 Saudi Arabia 0.5 100.0 8 Kuwait 0.4 737 14 Syria 01 21.1
1 United ArabEm. 0.5 100.0 9 lIsrael 04 729 15 Turkey 0.1 10.8
4 Iran 0.5 95.1 10 Tunisia 0.3 50.3 16 Lebanon 0.0 29
5 Egypt 0.5 93.7 11 Armenia 0.2 37.7 17 Iraq 0.0 28
6 Oman 0.5 91.8 12 Morocco 0.2 30.4 18 Yemen 0.0 0.3

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1  Srilanka 0.5 976 _ 3 Nepal 0.2 40.6_ 5 Bangladesh 0.0 44
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2 Pakistan 0.5 95.6 4 India 0.1 15.0

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 0.5 100.0 14 Uganda 0.5 99.9 27 Ethiopia 0.4 704
1 Central Afr. Rep. 0.5 100.0 15 Mozambique 0.5 99.8 28 Eritrea 0.3 68.8
1 Congo 0.5 100.0 16 Angola 0.5 99.7 29 Mauritania 0.3 64.0
1 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.5 100.0 17 Niger 0.5 99.7 30 Mali 0.3 56.5
1 Gabon 0.5 100.0 18 Benin 0.5 98.9 31 Madagascar 0.3 545
1 Guinea-Bissau 0.5 100.0 19 Malawi 05 91.7 32 Guinea 0.3 53.8
1 Kenya 0.5 100.0 20 Chad 0.4 86.6 33 Nigeria 0.3 52.9
1 Namibia 0.5 100.0 21 Burundi 0.4 84.1 34 Burkina Faso 0.2 46.1
1 Swaziland 0.5 100.0 22 Ghana 04 841 35 Senegal 0.2 39.1
1 Tanzania 0.5 100.0 23 Cameroon 0.4 82.6 36 Sierra Leone 0.1 129
1 Togo 0.5 100.0 24 Cobte d'lvoire 0.4 822 37 Mauritius 0.1 126
1 Zambia 0.5 100.0 25 South Africa 04 77.0 38 Dijibouti 0.0 0.0
1 Zimbabwe 0.5 100.0 26 Rwanda 0.4 74.6
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Effective Conservation (EFFCON)
Target value: 10 percent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 10.0 100.0 51 Guatemala 6.6 66.4 101 Kazakhstan 21 213
2 Cambodia 10.0 100.0 52 Niger 6.6 66.3 102 Belarus 2.0 20.3
3 Central Afr. Rep. 10.0 100.0 53 China 6.5 65.5 103 United Kingdom 1.9 19.0
4  Saudi Arabia 10.0 100.0 54 Switzerland 6.5 65.3 104 Mali 1.8 17.9
5 Taiwan 10.0 100.0 55 |Israel 6.5 64.9 105 ltaly 1.8 17.6
6 Zambia 10.0 99.7 56 Austria 6.3 63.0 106 Turkmenistan 1.7 16.9
7 Indonesia 9.9 99.2 57 Nicaragua 6.3 62.9 107 India 1.7 16.6
8 Benin 9.9 98.7 58 Algeria 6.2 62.1 108 Costa Rica 1.6 15.9
9 Zimbabwe 9.8 98.3 59 Cameroon 6.2 61.6 109 Georgia 15 147
10 Namibia 9.8 97.8 60 Chile 6.2 61.5 110 Slovenia 1.3 133
11 Malaysia 9.7 97.3 61 Norway 59 593 111 South Korea 1.3 126
12 Belize 9.7 96.7 62 Sweden 5.2 523 112 Azerbaijan 1.2 11.9
13 Angola 9.6 95.7 63 Sri Lanka 5.1 50.8 113 Uzbekistan 1.2 11.6
14 Cobte d'lvoire 95 947 64 Guyana 5.0 495 114 Belgium 1.2 115
15 Congo 95 945 65 Nepal 49 493 115 Macedonia 1.1 114
16 Gabon 9.4 943 66 Mexico 4.8 48.1 116 Armenia 1.0 104
17 Laos 9.4 942 67 Paraguay 4.8 47.7 117 Morocco 1.0 99
18 Colombia 9.4 940 68 Slovakia 4.7 47.3 118 Bangladesh 09 95
19 Panama 9.3 93.1 69 Pakistan 47 46.7 119 Hungary 09 8.9
20 Tanzania 9.3 928 70 Luxembourg 4.7 46.5 120 Tunisia 09 89
21 Mozambique 9.3 928 71 Myanmar 4.6 45.6 121 Guinea 09 85
22 Bolivia 9.2 924 72 Senegal 4.4 442 122 Croatia 08 7.7
23 Oman 9.2 918 73 Eritrea 4.4 435 123 Lithuania 07 7.3
24 Venezuela 9.1 915 74 South Africa 4.3 433 124 Portugal 07 71
25 Estonia 9.0 90.0 75 Latvia 42 421 125 Ukraine 05 55
26 Ecuador 8.9 88.9 76 Philippines 41 414 126 Sierra Leone 05 5.0
27 Uganda 8.7 87.0 77 Iran 41 41.4 127 Greece 05 48
28 Dem.Rep.Congo 8.6 86.3 78 Trin. & Tob. 41 41.1 128 Mauritania 04 43
29 New Zealand 8.5 84.9 79 Nigeria 41 410 129 Netherlands 04 37
30 United States 8.5 849 80 Burundi 4.1 40.9 130 Syria 03 28
31 Burkina Faso 8.3 83.2 81 Guinea-Bissau 39 394 131 Turkey 03 238
32 Iceland 8.3 829 82 Togo 3.9 387 132 Ireland 02 25
33 Kenya 8.3 828 83 Argentina 3.4 33.9 133 United ArabEm. 0.2 2.3
34 Papua New Guin. 8.2 815 84 Poland 3.3 333 134 Moldova 02 17
35 Peru 8.0 79.6 85 Sudan 3.1 31.2 135 Albania 02 16
36 Australia 79 79.0 86 Tajikistan 29 293 136 Swaziland 01 12
37 Brazil 7.9 787 87 Jamaica 29 28.6 137 Denmark 01 1.1
38 Malawi 79 78.6 88 Czech Rep. 27 271 138 Solomonlslands 0.1 0.6
39 Jordan 77 77.3 89 Dominican Rep. 26 26.4 139 EI Salvador 0.1 0.6
40 Finland 7.7 76.8 90 Viet Nam 26 257 140 Haiti 0.1 05
41 Mongolia 76 76.1 91 Japan 26 256 141 Bosnia & Herz. 00 05
42 Russia 7.4 745 92 Germany 25 252 142 Iraq 0.0 04
43 Thailand 7.3 734 93 France 25 251 143 Uruguay 0.0 0.2
44 Chad 7.3 733 94 Madagascar 25 251 144 Yemen 00 01
45 Egypt 7.3 73.0 95 Cuba 25 245 145 Dijibouti 0.0 0.0
46 Canada 7.3 727 96 Spain 23 232 146 Fiji 0.0 0.0
47 Ghana 71 71.2 97 Bulgaria 23 227 147 Kuwait 0.0 0.0
48 Rwanda 7.0 69.7 98 Romania 22 222 148 Lebanon 0.0 0.0
49 Honduras 6.9 69.5 99 Cyprus 22 221 149 Mauritius 0.0 0.0
50 Ethiopia 6.8 68.1 100 Kyrgyzstan 2.2 21.9
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 9.7 96.7 10 Canada 7.3 727 19 Argentina 3.4 33.9
2 Colombia 9.4 940 11 Honduras 6.9 69.5 20 Jamaica 29 286
3 Panama 9.3 931 12 Guatemala 6.6 66.4 21 Dominican Rep. 26 264
4  Bolivia 9.2 924 13 Nicaragua 6.3 62.9 22 Cuba 25 245
5 Venezuela 9.1 915 14 Chile 6.2 61.5 23 Costa Rica 1.6 159
6 Ecuador 8.9 88.9 15 Guyana 5.0 495 24  El Salvador 0.1 06
7 United States 8.5 849 16 Mexico 48 48.1 25 Haiti 0.1 05
8 Peru 8.0 79.6 17 Paraguay 4.8 47.7 26 Uruguay 0.0 0.2
9 Brazil 7.9 787 18 Trin. & Tob. 41 41.1

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Russia 74 745 8 Kazakhstan 21 213 15 Hungary 0.9 8.9
2 Slovakia 4.7 473 9 Belarus 2.0 20.3 16 Ukraine 05 55
3 Tajikistan 29 293 10 Turkmenistan 1.7 16.9 17 Moldova 0.2 1.7
4 Czech Rep. 27 271 11 Georgia 15 147 18 Albania 02 16
5 Bulgaria 23 227 12 Azerbaijan 1.2 11.9 19 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 05
6 Romania 22 222 13 Uzbekistan 1.2 11.6
7 Kyrgyzstan 22 219 14 Macedonia 1.1 11.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Cambodia 10.0 100.0 7 PapuaNew Guin. 8.2 815 13 Philippines 41 41.4
1 Taiwan 10.0 100.0 8 Australia 7.9 79.0 14 Viet Nam 2.6 257
3 Indonesia 9.9 99.2 9 Mongolia 7.6 76.1 15 Japan 26 256
4 Malaysia 9.7 97.3 10 Thailand 7.3 734 16 South Korea 1.3 126
5 Laos 9.4 94.2 11 China 6.5 65.5 17 Solomonlslands 0.1 0.6
6 New Zealand 8.5 84.9 12 Myanmar 46 45.6 18 Fiji 0.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Estonia 9.0 90.0 10 Poland 3.3 333 19 Croatia 08 7.7
2 Iceland 8.3 82.9 11 Germany 25 252 20 Lithuania 0.7 7.3
3 Finland 7.7 76.8 12 France 25 251 21 Portugal 07 7.1
4  Switzerland 6.5 65.3 13 Spain 23 232 22 Greece 05 4.8
5 Austria 6.3 63.0 14 Cyprus 22 221 23 Netherlands 04 37
6 Norway 5.9 59.3 15 United Kingdom 1.9 19.0 24 lreland 02 25
7 Sweden 5.2 523 16 Italy 1.8 17.6 25 Denmark 01 1.1
8 Luxembourg 4.7 46.5 17 Slovenia 1.3 133
9 Latvia 42 42.1 18 Belgium 1.2 115

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Saudi Arabia 10.0 100.0 7 lran 41 414 13  Turkey 03 28
2 Oman 9.2 918 8 Sudan 3.1 312 14 United Arab Em. 02 23
3 Jordan 7.7 773 9 Armenia 1.0 104 15 lIraq 0.0 04
4  Egypt 7.3 73.0 10 Morocco 1.0 99 16 Yemen 0.0 01
5 Israel 6.5 64.9 11 Tunisia 09 8.9 17 Lebanon 0.0 0.0
6 Algeria 6.2 62.1 12 Syria 0.3 2.8 18 Kuwait 0.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 51 50.8__ 3 Pakistan 4.7 46.7 _ 5 Bangladesh 09 95
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2 Nepal 4.9 49.3 4 India 1.7 16.6

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 10.0 100.0 14 Dem.Rep.Congo 8.6 86.3 27 Nigeria 41 41.0
1 Central Afr. Rep. 10.0 100.0 15 Burkina Faso 8.3 83.2 28 Burundi 4.1 40.9
3 Zambia 10.0 99.7 16 Kenya 8.3 828 29 Guinea-Bissau 39 394
4 Benin 9.9 98.7 17 Malawi 7.9 78.6 30 Togo 3.9 387
5 Zimbabwe 9.8 98.3 18 Chad 7.3 733 31 Madagascar 25 251
6 Namibia 9.8 97.8 19 Ghana 7.1 71.2 32 Mali 1.8 17.9
7 Angola 9.6 95.7 20 Rwanda 7.0 69.7 33 Guinea 09 85
8 Cote d'lvoire 95 947 21 Ethiopia 6.8 68.1 34 Sierra Leone 05 5.0
9 Congo 9.5 945 22 Niger 6.6 66.3 35 Mauritania 04 43
10 Gabon 9.4 943 23 Cameroon 6.2 61.6 36 Swaziland 01 1.2
11 Tanzania 9.3 928 24 Senegal 4.4 442 37 Dijibouti 0.0 0.0
12 Mozambique 9.3 92.8 25 Eritrea 44 435 37 Mauritius 0.0 0.0
13 Uganda 8.7 87.0 26 South Africa 4.3 43.3
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Critical Habitat Protection (AZE)
Target value: 100%

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Ghana 100.0100.0 23 Venezuela 55.6 55.6 45 Mexico 31.0 31.0
2 lIsrael 100.0100.0 24 Cbte d'lvoire 50.0 50.0 46  Fiji 30.0 30.0
3 Kenya 100.0100.0 25 France 50.0 50.0 47 Chile 28.6 28.6
4  Malawi 100.0100.0 26 Guinea 50.0 50.0 48 Japan 27.8 27.8
5 Nigeria 100.0100.0 27 Panama 50.0 50.0 49 Indonesia 19.0 19.0
6 Portugal 100.0100.0 28 South Africa 50.0 50.0 50 Haiti 18.8 18.8
7 Russia 100.0100.0 29 Spain 50.0 50.0 51 Myanmar 16.7 16.7
8 Sri Lanka 100.0100.0 30 Trin. & Tob. 50.0 50.0 52 Papua New Guin. 16.7 16.7
9 Tanzania 88.9 88.9 31 Uganda 50.0 50.0 53 Cameroon 14.3 14.3
10 Dominican Rep. 83.3 83.3 32 Cuba 47.2 47.2 54  Angola 0.0 0.0
11 New Zealand 78.6 78.6 33 China 45.7 45.7 55 Armenia 0.0 0.0
12 Canada 75.0 75.0 34 India 43.8 43.8 56 Dijibouti 0.0 0.0
13 Costa Rica 75.0 75.0 35 Bolivia 42,9 42.9 57 Guatemala 0.0 0.0
14 Ethiopia 75.0 75.0 36 Argentina 40.0 40.0 58 Iran 0.0 0.0
15 Mauritius 75.0 75.0 37 Jamaica 40.0 40.0 59 Italy 0.0 0.0
16 Zimbabwe 75.0 75.0 38 Ecuador 39.5 395 60 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 0.0
17 Australia 69.4 69.4 39 Honduras 39.3 39.3 61 Mozambique 0.0 0.0
18 Malaysia 66.7 66.7 40 Colombia 37.2 37.2 62 Oman 0.0 0.0
19 United Kingdom 66.7 66.7 41 Philippines 36.4 36.4 63 Pakistan 0.0 0.0
20 Madagascar 59.4 59.4 42 Dem. Rep. Congo 33.3 33.3 64 Solomonislands 0.0 0.0
21 United States 58.3 58.3 43 Peru 32.3 32.3 65 Turkey 0.0 0.0
22 Viet Nam 58.3 58.3 44 Brazil 32.1 32.1
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Dominican Rep. 83.3 83.3 8 Cuba 472 47.2 15 Peru 323 323
2 Canada 75.0 75.0 9 Bolivia 42,9 42.9 16 Brazil 321 321
2 Costa Rica 75.0 75.0 10 Argentina 40.0 40.0 17 Mexico 31.0 31.0
4 United States 58.3 58.3 10 Jamaica 40.0 40.0 18 Chile 28.6 28.6
5 Venezuela 55.6 55.6 12 Ecuador 39.5 395 19 Haiti 18.8 18.8
6 Panama 50.0 50.0 13 Honduras 39.3 393 20 Guatemala 0.0 0.0
6 Trin. & Tob. 50.0 50.0 14 Colombia 37.2 37.2

Central and Eastern Europe
Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Russia 100.0 100.0 2 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 0.0

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 New Zealand 78.6 78.6 5 China 45.7 45.7 9 Indonesia 19.0 19.0
2 Australia 69.4 69.4 6 Philippines 36.4 36.4 10 Myanmar 16.7 16.7
3 Malaysia 66.7 66.7 7 Fiji 30.0 30.0 11 Papua New Guin. 16.7 16.7
4 Viet Nam 58.3 58.3 8 Japan 27.8 27.8 12 Solomonlislands 0.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Portugal 100.0 100.0 3 France 50.0 50.0 5 ltaly 00 0.0
2 United Kingdom 66.7 66.7 3 Spain 50.0 50.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Israel 100.0 100.0 2 lran 0.0 0.0 2  Turkey 0.0 0.0
2 Armenia 0.0 0.0 2 Oman 0.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 100.0 100.0 2 India 43.8 43.8 3 Pakistan 0.0 0.0

