Sustainability directors’ meeting
Caltrans Headquarters, Sacramento, CA
June 10-11, 2015

Present: 
· Steve Cliff – Caltrans, Assistant Director, Sustainability
· Ryan Chanberlain – Caltrans – District 12 Director (Orange County)
· Melissa Thompson – Caltrans - Sustainability Program Director (Works with Steve Cliff )
· Kate White – CalSTA Deputy Secretary, Environment & Housing
· Chris Ganson – California Governer’s Officer of Planning and Research - Senior Planner (Transportation person in OPR. Working on SB743 implementation – LOS to VMT)
· Gina Campoli – VTrans - Environmental Policy Manager
· Paul Krekeler – NYSDOT – Program Manager for GreenLITES, Co-Lead for Sustainability Asset Management Team
· Sarah Mitchell – Colorado DOT – Sustainability Program Manager
· Doug Zimmerman – PennDOT - Asst for Strategic Management to the Deputy Secretary for Planning
· Geoff Crook Oregon DOT – Sustainability Program Manager 
· Mike Culp – FHWA  - Team Leader, Sustainable Transport and Climate
· Gary McVoy – McVoy Associates
· Seth Stark – WSDOT - Sustainable Transportation Manager
· Jennifer Sleisinger – MassDOT – Transportation Planner
· Tim Sexton – MNDOT – Assistant Director, Office of Environmental Stewardship
· Steve Olmsted - ADOT – Project Manager
· Eric Sunquist, Chris McCahill, and Robbie Webber  - SSTI


Joining us on the first day: 
· Brian Annis –CalSTA Undersecretary
Joining us on the second day:
· Laura Schewel – CEO, Streetlight Data
· Toks Omishakin – Tennessee DOT - Deputy Commissioner
· Mark Wilhelm – Ameresco - Corporate Director, Sustainability and Climate Neutrality Initiatives
· Tim Farkas – Ameresco – Corporate Director, Finance
	




Wednesday, June 10, 2015
Welcomes and introductions
Brian Kelly, Secretary of California State Transportation Agency welcomed the attendees and emphasized how important sustainability was to both the state and his agency. Because of the size of California, they are able to do things that other states might not be able to do and hopefully lead the way. 

Gary McVoy on the Sustainability Maturity Model
This model is a business-like approach that looks at sustainability as an organizing principle. It’s not about transportation; it’s about what transportation can do for you. The objective is a sustainable society. 
Sustainability a difficult concept for DOTs, but relating it in terms of the Triple Bottom Line across all agency functions in service to the public is useful in gaining understanding and support.
Relating delivery of these functions in the context of the NCHRP 750 Volume 4, Appendix F Maturity Model construct has the potential to be useful in: 
· Defining TBL Sustainability as an organizing principle
· Benchmarking current organizational maturity / sophistication
· Bringing out differences across agency levels with regard to their perception of maturity
· Communicating sustainability precepts and intent to stakeholders
· Defining objectives
· Suggesting next steps
Use of dollar valuations in assessing and communicating TBL benefits and impacts can be exceedingly helpful, especially in situations where some of the more esoteric aspects of sustainability tend to be viewed with indifference, if not suspicion.
NYSDOT also tried this out and tested it. They then reorganized questions from Appendix F into subject categories to illustrate progression. However, NYSDOT is beginning to bump up against external barriers: laws, external stakeholders, local groups, etc. NYSDOT did a survey to see how  well along they are in promoting sustainability The survey is available online, and anyone can use it.
As we attempt to become more sustainable, we want to look at bigger issues than just minimizing the negative impacts , so we use tools for assessment. Some of the better known and more commonly used tools are INVEST (FHWA), GreenLITES (NYSDOT), and ENVISION. ENVISION was developed by the industry itself to do assessments across all infrastructure, not just transportation.  
All of these tools are process oriented, a checklist of practices. They are not context-driven. They are Excel-based and do not incorporate rollups or comparables. They are great for scoring, broadening thinking, and stimulating dialogue. But they are for rating projects, not ranking them. 
At Level 3 of the maturity model we start to use goals and metrics and things get HARD: Heartfelt, Animating, Required, and Difficult. We start to think about not just what you have to do, what you should do. This is where you will get into difficult tradeoffs. 
In order to make decisions about the tradeoffs, it is helpful to boil it down to cost and money. This can be very hard to do, but necessary so that you have a common unit to compare things across the triple bottom line. We need to give a value to things like emissions, travel times, human life, etc. We can argue about the number assigned to various things, but need to start giving them values as a place to start.
People are already doing this: MTC in San Francisco, and the TIGER program. Mobility turns up as a big value: Which programs and projects are the most cost-effective? Congestion mitigation turns out to be very effective. 
At Level 4 we talk about how do these things fit together? We also engage the public to help us decide what we should be doing. In a political context this may or may not be helpful, because popular projects may not come out on top.
Other general comments and discussion on project selection: 
· We do these multi-million dollar projects with both enormous costs and enormous benefits. How can we afford NOT to do the cost-benefit evaluation? How can we NOT do a rating? 
· But there’s nowhere to plug in this information. Most DOTs are not doing this as a decision-making tool. How do we institute this as a practice?
· One rule of thumb, and what MTC did in San Francisco, is to first do state of good repair, then rated capacity expansion projects only. Dave Vautin, Senior Transportation Planner at MTC, did a webinar for SSTI that explains their process. It is available on the SSTI website.  
· How do we build consensus within the agency? 
· How do we convince both agency and public to use this exercise when people realize that some of their pet projects might not get through? 
· Gary suggests using TIGER as an example, because people are familiar with it and it works. 
· Regional equity can also be a problem in many states. Large cities get the lion’s share of funding, and other parts of the state want some projects as well. Spreading the money around makes good politics, if not good project selection. 
· “It may take a long time to turn a ship, but the first thing you have to do is really crank the wheel. Nothing will happen if we don’t start making changes.”
Scoring the Maturity Model
The value is the conversation that the scoring starts. Where do staff think the agency falls, vs. where does management think they are? And where do outside partners think the agency is on the maturity model? Are some divisions or programs ahead of others?



