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•  Introduce	  you	  to	  new	  na8onal	  survey	  on	  local	  
government	  sustainability	  goals	  and	  ac8ons	  

•  Provide	  insights	  on	  mo8vators	  and	  barriers	  to	  
ac8on	  

Goals	  today	  



•  Sustainability	  
•  Background	  on	  the	  survey	  	  
•  Overview	  of	  sustainability	  results	  
v Ac8on	  on	  energy	  and	  recycling	  is	  highest	  
v Ac8on	  government	  opera8ons	  v.	  community	  

v Social	  equity	  not	  a	  driver/factor	  
v Capacity	  maNers	  	  

v Most	  funding	  and	  leadership	  is	  local	  

v Learn	  from	  neighbors	  

Agenda	  



Economy	  

Environment	  

Equity	  

Sustainability	  

Sustainability	  



Nested	  model	  
Source:	  Oxford	  County,	  Ontario	  
Community	  Sustainability	  Plan	  

Sustainability	  
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Sustainability	  Survey	  2015	  

•  n	  =	  1,899	  municipali8es,	  
towns,	  and	  coun8es	  

•  22%	  response	  rate	  
•  Follow	  up	  to	  2010	  
Sustainability	  Survey	  

•  Funded	  by	  USDA	  



Sustainability	  Survey	  2015	  

Pu[ng	  it	  together…	  	  

•  Some	  con8nuity	  to	  2010	  Survey	  

•  Focus	  groups	  
•  Prac88oner	  interviews	  
•  APA	  Division	  input	  



Who	  Answered	  the	  2015	  Survey?	  

Urban	  
15%	  

Suburban	  
55%	  

Rural	  
30%	  

N=	  1,899	  

County	  
22%	  

Municipality	  
78%	  



Who	  Answered	  the	  2015	  Survey?	  

Northeast	  
18%	  

North-‐
Central	  
35%	  

South	  
28%	  

West	  
19%	  

N=	  1,899	  

Popula=on	  group	   Percent	  of	  Sample	  
Over	  1,000,000	   0.7%	  
500,000-‐1,000,000	   1.3%	  
250,000-‐499,999	   1.9%	  
100,000-‐249,999	   7.6%	  
50,000-‐99,999	   10.3%	  
25,000-‐49,999	   16.6%	  
10,000-‐24,999	   23.4%	  
5,000-‐9,999	   18.2%	  
2,500-‐4,999	   18.8%	  
Under	  2,500	   1.2%	  



Sustainability	  Plans	  

Yes	  
31%	  

No	  
69%	  

49%	  metro	  core	  
28%	  suburbs	  
29%	  rural	  

Has	  your	  jurisdic8on	  adopted	  a	  sustainability	  plan?	  



N=	  1,899	  

Priority	  Goals	  in	  Community	  

Economic	  Development	  is	  Primary	  
For	  all	  Jurisdic8ons	  



N	  =	  1,899	  

General	  Priori8es	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Sustainability	  Priori8es	  

All	  jurisdic8ons	  
Bias	  toward	  economics	  

N=	  586	  

Goals	  more	  balanced	  in	  
Jurisdic8ons	  with	  a	  sustainability	  plan	  



Goals	  or	  Strategies	  in	  Sustainability	  Plans	  

22%	  

31%	  

34%	  

37%	  

37%	  

48%	  

60%	  

68%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	  

Social	  equity	  

Climate	  change	  

Community	  resiliency	  

Green	  energy	  produc8on	  

Public	  health	  

Disaster	  mi8ga8on	  

Energy	  conserva8on	  	  

Economic	  development	  



Larger	  Communi8es	  More	  Likely	  to	  Have	  a	  
Sustainability	  Plan	  

77%	  

50%	  
56%	  

46%	   43%	  
36%	  

25%	   25%	   25%	   27%	   31%	  

Popula8on	  group	  
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More	  places,	  including	  smaller	  ones,	  have	  
hazardous	  mi8ga8on	  or	  emergency	  plan	  