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Ghana 100.0 100.0 6 Mauritius 75.0 75.0 10 Uganda 50.0 50.0
1 Kenya 100.0 100.0 6 Zimbabwe 75.0 75.0 14 Dem. Rep.Congo 33.3 33.3
1 Malawi 100.0 100.0 9 Madagascar 59.4 59.4 15 Cameroon 143 14.3
1 Nigeria 100.0 100.0 10 Cbéte d'lvoire 50.0 50.0 16 Angola 0.0 0.0
5 Tanzania 88.9 88.9 10 Guinea 50.0 50.0 16 Dijibouti 00 0.0
6 Ethiopia 75.0 75.0 10 South Africa 50.0 50.0 16 Mozambique 0.0 0.0
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Marine Protected Areas (MPAEEZ)
Target value: 10 percent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 10.0 100.0 51 Estonia 27 27.0 101 Djibouti 02 20
2 Austria 10.0 100.0 52 Lithuania 26 26.0 102 Japan 0.2 20
3 Azerbaijan 10.0 100.0 53 Russia 26 26.0 103 Madagascar 0.2 20
4 Belarus 10.0 100.0 54 Sweden 2.6 26.0 104 Morocco 0.2 20
5 Bolivia 10.0 100.0 55 Mozambique 2.0 20.0 105 Myanmar 0.2 20
6 Bosnia & Herz. 10.0 100.0 56 Panama 2.0 20.0 106 New Zealand 0.2 20
7 Botswana 10.0 100.0 57 Saudi Arabia 2.0 20.0 107 Peru 02 20
8 Burkina Faso 10.0 100.0 58 Ukraine 1.6 16.0 108 Sri Lanka 0.2 20
9 Burundi 10.0 100.0 59 Croatia 15 15.0 109 Yemen 02 20
10 Cameroon 10.0 100.0 60 Angola 14 140 110 Bangladesh 01 1.0
11 Central Afr. Rep. 10.0 100.0 61 Tanzania 1.4 14.0 111 Latvia 01 1.0
12 Chad 10.0 100.0 62 Thailand 14 140 112 Nicaragua 01 1.0
13 Dominican Rep. 10.0 100.0 63 Israel 1.3 13.0 113 Oman 0.1 1.0
14 Ecuador 10.0 100.0 64 Iran 1.2 120 114 Papua New Guin. 0.1 1.0
15 Ethiopia 10.0 100.0 65 Kenya 1.2 12.0 115 Portugal 01 1.0
16 Germany 10.0 100.0 66 Mexico 11 110 116 Togo 01 1.0
17 Hungary 10.0 100.0 67 Turkey 1.1 11.0 117 Tunisia 01 1.0
18 Jordan 10.0 100.0 68 Gabon 1.0 10.0 118 United ArabEm. 0.1 1.0
19 Kazakhstan 10.0 100.0 69 Indonesia 1.0 10.0 119 Viet Nam 01 1.0
20 Kyrgyzstan 10.0 100.0 70 Malaysia 1.0 10.0 120 Belgium 0.0 0.0
21 Laos 10.0 100.0 71 Brazil 09 9.0 121 Benin 0.0 0.0
22 Luxembourg 10.0 100.0 72 Cambodia 09 9.0 122 Bulgaria 0.0 0.0
23 Macedonia 10.0 100.0 73 Finland 09 9.0 123 Chile 0.0 0.0
24 Malawi 10.0 100.0 74 ltaly 09 9.0 124 Cobte d'lvoire 0.0 0.0
25 Mali 10.0 100.0 75 Pakistan 09 9.0 125 Cyprus 0.0 0.0
26 Moldova 10.0 100.0 76 Congo 0.8 8.0 126 Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0
27 Mongolia 10.0 100.0 77 Honduras 0.7 7.0 127 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.0 0.0
28 Nepal 10.0 100.0 78 Poland 0.7 7.0 128 El Salvador 0.0 0.0
29 Niger 10.0 100.0 79 Albania 0.6 6.0 129 Eritrea 0.0 0.0
30 Paraguay 10.0 100.0 80 Costa Rica 06 6.0 130 Fiji 0.0 0.0
31 Rwanda 10.0 100.0 81 Cuba 0.6 6.0 131 France 0.0 0.0
32 Slovakia 10.0 100.0 82 Kuwait 06 6.0 132 Georgia 0.0 0.0
33 Swaziland 10.0 100.0 83 Philippines 06 6.0 133 Ghana 0.0 0.0
34 Switzerland 10.0 100.0 84 South Korea 06 6.0 134 Guinea 0.0 0.0
35 Tajikistan 10.0 100.0 85 Spain 0.6 6.0 135 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 0.0
36 Turkmenistan 10.0 100.0 86 Algeria 05 5.0 136 Guyana 0.0 0.0
37 Uganda 10.0 100.0 87 Canada 05 5.0 137 Haiti 0.0 0.0
38 Uzbekistan 10.0 100.0 88 Greece 05 5.0 138 lIraq 0.0 0.0
39 Zambia 10.0 100.0 89 India 05 5.0 139 Ireland 0.0 0.0
40 Zimbabwe 10.0 100.0 90 Jamaica 05 5.0 140 Lebanon 0.0 0.0
41 Australia 7.8 78.0 91 Slovenia 05 5.0 141 Mauritius 0.0 0.0
42 Colombia 75 75.0 92 Iceland 04 40 142 Namibia 0.0 0.0
43 Belize 7.1 71.0 93 Netherlands 04 4.0 143 Nigeria 0.0 0.0
44 Romania 7.1 71.0 94 Senegal 04 40 144 Sierra Leone 0.0 0.0
45 Norway 4.3 43.0 95 South Africa 04 4.0 145 Solomonlislands 0.0 0.0
46 Mauritania 4.0 40.0 96 Syria 04 4.0 146 Sudan 0.0 0.0
47 United States 3.8 38.0 97 China 0.3 30 147 Taiwan 0.0 0.0
48 Egypt 3.2 320 98 Guatemala 0.3 3.0 148 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 0.0
49 Venezuela 3.2 320 99 United Kingdom 0.3 3.0 149 Uruguay 0.0 0.0
50 Denmark 3.1 31.0 100 Argentina 0.2 2.0
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bolivia 10.0 100.0 10 Mexico 1.1 11.0 19 Peru 02 20
1 Dominican Rep.  10.0 100.0 11 Brazil 09 90 20 Nicaragua 01 1.0
1 Ecuador 10.0 100.0 12 Honduras 0.7 7.0 21 Chile 0.0 0.0
1 Paraguay 10.0 100.0 13 Cuba 06 6.0 21 El Salvador 0.0 0.0
5 Colombia 7.5 75.0 14 Costa Rica 0.6 6.0 21 Guyana 0.0 0.0
6 Belize 7.1 71.0 15 Jamaica 05 5.0 21 Haiti 0.0 0.0
7 United States 3.8 38.0 16 Canada 05 5.0 21 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 0.0
8 Venezuela 3.2 320 17 Guatemala 03 3.0 21 Uruguay 0.0 0.0
9 Panama 2.0 20.0 18 Argentina 02 20

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Azerbaijan 10.0 100.0 1 Moldova 10.0 100.0 15 Ukraine 1.6 16.0
1 Belarus 10.0 100.0 1 Slovakia 10.0 100.0 16 Albania 0.6 6.0
1 Bosnia & Herz. 10.0 100.0 1 Tajikistan 10.0 100.0 17 Bulgaria 0.0 0.0
1 Hungary 10.0 100.0 1 Turkmenistan 10.0 100.0 17 Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0
1 Kazakhstan 10.0 100.0 1 Uzbekistan 10.0 100.0 17 Georgia 0.0 0.0
1 Kyrgyzstan 10.0 100.0 13 Romania 7.1 71.0
1 Macedonia 10.0 100.0 14 Russia 2.6 26.0

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Laos 10.0 100.0 7 Cambodia 09 9.0 13 Myanmar 02 20
1 Mongolia 10.0 100.0 8 South Korea 06 6.0 14 Viet Nam 01 1.0
3 Australia 7.8 78.0 9 Philippines 06 6.0 15 PapuaNewGuin. 0.1 1.0
4  Thailand 1.4 14.0 10 China 0.3 3.0 16 Fiji 0.0 0.0
5 Malaysia 1.0 10.0 11 New Zealand 02 20 16 Solomonlslands 0.0 0.0
6 Indonesia 1.0 10.0 12 Japan 0.2 2.0 16 Taiwan 0.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 10.0 100.0 10 Croatia 15 15.0 19 United Kingdom 0.3 3.0
1 Germany 10.0 100.0 11 Finland 09 9.0 20 Latvia 0.1 1.0
1 Luxembourg 10.0 100.0 11 ltaly 09 90 20 Portugal 01 1.0
1 Switzerland 10.0 100.0 13 Poland 07 7.0 22 Belgium 00 0.0
5 Norway 43 43.0 14 Spain 0.6 6.0 22 Cyprus 0.0 0.0
6 Denmark 3.1 31.0 15 Slovenia 05 5.0 22 France 0.0 0.0
7 Estonia 27 27.0 16 Greece 05 5.0 22 lIreland 0.0 0.0
8 Sweden 2.6 26.0 17 Iceland 04 40
9 Lithuania 2.6 26.0 17 Netherlands 04 4.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 10.0 100.0 7 Turkey 1.1 11.0 13 Oman 01 1.0
1 Jordan 10.0 100.0 8 Kuwait 06 6.0 13 Tunisia 01 1.0
3 Egypt 3.2 320 9 Algeria 05 5.0 13 United ArabEm. 0.1 1.0
4  Saudi Arabia 2.0 20.0 10 Syria 04 40 16 Iraq 0.0 0.0
5 Israel 1.3 13.0 11 Morocco 02 20 16 Lebanon 0.0 0.0
6 Iran 1.2 12.0 11 Yemen 0.2 2.0 16 Sudan 0.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 10.0 100.0__ 3 India 0.5 50 _ 5 Bangladesh 0.1 10
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2 Pakistan 09 9.0 4 Sri Lanka 02 20

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 10.0 100.0 1 Zambia 10.0 100.0 27 Togo 01 10
1 Burkina Faso 10.0 100.0 1 Zimbabwe 10.0 100.0 28 Benin 0.0 0.0
1 Burundi 10.0 100.0 16 Mauritania 4.0 40.0 28 Cote d'lvoire 0.0 0.0
1 Cameroon 10.0 100.0 17 Mozambique 2.0 20.0 28 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.0 0.0
1 Central Afr. Rep. 10.0 100.0 18 Angola 1.4 14.0 28 Eritrea 0.0 0.0
1 Chad 10.0 100.0 18 Tanzania 1.4 14.0 28 Ghana 0.0 0.0
1 Ethiopia 10.0 100.0 20 Kenya 1.2 12.0 28 Guinea 0.0 0.0
1 Malawi 10.0 100.0 21 Gabon 1.0 10.0 28 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 0.0
1 Mali 10.0 100.0 22 Congo 0.8 8.0 28 Mauritius 0.0 0.0
1 Niger 10.0 100.0 23 Senegal 04 40 28 Namibia 0.0 0.0
1 Rwanda 10.0 100.0 23 South Africa 04 4.0 28 Nigeria 0.0 0.0
1 Swaziland 10.0 100.0 25 Djibouti 02 20 28 Sierra Leone 0.0 0.0
1 Uganda 10.0 100.0 25 Madagascar 0.2 20
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Trawling Intensity (EEZTD)
Target value: 0 percent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 0.0 99.1 39 Mexico 0.2 79.2 77 Namibia 0.5 54.8
2 Colombia 0.0 99.0 40 Sudan 0.2 78.6 78 Egypt 0.5 53.6
3 Costa Rica 0.0 98.2 41 Eritrea 0.2 78.2 79 Philippines 0.5 525
4 Romania 0.0 98.1 42 Guatemala 0.2 77.8 80 Nigeria 0.5 522
5 Estonia 0.0 96.8 43 Peru 02 77.1 81 Lithuania 0.5 50.3
6 Fiji 0.0 95.9 44 Ukraine 0.2 77.0 82 Norway 0.5 48.9
7 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 95.7 45 Gabon 0.2 76.9 83 Iceland 0.5 465
8 Cyprus 0.0 953 46 Sweden 0.2 76.8 84 Indonesia 0.6 40.8
9 Solomonlslands 0.0 95.2 47 El Salvador 0.2 76.6 85 Ireland 0.6 39.0
10 Portugal 0.0 951 48 Japan 0.2 753 86 Uruguay 0.6 352
11 Ecuador 0.1 9438 49 France 0.2 752 87 Turkey 0.7 34.4
12 Australia 0.1 935 50 United States 0.2 75.1 88 Albania 0.7 251
13 Jamaica 0.1 923 51 ltaly 0.2 75.1 89 Dijibouiti 0.8 23.9
14 Nicaragua 0.1 91.9 52 Angola 0.3 745 90 Thailand 0.8 20.3
15 Kenya 0.1 913 53 Senegal 0.3 73.9 91 South Korea 0.8 19.9
16 Honduras 0.1 91.3 54  Sierra Leone 0.3 737 92 Taiwan 0.8 19.2
17 Lebanon 0.1 91.0 55 Haiti 0.3 72.9 93 Argentina 0.8 175
18 Finland 0.1 90.3 56 New Zealand 0.3 727 94 Iran 09 147
19 Cuba 0.1 88.6 57 Mozambique 0.3 723 95 United Kingdom 09 141
20 Bulgaria 0.1 87.7 58 Madagascar 03 721 96 China 09 131
21 Chile 0.1 87.2 59 India 0.3 71.9 97 Cameroon 09 94
22 Dem. Rep.Congo 0.1 86.9 60 Syria 03 714 98 Viet Nam 09 6.5
23 Georgia 0.1 85.2 61 South Africa 0.3 705 99 Tunisia 09 6.3
24 Latvia 0.2 85.0 62 Oman 0.3 69.0 100 Denmark 09 5.9
25 Trin. & Tob. 0.2 844 63 Venezuela 0.3 68.4 101 Malaysia 09 5.7
26 Russia 0.2 83.9 64 Mauritania 0.3 68.1 102 Germany 1.0 21
27 Belize 0.2 83.7 65 Pakistan 0.3 67.8 103 Jordan 10 13
28 lIsrael 0.2 833 66 Canada 0.3 67.5 104 Bangladesh 1.0 0.0
29 Algeria 0.2 833 67 Yemen 0.3 66.7 105 Belgium 1.0 0.0
30 Tanzania 0.2 83.3 68 Togo 0.3 65.8 106 Cambodia 1.0 0.0
31 Dominican Rep. 0.2 83.0 69 Congo 0.4 64.6 107 Guyana 1.0 0.0
32 Benin 0.2 83.0 70 Guinea-Bissau 0.4 64.0 108 Iraq 1.0 0.0
33 Panama 0.2 829 71 Croatia 0.4 61.0 109 Kuwait 1.0 0.0
34 Cote d'lvoire 0.2 824 72 Greece 0.4 59.9 110 Myanmar 1.0 0.0
35 Ghana 0.2 81.1 73 Poland 0.4 58.9 111 Netherlands 1.0 0.0
36 SriLanka 0.2 79.9 74 Guinea 0.4 56.1 112 Slovenia 1.0 0.0
37 Spain 0.2 79.6 75 Saudi Arabia 0.4 55.5 113 United ArabEm. 1.0 0.0
38 Brazil 0.2 79.4 76 Morocco 0.4 55.1
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Colombia 0.01 99.0 9 Trin. & Tob. 0.16 84.4 17 Peru 0.23 77.1
2 Costa Rica 0.02 98.2 10 Belize 0.16 83.7 18 El Salvador 0.23 76.6
3 Ecuador 0.05 94.8 11 Dominican Rep. 0.17 83.0 19 United States 0.25 75.1
4 Jamaica 0.08 92.3 12 Panama 0.17 82.9 20 Haiti 0.27 72.9
5 Nicaragua 0.08 91.9 13 Panama 0.17 82.9 21 Venezuela 0.32 68.4
6 Honduras 0.09 91.3 14 Brazil 0.21 79.4 22 Canada 0.32 67.5
7 Cuba 0.11 88.6 15 Mexico 0.21 79.2 23 Uruguay 0.65 35.2
8 Chile 0.13 87.2 16 Guatemala 0.22 77.8 24 Argentina 0.82 17.5

Central Asia and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Romania 0.02 98.1 3 Georgia 0.15 85.2 5 Ukraine 0.23 77.0
2 Bulgaria 0.12 87.7 4 Russia 0.16 83.9 6 Albania 0.75 25.1

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Fij 0.04 95.9 7  Philippines 0.47 525 13 Viet Nam 0.94 6.5
2 PapuaNew Guin. 0.04 95.7 8 Indonesia 0.59 40.8 14 Malaysia 094 57
3 Solomonlslands 0.05 95.2 9 Thailand 0.80 20.3 15 Cambodia 1.00 0.0
4  Australia 0.07 93.5 10 South Korea 0.80 19.9 16 Myanmar 1.00 0.0
5 Japan 0.25 75.3 11 Taiwan 0.81 19.2
6 New Zealand 0.27 72.7 12 China 0.87 13.1

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Estonia 0.03 96.8 9 ltaly 0.25 75.1 17 United Kingdom 0.86 14.1
2 Cyprus 0.05 95.3 10 Croatia 0.39 61.0 18 Denmark 094 5.9
3 Portugal 0.05 95.1 11 Greece 0.40 59.9 19 Germany 098 2.1
4 Finland 0.10 90.3 12 Poland 0.41 58.9 20 Belgium 1.00 0.0
5 Latvia 0.15 85.0 13 Lithuania 0.50 50.3 21 Netherlands 1.00 0.0
6 Spain 0.20 79.6 14 Norway 0.51 48.9 22 Slovenia 1.00 0.0
7 Sweden 0.23 76.8 15 Iceland 0.53 46.5
8 France 0.25 75.2 16 Ireland 0.61 39.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Lebanon 0.09 91.0 7 Yemen 0.33 66.7 13 Tunisia 0.94 6.3
2 lIsrael 0.17 83.3 8 Saudi Arabia 0.45 555 14 Jordan 0.99 1.3
3 Algeria 0.17 83.3 9 Morocco 0.45 55.1 15 Iraq 1.00 0.0
4  Sudan 0.21 78.6 10 Egypt 0.46 53.6 16 Kuwait 1.00 0.0
5 Syria 0.29 71.4 11 Turkey 0.66 34.4 17 United Arab Em. 1.00 0.0
6 Oman 0.31 69.0 12 Iran 0.85 14.7

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Srilanka 0.20 79.9 3 Pakistan 0.32 67.8 4  Bangladesh 1.00 0.0
2 India 0.28 71.9