Thursday, June 11, 2015

Laura Schewel, CEO of Streetlight Data on “big data”
Lack of information can create challenges in making informed decisions. Big data allows transportation agencies to communicate with stakeholders and present visualizations. It allows you to improve effectiveness with planners and policy makers.
It also allows you to measure actions and see the results of your actions. Connectivity and transportation travel mode options can be examined to deal with congestion and improve transportation demand management. 
Example: I-95 corridor in Northern VA. They are looking at the most popular destination for each origin. What are the options to deal with congestion and demand management? For each pair, you are going to be looking at different solutions. Close pairs might be right for biking or bus, or maybe ride sharing. Farther apart might need a time shift for van pool. 
Example: Tysons Corner Mall. Is lack of connectivity making the trip longer? People might also be circling for parking. 
Example: Park and Ride lots. They fill up really early and then aren’t available to others later in the day. Some of the trips to the lots are very short. Can we make these trips by another way?
It is especially important to look at shorter trips, of 2-5 miles. Can some of these be made by walking and biking? These short trips can make a big impact on congestion. Lots of work has been done in the DC metro area on long trips. Not much has been done on short trips.
One goal for the future is to have data on other modes besides car trips. 
Question: Is it possible to look at the entire day to see why people are driving? Maybe have to do pickup after coming home.
Answer: Can’t do trip chaining easily, but new apps and other opt-in technology allow better tracking of trips throughout the day. However, it is unclear whether these are reliable and represent the population as a whole.  
Various data sets can be combined, but it adds cost. Demographic information about the locations that are being studied will give income levels, education, etc. Still, compared to a 2-day travel diary, this is still really cheap. Also, travel diaries are often very old. But travel diaries give you better demographic data. 

Multivote:
1. Measures
2. Organizational Capacity ties with Climate resilience
3. Design
4. Green infra tied with Multimodal cooperation and collaboration
5. Demand management
6. Project selection
7. Rating tools

Rating tools: Because we probably won’t get to rating tools, we spent a couple of minutes talking about the options and the fact that it is important to talk about what you are doing and why. Having the conversation is the important part, not just the rating. 