•  76%	  reported	  a	  major	  disaster	  in	  last	  15	  years	  
•  Floods	  and	  blizzards	  most	  common	  

100%	   100%	   95%	   93%	   92%	   90%	   86%	   84%	   80%	  
87%	  

Popula8on	  group	  
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Waste	  management	  

Waste	  management	  in	  government	  
•  Implemented	  a	  recycling	  program	  (66%)	  

	  
Waste	  management	  in	  community	  
•  Recycling	  for	  homes	  (57%)	  
•  Recycling	  of	  electronic	  waste	  (55%)	  
•  Recycling	  of	  hazardous	  waste	  (52%)	  
•  Collec8on	  of	  yard	  waste	  for	  compos8ng	  (46%)	  

*	  Role	  of	  state	  /	  federal	  	  government	  



Energy	  Conserva8on	  

Energy	  conserva8on	  in	  government	  
•  Upgrade	  ligh8ng	  in	  government	  facili8es	  (64%)	  
•  Energy	  audits	  of	  government	  facili8es	  (63%)	  
•  Upgraded	  HVAC	  in	  government	  facili8es	  (49%)	  
•  RetrofiNed	  streetlights	  or	  exterior	  lights	  (45%)	  

Energy	  conserva8on	  in	  community	  
•  Weatheriza8on	  for	  residences	  (24%)	  
•  Energy	  audits	  for	  residences	  (17%)	  
•  HVAC	  upgrades	  for	  residences	  (12%)	  
•  Energy	  efficient	  appliances	  for	  residences(11%)	  

•  Government	  opera,ons	  first	  
•  Role	  of	  municipal	  u,li,es	  



Sustainability	  plan	  Energy	  projects	  undertaken	  by	  government	  

6%	  

8%	  

8%	  

9%	  

14%	  

14%	  

17%	  

18%	  

28%	  

35%	  

45%	  

49%	  

63%	  

64%	  

Require	  govt	  renova8on	  projects	  be	  cer8fied	  green	  
Generate	  electricity	  through	  waste	  

Install	  a	  geo-‐thermal	  system	  	  
Require	  govt	  construc8on	  proj.	  be	  cer8fied	  green	  
Establish	  a	  fuel	  efficiency	  target	  for	  govt	  vehicles	  

Purchase	  energy	  star	  equipment	  
Install	  charging	  sta8ons	  for	  electric	  vehicles	  

Install	  solar	  equipment	  
More	  efficient	  pumps	  in	  	  water	  or	  sewer	  systems	  

Upgrade	  traffic	  signals	  	  
Upgrade	  streetlights	  or	  other	  exterior	  ligh8ng	  

Upgrade	  HVAC	  
Conduct	  energy	  audits	  

Purchase	  energy	  efficient	  appliances	  



Adopted	  a	  climate	  mi8ga8on	  plan	   6%	  
Adopted	  a	  climate	  adapta8on	  plan	   3%	  
Local	  government	  GHG	  inventory	   14%	  
Community	  wide	  GHG	  inventory	   9%	  
Local	  government	  GHG	  targets	   11%	  
Community	  GHG	  targets	   7%	  

Climate	  Change	  Policy	  

Local	  governments	  least	  likely	  to	  address	  climate	  
change	  directly	  



Land	  use	  planning	  /	  building	  policies	  

High	  density	  develop	  in	  areas	  w/	  infrastr	   11%	   32%	  
Accessory	  dwelling	  units	  (e.g.	  granny	  flats)	   2%	   34%	  
Mixed	  use	  development	   14%	   54%	  
Cluster/	  conserva8on	  subdivision	  design	   10%	   41%	  
Low	  impact	  design	  /	  green	  infrastructure	   17%	   36%	  
Green	  buildings	   11%	   34%	  

Policy	  

Percentage	  of	  local	  govts.	  