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Mauritius 0.01 99.1 9 Gabon 0.23 76.9 17 Togo 0.34 65.8
2 Kenya 0.09 91.3 10 Angola 0.25 74.5 18 Congo 0.35 64.6
3 Dem.Rep. Congo 0.13 86.9 11 Senegal 0.26 73.9 19 Guinea-Bissau 0.36 64.0
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4 Tanzania 0.17 83.3 12 Sierra Leone 0.26 73.7 20 Guinea 0.44 56.1
5 Benin 0.17 83.0 13 Mozambique 0.28 72.3 21 Namibia 0.45 54.8
6 Cote d'lvoire 0.18 82.4 14 Madagascar 0.28 72.1 22 Nigeria 0.48 52.2
7 Ghana 0.19 81.1 15 South Africa 0.30 70.5 23 Dijibouti 0.76 23.9
8 Eritrea 0.22 78.2 16 Mauritania 0.32 68.1 24 Cameroon 091 94
16-Jun-2008 133



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Marine Trophic Index (MTI)
Target value: no decline (>0.0)

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0000 100.0 34 Portugal 0.0015 100.0 67 Congo -0.0032 83.6
2 Algeria 0.0015 100.0 35 Saudi Arabia 0.0054 100.0 68 India -0.0034 82.6
3 Angola 0.0016 100.0 36 Sierra Leone 0.0024 100.0 69 Japan -0.0036 81.6
4 Argentina 0.0044 100.0 37 Slovenia 0.0001 100.0 70 Venezuela -0.0037 81.0
5 Australia 0.0014 100.0 38 South Africa 0.0137 100.0 71 United Kingdom -0.0038 80.5
6 Benin 0.0033 100.0 39 Taiwan 0.0043 100.0 72 Sweden -0.0039 80.0
7 Brazil 0.0073 100.0 40 Thailand 0.0193 100.0 73 Ukraine -0.0042 78.4
8 Costa Rica 0.0085 100.0 41 Togo 0.0010 100.0 74 Lithuania -0.0043 77.9
9 Cote d'lvoire 0.0062 100.0 42 Tunisia 0.0026 100.0 75 Kenya -0.0045 76.9
10 Croatia 0.0058 100.0 43 United Arab Em. 0.0034 100.0 76 China -0.0049 74.9
11 Egypt 0.0071 100.0 44 Uruguay 0.0038 100.0 77 Tanzania -0.0049 74.9
12 El Salvador 0.0068 100.0 45 Viet Nam 0.0000 100.0 78 South Korea -0.0052 73.3
13 Eritrea 0.0074 100.0 46 Yemen 0.0009 100.0 79 Georgia -0.0058 70.2
14 Estonia 0.0014 100.0 47 Greece -0.0001 99.5 80 United States -0.0059 69.7
15 Fiji 0.0052 100.0 48 Finland -0.0003 98.5 81 Cuba -0.0061 68.7
16 Gabon 0.0142 100.0 49 Ireland -0.0003 98.5 82 Poland -0.0066 66.1
17 Germany 0.0018 100.0 50 Trin. & Tob. -0.0003 98.5 83 Latvia -0.0068 65.1
18 Ghana 0.0040 100.0 51 Jordan -0.0005 97.4 84 Lebanon -0.0068 65.1
19 Guatemala 0.0011 100.0 52 Cameroon -0.0009 95.4 85 Turkey -0.0073 62.5
20 Guinea 0.0012 100.0 53 Belgium -0.0010 94.9 86 Kuwait -0.0082 57.9
21 Guinea-Bissau 0.0122 100.0 54 Netherlands -0.0011 94.4 87 Peru -0.0095 51.3
22 Guyana 0.0010 100.0 55 Cyprus -0.0012 93.8 88 Chile -0.0096 50.7
23 Honduras 0.0011 100.0 56 France -0.0014 92.8 89 Nigeria -0.0096 50.7
24 Indonesia 0.0007 100.0 57 lIran -0.0014 92.8 90 Romania -0.0101 48.2
25 Malaysia 0.0012 100.0 58 Norway -0.0014 92.8 91 Iceland -0.0103 47.1
26 Mauritius 0.0128 100.0 59 Senegal -0.0014 92.8 92 Dominican Rep. -0.0104 46.6
27 Mexico 0.0024 100.0 60 Pakistan -0.0021 89.2 93 Belize -0.0115 41.0
28 Namibia 0.0217 100.0 61 Spain -0.0024 87.7 94 Mozambique -0.0120 38.4
29 New Zealand 0.0253 100.0 62 Morocco -0.0025 87.2 95 Canada -0.0129 33.8
30 Nicaragua 0.0124 100.0 63 ltaly -0.0029 85.1 96 Bulgaria -0.0162 16.9
31 Oman 0.0024 100.0 64 Philippines -0.0029 85.1 97 Dem. Rep. Congo -0.0184 5.6
32 Panama 0.0029 100.0 65 Mauritania -0.0030 84.6 98 Denmark -0.0191 1.8
33 Papua New Guin. 0.0014 100.0 66 SriLanka -0.0030 84.6 99 Ecuador -0.0237 0.0
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Argentina 0.00 100.0 8 Nicaragua 0.01 100.0 15 Cuba -0.01 68.7
2 Brazil 0.01 100.0 9 Panama 0.00 100.0 16 Peru -0.01 51.3
3 Costa Rica 0.01 100.0 10 El Salvador 0.01 100.0 17 Chile -0.01 50.7
4 Guatemala 0.00 100.0 11 Uruguay 0.00 100.0 18 Dominican Rep. -0.01 46.6
5 Guyana 0.00 100.0 12 Trin. & Tob. 0.00 98.5 19 Belize -0.01 41.0
6 Honduras 0.00 100.0 13 Venezuela 0.00 81.0 20 Canada -0.01 33.8
7 Mexico 0.00 100.0 14 United States -0.01 69.7 21 Ecuador -0.02 0.0

Central Asia and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.00 100.0 3 Georgia -0.01 70.2 5 Bulgaria -0.02 16.9
2 Ukraine 0.00 78.4 4 Romania -0.01 48.2

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 0.00 100.0 6 PapuaNew Guin. 0.00 100.0 11 Japan 0.00 81.6
2 Fiji 0.01 100.0 7 Thailand 0.02 100.0 12 China 0.00 74.9
3 Indonesia 0.00 100.0 8 Taiwan 0.00 100.0 13 South Korea -0.01 73.3
4 Malaysia 0.00 100.0 9 Viet Nam 0.00 100.0
5 New Zealand 0.03 100.0 10 Philippines 0.00 85.1

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Croatia 0.01 100.0 9 Belgium 0.00 94.9 17 Sweden 0.00 80.0
2 Estonia 0.00 100.0 10 Netherlands 0.00 94.4 18 Lithuania 0.00 77.9
3 Germany 0.00 100.0 11 Cyprus 0.00 93.8 19 Poland -0.01 66.1
4  Portugal 0.00 100.0 12 France 0.00 92.8 20 Latvia -0.01 65.1
5 Slovenia 0.00 100.0 13 Norway 0.00 92.8 21 Iceland -0.01 47.1
6 Greece 0.00 99.5 14 Spain 0.00 87.7 22 Denmark -0.02 1.8
7 Finland 0.00 98.5 15 ltaly 0.00 85.1
8 lIreland 0.00 98.5 16 United Kingdom 0.00 80.5

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Algeria 0.00 100.0 6 United Arab Em. 0.00 100.0 11 Lebanon -0.01 65.1
2 Egypt 0.01 100.0 7 Yemen 0.00 100.0 12  Turkey -0.01 62.5
3 Oman 0.00 100.0 8 Jordan 0.00 97.4 13 Kuwait -0.01 57.9
4  Saudi Arabia 0.01 100.0 9 Iran 0.00 92.8
5 Tunisia 0.00 100.0 10 Morocco 0.00 87.2

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Pakistan 0.00 89.2 2 SrilLanka 0.00 84.6 3 India 0.00 82.6

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Angola 0.00 100.0 9 Mauritius 0.01 100.0 17 Congo 0.00 83.6
2 Benin 0.00 100.0 10 Namibia 0.02 100.0 18 Kenya 0.00 76.9
3 Céte d'lvoire 0.01 100.0 11 Sierra Leone 0.00 100.0 19 Tanzania 0.00 74.9
4  Eritrea 0.01 100.0 12 Togo 0.00 100.0 20 Nigeria -0.01 50.7
5 Gabon 0.01 100.0 13 South Africa 0.01 100.0 21 Mozambique -0.01 38.4
6 Ghana 0.00 100.0 14 Cameroon 0.00 95.4 22 Dem. Rep. Congo -0.02 5.6
7__Guinea 0.00 100.0 15 Senegal 0.00 92.8
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8 Guinea-Bissau 0.01 100.0 16 Mauritania 0.00 84.6
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Irrigation Stress (IRRSTR)
Target value: 0 percent

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 49 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 97 Nigeria 50 94.1
2 Austria 0.0 100.0 50 Norway 0.0 100.0 98 Bulgaria 51 94.0
3 Bangladesh 0.0 100.0 51 Panama 0.0 100.0 99 Tajikistan 59 931
4 Belarus 0.0 100.0 52 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 100 Romania 7.2 91.6
5 Belgium 0.0 100.0 53 Poland 0.0 100.0 101 Iran 9.0 89.4
6 Belize 0.0 100.0 54 Portugal 0.0 100.0 102 Syria 9.1 89.3
7 Benin 0.0 100.0 55 Rwanda 0.0 100.0 103 Kyrgyzstan 10.8 87.3
8 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 56 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 104 Chad 11.2 86.9
9 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 57 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 105 Dominican Rep. 11.5 86.5
10 Burundi 0.0 100.0 58 Slovenia 0.0 100.0 106 Ukraine 13.2 84.4
11 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 59 South Korea 0.0 100.0 107 Turkmenistan 14.0 83.5
12 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 60 Swaziland 0.0 100.0 108 Azerbaijan 14.6 829
13 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 61 Sweden 0.0 100.0 109 Kazakhstan 14.6 82.9
14 Congo 0.0 100.0 62 Switzerland 0.0 100.0 110 Spain 16.0 81.2
15 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 63 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 111 China 16.1 81.0
16 Croatia 0.0 100.0 64 Thailand 0.0 100.0 112 India 16.7 80.3
17 Cuba 0.0 100.0 65 Togo 0.0 100.0 113 Mali 17.0 80.0
18 Czech Rep. 0.0 100.0 66 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 114 Mexico 18.4 78.4
19 Dem. Rep.Congo 0.0 100.0 67 Uganda 0.0 100.0 115 Mongolia 19.0 77.7
20 Denmark 0.0 100.0 68 United Kingdom 0.0 100.0 116 Israel 19.1 77.5
21 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 69 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 117 United States 19.1 77.5
22 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 70 Viet Nam 0.0 100.0 118 Tanzania 19.2 774
23 Estonia 0.0 100.0 71 Zambia 0.0 100.0 119 Tunisia 19.7 76.8
24  Finland 0.0 100.0 72 Cote d'lvoire 0.2 99.8 120 Uzbekistan 21.1 75.2
25 France 0.0 100.0 73 Malawi 0.3 99.6 121 Venezuela 21.3 75.0
26 Gabon 0.0 100.0 74 Brazil 0.6 99.3 122 Georgia 21.5 74.7
27 Germany 0.0 100.0 75 Lebanon 0.9 98.9 123 Argentina 21.6 74.6
28 Ghana 0.0 100.0 76 Philippines 1.0 98.9 124 Iraq 25.4 70.2
29 Guatemala 0.0 100.0 77 Chile 1.0 98.8 125 Peru 27.6 67.5
30 Guinea 0.0 100.0 78 Senegal 1.2 98.6 126 Oman 30.1 64.6
31 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 79 Canada 14 98.4 127 Botswana 31.6 62.9
32 Guyana 0.0 100.0 80 Zimbabwe 1.4 98.3 128 Algeria 31.7 62.7
33 Haiti 0.0 100.0 81 Mozambique 15 98.3 129 South Africa 37.4 56.0
34 Honduras 0.0 100.0 82 Greece 15 98.2 130 Sudan 379 554
35 Hungary 0.0 100.0 83 Madagascar 19 978 131 United Arab Em. 41.0 51.8
36 Indonesia 0.0 100.0 84 Angola 22 975 132 Australia 41.9 50.7
37 Ireland 0.0 100.0 85 Armenia 25 97.0 133 Namibia 43.6 48.7
38 ltaly 0.0 100.0 86 Moldova 26 97.0 134 Dijibouti 46.0 46.0
39 Japan 0.0 100.0 87 Turkey 2.7 96.8 135 Jordan 52.7 38.0
40 Laos 0.0 100.0 88 Colombia 2.7 96.8 136 Morocco 54.2 36.3
41 Latvia 0.0 100.0 89 Russia 3.2 96.3 137 Niger 55.7 345
42 Lithuania 0.0 100.0 90 Myanmar 3.3 96.1 138 Mauritania 57.4 325
43 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 91 Burkina Faso 3.4 96.0 139 Egypt 57.5 324
44 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 92 Kenya 40 953 140 Kuwait 85.0 0.0
45 Malaysia 0.0 100.0 93 Srilanka 42 95.1 141 Saudi Arabia 98.3 0.0
46 Nepal 0.0 100.0 94 Ecuador 4.7 94.5 142 Yemen 95.5 0.0
47 Netherlands 0.0 100.0 95 Pakistan 4.7 944
48 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 96 Ethiopia 4.8 94.3
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 0.0 100.0 1 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 19 Ecuador 47 945
1 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 1 Panama 0.0 100.0 20 Dominican Rep. 11.5 86.5
1 Costa Rica 0.0 100.0 1 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 21 Mexico 18.4 78.4
1 Cuba 0.0 100.0 1 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 22 United States 19.1 775
1 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 1 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 23 Venezuela 21.3 75.0
1 Guatemala 0.0 100.0 15 Brazil 0.6 99.3 24 Argentina 21.6 74.6
1 Guyana 0.0 100.0 16 Chile 1.0 98.8 25 Peru 27.6 67.5
1 Haiti 0.0 100.0 17 Canada 1.4 984
1 Honduras 0.0 100.0 18 Colombia 2.7 96.8

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 8 Moldova 26 97.0 15 Turkmenistan 14.0 83.5
1 Belarus 0.0 100.0 9 Russia 3.2 96.3 16 Azerbaijan 14.6 82.9
1 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 10 Bulgaria 51 940 17 Kazakhstan 14.6 829
1 Czech Rep. 0.0 100.0 11 Tajikistan 59 931 18 Uzbekistan 21.1 75.2
1 Hungary 0.0 100.0 12 Romania 7.2 91.6 19 Georgia 215 74.7
1 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 13 Kyrgyzstan 10.8 87.3
1 Slovakia 0.0 100.0 14 Ukraine 13.2 84.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 1 New Zealand 0.0 100.0 11 Philippines 1.0 98.9
1 Indonesia 0.0 100.0 1 South Korea 0.0 100.0 12  Myanmar 3.3 96.1
1 Japan 0.0 100.0 1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 13 China 16.1 81.0
1 Laos 0.0 100.0 1 Thailand 0.0 100.0 14 Mongolia 19.0 77.7
1 Malaysia 0.0 100.0 1 Viet Nam 0.0 100.0 15 Australia 41.9 50.7

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 0.0 100.0 1 lIreland 0.0 100.0 1 Portugal 0.0 100.0
1 Belgium 0.0 100.0 1 ltaly 0.0 100.0 1 Slovenia 0.0 100.0
1 Croatia 0.0 100.0 1 Latvia 0.0 100.0 1 Sweden 0.0 100.0
1 Denmark 0.0 100.0 1 Lithuania 0.0 100.0 1 Switzerland 0.0 100.0
1 Estonia 0.0 100.0 1 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 1 United Kingdom 0.0 100.0
1 Finland 0.0 100.0 1 Netherlands 0.0 100.0 22 Greece 15 98.2
1 France 0.0 100.0 1 Norway 0.0 100.0 23 Spain 16.0 81.2
1 Germany 0.0 100.0 1 Poland 0.0 100.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Lebanon 0.9 98.9 7 Tunisia 19.7 76.8 13 Jordan 52.7 38.0
2 Armenia 25 97.0 8 lIraq 25.4 70.2 14 Morocco 54.2 36.3
3 Turkey 2.7 96.8 9 Oman 30.1 64.6 15 Egypt 575 324
4 lran 9.0 89.4 10 Algeria 31.7 62.7 16 Kuwait 85.0 0.0
5 Syria 9.1 89.3 11 Sudan 379 554 16 Saudi Arabia 98.3 0.0
6 Israel 19.1 77.5 12 United Arab Em. 41.0 51.8 16 Yemen 95.5 0.0

South Asia
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Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bangladesh 0.0 100.0 3  SriLanka 42 95.1 5 India 16.7 80.3
1 Nepal 0.0 100.0 4 Pakistan 4.7 94.4

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Benin 0.0 100.0 1 Swaziland 0.0 100.0 27 Ethiopia 4.8 943
1 Burundi 0.0 100.0 1 Togo 0.0 100.0 28 Nigeria 50 94.1
1 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 1 Uganda 0.0 100.0 29 Chad 11.2 86.9
1 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 1 Zambia 0.0 100.0 30 Mali 17.0 80.0
1 Congo 0.0 100.0 18 cCédbte d'lvoire 0.2 99.8 31 Tanzania 19.2 77.4
1 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.0 100.0 19 Malawi 0.3 99.6 32 Botswana 31.6 62.9
1 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 20 Senegal 1.2 98.6 33 South Africa 37.4 56.0
1 Gabon 0.0 100.0 21 Zimbabwe 1.4 98.3 34 Namibia 43.6 48.7
1 Ghana 0.0 100.0 22 Mozambique 1.5 983 35 Dijibouti 46.0 46.0
1 Guinea 0.0 100.0 23 Madagascar 1.9 97.8 36 Niger 55.7 34.5
1 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 24 Angola 22 975 37 Mauritania 57.4 325
1 Rwanda 0.0 100.0 25 Burkina Faso 3.4 96.0
1 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 26 Kenya 4.0 95.3
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Agricultural Subsidies (AGSUB)
Target value: 0 NRA; for imputed values, 0% of agricultural GDP