Measures
Caltrans 
Caltrans has a strategic management plan. A report on livability is available in Project Delivery Quarterly. It took about two years to get to the point that they are at right now, some of it developing mission, vision, and goals. It was actually pretty fast, but it took lots of internal meetings. 
The driving force to develop the plan and metrics was partly internal and from the legislature and governor. Greenhouse gas mandates had already been developed for energy, and GHGs in California are now mostly from transportation. 
The Caltrans plan has good performance metrics, but they aren’t all developed yet. Some are how the transportation system is used; some are internal performance. Internal metrics are easier. How the system is used is harder. 
It also helps each state to be able to point to other states, mutually supportive.  California often takes the lead if no one else will, but they would rather that some consensus emerge among more states.
General discussion
It is important that both internal and external stakeholders are happy with the way things are measured. This group could be a good venue for share best practices and collaboration. 
Influencing the users of the transportation system to reduce GHGs can be the hardest part of the discussion. You can’t tell people what type of car to buy or how much to drive. But DOTs have to figure out what their role is and develop policies that help reduce GHG emissions: clean cars, clean fuels, and what amounts to VMT reduction. More roads means more driving; better accessibility means people have choices and access to transportation in a low-carbon way. 
There is always a difficult balance between safety, sustainability, cost savings, and what the DOT management wants vs. what the public wants. How can a measure inform decision making? We already do this with delay and safety; those are both measures and decision-making tools. For state of good repair, these are less important, but we often do capacity expansion to address safety, congestion, delay, etc. 
On integrating performance measures into decision-making: make sure agency goals are reflected in standard specs, design guidelines, project selection, etc.; measure progress; call attention to districts/individuals that are meeting goals.
Federal role
Has FHWA decided on the measures of system performance under MAP-21? There are measures that you are going to have to do, and then measures that you can opt in. If the requirements come from the federal level, there may be some value-add to being able to point to those requirements from higher up. It’s important to ask for measures of sustainability. If states want them FHWA will devote some time and effort to it. 
There are also some NCHRP RFPs to address questions like: What is the value of a transit trip? How can we measure the value of GHG reductions? There are also some studies looking at the savings of INVEST metrics. 
Sustainability as an economic issue
Some states are just not talking about sustainability, climate change, GHG reductions. The legislatures in some states have actually banned talking about these things. But the internal management can do things. 
What resonates is that green investments have cost savings and emphasizing the economic benefits of sustainability. Some states have had success talking about connecting people with jobs via smart growth. Also has been success talking about the needs of a 21st Century workforce, how accessibility can be an important factor in attracting jobs and workers. 
One challenge is assigning dollar values. SSTI/CNT produced a report on this topic.
SSTI did a webinar on VMT and economic growth. More research is needed in this area. California has been selling itself on clean energy and driving the economy and growth with that. Other states see clean and green energy and technology as a cost savings. Tennessee is talking about how expensive sprawl is to service, and that leads to willingness to do planning effectively.

ESCOs
Presentation on what ESCOs are and how they can help DOTs. A couple of states have used ESCOs to get energy efficiency upgrades done quickly. It can take quite a bit of time to go through the process—go through every single electric bill, do audit, upgrades, etc.—but it can be done. Sometimes DOTs have a hard time getting funding for the process and initial investments, but it can be done. A few examples were given and one question that arose was whether using the right of way along federally-funded highways was legal. 
Suggestion that a role for SSTI might be to share best practices for contracting and RFPs for this.


How do you leverage the rest of the organization? How can sustainability be institutionalized? 
Getting sustainability integrated into the organization can be tough, but it has to be institutionalized. 
It is useful to find out what other staff and decision-makers care about: climate preparedness, cost savings, environmental concerns, public health, access to jobs, etc. Then tailor your message to those issues. 
This can be a real challenge when the executive changes—either the DOT CEO or the Governor. But if sustainability efforts have been shown to save money and be popular, then they are more likely to stick through different leadership changes. 
Agencies need outside partners (e.g., public health officials).
Universities can be the farm team for new ideas. Districts can also test out new plans and changes. If they work, other parts of the state or headquarters can see the success. Other state agencies—health, environmental department, jobs agency—can be partners to help push for active transportation and transit.
Leadership comes from all levels of an agency, including within districts. Start with small projects, show initiative, and document efforts and successes. As an agency, award leaders among the staff.
Discussion about whether sustainability initiatives are better off as stand-alone programs or manifested in other efforts like accessibility or least cost planning. This varies from state to state.
Different terms may need to be used, depending on the political environment and shifting concerns: Resilience, adaptation, mitigation, “extreme weather,” criticality, climate preparedness, etc. DOTs might need to start discussion with local communities and districts that some infrastructure might not be critical enough to be rebuilt, or cannot be cost effectively maintained in light of changing weather conditions. If an asset has been damaged before, might want to do an analysis before it is rebuilt.
These decisions about infrastructure are about dealing with the GHGs we already have and what the impacts may be of changing weather. But this discussion doesn’t deal with how to lessen additional GHG emissions, which might ultimately be a less expensive option.
A big remaining question is how processes and design standards may need to change. This comes down to risk assessments and engineering judgment, in large part.

Future meetings and working groups
Attendees wanted to continue the network. The exact nature of the network was not clear. Traveling can be difficult, but there is clearly value in meeting face-to-face instead of simply phone calls, web meetings, or emails. Having the meetings in a more central location would be easier for people from the east coast. 
Having a listserv or clearinghouse for information would also be useful. 
Some attendees would like to see working groups or sub-networks. Two topics that came up were extreme weather adaption assessments and Triple Bottom Line valuations. Other topics that stood out as needing work were “What does VMT reduction look like in practice?” and institutionalizing reform. 
Participants also emphasized that these concerns needed to be part of the discussions with the DOT CEOS as well. 
Discussion about how this fits in with AASHTO working group and opportunities to work together. Should also work with TRB working group on this issue.
Continuing to push issues and ask questions is helpful to both other state DOTs (mutual support) and to getting further action at the federal level.
It would be nice to get more people involved, but we don’t want to make the group so big that we can’t have a good discussion.
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