Where	  are	  the	  staff	  for	  sustainability?	  
CEO/CAO	  
office	  
7%	   Mul8ple	  

departments	  
9%	  

Within	  one	  
department	  

9%	  

Task	  force	  
9%	  

No	  dedicated	  
staffing,	  but	  
have	  goals	  

24%	  

No	  staffing	  or	  
goals	  
42%	  



No	  dedicated	  
staffing,	  but	  
have	  goals	  

24%	  

No	  staffing	  or	  
goals	  
42%	  2/3	  of	  local	  

governments	  
dedicate	  no	  
human	  resources	  
to	  sustainability	  

Where	  are	  the	  staff	  for	  sustainability?	  



Monitoring	  of	  Sustainability	  

Ac=on	   Community	  tracks	   Posi=ve	  
results	  

Recycling	   45%	   85%	  

Government	  Energy	  	  Conserva8on	   29%	   91%	  

Community	  Energy	  Conserva8on	   8%	   59%	  

Water	  Conserva8on	   22%	   72%	  



Breaking	  Through	  Silos	  

16%	  

20%	  

53%	  

48%	  

61%	  

68%	  

80%	  

68%	  

82%	  

73%	  

9%	  

12%	  

50%	  

55%	  

65%	  

82%	  

84%	  

85%	  

85%	  

91%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	   100%	  

Climate	  change	  adapta8on	  

Climate	  change	  mi8ga8on	  

Provision	  of	  affordable	  housing	  

Open	  space/farmland	  preserva8on	  

Environmental	  protec8on	  

Storm	  water	  management	  

Hazard	  mi8ga8on/evacua8on	  

Seeking	  funding	  and	  grants	  

Economic	  development	  	  

Land	  use	  planning/permi[ng	  	  

Departments	  Coordina8on	   Regional	  Coordina8on	  



Sources	  of	  informa8on	  

22%	  

20%	  

9%	  

19%	  

15%	  

28%	  

31%	  

31%	  

38%	  

35%	  

35%	  

44%	  

45%	  

40%	  

41%	  

47%	  

24%	  

30%	  

42%	  

26%	  

31%	  

23%	  

21%	  

17%	  

15%	  

15%	  

14%	  

11%	  

10%	  

8%	  

7%	  

5%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	   100%	  

Ci8zen	  commissions	  or	  advisory	  boards	  

Federal	  government	  

Professional	  magazines	  and	  websites	  

Regional	  governmental	  orgs	  (e.g.,	  Council	  of	  

Prof.	  govt	  organiza8ons	  (e.g.,	  APA,	  ICMA)	  

State	  government	  

Environmental	  groups	  

Examples	  of	  other	  municipali8es	  

Very	  Important	   Important	   Somewhat	  important	   Not	  important	  



6%	  

6%	  

8%	  

10%	  

14%	  

23%	  

18%	  

15%	  

31%	  

20%	  

37%	  

46%	  

46%	  

19%	  

25%	  

31%	  

32%	  

37%	  

40%	  

42%	  

47%	  

41%	  

48%	  

38%	  

36%	  

38%	  

34%	  

49%	  

42%	  

39%	  

33%	  

26%	  

31%	  

28%	  

18%	  

24%	  

17%	  

12%	  

10%	  

42%	  

20%	  

20%	  

19%	  

15%	  

12%	  

10%	  

10%	  

11%	  

8%	  

8%	  

6%	  

6%	  

0%	   50%	   100%	  

Threat	  of	  lawsuits	  
Pressure	  from	  advocacy	  groups	  
Desire	  to	  promote	  social	  equity	  
Pressure	  from	  business/industry	  

Pressure	  from	  residents	  
Federal	  or	  state	  policies	  

Leadership	  of	  regional/state	  
Desire/exper8se	  of	  municipal	  staff	  
Poten8al	  to	  aNract	  development	  
Concern	  over	  the	  environment	  

Federal	  or	  state	  funding	  
Leadership	  of	  local	  elected	  officials	  

Poten8al	  for	  fiscal	  savings	  

Very	  Significant	   Significant	   Limited	  significance	   Not	  significant	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  