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 51 Mali 0.0 100.0 101 Thailand 4.3 90.8
2 Algeria 0.0 100.0 52 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 102 Poland 4.8 89.8
3 Angola 0.0 100.0 53 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 103 Uruguay 4.8 89.7
4 Argentina 0.0 100.0 54 Moldova 0.0 100.0 104 Russia 5.8 87.5
5 Armenia 0.0 100.0 55 Mongolia 0.0 100.0 105 Chile 6.3 86.5
6 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 56 Morocco 0.0 100.0 106 Ecuador 11.0 76.4
7 Belarus 0.0 100.0 57 Mozambique 0.0 100.0 107 Tunisia 11.3 75.7
8 Belize 0.0 100.0 58 Myanmar 0.0 100.0 108 India 13.1 719
9 Benin 0.0 100.0 59 Namibia 0.0 100.0 109 United States 16.0 65.7
10 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 60 Nepal 0.0 100.0 110 Mexico 17.0 63.6
11 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 61 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 111 VietNam 17.0 63.6
12 Botswana 0.0 100.0 62 Niger 0.0 100.0 112 Czech Rep. 18.0 61.4
13 Burkina Faso 0.0 100.0 63 Nigeria 0.0 100.0 113 Slovakia 20.2 56.7
14 Burundi 0.0 100.0 64 Oman 0.0 100.0 114 Canada 21.0 55.0
15 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 65 Pakistan 0.0 100.0 115 Lithuania 21.1 54.8
16 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 66 Panama 0.0 100.0 116 Hungary 21.1 54.8
17 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 67 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 100.0 117 Philippines 21.3 544
18 Chad 0.0 100.0 68 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 118 Colombia 22.0 52.8
19 Congo 0.0 100.0 69 Rwanda 0.0 100.0 119 Latvia 23.6 49.5
20 Cbote d'lvoire 0.0 100.0 70 Saudi Arabia 0.0 100.0 120 Indonesia 26.7 42.7
21 Croatia 0.0 100.0 71 Senegal 0.0 100.0 121 Turkey 27.0 421
22 Cuba 0.0 100.0 72 SierraLeone 0.0 100.0 122 Peru 27.9 40.2
23 Dem. Rep.Congo 0.0 100.0 73 Solomonlislands 0.0 100.0 123 Portugal 35.9 23.0
24 Dijibouti 0.0 100.0 74 South Africa 0.0 100.0 124 Austria 36.0 22.8
25 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 75 Srilanka 0.0 100.0 125 Belgium 36.0 22.8
26 Egypt 0.0 100.0 76 Sudan 0.0 100.0 126 Cyprus 36.0 22.8
27 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 77 Swaziland 0.0 100.0 127 Denmark 36.0 22.8
28 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 78 Syria 0.0 100.0 128 Finland 36.0 22.8
29 Estonia 0.0 100.0 79 Tajikistan 0.0 100.0 129 France 36.0 22.8
30 Ethiopia 0.0 100.0 80 Tanzania 0.0 100.0 130 Germany 36.0 22.8
31 Fiji 0.0 100.0 81 Togo 0.0 100.0 131 Greece 36.0 22.8
32 Gabon 0.0 100.0 82 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 132 Ireland 36.0 22.8
33 Georgia 0.0 100.0 83 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 133 ltaly 36.0 22.8
34 Ghana 0.0 100.0 84 Ukraine 0.0 100.0 134 Luxembourg 36.0 22.8
35 Guatemala 0.0 100.0 85 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0 135 Netherlands 36.0 22.8
36 Guinea 0.0 100.0 86 Uzbekistan 0.0 100.0 136 Spain 36.0 22.8
37 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 87 Yemen 0.0 100.0 137 Sweden 36.0 22.8
38 Guyana 0.0 100.0 88 Zambia 0.0 100.0 138 United Kingdom 36.0 22.8
39 Haiti 0.0 100.0 89 Zimbabwe 0.0 100.0 139 Romania 36.1 22.7
40 Honduras 0.0 100.0 90 Australia 0.0 99.9 140 Taiwan 40.2 13.9
41 Iran 0.0 100.0 91 Madagascar 0.7 98.6 141 Slovenia 42.0 10.0
42 Iraq 0.0 100.0 92 China 0.9 98.1 142 Israel 46.4 0.5
43 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 93 Uganda 09 98.1 143 Jordan 46.4 0.5
44 Kazakhstan 0.0 100.0 94 Malaysia 1.9 96.0 144 Venezuela 46.4 0.5
45  Kuwait 0.0 100.0 95 Brazil 2.0 95.8 145 Iceland 69.0 0.0
46 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 100.0 96 Costa Rica 24 948 146 Norway 68.0 0.0
47 Laos 0.0 100.0 97 New Zealand 3.0 93.6 147 Switzerland 68.0 0.0
48 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 98 Bulgaria 3.0 935 148 South Korea 63.0 0.0
49 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 99 Kenya 3.6 923 149 Japan 56.0 0.0
50 Malawi 0.0 100.0 100 Bangladesh 39 917
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Argentina 0.0 100.0 10 Honduras 0.0 100.0 19 Chile 6.3 86.5
2 Belize 0.0 100.0 11 Jamaica 0.0 100.0 20 Ecuador 11.0 76.4
3 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 12 Nicaragua 0.0 100.0 21 United States 16.0 65.7
4 Cuba 0.0 100.0 13 Panama 0.0 100.0 22 Mexico 17.0 63.6
5 Dominican Rep. 0.0 100.0 14 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 23 Canada 21.0 55.0
6 El Salvador 0.0 100.0 15 Trin. & Tob. 0.0 100.0 24 Colombia 22.0 52.8
7 Guatemala 0.0 100.0 16 Brazil 20 9538 25 Peru 27.9 40.2
8 Guyana 0.0 100.0 17 Costa Rica 24 9438 26 Venezuela 46.4 0.51
9 Haiti 0.0 100.0 18 Uruguay 4.8 897

Central Asia and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 0.0 100.0 8 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 15 Russia 5.8 875
2 Azerbaijan 0.0 100.0 9 Moldova 0.0 100.0 16 Czech Rep. 18.0 61.4
3 Belarus 0.0 100.0 10 Tajikistan 0.0 100.0 17 Slovakia 20.2 56.7
4 Bosnia & Herz. 0.0 100.0 11 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 18 Hungary 21.1 54.8
5 Georgia 0.0 100.0 12 Ukraine 0.0 100.0 19 Romania 36.1 22.7
6 Kazakhstan 0.0 100.0 13 Uzbekistan 0.0 100.0
7 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 100.0 14 Bulgaria 3.0 935

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Cambodia 0.0 100.0 7 Solomon lslands 0.0 100.0 13 Viet Nam 17.0 63.6
2 Fiji 0.0 100.0 8 Australia 0.0 99.9 14 Philippines 21.3 544
3 Laos 0.0 100.0 9 China 09 981 15 Indonesia 26.7 42.7
4  Mongolia 0.0 100.0 10 Malaysia 1.9 96.0 16 Taiwan 40.2 13.9
5 Myanmar 0.0 100.0 11 New Zealand 3.0 93.6 17 South Korea 63.0 0.0
6 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 100.0 12 Thailand 4.3 90.8 18 Japan 56.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Croatia 0.0 100.0 10 Denmark 36.0 22.8 19 Spain 36.0 22.8
2 Estonia 0.0 100.0 11 Finland 36.0 22.8 20 Sweden 36.0 22.8
3 Poland 4.8 89.8 12 France 36.0 22.8 21 United Kingdom 36.0 22.8
4  Lithuania 21.1 54.8 13 Germany 36.0 22.8 22 Slovenia 42.0 10.0
5 Latvia 23.6 495 14 Greece 36.0 22.8 23 Iceland 69.0 0.0
6 Portugal 35.9 23.0 15 Ireland 36.0 22.8 24  Norway 68.0 0.0
7 Austria 36.0 22.8 16 lItaly 36.0 22.8 25 Switzerland 68.0 0.0
8 Belgium 36.0 22.8 17 Luxembourg 36.0 22.8
9 Cyprus 36.0 22.8 18 Netherlands 36.0 22.8

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Algeria 0.0 100.0 7 Lebanon 0.0 100.0 13 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0
2 Armenia 0.0 100.0 8 Morocco 0.0 100.0 14 Yemen 0.0 100.0
3 Egypt 0.0 100.0 9 Oman 0.0 100.0 15 Tunisia 11.3 75.7
4 Iran 0.0 100.0 10 Saudi Arabia 0.0 100.0 16 Turkey 27.0 421
5 lraq 0.0 100.0 11 Sudan 0.0 100.0 17 lIsrael 46.4 0.5
6 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 12 Syria 0.0 100.0 18 Jordan 46.4 0.5

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 0.0 100.0 3 Srilanka 0.0 100.0 5 India 13.1 71.9
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2 Pakistan 0.0 100.0 4 Bangladesh 3.9 917

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Angola 0.0 100.0 14 Ethiopia 0.0 100.0 27 Rwanda 0.0 100.0
2 Benin 0.0 100.0 15 Gabon 0.0 100.0 28 Senegal 0.0 100.0
3 Botswana 0.0 100.0 16 Ghana 0.0 100.0 29 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0
4  Burkina Faso 0.0 100.0 17 Guinea 0.0 100.0 30 South Africa 0.0 100.0
5 Burundi 0.0 100.0 18 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 31 Swaziland 0.0 100.0
6 Cameroon 0.0 100.0 19 Malawi 0.0 100.0 32 Tanzania 0.0 100.0
7 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 20 Mali 0.0 100.0 33 Togo 0.0 100.0
8 Chad 0.0 100.0 21 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 34 Zambia 0.0 100.0
9 Congo 0.0 100.0 22 Mauritius 0.0 100.0 35 Zimbabwe 0.0 100.0
10 Céte d'lvoire 0.0 100.0 23 Mozambique 0.0 100.0 36 Madagascar 0.7 98.6
11 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.0 100.0 24 Namibia 0.0 100.0 37 Uganda 09 98.1
12 Djibouti 0.0 100.0 25 Niger 0.0 100.0 38 Kenya 3.6 92.3
13 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 26 Nigeria 0.0 100.0
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Cropland Intensity (AGINT)
Target value: 0 percent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Angola 0.0 100.0 50 Malawi 1.6 975 99 Lebanon 145 77.0
2 Belize 0.0 100.0 51 Japan 1.7 974 100 Finland 15.3 75.8
3 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 52 New Zealand 1.7 974 101 Sweden 15.8 75.0
4 Botswana 0.0 100.0 53 Malaysia 1.8 97.1 102 Trin. & Tob. 16.0 74.7
5 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 54 Bosnia & Herz. 2.0 96.9 103 United States 16.8 73.4
6 Chad 0.0 100.0 55 Brazil 2.0 96.8 104 Germany 17.2 72.8
7 Congo 0.0 100.0 56 Turkmenistan 2.1 96.7 105 Yemen 17.3 72.6
8 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 57 Slovenia 2.3 96.3 106 Latvia 17.8 71.9
9 Djibouti 0.0 100.0 58 Senegal 24 96.2 107 Bulgaria 18.4 71.0
10 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 59 Ireland 29 954 108 Croatia 19.1 69.9
11 Guinea 0.0 100.0 60 Georgia 3.0 953 109 Portugal 19.5 69.2
12 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 61 Paraguay 3.1 95.0 110 United Kingdom  20.5 67.7
13 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 62 Armenia 35 945 111 Uzbekistan 21.0 66.8
14 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 63 Estonia 3.6 94.3 112 Iraq 21.6 65.9
15 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 64 Costa Rica 4.1 93.6 113 lItaly 21.9 65.3
16 Mali 0.0 100.0 65 South Korea 4.2 933 114 Austria 23.3 63.2
17 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 66 Switzerland 4.3 93.2 115 Jordan 23.7 62.6
18 Namibia 0.0 100.0 67 Oman 4.4 93.1 116 Saudi Arabia 24.6 61.2
19 Panama 0.0 100.0 68 South Africa 48 924 117 Canada 25.6 59.6
20 Papua New Guin. 0.0 100.0 69 Nicaragua 49 922 118 Russia 27.2 57.0
21 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 70 Burundi 5.1 92.0 119 Nigeria 27.2 57.0
22 Swaziland 0.0 100.0 71 Azerbaijan 56 911 120 Haiti 28.0 55.7
23 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 72 Guatemala 59 90.7 121 Czech Rep. 28.6 54.7
24 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0 73 Albania 6.2 90.2 122 France 29.0 54.2
25 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 74 Philippines 6.9 89.1 123 lIsrael 29.4 53.6
26 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 100.0 75 Cambodia 7.4 88.3 124 Slovakia 30.4 51.9
27 Colombia 0.0 99.9 76 Benin 7.7 87.9 125 Spain 31.6 50.1
28 Mozambique 0.1 99.9 77 Nepal 7.9 875 126 El Salvador 31.7 49.9
29 Tanzania 0.1 99.9 78 Belgium 8.2 87.1 127 Uganda 319 495
30 Zambia 0.1 99.9 79 Belarus 8.3 86.8 128 Togo 33.5 47.0
31 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.1 99.9 80 Norway 8.7 86.2 129 Cuba 34.2 46.0
32 Peru 0.1 99.8 81 Kazakhstan 8.7 86.2 130 Pakistan 34.3 45.8
33 Mongolia 0.2 99.8 82 Netherlands 9.4 85.1 131 Lithuania 35.5 43.9
34 Madagascar 0.2 99.7 83 Greece 9.4 85.1 132 Poland 37.5 40.7
35 Myanmar 0.2 99.6 84 Mexico 9.7 84.7 133 Niger 40.4 36.1
36 Laos 0.3 99.6 85 Jamaica 10.2 83.9 134 Hungary 40.7 35.7
37 Zimbabwe 0.3 99.6 86 Ghana 10.6 83.3 135 Romania 423 33.1
38 Chile 0.4 994 87 China 10.7 83.2 136 Egypt 45.7 27.8
39 Burkina Faso 0.4 99.3 88 Indonesia 10.9 82.8 137 India 50.6 20.1
40 Guyana 0.5 99.2 89 Thailand 11.7 81.5 138 Algeria 55.9 11.6
41 Tajikistan 0.7 98.9 90 Viet Nam 11.8 81.4 139 Syria 58.2 8.0
42 Gabon 0.8 98.7 91 Cameroon 12.8 79.8 140 Morocco 58.7 7.2
43 Venezuela 0.9 98.6 92 Australia 12.9 79.6 141 Ukraine 62.3 15
44 Ethiopia 1.0 984 93 Sri Lanka 13.0 79.5 142 Denmark 63.4 0.0
45 Ecuador 1.0 984 94 Iran 13.2 79.1 143 Bangladesh 68.0 0.0
46 Cébte d'lvoire 1.1 98.3 95 Rwanda 13.4 78.8 144 Tunisia 77.0 0.0
47 Sudan 1.1 982 96 Argentina 13.7 78.4 145 Moldova 80.9 0.0
48 Honduras 1.3 979 97 Dominican Rep. 13.8 78.2
49 Kenya 1.3 97.9 98 Turkey 14.2 77.6
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Belize 0.0 100.0 10 Ecuador 1.0 984 19 Argentina 13.7 784
2 Bolivia 0.0 100.0 11 Honduras 1.3 979 20 Dominican Rep. 13.8 78.2
3 Panama 0.0 100.0 12 Brazil 2.0 96.8 21 Trin. & Tob. 16.0 74.7
4 Uruguay 0.0 100.0 13 Paraguay 3.1 95.0 22 United States 16.8 73.4
5 Colombia 0.0 99.9 14 Costa Rica 4.1 93.6 23 Canada 25.6 59.6
6 Peru 0.1 99.8 15 Nicaragua 49 92.2 24 Haiti 28.0 55.7
7 Chile 0.4 99.4 16 Guatemala 5.9 90.7 25 El Salvador 31.7 49.9
8 Guyana 05 99.2 17 Mexico 9.7 84.7 26 Cuba 34.2 46.0
9 Venezuela 0.9 98.6 18 Jamaica 10.2 83.9

Central Asia and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Macedonia 0.0 100.0 8 Albania 6.2 90.2 15 Slovakia 30.4 51.9
2 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 100.0 9 Belarus 8.3 86.8 16 Hungary 40.7 35.7
3 Tajikistan 0.7 98.9 10 Kazakhstan 8.7 86.2 17 Romania 42.3 33.1
4 Bosnia & Herz. 20 96.9 11 Bulgaria 184 71.0 18 Ukraine 62.3 15
5 Turkmenistan 21 96.7 12 Uzbekistan 21.0 66.8 19 Moldova 80.9 0.0
6 Georgia 3.0 953 13 Russia 27.2 57.0
7 Azerbaijan 56 91.1 14 Czech Rep. 28.6 54.7

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 100.0 7 New Zealand 1.7 974 13 Indonesia 10.9 82.8
2 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 8 Malaysia 1.8 971 14 Thailand 11.7 81.5
3 Mongolia 0.2 99.8 9 South Korea 42 933 15 Viet Nam 11.8 81.4
4  Myanmar 0.2 99.6 10 Philippines 6.9 89.1 16 Australia 12.9 79.6
5 Laos 0.3 99.6 11 Cambodia 7.4 883
6 Japan 1.7 974 12 China 10.7 83.2

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Cyprus 0.0 100.0 9 Netherlands 9.4 85.1 17 United Kingdom 20.5 67.7
2 Luxembourg 0.0 100.0 10 Greece 9.4 85.1 18 ltaly 21.9 65.3
3 Slovenia 23 96.3 11 Finland 15.3 75.8 19 Austria 23.3 63.2
4 Ireland 29 954 12 Sweden 15.8 75.0 20 France 29.0 54.2
5 Estonia 3.6 943 13 Germany 17.2 72.8 21 Spain 31.6 50.1
6 Switzerland 4.3 93.2 14 Latvia 17.8 71.9 22 Lithuania 35.5 43.9
7 Belgium 82 87.1 15 Croatia 19.1 69.9 23 Poland 37.5 40.7
8 Norway 8.7 86.2 16 Portugal 19.5 69.2 24 Denmark 63.4 0.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Kuwait 0.0 100.0 7 Turkey 142 77.6 13 Israel 29.4 53.6
2 United ArabEm. 0.0 100.0 8 Lebanon 145 77.0 14 Egypt 45.7 27.8
3 Sudan 1.1 98.2 9 Yemen 17.3 72.6 15 Algeria 559 116
4  Armenia 3.5 945 10 Iraq 21.6 65.9 16 Syria 58.2 8.0
5 Oman 44 931 11 Jordan 23.7 62.6 17 Morocco 58.7 7.2
6 Iran 13.2 79.1 12 Saudi Arabia 24.6 61.2 18 Tunisia 77.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 7.9 875 3 Pakistan 34.3 45.8 5 Bangladesh 68.0 0.0
2 SriLanka 13.0 79.5 4 India 50.6 20.1
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Angola 0.0 100.0 14 Swaziland 0.0 100.0 27 Senegal 2.4 96.2
2 Botswana 0.0 100.0 15 Mozambique 0.1 99.9 28 South Africa 48 92.4
3 Central Afr. Rep. 0.0 100.0 16 Tanzania 0.1 99.9 29 Burundi 51 92.0
4 Chad 0.0 100.0 17 Zambia 0.1 99.9 30 Benin 7.7 87.9
5 Congo 0.0 100.0 18 Dem. Rep.Congo 0.1 99.9 31 Ghana 10.6 83.3
6 Dijibouti 0.0 100.0 19 Madagascar 0.2 99.7 32 Cameroon 12.8 79.8
7 Eritrea 0.0 100.0 20 Zimbabwe 0.3 99.6 33 Rwanda 13.4 78.8
8 Guinea 0.0 100.0 21 Burkina Faso 0.4 99.3 34 Nigeria 27.2 57.0
9 Guinea-Bissau 0.0 100.0 22 Gabon 0.8 98.7 35 Uganda 31.9 495
10 Mali 0.0 100.0 23 Ethiopia 1.0 984 36 Togo 33.5 47.0
11 Mauritania 0.0 100.0 24 Cote d'lvoire 1.1 983 37 Niger 40.4 36.1
12 Namibia 0.0 100.0 25 Kenya 1.3 97.9
13 Sierra Leone 0.0 100.0 26 Malawi 1.6 975
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Burnt Land Area (BURNED)

Target value: 0

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 49 Japan 0.5 96.2 97 Nepal 2.2 837
2 Philippines 0.0 99.9 50 United ArabEm. 0.5 96.1 98 Portugal 2.4 825
3 Guyana 0.0 99.9 51 Austria 0.5 96.0 99 Togo 24 825
4 Malaysia 0.0 99.9 52 Poland 0.6 95.9 100 Kenya 25 814
5 Panama 0.0 99.9 53 Mali 0.6 95.9 101 Greece 26 805
6 Egypt 0.0 99.9 54 Oman 0.6 95.8 102 Guinea-Bissau 2.7 80.2
7 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 99.9 55 Congo 0.6 95.7 103 Bosnia & Herz. 2.7 79.9
8 Niger 0.0 99.8 56 Cyprus 0.6 95.7 104 Mexico 28 79.7
9 Jordan 0.0 99.8 57 Cuba 0.6 955 105 Burkina Faso 28 79.6
10 Mauritania 0.0 99.7 58 Iran 0.6 954 106 Armenia 2.8 795
11 Laos 0.0 99.7 59 Myanmar 0.6 95.3 107 Albania 29 78.9
12 Indonesia 0.0 99.6 60 Guatemala 0.7 951 108 Croatia 29 785
13 SriLanka 0.1 99.6 61 Tajikistan 0.7 94.8 109 Georgia 29 785
14 Denmark 0.1 99.6 62 Namibia 0.8 94.3 110 Azerbaijan 29 784
15 Gabon 0.1 99.5 63 Eritrea 0.8 94.2 111 Bolivia 3.2 76.3
16 Ireland 0.1 995 64 Botswana 0.8 94.0 112 Russia 3.4 74.6
17 Belize 0.1 99.5 65 Brazil 0.8 93.9 113 Malawi 3.8 723
18 Algeria 0.1 995 66 Uzbekistan 0.8 93.9 114 Madagascar 39 716
19 Bangladesh 0.1 99.3 67 Syria 0.8 93.8 115 South Korea 4.0 70.8
20 Turkmenistan 0.1 99.2 68 Morocco 0.9 937 116 Cbte d'lvoire 4.3 68.2
21 Norway 0.1 99.2 69 Lebanon 0.9 933 117 Zimbabwe 45 67.2
22 Tunisia 0.1 99.1 70 Czech Rep. 0.9 933 118 Macedonia 45 67.0
23 Costa Rica 0.1 99.0 71 Rwanda 0.9 93.2 119 Senegal 45 67.0
24 Uruguay 0.1 99.0 72 Spain 0.9 93.0 120 Chad 45 66.9
25 Sweden 0.1 98.9 73 India 1.0 92.9 121 Australia 5.0 63.3
26 El Salvador 0.2 98.7 74 Netherlands 1.0 92.9 122 South Africa 53 614
27 Honduras 0.2 98.7 75 Luxembourg 1.0 924 123 Swaziland 53 61.0
28 Nicaragua 0.2 98.6 76 Nigeria 1.1 922 124 Cameroon 5.4 60.5
29 Ecuador 0.2 98.6 77 Venezuela 11 916 125 Bulgaria 55 59.2
30 Belgium 0.2 98.6 78 Colombia 1.1 91.6 126 Guinea 5.6 58.6
31 Haiti 0.2 98.5 79 Slovenia 12 914 127 Benin 5.7 57.9
32 United Kingdom 0.2 984 80 Yemen 1.2 90.9 128 Kazakhstan 6.0 55.9
33 Finland 0.2 98.3 81 Dijibouti 1.4 895 129 Argentina 6.0 55.7
34 Iraq 0.2 98.3 82 Canada 1.5 89.0 130 Romania 6.2 544
35 Thailand 0.2 983 83 Kyrgyzstan 15 88.8 131 Ethiopia 6.6 515
36 Lithuania 0.2 98.2 84 Belarus 1.6 88.2 132 Ghana 7.1 477
37 Dominican Rep. 0.3 98.2 85 Cambodia 1.7 87.8 133 Dem. Rep. Congo 8.1 40.3
38 Switzerland 0.3 98.1 86 Burundi 1.7 87.7 134 Hungary 8.2 394
39 Latvia 0.3 98.0 87 Turkey 1.7 875 135 Tanzania 9.0 335
40 Viet Nam 0.3 97.9 88 Mongolia 1.7 874 136 Sudan 10.2 249
41 Estonia 0.3 97.7 89 Chile 1.8 86.9 137 Uganda 10.9 20.0
42 Iceland 0.3 97.6 90 United States 1.8 86.6 138 Ukraine 11.2 17.8
43 Saudi Arabia 0.4 97.2 91 Paraguay 19 86.4 139 Mozambique 11.4 16.4
44 Pakistan 04 97.2 92 China 1.9 86.0 140 Angola 15.3 0.0
45 France 04 97.1 93 ltaly 2.0 85.7 141 Central Afr. Rep. 21.4 0.0
46 Germany 0.5 96.7 94 Peru 20 851 142 Moldova 13.7 0.0
47 New Zealand 0.5 96.5 95 Sierra Leone 21 849 143 Zambia 14.3 0.0
48 Israel 0.5 96.3 96 Slovakia 2.2 83.9
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Guyana 0.0 99.9 9 Ecuador 0.2 98.6 17 Canada 1.5 89.0
1 Panama 0.0 99.9 10 Haiti 0.2 985 18 Chile 1.8 86.9
3 Belize 0.1 995 11 Dominican Rep. 0.3 98.2 19 United States 1.8 86.6
4 Costa Rica 0.1 99.0 12 Cuba 0.6 955 20 Paraguay 19 86.4
5 Uruguay 0.1 99.0 13 Guatemala 0.7 95.1 21 Peru 2.0 851
6 El Salvador 0.2 98.7 14 Brazil 0.8 93.9 22 Mexico 2.8 79.7
7 Honduras 0.2 98.7 15 Colombia 1.1 91.6 23 Bolivia 3.2 76.3
8 Nicaragua 0.2 98.6 15 Venezuela 1.1 91.6 24 Argentina 6.0 55.7

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Turkmenistan 0.1 99.2 8 Bosnia & Herz. 2.7 79.9 15 Kazakhstan 6.0 55.9
2 Tajikistan 0.7 94.8 9 Albania 29 789 16 Romania 6.2 54.4
3 Uzbekistan 0.8 93.9 10 Georgia 29 785 17 Hungary 8.2 394
4 Czech Rep. 0.9 933 11 Azerbaijan 29 784 18 Ukraine 11.2 17.8
5 Kyrgyzstan 15 88.8 12 Russia 3.4 746 19 Moldova 13.7 0.0
6 Belarus 1.6 88.2 13 Macedonia 45 67.0
7 Slovakia 2.2 839 14 Bulgaria 5.5 59.2

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Taiwan 0.0 100.0 7 Thailand 0.2 983 13 Mongolia 1.7 874
2 Malaysia 0.0 99.9 8 Viet Nam 0.3 97.9 14 China 1.9 86.0
2 PapuaNew Guin. 0.0 99.9 9 New Zealand 05 96.5 15 South Korea 4.0 70.8
2  Philippines 0.0 99.9 10 Japan 05 96.2 16 Australia 5.0 63.3
5 Laos 0.0 99.7 11 Myanmar 0.6 953
6 Indonesia 0.0 99.6 12 Cambodia 1.7 87.8

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Denmark 0.1 99.6 10 Latvia 0.3 98.0 19 Netherlands 1.0 92.9
2 lIreland 0.1 995 11 Estonia 0.3 97.7 20 Luxembourg 1.0 924
3  Norway 0.1 99.2 12 Iceland 0.3 97.6 21 Slovenia 1.2 914
4 Sweden 0.1 98.9 13 France 04 97.1 22 ltaly 2.0 857
5 Belgium 0.2 98.6 14 Germany 0.5 96.7 23 Portugal 24 825
6 United Kingdom 0.2 98.4 15 Austria 0.5 96.0 24 Greece 2.6 805
7 Finland 0.2 98.3 16 Poland 0.6 95.9 25 Croatia 29 785
8 Lithuania 0.2 98.2 17 Cyprus 0.6 95.7
9 Switzerland 0.3 98.1 18 Spain 0.9 93.0

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Egypt 0.0 99.9 7 lsrael 0.5 96.3 13 Lebanon 0.9 933
2 Jordan 0.0 99.8 8 United ArabEm. 0.5 96.1 14 Yemen 1.2 90.9
3 Algeria 0.1 995 9 Oman 0.6 95.8 15 Turkey 1.7 87.5
4  Tunisia 0.1 99.1 10 Iran 0.6 954 16 Armenia 28 795
5 Iraq 0.2 98.3 11 Syria 0.8 93.8 17 Sudan 10.2 24.9
6 Saudi Arabia 0.4 97.2 12 Morocco 0.9 93.7

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 SrilLanka 0.1 99.6 3 Pakistan 04 97.2 5 Nepal 2.2 837
2 Bangladesh 0.1 99.3 4 India 1.0 929
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Niger 0.0 99.8 14 Togo 24 825 27 Guinea 5.6 58.6
2 Mauritania 0.0 99.7 15 Kenya 25 814 28 Benin 5.7 579
3 Gabon 0.1 995 16 Guinea-Bissau 2.7 80.2 29 Ethiopia 6.6 515
4  Mali 0.6 95.9 17 Burkina Faso 2.8 79.6 30 Ghana 7.1 47.7
5 Congo 0.6 95.7 18 Malawi 3.8 723 31 Dem.Rep.Congo 8.1 40.3
6 Namibia 0.8 94.3 19 Madagascar 39 716 32 Tanzania 9.0 335
7 Eritrea 0.8 94.2 20 Cote d'lvoire 4.3 68.2 33 Uganda 10.9 20.0
8 Botswana 0.8 94.0 21 Zimbabwe 45 67.2 34 Mozambique 114 16.4
9 Rwanda 0.9 932 22 Senegal 45 67.0 35 Angola 15.3 0.0
10 Nigeria 11 922 23 Chad 45 66.9 35 Central Afr. Rep. 21.4 0.0
11 Djibouti 1.4 89.5 24 South Africa 53 614 35 Zambia 14.3 0.0
12 Burundi 1.7 87.7 25 Swaziland 5.3 61.0
13 Sierra Leone 2.1 84.9 26 Cameroon 5.4 60.5

16-Jun-2008 148



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Pesticide Regulation (PEST)
Target value: 22 points

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 22.0 100.0 51 Iceland 20.0 90.9 101 Bolivia 40 18.2
2 Australia 22.0 100.0 52 lIran 20.0 90.9 102 Kenya 40 182
3 Austria 22.0 100.0 53 Jamaica 20.0 90.9 103 Mali 40 18.2
4 Bulgaria 22.0 100.0 54 Lebanon 20.0 90.9 104 Rwanda 4.0 18.2
5 Burundi 22.0 100.0 55 Malaysia 20.0 90.9 105 Senegal 40 18.2
6 Canada 22.0 100.0 56 Saudi Arabia 20.0 90.9 106 Tanzania 40 182
7 Chile 22.0 100.0 57 Thailand 20.0 90.9 107 Dem. Rep. Congo 3.0 13.6
8 Congo 22.0 100.0 58 Viet Nam 20.0 90.9 108 Eritrea 3.0 136
9 Czech Rep. 22.0 100.0 59 Yemen 20.0 90.9 109 Gabon 3.0 13.6
10 Denmark 22.0 100.0 60 Colombia 19.0 86.4 110 Georgia 3.0 13.6
11 Finland 22.0 100.0 61 Ecuador 19.0 86.4 111 India 3.0 13.6
12 Germany 22.0 100.0 62 Egypt 19.0 86.4 112 Mauritania 3.0 13.6
13 Japan 22.0 100.0 63 Indonesia 19.0 86.4 113 Namibia 3.0 13.6
14 Jordan 22.0 100.0 64 Laos 19.0 86.4 114 Nigeria 3.0 13.6
15 Lithuania 22.0 100.0 @65 Morocco 19.0 86.4 115 Oman 3.0 13.6
16 New Zealand 22.0 100.0 66 Slovenia 19.0 86.4 116 Tajikistan 3.0 136
17 Norway 22.0 100.0 67 Trin. & Tob. 19.0 86.4 117 Tunisia 3.0 13.6
18 Romania 22.0 100.0 68 Turkey 19.0 86.4 118 United ArabEm. 3.0 13.6
19 Slovakia 22.0 100.0 69 United States 19.0 86.4 119 Venezuela 3.0 13.6
20 Sweden 22.0 100.0 70 Kyrgyzstan 18.0 81.8 120 Albania 20 91
21 Switzerland 22.0 100.0 71 Mexico 18.0 81.8 121 Angola 20 91
22 Belgium 21.0 955 72  Myanmar 18.0 81.8 122 Belarus 20 91
23 Benin 21.0 955 73 Philippines 18.0 81.8 123 Belize 20 91
24 Cyprus 21.0 955 74  Sri Lanka 18.0 81.8 124 Bosnia & Herz. 20 91
25 Dominican Rep. 21.0 95.5 75 Cote d'lvoire 17.0 77.3 125 Cambodia 20 9.1
26 Estonia 21.0 955 76 El Salvador 17.0 77.3 126 Cameroon 20 91
27 France 21.0 95.5 77 Ghana 17.0 77.3 127 Guyana 20 91
28 Greece 21.0 955 78 Mongolia 17.0 77.3 128 Pakistan 20 91
29 Hungary 21.0 95.5 79 Costa Rica 16.0 72.7 129 Azerbaijan 1.0 45
30 Ireland 21.0 955 80 Djibouti 16.0 72.7 130 Botswana 1.0 45
31 ltaly 21.0 95.5 81 Madagascar 16.0 72.7 131 Guinea-Bissau 1.0 45
32 Kuwait 21.0 955 82 Togo 16.0 72.7 132 Honduras 1.0 45
33 Latvia 21.0 95.5 83 Ukraine 16.0 72.7 133 Israel 1.0 45
34 Luxembourg 21.0 955 84 Algeria 15.0 68.2 134 Mozambique 1.0 45
35 Mauritius 21.0 95.5 85 South Korea 15.0 68.2 135 Papua New Guin. 1.0 45
36 Moldova 21.0 955 86 Burkina Faso 14.0 63.6 136 Sierra Leone 1.0 45
37 Netherlands 21.0 95.5 87 Cuba 14.0 63.6 137 Solomonlislands 1.0 4.5
38 Panama 21.0 955 88 South Africa 14.0 63.6 138 Swaziland 1.0 45
39 Paraguay 21.0 95.5 89 Central Afr. Rep. 13.0 59.1 139 Uganda 1.0 45
40 Peru 21.0 955 90 China 13.0 59.1 140 Bangladesh 0.0 0.0
41 Poland 21.0 955 91 Nepal 13.0 59.1 141 Guatemala 0.0 0.0
42 Portugal 21.0 955 92 Niger 13.0 59.1 142 Haiti 0.0 0.0
43 Spain 21.0 95.5 93 Chad 12.0 54.5 143 Iraq 0.0 0.0
44 Sudan 21.0 955 94 Uruguay 12.0 545 144 Malawi 0.0 0.0
45 Syria 21.0 95.5 95 Guinea 11.0 50.0 145 Russia 0.0 0.0
46 United Kingdom  21.0 95.5 96 Kazakhstan 10.0 45.5 146 Taiwan 0.0 0.0
47 Argentina 20.0 90.9 97 Macedonia 10.0 45.5 147 Turkmenistan 0.0 0.0
48 Brazil 20.0 90.9 98 Zambia 9.0 40.9 148 Uzbekistan 0.0 0.0
49 Croatia 20.0 90.9 99 Ethiopia 5.0 22.7 149 Zimbabwe 0.0 0.0
50 Fiji 20.0 90.9 100 Nicaragua 5.0 22.7
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Canada 22.0 100.0 10 Colombia 19.0 86.4 19 Nicaragua 5.0 22.7
1 Chile 22.0 100.0 10 Ecuador 19.0 86.4 20 Bolivia 40 18.2
3 Dominican Rep. 21.0 95.5 10 Trin. & Tob. 19.0 86.4 21 Venezuela 3.0 136
3 Panama 21.0 955 10 United States 19.0 86.4 22 Belize 20 91
3 Paraguay 21.0 955 14 Mexico 18.0 81.8 23 Guyana 20 91
3 Peru 21.0 95.5 15 El Salvador 17.0 77.3 24 Honduras 1.0 45
7 Argentina 20.0 90.9 16 Costa Rica 16.0 72.7 25 Guatemala 0.0 0.0
7 Brazil 20.0 90.9 17 Cuba 14.0 63.6 25 Haiti 0.0 0.0
7 Jamaica 20.0 90.9 18 Uruguay 12.0 54.5