6%	  

6%	  

8%	  

10%	  

14%	  

23%	  

18%	  

15%	  

31%	  

20%	  

37%	  

46%	  

46%	  

19%	  

25%	  

31%	  

32%	  

37%	  

40%	  

42%	  

47%	  

41%	  

48%	  

38%	  

36%	  

38%	  

34%	  

49%	  

42%	  

39%	  

33%	  

26%	  

31%	  

28%	  

18%	  

24%	  

17%	  

12%	  

10%	  

42%	  

20%	  

20%	  

19%	  

15%	  

12%	  

10%	  

10%	  

11%	  

8%	  

8%	  

6%	  

6%	  

0%	   50%	   100%	  

Threat	  of	  lawsuits	  
Pressure	  from	  advocacy	  groups	  
Desire	  to	  promote	  social	  equity	  
Pressure	  from	  business/industry	  

Pressure	  from	  residents	  
Federal	  or	  state	  policies	  

Leadership	  of	  regional/state	  
Desire/exper8se	  of	  municipal	  staff	  
Poten8al	  to	  aNract	  development	  
Concern	  over	  the	  environment	  

Federal	  or	  state	  funding	  
Leadership	  of	  local	  elected	  officials	  

Poten8al	  for	  fiscal	  savings	  

Very	  Significant	   Significant	   Limited	  significance	   Not	  significant	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  

Economic	  factors	  help	  drive	  environmental	  sustainability	  



6%	  

6%	  

8%	  

10%	  

14%	  

23%	  

18%	  

15%	  

31%	  

20%	  

37%	  

46%	  

46%	  

19%	  

25%	  

31%	  

32%	  

37%	  

40%	  

42%	  

47%	  

41%	  

48%	  

38%	  

36%	  

38%	  

34%	  

49%	  

42%	  

39%	  

33%	  

26%	  

31%	  

28%	  

18%	  

24%	  

17%	  

12%	  

10%	  

42%	  

20%	  

20%	  

19%	  

15%	  

12%	  

10%	  

10%	  

11%	  

8%	  

8%	  

6%	  

6%	  

0%	   50%	   100%	  

Threat	  of	  lawsuits	  
Pressure	  from	  advocacy	  groups	  
Desire	  to	  promote	  social	  equity	  
Pressure	  from	  business/industry	  

Pressure	  from	  residents	  
Federal	  or	  state	  policies	  

Leadership	  of	  regional/state	  
Desire/exper8se	  of	  municipal	  staff	  
Poten8al	  to	  aNract	  development	  
Concern	  over	  the	  environment	  

Federal	  or	  state	  funding	  
Leadership	  of	  local	  elected	  officials	  

Poten8al	  for	  fiscal	  savings	  

Very	  Significant	   Significant	   Limited	  significance	   Not	  significant	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  

Local	  leadership	  important	  
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6%	  

8%	  

10%	  

14%	  

23%	  

18%	  

15%	  

31%	  

20%	  

37%	  

46%	  

46%	  

19%	  

25%	  

31%	  

32%	  

37%	  

40%	  

42%	  

47%	  

41%	  

48%	  

38%	  

36%	  

38%	  

34%	  

49%	  

42%	  

39%	  

33%	  

26%	  

31%	  

28%	  

18%	  

24%	  

17%	  

12%	  

10%	  

42%	  

20%	  

20%	  

19%	  

15%	  

12%	  

10%	  

10%	  

11%	  

8%	  

8%	  

6%	  

6%	  

0%	   50%	   100%	  

Threat	  of	  lawsuits	  
Pressure	  from	  advocacy	  groups	  
Desire	  to	  promote	  social	  equity	  
Pressure	  from	  business/industry	  

Pressure	  from	  residents	  
Federal	  or	  state	  policies	  

Leadership	  of	  regional/state	  
Desire/exper8se	  of	  municipal	  staff	  
Poten8al	  to	  aNract	  development	  
Concern	  over	  the	  environment	  

Federal	  or	  state	  funding	  
Leadership	  of	  local	  elected	  officials	  

Poten8al	  for	  fiscal	  savings	  

Very	  Significant	   Significant	   Limited	  significance	   Not	  significant	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  

Community	  pressure	  is	  not	  a	  big	  mo,vator	  



A	  lot	  
14%	  

Some	  
27%	  

A	  liNle	  
26%	  

None	  
33%	  

Impact	  of	  public	  par8cipa8on	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  



Importance	  of	  ci8zen	  commissions	  

Very	  
23%	  

Not	  	  
15%	  

Somewhat	  
25%	   Important	  

37%	  

•  Ci8zen	  
commissions	  
more	  important	  
in	  smaller	  places	  

Factors	  Mo8va8ng	  Sustainability	  



Factors	  Hindering	  Sustainability	  

6%	  

7%	  

9%	  

9%	  

10%	  

21%	  

17%	  

23%	  

17%	  

25%	  

30%	  

62%	  

11%	  

20%	  

26%	  

27%	  

29%	  

26%	  

32%	  

25%	  

34%	  

34%	  

31%	  

26%	  

34%	  

43%	  

38%	  

43%	  

40%	  

32%	  

32%	  

29%	  

35%	  

27%	  

24%	  

6%	  

49%	  

30%	  

27%	  

21%	  

21%	  

22%	  

19%	  

23%	  

14%	  

15%	  

16%	  

6%	  

0%	   50%	   100%	  

Threat	  of	  lawsuits	  

Lack	  of	  qualified	  private	  contractors	  

Opposi8on	  of	  business/industry	  

Challenges	  coordina8ng	  across	  agencies	  

Challenges	  coordina8ng	  across	  jurisdic8ons	  

State	  or	  federal	  government	  policies	  

Lack	  of	  community/resident	  support	  
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Capacity	  limits	  ac,on	  
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Lack	  of	  funding	  

Very	  significant	   Significant	   Limited	  significance	   Not	  significant	  

Poli,cal	  and	  legal	  barriers	  



Biggest	  barrier	  is	  funding	  
Biggest	  source	  of	  funding	  is	  local	  
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Social	  Equity	  S8ll	  Not	  on	  the	  Radar	  

Yes,	  69%	  

No,	  31%	  

Mi=ga=on	  or	  emergency	  plan	  address	  
popula=ons	  at	  risk?	  

Yes	  ,	  8%	  

No,	  92%	  

Protect	  low-‐income	  households	  from	  water	  
service	  shut	  off?	  (N=1,899) 

Yes,	  22%	  

No,	  79%	  

Public	  transporta=on	  programs	  to	  
assist	  low-‐income	  residents?	   
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Sustainability	  Survey	  2010	  

Google:	  Homsy,	  Warner,	  Defying	  the	  Odds	  

•  Prac88oner	  interviews	  
•  Kearney,	  Nebraska	  (pop.	  30,787)	  	  
•  South	  Daytona,	  Florida	  (pop.	  12,252)	  
•  Homer,	  Alaska	  (pop.	  5,003)	  	  
•  Sleepy	  Eye,	  Minnesota	  (pop.	  3,599)	  	  
•  West	  Liberty,	  Iowa	  (pop.	  3,736)	  	  
•  Hurricane,	  Utah	  (pop.	  13,748)	  	  

•  Local	  Frames	  for	  Global	  issues	  
•  Pick	  Low	  Hanging	  Fruit	  First	  
•  Educa8on	  
•  Collabora8ons	  and	  Partnerships	  
•  Municipal	  u8li8es	  

Defying	  the	  Odds:	  Sustainability	  in	  Small	  and	  Rural	  Places	  



•  No	  city	  should	  be	  an	  island	  –	  collabora8ons	  important	  

•  Sustainability	  is	  about	  process	  as	  much	  as	  topic	  

o  Regional	  collabora8on	  and	  cross-‐agency/department	  
partnerships…	  	  

•  Need	  to	  be	  crea8ve	  around	  capacity	  

•  Pitch	  different	  stories	  to	  different	  audiences	  (co-‐benefits)	  

o  Economic	  development	  and	  environmental	  protec8on	  

•  Leadership	  and	  facilita8on	  is	  important.	  