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bulgaria 22.0 100.0 8 Ukraine 16.0 72.7 13 Bosniaand Herz. 2.0 9.1
1 Czech Rep. 22.0 100.0 9 Kazakhstan 10.0 45.5 16 Azerbaijan 1.0 45
1 Romania 22.0 100.0 9 Macedonia 10.0 45.5 17 Russia 0.0 0.0
1 Slovakia 22.0 100.0 11 Georgia 3.0 13.6 17 Turkmenistan 0.0 0.0
5 Hungary 21.0 95.5 11 Tajikistan 3.0 13.6 17 Uzbekistan 0.0 0.0
5 Moldova 21.0 955 13 Albania 20 9.1
7 Kyrgyzstan 18.0 81.8 13 Belarus 20 9.1

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Australia 22.0 100.0 4  Viet Nam 20.0 90.9 13 South Korea 15.0 68.2
1 Japan 22.0 100.0 8 Laos 19.0 86.4 14 China 13.0 59.1
1 New Zealand 22.0 100.0 8 Indonesia 19.0 86.4 15 Cambodia 20 9.1
4 Fiji 20.0 90.9 10 Myanmar 18.0 81.8 16 PapuaNew Guin. 1.0 4.5
4 Malaysia 20.0 90.9 10 Philippines 18.0 81.8 16 Solomonlislands 1.0 4.5
4 Thailand 20.0 90.9 12 Mongolia 17.0 77.3 18 Taiwan 0.0 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Austria 22.0 100.0 9 Cyprus 21.0 955 9 Poland 21.0 95.5
1 Denmark 22.0 100.0 9 Estonia 21.0 955 9 Portugal 21.0 95.5
1 Finland 22.0 100.0 9 France 21.0 955 9 Spain 21.0 95.5
1 Germany 22.0 100.0 9 Greece 21.0 955 9 United Kingdom 21.0 95.5
1 Lithuania 22.0 100.0 9 Ireland 21.0 955 23 Croatia 20.0 90.9
1 Norway 22.0 100.0 9 ltaly 21.0 955 23 Iceland 20.0 90.9
1 Sweden 22.0 100.0 9 Latvia 21.0 955 25 Slovenia 19.0 86.4
1 Switzerland 22.0 100.0 9 Luxembourg 21.0 955
9 Belgium 21.0 95.5 9 Netherlands 21.0 955

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 22.0 100.0 6 Lebanon 20.0 90.9 13 Algeria 15.0 68.2
1 Georgia 22.0 100.0 6 Saudi Arabia 20.0 90.9 14 Oman 3.0 13.6
3 Kuwait 21.0 955 6 Yemen 20.0 90.9 14 Tunisia 3.0 13.6
3 Sudan 21.0 955 10 Egypt 19.0 86.4 14 United ArabEm. 3.0 13.6
3 Syria 21.0 955 10 Morocco 19.0 86.4 17 Israel 1.0 45
6 Iran 20.0 90.9 10 Turkey 19.0 86.4 18 Iraq 0.0 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1  Srilanka 18.0 81.8 _ 3 India 3.0 136 __ 5 Bangladesh 0.0 0.0
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2 Nepal 13.0 59.1 4  Pakistan 20 9.1

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Burundi 22.0 100.0 14 Chad 12.0 54.5 23 Namibia 3.0 13.6
1 Congo 22.0 100.0 15 Guinea 11.0 50.0 23 Nigeria 3.0 136
3 Benin 21.0 95.5 16 Zambia 9.0 40.9 29 Angola 20 91
3 Mauritius 21.0 95.5 17 Ethiopia 5.0 22.7 29 Cameroon 20 91
5 Cote d'Ivoire 17.0 77.3 18 Kenya 4.0 18.2 31 Botswana 1.0 45
5 Ghana 17.0 77.3 18 Mali 4.0 182 31 Guinea-Bissau 1.0 45
7 Dijibouti 16.0 72.7 18 Rwanda 4.0 18.2 31 Mozambique 1.0 45
7 Madagascar 16.0 72.7 18 Senegal 40 182 31 Sierra Leone 1.0 45
7 Togo 16.0 72.7 18 Tanzania 4.0 182 31 Swaziland 1.0 45
10 Burkina Faso 14.0 63.6 23 Dem.Rep.Congo 3.0 13.6 31 Uganda 1.0 45
10 South Africa 14.0 63.6 23 Eritrea 3.0 13.6 37 Malawi 0.0 0.0
12 Central Afr. Rep. 13.0 59.1 23 Gabon 3.0 136 37 Zimbabwe 0.0 0.0
12 Niger 13.0 59.1 23 Mauritania 3.0 13.6

16-Jun-2008 151



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Emissions per capita (GHGCAP)

Target value: 2.24 metric tons CO0, equivalent

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bangladesh 1.3 100.0 51 Niger 5.2 94.2 101 United Kingdom  11.0 83.1
2 El Salvador 2.0 100.0 52 Colombia 5.3 94.0 102 Japan 11.0 83.1
3 Eritrea 2.1 100.0 53 Burundi 53 94.0 103 South Korea 112 82.7
4  Ethiopia 1.7 100.0 54 Peru 54 94.0 104 Paraguay 11.2 82.6
5 Haiti 1.3 100.0 55 Lebanon 5.4 93.9 105 Taiwan 11.4 82.3
6 India 2.2 100.0 56 Bosnia & Herz. 5.4 93.9 106 Greece 11.4 82.3
7 Kenya 1.8 100.0 57 Benin 55 937 107 Denmark 11.7 81.8
8 Nigeria 2.1 100.0 58 Mali 55 937 108 Austria 11.8 81.6
9 Philippines 2.1 100.0 59 Kyrgyzstan 56 935 109 Cyprus 11.8 81.6
10 Senegal 2.0 100.0 60 Latvia 5.7 934 110 Zambia 12.0 81.2
11 SriLanka 1.9 100.0 61 Guatemala 5.7 934 111 Brazil 12.1 80.9
12 Uganda 1.6 100.0 62 China 5.7 933 112 Germany 12.2 80.8
13 Yemen 1.7 100.0 63 Myanmar 5.8 93.2 113 Norway 12.6 79.9
14 Pakistan 2.3 100.0 64 Thailand 6.0 92.8 114 Iceland 129 79.5
15 Ghana 24 99.8 65 Romania 6.1 925 115 Finland 13.2 78.8
16 Mozambique 25 994 66 Chile 6.1 925 116 Venezuela 13.4 78.4
17 Morocco 25 994 67 Namibia 6.2 924 117 Netherlands 13.6 78.1
18 Albania 29 9838 68 Lithuania 6.5 91.7 118 Belgium 13.8 77.7
19 Viet Nam 29 98.8 69 Mexico 6.9 91.1 119 Central Afr. Rep. 14.1 77.1
20 Moldova 3.0 98.6 70 Croatia 7.0 90.8 120 Estonia 141 77.1
21 Honduras 3.1 984 71 Indonesia 7.2 905 121 Czech Rep. 14.3 76.7
22 Togo 3.1 983 72 Sweden 7.5 89.8 122 Oman 14.4 76.6
23 Madagascar 3.2 98.2 73 Panama 7.6 89.7 123 Uruguay 14.4 76.6
24 Dominican Rep. 3.2 981 74 Chad 7.6 89.7 124 Mongolia 14.7 75.9
25 Armenia 3.3 98.0 75 Sierra Leone 7.7 89.4 125 Russia 155 74.5
26 Egypt 3.3 98.0 76 Gabon 7.8 89.3 126 Ireland 15.6 74.3
27 Cambodia 3.3 97.9 77 Switzerland 7.9 89.1 127 Malaysia 15.8 73.7
28 Costa Rica 3.4 97.8 78 Portugal 8.0 88.9 128 Saudi Arabia 17.6 70.4
29 Malawi 3.4 978 79 PapuaNew Guin. 8.1 88.8 129 Angola 20.0 65.8
30 Tajikistan 35 97.6 80 Hungary 8.1 88.7 130 Trin. & Tob. 21.7 62.5
31 Tanzania 35 975 81 Azerbaijan 8.1 88.7 131 Turkmenistan 22.7 60.4
32 lIraq 3.6 97.3 82 Bulgaria 8.1 88.6 132 New Zealand 22.8 60.3
33 Burkina Faso 3.7 973 83 Uzbekistan 8.2 885 133 Canada 23.1 59.7
34 Tunisia 3.7 97.2 84 Iran 8.8 87.3 134 Mauritania 23.3 59.4
35 Nepal 3.7 97.2 85 Ukraine 89 87.2 135 United States 24,9 56.3
36 Syria 3.7 971 86 Argentina 89 871 136 Guinea-Bissau 25.6 55.0
37 Zimbabwe 3.9 96.8 87 France 9.1 86.7 137 Luxembourg 25.9 54.3
38 Algeria 40 96.5 88 South Africa 9.3 86.4 138 Kazakhstan 29.0 484
39 Jordan 4.2 96.2 89 Slovakia 9.3 864 139 Kuwait 30.1 46.1
40 Georgia 4.3 96.0 90 Belarus 9.4 86.1 140 Australia 30.5 454
41 Turkey 45 957 91 Dem. Rep.Congo 9.5 85.9 141 Bolivia 31.0 445
42 Rwanda 45 95.6 92 Cote d'lvoire 9.6 85.8 142 United Arab Em. 34.1 38.6
43 Cuba 46 954 93 Israel 9.9 852 143 Mauritius 35.0 36.8
44 Cameroon 47 95.2 94 lItaly 10.1 849 144 Swaziland 39.7 27.6
45 Sudan 4.7 95.2 95 Poland 10.3 84.5 145 Fiji 48.2 11.2
46 Ecuador 49 9438 96 Slovenia 10.3 84.4 146 Dijibouti 50.9 6.2
47 Jamaica 5.0 94.7 97 Laos 104 84.2 147 Belize 54.1 0.0
48 Nicaragua 51 945 98 Botswana 10.5 84.1 148 Guyana 54.1 0.0
49 Guinea 5.1 945 99 Congo 10.6 83.9 149 Solomonlislands 54.1 0.0
50 Macedonia 5.2 94.3 100 Spain 10.9 83.3
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 El Salvador 2.0 100.0 10 Colombia 53 94.0 19 Venezuela 13.4 78.4
1 Haiti 1.3 100.0 11 Peru 54 94.0 20 Uruguay 14.4 76.6
3 Honduras 3.1 984 12 Guatemala 5.7 934 21 Trin. & Tob. 21.7 625
4 Dominican Rep. 3.2 98.1 13 Chile 6.1 925 22 Canada 23.1 59.7
5 Costa Rica 3.4 97.8 14 Mexico 6.9 91.1 23 United States 24.9 56.3
6 Cuba 46 954 15 Panama 7.6 89.7 24 Bolivia 31.0 445
7 Ecuador 49 94.8 16 Argentina 89 87.1 25 Belize 54.1 0.0
8 Jamaica 50 94.7 17 Paraguay 11.2 82.6 25 Guyana 54.1 0.0
9 Nicaragua 5.1 94.5 18 Brazil 12.1 80.9

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Albania 29 9838 8 Romania 6.1 925 15 Belarus 9.4 86.1
2 Moldova 3.0 98.6 9 Azerbaijan 8.1 88.7 16 Czech Rep. 14.3 76.7
3 Tajikistan 35 97.6 9 Hungary 8.1 88.7 17 Russia 155 74.5
4 Georgia 4.3 96.0 11 Bulgaria 8.1 88.6 18 Turkmenistan 22.7 60.4
5 Macedonia 5.2 943 12 Uzbekistan 8.2 885 19 Kazakhstan 29.0 484
6 Bosnia & Herz. 5.4 93.9 13 Ukraine 8.9 87.2
7 Kyrgyzstan 5.6 935 14 Slovakia 9.3 86.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Philippines 2.1 100.0 7 Indonesia 7.2 90.5 13 Mongolia 14.7 75.9
2 Viet Nam 29 9838 8 PapuaNewGuin. 8.1 88.8 14 Malaysia 15.8 73.7
3 Cambodia 3.3 97.9 9 Laos 10.4 84.2 15 New Zealand 22.8 60.3
4 China 5.7 933 10 Japan 11.0 83.1 16 Australia 30.5 454
5 Myanmar 58 93.2 11 South Korea 11.2 82.7 17 Fiji 48.2 11.2
6 Thailand 6.0 92.8 12 Taiwan 11.4 82.3 18 Solomonislands 54.1 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Latvia 5.7 934 10 Slovenia 10.3 84.4 19 Iceland 12.9 79.5
2 Lithuania 6.5 91.7 11 Spain 10.9 83.3 20 Finland 13.2 78.8
3 Croatia 7.0 90.8 12 United Kingdom 11.0 83.1 21 Netherlands 13.6 78.1
4 Sweden 7.5 89.8 13 Greece 11.4 82.3 22 Belgium 13.8 77.7
5 Switzerland 7.9 89.1 14 Denmark 11.7 81.8 23 Estonia 141 77.1
6 Portugal 8.0 88.9 15 Austria 11.8 81.6 24 Ireland 15.6 74.3
7 France 9.1 86.7 16 Cyprus 11.8 81.6 25 Luxembourg 259 54.3
8 ltaly 10.1 84.9 17 Germany 12.2 80.8
9 Poland 10.3 84.5 18 Norway 12.6 79.9

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Yemen 1.7 100.0 7 Syria 3.7 971 13 Iran 8.8 87.3
2 Morocco 25 994 8 Algeria 40 96.5 14 Israel 9.9 85.2
3 Armenia 3.3 98.0 9 Jordan 4.2 96.2 15 Oman 14.4 76.6
4 Egypt 3.3 98.0 10 Turkey 45 957 16 Saudi Arabia 17.6 70.4
5 Iraq 3.6 97.3 11 Sudan 47 95.2 17 Kuwait 30.1 46.1
6 Tunisia 3.7 97.2 12 Lebanon 5.4 93.9 18 United ArabEm. 34.1 38.6

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Bangladesh 1.3 100.0_ 1 Pakistan 2.3 100.0_ 5 Nepal 3.7 97.2
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1 India 2.2 100.0 1 SrilLanka 1.9 100.0

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Eritrea 2.1 100.0 14 Zimbabwe 3.9 96.8 27 Dem.Rep.Congo 9.5 859
1 Ethiopia 1.7 100.0 15 Rwanda 45 95.6 28 Cébte d'lvoire 9.6 85.8
1 Kenya 1.8 100.0 16 Cameroon 4.7 95.2 29 Botswana 10.5 84.1
1 Nigeria 2.1 100.0 17 Guinea 5.1 945 30 Congo 10.6 83.9
1 Senegal 2.0 100.0 18 Niger 5.2 94.2 31 Zambia 12.0 81.2
1 Uganda 1.6 100.0 19 Burundi 5.3 94.0 32 Central Afr. Rep. 14.1 77.1
7 Ghana 2.4 99.8 20 Benin 5,5 93.7 33 Angola 20.0 65.8
8 Mozambique 25 994 21 Mali 55 93.7 34 Mauritania 23.3 59.4
9 Togo 3.1 983 22 Namibia 6.2 924 35 Guinea-Bissau 25.6 55.0
10 Madagascar 3.2 98.2 23 Chad 7.6 89.7 36 Mauritius 35.0 36.8
11 Malawi 3.4 97.8 24  Sierra Leone 7.7 89.4 37 Swaziland 39.7 27.6
12 Tanzania 35 975 25 Gabon 7.8 89.3 38 Dijibouti 50.9 6.2
13 Burkina Faso 3.7 97.3 26 South Africa 9.3 86.4
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Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO2IND)

Target value: 0.85

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 0.8 100.0 51 Jamaica 14 921 101 Australia 25 76.2
2 Burundi 0.8 100.0 52 Georgia 1.4 91.7 102 Yemen 26 74.6
3 Cambodia 0.1 100.0 53 United Kingdom 1.4 91.6 103 Japan 26 74.6
4  Cameroon 0.2 100.0 54 Bolivia 14 913 104 Poland 2.6 745
5 Central Afr. Rep. 0.8 100.0 55 Bangladesh 14 913 105 Panama 2.6 74.0
6 Chad 0.7 100.0 56 Nicaragua 15 91.2 106 India 26 738
7 Congo 0.1 100.0 57 Fij 15 911 107 United States 2.6 737
8 Costa Rica 0.6 100.0 58 Mauritius 15 911 108 Croatia 2.7 73.6
9 Dem. Rep. Congo 0.8 100.0 59 Guinea-Bissau 1.5 90.9 109 Finland 27 727
10 Dominican Rep. 0.8 100.0 60 Djibouti 1.5 90.5 110 Indonesia 28 721
11 Eritrea 0.4 100.0 61 Sweden 1.5 89.9 111 Malaysia 28 720
12 Ghana 0.8 100.0 62 Sierra Leone 1.6 894 112 Cyprus 28 71.7
13 Mali 0.8 100.0 63 Greece 1.6 89.0 113 Macedonia 28 71.6
14 Mozambique 0.4 100.0 64 Peru 1.6 88.8 114 Canada 29 69.7
15 Namibia 0.6 100.0 65 Guatemala 1.6 885 115 Zimbabwe 3.0 69.3
16 Nigeria 0.6 100.0 66 Lithuania 1.6 884 116 Viet Nam 3.0 69.2
17 Paraguay 0.5 100.0 67 Tanzania 1.8 86.3 117 Myanmar 3.1 675
18 Rwanda 0.8 100.0 68 Tunisia 1.8 86.1 118 Iceland 3.1 674
19 Sudan 0.5 100.0 69 Hungary 1.8 86.1 119 Czech Rep. 3.2 65.7
20 Tajikistan 0.0 100.0 70 Germany 1.8 855 120 Zambia 3.4 62.6
21 Togo 0.6 100.0 71 Haiti 19 854 121 Netherlands 35 61.9
22 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 72 Ecuador 1.9 853 122 Saudi Arabia 35 618
23 Uganda 0.8 100.0 73 Kenya 19 853 123 Romania 35 61.2
24 Uruguay 0.8 100.0 74 Colombia 1.9 85.0 124 Iran 3.5 60.7
25 Sri Lanka 0.9 99.7 75 Albania 1.9 85.0 125 Moldova 3.6 60.3
26 Guinea 0.9 99.6 76 Latvia 1.9 8438 126 Belgium 3.6 59.7
27 Algeria 0.9 99.6 77 Morocco 2.0 839 127 Egypt 3.6 594
28 Philippines 0.9 993 78 Portugal 2.0 835 128 South Africa 3.6 59.1
29 Burkina Faso 0.9 993 79 New Zealand 20 827 129 Jordan 3.6 59.1
30 Norway 0.9 98.9 80 Taiwan 20 825 130 Luxembourg 3.7 579
31 Cuba 1.0 98.1 81 Slovenia 21 824 131 Kuwait 3.8 56.8
32 Ireland 1.0 97.8 82 ltaly 21 823 132 Mongolia 40 54.0
33 Switzerland 1.0 974 83 Austria 21 823 133 Slovakia 4.1 523
34 Nepal 1.0 973 84 Chile 21 813 134 Venezuela 4.2 50.9
35 Azerbaijan 11 971 85 Senegal 22 805 135 Belarus 4.2 50.9
36 Cote d'lvoire 1.1 96.9 86 Mauritania 2.2 805 136 Russia 4.2 50.7
37 Laos 1.1 96.8 87 Belize 22 804 137 Turkey 42 504
38 Niger 1.1 965 88 Spain 2.2 80.3 138 China 4.3 49.7
39 Benin 1.1 96.3 89 France 2.2 80.2 139 Bulgaria 4.3 495
40 Malawi 1.1 96.1 90 Estonia 2.2 80.0 140 Syria 46 454
41 Angola 1.2 95.0 91 Bosnia & Herz. 23 794 141 Pakistan 4.7 43.1
42 Gabon 1.2 94.6 92 lIsrael 2.3 79.0 142 United ArabEm. 5.5 32.1
43 Denmark 1.3 941 93 Guyana 23 79.0 143 Iraq 10.5 0.0
44 El Salvador 1.3 94.0 94 Mexico 2.3 78.9 144 Kazakhstan 83 0.0
45 Madagascar 1.3 937 95 Armenia 23 783 145 Kyrgyzstan 8.1 0.0
46 Papua New Guin. 1.3 93.6 96 Brazil 2.4 78.0 146 Lebanon 8.1 0.0
47 Swaziland 1.3 93.0 97 Thailand 24 778 147 Trin. & Tob. 13,5 0.0
48 Argentina 1.4 92.7 98 South Korea 24 76.9 148 Ukraine 9.3 0.0
49 Ethiopia 14 924 99 Honduras 25 76.6 149 Uzbekistan 145 0.0
50 Solomonlslands 1.4 92.3 100 Oman 25 76.4
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Americas

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Costa Rica 0.6 100.0 10 Nicaragua 15 91.2 19 Mexico 2.3 78.9
1 Dominican Rep. 0.8 100.0 11 Peru 1.6 88.8 20 Brazil 24 78.0
1 Paraguay 0.5 100.0 12 Guatemala 1.6 885 21 Honduras 25 76.6
1 Uruguay 0.8 100.0 13 Haiti 19 854 22 Panama 26 74.0
5 Cuba 1.0 98.1 14 Ecuador 19 853 23 United States 26 737
6 El Salvador 1.3 94.0 15 Colombia 1.9 85.0 24 Canada 29 69.7
7 Argentina 1.4 92.7 16 Chile 21 813 25 Venezuela 4.2 50.9
8 Jamaica 14 921 17 Belize 22 80.4 26 Trin. & Tob. 135 0.0
9 Bolivia 1.4 91.3 18 Guyana 2.3 79.0

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Tajikistan 0.0 100.0 8 Macedonia 28 716 15 Bulgaria 4.3 495
1 Turkmenistan 0.0 100.0 9 Czech Rep. 3.2 65.7 16 Kazakhstan 8.3 0.0
3 Azerbaijan 11 971 10 Romania 3.5 612 16 Kyrgyzstan 8.1 0.0
4 Georgia 1.4 917 11 Moldova 3.6 60.3 16 Ukraine 9.3 0.0
5 Hungary 1.8 86.1 12 Slovakia 41 523 16 Uzbekistan 145 0.0
6 Albania 1.9 85.0 13 Belarus 4.2 50.9
7 Bosnia & Herz. 23 794 14 Russia 4.2 50.7

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Cambodia 0.1 100.0 7 New Zealand 2.0 827 13 Indonesia 28 721
2  Philippines 0.9 993 8 Taiwan 20 825 14 Malaysia 28 720
3 Laos 1.1 96.8 9 Thailand 24 778 15 Viet Nam 3.0 69.2
4  Papua New Guin. 1.3 93.6 10 South Korea 24 76.9 16 Myanmar 3.1 675
5 Solomonlslands 1.4 92.3 11 Australia 25 76.2 17 Mongolia 40 54.0
6  Fiji 1.5 91.1 12 Japan 2.6 74.6 18 China 4.3 49.7

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Norway 0.9 98.9 10 Latvia 19 84.8 19 Croatia 27 73.6
2 lIreland 1.0 97.8 11 Portugal 20 835 20 Finland 27 727
3 Switzerland 1.0 974 12 Slovenia 21 824 21 Cyprus 28 717
4 Denmark 1.3 941 13 ltaly 2.1 823 22 Iceland 3.1 674
5 United Kingdom 14 916 14 Austria 21 823 23 Netherlands 35 61.9
6 Sweden 1.5 89.9 15 Spain 2.2 80.3 24 Belgium 3.6 59.7
7 Greece 1.6 89.0 16 France 2.2 80.2 25 Luxembourg 3.7 57.9
8 Lithuania 1.6 884 17 Estonia 2.2 80.0
9 Germany 1.8 85.5 18 Poland 2.6 745

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Sudan 0.5 100.0 7 Oman 25 76.4 13  Kuwait 3.8 56.8
2 Algeria 0.9 99.6 8 Yemen 26 746 14 Turkey 4.2 50.4
3 Tunisia 1.8 86.1 9 Saudi Arabia 35 61.8 15 Syria 46 454
4  Morocco 2.0 83.9 10 Iran 3.5 60.7 16 United ArabEm. 55 32.1
5 Israel 23 79.0 11 Egypt 3.6 594 17 Iraq 10.5 0.0
6 Armenia 2.3 783 12 Jordan 3.6 59.1 17 Lebanon 81 0.0

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1  Srilanka 09 99.7 3 Bangladesh 1.4 913 5 Pakistan 4.7 43.1
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2 Nepal 1.0 97.3 4 India 2.6 73.8

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Botswana 0.8 100.0 1 Rwanda 0.8 100.0 27 Ethiopia 14 924
1 Burundi 0.8 100.0 1 Togo 0.6 100.0 28 Mauritius 15 911
1 Cameroon 0.2 100.0 1 Uganda 0.8 100.0 29 Guinea-Bissau 1.5 90.9
1 Central Afr. Rep. 0.8 100.0 17 Guinea 0.9 99.6 30 Dijibouti 15 905
1 Chad 0.7 100.0 18 Burkina Faso 0.9 99.3 31 Sierra Leone 1.6 894
1 Congo 0.1 100.0 19 Cbte d'lvoire 1.1 96.9 32 Tanzania 1.8 86.3
1 Dem.Rep.Congo 0.8 100.0 20 Niger 1.1 965 33 Kenya 19 853
1 Eritrea 0.4 100.0 21 Benin 1.1 96.3 34 Senegal 2.2 805
1 Ghana 0.8 100.0 22 Malawi 1.1 96.1 35 Mauritania 2.2 80.5
1 Mali 0.8 100.0 23 Angola 1.2 95.0 36 Zimbabwe 3.0 69.3
1 Mozambique 0.4 100.0 24 Gabon 1.2 94.6 37 Zambia 3.4 62.6
1 Namibia 0.6 100.0 25 Madagascar 1.3 937 38 South Africa 3.6 59.1
1 Nigeria 0.6 100.0 26 Swaziland 1.3 93.0
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Emissions per electricity generation (CO2KWH)
Target value: 0

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Congo 0.0 100.0 51 Angola 343.0 63.0 101 United States 573.0 38.2
2 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 52 Germany 349.0 62.4 102 Dominican Rep. 574.0 38.1
3 Iceland 1.0 99.9 53 Chile 357.0 61.5 103 Ireland 584.0 37.0
4 Mozambique 1.0 99.9 54 Myanmar 365.0 60.7 104 Syria 587.0 36.7
5 Nepal 1.0 99.9 55 Fiji 365.8 60.6 105 Burkina Faso 591.0 36.3
6 Dem.Rep.Congo 3.0 99.7 56 Gabon 368.0 60.3 106 Tanzania 607.0 34.6
7 Norway 6.0 99.4 57 Ecuador 369.0 60.2 107 Bosnia & Herz. 619.0 33.3
8 Zambia 6.8 99.3 58 Pakistan 380.0 59.0 108 Mauritius 625.0 32.6
9 Ethiopia 7.0 99.2 59 Guatemala 384.0 58.6 109 Taiwan 632.0 31.9
10 Namibia 26.0 97.2 60 Netherlands 387.0 58.3 110 Senegal 634.0 31.7
11 Switzerland 26.0 97.2 61 Romania 394.0 57.5 111 Mauritania 639.6 31.1
12 Costa Rica 27.0 97.1 62 Spain 394.0 57.5 112 Guyana 644.8 30.5
13 Tajikistan 27.0 97.1 63 Sri Lanka 398.0 57.1 113 Macedonia 645.0 30.5
14 Albania 34.0 96.3 64 Nigeria 403.0 56.6 114 Chad 648.6 30.1
15 Laos 35.5 96.2 65 Italy 405.0 56.3 115 Djibouti 648.6 30.1
16 Cameroon 39.0 95.8 66 Viet Nam 406.0 56.2 116 Guinea-Bissau 648.6 30.1
17 Sweden 45.0 95.1 67 Honduras 411.0 55.7 117 Niger 648.6 30.1
18 Kyrgyzstan 82.0 91.2 68 South Korea 418.0 54.9 118 Sierra Leone 648.6 30.1
19 Brazil 84.0 90.9 69 Japan 429.0 53.8 119 Solomon Islands 648.6 30.1
20 Georgia 89.0 90.4 70 Mali 432.1 53.4 120 Poland 659.0 29.0
21 France 91.0 90.2 71 Turkey 433.0 53.3 121 Jordan 660.0 28.8
22 Malawi 96.1 89.6 72 Uzbekistan 443.0 52.2 122 Estonia 665.0 28.3
23 Uruguay 103.0 88.9 73 Bulgaria 448.0 51.7 123 Lebanon 667.0 28.1
24 Lithuania 130.0 86.0 74 Guinea 451.8 51.3 124 Algeria 671.0 27.7
25 Armenia 138.0 85.1 75 Burundi 459.0 50.5 125 Eritrea 696.0 25.0
26 Uganda 151.7 83.6 76 Egypt 471.0 49.2 126 Iraq 701.0 24.4
27 Latvia 162.0 82.5 77 United Kingdom 473.0 49.0 127 Trin. & Tob. 709.0 23.6
28 Colombia 163.0 82.4 78 Togo 474.0 48.9 128 Benin 710.0 23.5
29 Finland 194.0 79.1 79 Bolivia 481.0 48.1 129 Jamaica 713.0 23.1
30 Peru 198.0 78.7 80 Tunisia 482.0 48.0 130 Saudi Arabia 748.0 19.4
31 Canada 199.0 78.5 81 Madagascar 486.8 47.5 131 Israel 767.0 17.3
32 Ghana 204.0 78.0 82 Central Afr. Rep. 489.1 47.3 132 Indonesia 771.0 16.9
33 Austria 225.0 75.7 83 Philippines 495.0 46.6 133 Greece 776.0 16.3
34 Venezuela 225.0 75.7 84 Portugal 498.0 46.3 134 Morocco 778.0 16.1
35 Slovakia 232.0 75.0 85 Azerbaijan 505.0 45.6 135 China 788.0 15.0
36 El Salvador 263.0 71.6 86 Papua New Guin. 507.5 45.3 136 Cyprus 792.0 14.6
37 Belgium 268.0 71.1 87 Mexico 515.0 44.5 137 Turkmenistan 795.0 14.3
38 New Zealand 275.0 70.4 88 Czech Rep. 516.0 44.4 138 Kuwait 807.0 13.0
39 Panama 277.0 70.1 89 Moldova 516.0 44.4 139 United Arab Em. 844.0 9.0
40 Denmark 284.0 69.4 90 Céte d'lvoire 518.0 44.2 140 Yemen 8455 8.9
41 Belarus 299.0 67.8 91 Thailand 531.0 42.8 141 South Africa 848.0 8.6
42 Argentina 306.0 67.0 92 Mongolia 533.0 42.5 142 Sudan 848.0 8.6
43 Haiti 307.0 66.9 93 Iran 534.0 42.4 143 Oman 855.0 7.8
44 Kenya 307.0 66.9 94 Nicaragua 539.0 41.9 144 Australia 873.0 5.9
45 Croatia 311.0 66.5 95 Swaziland 541.3 41.6 145 Botswana 1848.0 0.0
46 Ukraine 314.0 66.1 96 Bangladesh 557.0 40.0 146 Cambodia 1206.0 0.0
47 Luxembourg 328.0 64.6 97 Malaysia 557.0 40.0 147 Cuba 987.0 0.0
48 Slovenia 328.0 64.6 98 Belize 571.1 38.4 148 India 943.0 0.0
49 Russia 338.0 63.6 99 Zimbabwe 572.3 38.3 149 Kazakhstan 1137.0 0.0
50 Hungary 339.0 63.5 100 Rwanda 572.4 38.3

Central and Eastern Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Tajikistan 27.0 97.1 8 Russia 338.0 63.6 14 Moldova 516.0 44.4
2 Albania 34.0 96.3 9 Hungary 339.0 63.5 16 Bosnia & Herz. 619.0 33.3
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3 Kyrgyzstan 82.0 91.2 10 Romania 394.0 57.5 17 Macedonia 645.0 30.5
4 Georgia 89.0 90.4 11 Uzbekistan 443.0 52.2 18 Turkmenistan 795.0 14.3
5 Slovakia 232.0 75.0 12 Bulgaria 448.0 51.7 19 Kazakhstan 1137.0 0.0
6 Belarus 299.0 67.8 13 Azerbaijan 505.0 45.6
7 Ukraine 314.0 66.1 14 Czech Rep. 516.0 44.4

East Asia and the Pacific

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Laos 35.5 96.2 7 Japan 429.0 53.8 13 Taiwan 632.0 31.9
2 New Zealand 275.0 70.4 8 Philippines 495.0 46.6 14 Solomon Islands 648.6 30.1
3  Myanmar 365.0 60.7 9 PapuaNew Guin. 507.5 45.3 15 Indonesia 771.0 16.9
4 Fiji 365.8 60.6 10 Thailand 531.0 42.8 16 China 788.0 15.0
5 Viet Nam 406.0 56.2 11 Mongolia 533.0 42.5 17 Australia 873.0 5.9
6 South Korea 418.0 54.9 12 Malaysia 557.0 40.0 18 Cambodia 1206 0.0

Europe

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Iceland 1.0 99.9 10 Belgium 268.0 71.1 19 United Kingdom 473.0 49.0
2 Norway 6.0 994 11 Denmark 284.0 69.4 20 Portugal 498.0 46.3
3 Switzerland 26.0 97.2 12 Croatia 311.0 66.5 21 Ireland 584.0 37.0
4  Sweden 45.0 95.1 13 Luxembourg 328.0 64.6 22 Poland 659.0 29.0
5 France 91.0 90.2 14 Slovenia 328.0 64.6 23 Estonia 665.0 28.3
6 Lithuania 130.0 86.0 15 Germany 349.0 62.4 24 Greece 776.0 16.3
7 Latvia 162.0 82.5 16 Netherlands 387.0 58.3 25 Cyprus 792.0 14.6
8 Finland 194.0 79.1 17 Spain 394.0 57.5
9 Austria 225.0 75.7 18 lItaly 405.0 56.3

Americas

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Paraguay 0.0 100.0 10 Panama 277.0 70.1 19 Nicaragua 539.0 41.9
2 Costa Rica 27.0 971 11 Argentina 306.0 67.0 20 Belize 571.1 384
3 Brazil 84.0 90.9 12 Haiti 307.0 66.9 21 United States 573.0 38.2
4  Uruguay 103.0 88.9 13 Chile 357.0 61.5 22 Dominican Rep. 574.0 38.1
5 Colombia 163.0 82.4 14 Ecuador 369.0 60.2 23 Guyana 644.8 30.5
6 Peru 198.0 78.7 15 Guatemala 384.0 58.6 24 Trin. & Tob. 709.0 23.6
7 Canada 199.0 78.5 16 Honduras 411.0 55.7 25 Jamaica 713.0 23.1
8 Venezuela 225.0 75.7 17 Bolivia 481.0 48.1 26 Cuba 987.0 0.0
9 El Salvador 263.0 71.6 18 Mexico 515.0 44.5

Middle East and North Africa

Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT  Rank Country Value PT
1 Armenia 138.0 85.1 7 Jordan 660.0 28.8 13 Morocco 778.0 16.1
2  Turkey 433.0 53.3 8 Lebanon 667.0 28.1 14  Kuwait 807.0 13.0
3 Egypt 471.0 49.2 9 Algeria 671.0 27.7 15 United Arab Em. 844.0 9.0
4  Tunisia 482.0 48.0 10 Iraq 701.0 24.4 16 Yemen 845.5 8.9
5 lIran 534.0 42.4 11 Saudi Arabia 748.0 19.4 17 Sudan 848.0 8.6
6 Syria 587.0 36.7 12 Israel 767.0 17.3 18 Oman 855.0 7.8

South Asia

Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Nepal 1.0 99.9 3 SrilLanka 398.0 57.1 5 India 943.0 0.0
2 Pakistan 380.0 59.0 4 Bangladesh 557.0 40.0

Sub-Saharan Africa
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Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT Rank Country Value PT
1 Congo 0.0 100.0 14 Nigeria 403.0 56.6 27 Mauritius 625.0 32.6
2  Mozambique 1.0 99.9 15 Mali 432.1 53.4 28 Senegal 634.0 31.7
3 Dem.Rep.Congo 3.0 99.7 16 Guinea 451.8 51.3 29 Mauritania 639.6 31.1
4  Zambia 6.8 99.3 17 Burundi 459.0 50.5 30 Chad 648.6 30.1
5 Ethiopia 7.0 99.2 18 Togo 474.0 48.9 30 Djibouti 648.6 30.1
6 Namibia 26.0 97.2 19 Madagascar 486.8 47.5 30 Guinea-Bissau 648.6 30.1
7 Cameroon 39.0 95.8 20 Central Afr. Rep. 489.1 47.3 30 Niger 648.6 30.1
8 Malawi 96.1 89.6 21 Coéte d'lvoire 518.0 44.2 30 Sierra Leone 648.6 30.1
9 Uganda 151.7 83.6 22 Swaziland 541.3 41.6 35 Eritrea 696.0 25.0
10 Ghana 204.0 78.0 23 Rwanda 572.4 38.3 36 Benin 710.0 23.5
11 Kenya 307.0 66.9 23 Zimbabwe 572.3 38.3 37 South Africa 848.0 8.6
12 Angola 343.0 63.0 25 Burkina Faso 591.0 36.3 38 Botswana 1848 0.0
13 Gabon 368.0 60.3 26 Tanzania 607.0 34.6
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APPENDIX C: COUNTRY PROFILES

Albania 2008 EPI

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE Rank: 27
Score: 84.0

GDP/capita 2005 est. (PPP) $4,955 Income Group Avg. 75.8

Income Decile 6 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 75.9

Policy Categories

2
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
‘ Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 99.1 95.8 95.1
Water (eco) 96.5 63.4 64.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 4.0 41.5 26.9
Prod. Nat. Resources 79.4 78.4 84.8
Climate Change 93.4 72.3 67.1
Environmental Health 89.3 83.2 87.1
: Proximity
Indicator Data Value  Target oot
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 0.3 0 99.5
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 91.0 100 89.5
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 96.0 100 93.2
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 55.52398 20 70.1
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 50.0 0 47.4
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 15.8 85 99.1
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 680,845.0 3,000 99.8
S0O2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.6 0 98.5
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 95.8 100 93.0
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 0.0 0 90.3
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.0 0.5 5.5
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 0.2 10 1.6
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 0.6 10 6.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0.0 0 100.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.7 0 25.1
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 6.2 0 90.2
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 2.9 0 78.9
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 2.0 22 9.1
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 2.9 2.24 98.8
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 34.0 0 96.3
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CO2IND [ Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) | 19 | o085 85.0
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Algeria 2008 EPI
MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA Rank: 66
) Score: 77.0
Income Decile 5 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 70.0
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 98.7 93.2 92.9
Water (eco) 36.5 65.4 37.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 73.9 49.7 36.5
Prod. Nat. Resources 86.7 84.7 77.8
Climate Change 74.6 69.7 59.2
Environmental Health 82.2 82.4 82.9
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 8.0 0 85.6
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 92.0 100 90.6
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 85.0 100 74.5
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 88.14412 20 42.7
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 5.0 0 94.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 4.0 85 99.8
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 1,885,830.1 3,000 99.5
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.9 0 97.8
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 37.7 100 0.0
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 24.5 0 38.7
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.4 0.5 89.5
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 6.2 10 62.1
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 0.5 10 5.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.1 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0.0 0 100.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.2 0 83.3
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 31.7 0 62.7
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 55.9 0 11.6
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 0.1 0 99.5
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 15.0 22 68.2
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO; eq.) 4.0 2.24 96.5
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 671.0 0 27.7
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 0.9 0.85 99.6
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Angola 2008 EPI
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA Rank: 148
) Score: 39.5
Income Decile 7 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 57.9
Policy Categories
L 4
100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 49.2 89.6 89.6
Water (eco) 61.6 66.0 58.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 58.9 46.2 62.3
Prod. Nat. Resources 81.3 77.7 76.4
Climate Change 74.6 70.9 77.2
Environmental Health 8.9 65.2 43.0
. Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 109.0 0 0.0
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 31.0 100 19.3
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 53.0 100 20.2
PM10 Urban Particulates (ng/m®) 91.35495 20 40.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 95.0 0 0.0
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 4,948.8 85 0.0
. 1,364,330,0
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 045 3,000 0.0
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.7 0 98.4
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 57.5 100 29.4
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 5.5 0 98.3
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.5 0.5 99.7
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 9.6 10 95.7
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 0.0 100 0.0
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 1.4 10 14.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 95.4
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0.0 0 100.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.3 0 74.5
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 2.2 0 97.5
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 15.3 0 0.0
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 2.0 22 9.1
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 20.0 2.24 65.8
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 343.0 0 63.0
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 1.2 0.85 95.0
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Argentina 2008 EPI
AMERICAS Rank: 38
) Score: 81.8
Income Decile 3 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 78.4
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) * 87.3 93.4 89.3
Water (eco) 74.9 71.7 75.7
Biodiv. and Habitat 33.6 44.9 50.1
Prod. Nat. Resources 71.5 85.9 83.1
Climate Change 82.3 67.3 73.4
Environmental Health 91.1 92.2 84.3
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 1.1 0 98.0
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 91.0 100 89.5
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 96.0 100 93.2
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 77.93632 20 51.3
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 5.0 0 94.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 140.4 85 92.4
. 99,632,701.
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 4 3,000 75.7
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.5 0 98.8
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 85.8 100 76.4
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 24.1 0 100.0
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.2 0.5 39.8
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 3.4 10 33.9
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 40.0 100 40.0
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 0.2 10 2.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 0.9 0 75.9
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0.0 0 100.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.8 0 17.5
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 21.6 0 74.6
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 13.7 0 78.4
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 6.0 0 55.7
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 20.0 22 90.9
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 8.9 2.24 87.1
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 306.0 0 67.0
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 1.4 0.85 92.7
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Armenia 2008 EPI

MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA Rank: 62
Score: 77.8

GDP/capita 2005 est. (PPP) $5,011 Income Group Avg. 75.8

Income Decile 6 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 70.0

Policy Categories

L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
‘ Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 99.4 95.8 92.9
Water (eco) 28.0 63.4 37.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 16.0 41.5 36.5
Prod. Nat. Resources 82.1 78.4 77.8
Climate Change 87.2 72.3 59.2
Environmental Health 88.0 83.2 82.9
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 1.0 0 98.2
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 83.0 100 80.1
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 92.0 100 86.4
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 68.71374 20 59.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 26.4 0 72.2
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 0.0 85 100.0
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 0.0 3,000 100.0
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.5 0 98.8
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 58.9 100 31.7
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 68.6 0 100.0
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.2 0.5 37.7
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 1.0 10 10.4
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 0.0 100 0.0
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 10.0 10 100.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 0.9 0 70.1
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 2.5 0 97.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 3.5 0 94.5
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 2.8 0 79.5
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 22.0 22 100.0
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO; eq.) 3.3 2.24 98.0
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 138.0 0 85.1
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 2.3 0.85 78.3
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Australia 2008 EPI
EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC Rank: 46
) Score: 79.8
Income Decile 1 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 722
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country  Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 84.9 85.6 85.6
Water (eco) 62.5 80.3 77.3
Biodiv. and Habitat 78.1 51.4 50.7
Prod. Nat. Resources 91.8 81.3 77.4
Climate Change 42.5 73.8 65.8
Environmental Health 99.3 99.0 76.5
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 0.2 0 99.6
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 100.0 100 100.0
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 100.0 100 100.0
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 15.90869 20 100.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 5.0 0 94.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 0.0 85 100.0
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 11,575.3 3,000 100.0
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 12.7 0 69.9
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 85.2 100 75.3
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 45.7 0 73.4
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.4 0.5 86.1
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 7.9 10 79.0
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 69.4 100 69.4
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 7.8 10 78.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0.0 0 100.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.1 0 93.5
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 41.9 0 50.7
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 99.9
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 12.9 0 79.6
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 5.0 0 63.3
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 22.0 22 100.0
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO; eq.) 30.5 2.24 45.4
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 873.0 0 5.9
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 2.5 0.85 76.2
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Austria 2008 EPI
EU RO P E Rank: 6
) Score: 89.4
Income Decile 1 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 85.7
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 97.0 85.6 91.7
Water (eco) 79.9 80.3 82.7
Biodiv. and Habitat 71.6 51.4 39.1
Prod. Nat. Resources 88.2 81.3 83.3
Climate Change 79.9 73.8 75.8
Environmental Health 98.1 99.0 98.1
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 0.1 0 99.8
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 100.0 100 100.0
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 100.0 100 100.0
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 34.54303 20 87.8
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 5.0 0 94.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 15.7 85 99.2
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 1,828,480.0 3,000 99.6
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 2.4 0 94.4
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 75.9 100 59.8
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 0.0 0 100.0
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.4 0.5 80.1
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 6.3 10 63.0
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 10.0 10 100.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.1 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 36.0 0 22.8
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 23.3 0 63.2
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 0.5 0 96.0
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 22.0 22 100.0
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO; eq.) 11.8 2.24 81.6
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 225.0 0 75.7
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 2.1 0.85 82.3
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Azerbaijan 2008 EPI
CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE Rank: 80
) Score: 72.2
Income Decile 5 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 759
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 97.7 93.2 95.1
Water (eco) 48.5 65.4 64.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 29.0 49.7 26.9
Prod. Nat. Resources 85.7 84.7 84.8
Climate Change 77.1 69.7 67.1
Environmental Health 76.4 82.4 87.1
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 3.9 0 93.0
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 54.0 100 46.2
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 77.0 100 61.0
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m°) 59.22089 20 67.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 49.0 0 48.4
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 0.0 85 100.0
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 0.0 3,000 100.0
S0O2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 1.9 0 95.4
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 58.9 100 31.7
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 314 0 100.0
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.2 0.5 46.2
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 1.2 10 11.9
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 10.0 10 100.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 14.6 0 82.9
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 5.6 0 91.1
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 2.9 0 78.4
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 1.0 22 4.5
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 8.1 2.24 88.7
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 505.0 0 45.6
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 1.1 0.85 97.1
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Bangladesh 2008 EPI
) Score: 58.0
Income Decile 8 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 65.7
Policy Categories
L 4
100 country  Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 95.7 93.3 95.7
Water (eco) 74.8 60.3 69.7
Biodiv. and Habitat 55 34.2 35.7
Prod. Nat. Resources 47.1 73.1 68.5
Climate Change 77.1 64.8 77.2
Environmental Health 53.6 58.3 62.0
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 14.0 0 74.8
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 39.0 100 28.7
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 74.0 100 55.9
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 139.9854 20 0.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 88.9 0 6.4
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 7.7 85 99.6
. 19,500,400.
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 6 3,000 95.2
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 1.6 0 96.1
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 75.5 100 59.3
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 8.8 0 81.8
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.0 0.5 4.4
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 0.9 10 9.5
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 0.1 10 1.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 83.1
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 1.0 0 0.0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 3.9 0 91.7
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 68.0 0 0.0
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 0.1 0 99.3
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 0.0 22 0.0
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 1.3 2.24 100.0
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 557.0 0 40.0
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 1.4 0.85 91.3
16-Jun-2008 1



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Belarus 2008 EPI
CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE Rank: 43
) Score: 80.5
Income Decile 4 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 759
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
‘ Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 98.7 91.1 95.1
Water (eco) 64.8 69.6 64.8
Biodiv. and Habitat 23.3 38.9 26.9
Prod. Nat. Resources 88.4 83.6 84.8
Climate Change 68.3 68.6 67.1
Environmental Health 95.4 90.2 87.1
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 0.3 0 99.5
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 84.0 100 81.3
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 100.0 100 100.0
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 6.727849 20 100.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 19.0 0 80.0
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 0.0 85 100.0
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 0.0 3,000 100.0
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 1.1 0 97.4
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 58.9 100 31.7
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 1.8 0 89.3
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.1 0.5 26.4
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 2.0 10 20.3
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 10.0 10 100.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.1 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) 0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 0.0 0 100.0
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 8.3 0 86.8
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 1.6 0 88.2
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 2.0 22 9.1
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO; eq.) 9.4 2.24 86.1
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 299.0 0 67.8
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 4.2 0.85 50.9
16-Jun-2008 1



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Belgium 2008 EPI
EUROPE Rank: 57
) Score: 78.4
Income Decile 1 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 85.7
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country Income  Geographic
Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 50.2 85.6 91.7
Water (eco) 52.3 80.3 82.7
Biodiv. and Habitat 10.0 51.4 39.1
Prod. Nat. Resources 76.1 81.3 83.3
Climate Change 69.5 73.8 75.8
Environmental Health 98.8 99.0 98.1
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target oot
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 0.2 0 99.6
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 100.0 100 100.0
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 100.0 100 100.0
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m°) 25.41143 20 95.4
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 5.0 0 94.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 6.4 85 99.7
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 891,092.0 3,000 99.8
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 41.9 0 0.6
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 75.7 100 59.6
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 49.8 0 100.0
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.0 0.5 9.6
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 1.2 10 115
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 0.0 10 0.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.1 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) -0.0 0 94.9
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 1.0 0 0.0
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies (% border agricultural prices) 36.0 0 22.8
AGINT Intensive Cropland (CIESIN, %) 8.2 0 87.1
BURNED Burned Land Area (%) 0.2 0 98.6
PEST Pesticide Regulation (points) 21.0 22 95.5
GHGCAP Emissions Per Capita (Mt CO, eq.) 13.8 2.24 77.7
CO2KWH Emissions Per Electricity Generation (g CO, per kWh) 268.0 0 711
CO2IND Industrial Carbon Intensity (CO, per $1000, USD 1995 PPP) 3.6 0.85 59.7
16-Jun-2008 1



2008 Environmental Performance Index

Belize 2008 EPI
AMERICAS Rank: 84
) Score: 71.7
Income Decile 5 (1=high, 10=low) Geographic Group Avg. 78.4
Policy Categories
L 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 country  Income  Geographic
i Group Group
Air Pollution (eco) 99.5 93.2 89.3
Water (eco) 78.5 65.4 75.7
Biodiv. and Habitat 89.2 49.7 50.1
Prod. Nat. Resources 81.4 84.7 83.1
Climate Change 39.6 69.7 73.4
Environmental Health 81.3 82.4 84.3
: Proximity
Indicator Data value  Target  \ Toioer
DALY Environmental Burden of Disease (life years lost) 4.4 0 92.1
ACSAT Adequate Sanitation (%) 47.0 100 38.0
WATSUP Drinking Water (%) 91.0 100 84.7
PM10 Urban Particulates (ug/m®) 18.09223 20 100.0
INDOOR Indoor Air Pollution (%) 43.0 0 54.7
OZONE_H Local Ozone (ppb) 195.4 85 89.4
OZONE_E Regional Ozone (tons SO, / populated land) 690,736.0 3,000 99.8
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (ppb) 0.4 0 99.1
WATQI Water Quality (GEMS Water Quality Index score) 74.2 100 57.1
WATSTR Water Stress (%) 0.0 0 96.7
CRI Conservation Risk Index (ratio) 0.5 0.5 100.0
EFFCON Effective Conservation (The Nature Conservancy, %) 9.7 10 96.7
AZE Critical Habitat Protection (Alliance for Zero Extinction, %) 100
MPAEEZ Marine Protected Areas (Sea Around Us Project, Fisheries Centre, UBC, %) 7.1 10 71.0
FORGRO Growing Stock Change (cubic meters/hectare) 1.0 0 100.0
MTI Marine Trophic Index (UBC, Sea Around Us Project) -0.0 0 41.0
EEZTD Trawling Intensity (UBC, Sea Around Us Project, %) 0.2 0 83.7
IRRSTR Irrigation Stress (CIESIN, %) 0.0 0 100.0
AGSUB Agricultural Subsidies