Lessons	  for	  planners	  



Sustainability	  Survey	  2015	  

•  Survey	  Data	  by	  Ques8on	  and	  by	  Metro	  Status	  

Available	  at	  hNp://www.mildredwarner.org/planning/sustainability	  
	  



Sustainability Planning in 
Tompkins County, New York 
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Tompkins County Overview 



The BIG issue for 
future sustainability? 

 
 
 
 
CLIMATE CHANGE 



History of Climate and Energy Planning  
in Tompkins County 

• 2001 – First Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and 
Emissions Reduction Goal 
 

• 2003 – Adopted Local Action Plan 
 

• 2008 – Energy and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Element added 
to Comprehensive Plan 
 

• 2010 – Developed 2020 Energy Strategy 
 

• 2015 Comprehensive Plan added Sustainability Principle and 
Climate Adaptation Element 
 



County Government Actions to Reduce 
Energy Emissions since 2000 

• Photovoltaic Systems on 8 
County buildings 

 
• Energy Performance Contract to 

reduce energy use in County 
Facilities 

 
• LEED Certified Renovation of 

Building for County Health 
Department 

 
• Transitioned 100% of diesel 

vehicles to B20 biodiesel, 
purchased three hybrid vehicles 

 

• Solar thermal hot water on 
three buildings 

 
• Purchased Renewable Energy 

Credits to offset 100% of 
County’s electricity 

 
• 2016 – Planning to purchase 

EV’s to begin transition of 
county fleet  
 

• 2016 - Entering into Energy 
Purchase Contract to obtain 
60% of County’s electricity from 
a refurbished hydro facility 
 



Tompkins County Comprehensive Plan (2015) 
         Sustainability Principle. 

SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLE 
Tompkins County should be a place 

where the needs of current and 
future generations are met without 
compromising the ecosystems upon 

which they depend. 



Definition of Sustainability 

• Sustainability means equitably meeting the needs of all 
community members now and in the future.  

• This includes ensuring that everyone has a wide range of 
choices that allow them to share in economic prosperity, 
live in a healthy environment, and participate in 
community life.  

• It requires preserving biodiversity and natural ecosystems 
and conserving resources to ensure their ability to sustain 
future generations.  

• It further entails advancing economic vitality, 
environmental stewardship, and social equity 
simultaneously.  



Comprehensive Plan Elements and Actions 
to Support Sustainability 

• Economy 
– Energy Focus Areas Strategy 

• Housing 
– Energy Efficiency Rating 

System 
• Transportation 

– Deploy EV Charging Stations 
• Natural Resources 

– Natural Area Connectivity 
• Water Resources 

– Green Infrastructure Program 
 

 

• Energy and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 
– Energy Roadmap 
– GHG Inventory Update 
– Encourage deployment of 

renewable energy systems 
• Climate Adaptation 

– Disaster Recovery Plan 
• Healthy Communities 
• Development Patterns 

– Municipal smart growth 
technical assistance 

 



Energy Roadmap 
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Tompkins County 2015 Comprehensive Plan 

Principle 
Tompkins County should be a place where the energy 
system meets community needs without contributing 
additional greenhouse gases to the atmosphere 
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Policy 
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to reach a minimum 80% 
reduction from 2008 levels by 2050 and reduce reliance on 
fossil fuels across all sectors 



What is the Energy Roadmap? 
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1. Assesses potential of local renewable energy sources 
 

2. Assesses potential for energy efficiency and demand 
management to reduce energy demand 
 

3. Identifies scenarios for how both energy demand and 
greenhouse gas emissions goals can be met in 2050 

• Concrete evidence that achieving goals is possible and 
show paths that could be taken 

 
• Direction for near and long-term local actions 



e!Sankey software 



Summary of Resource Potential 
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  Energy Resource 
% of 2008 
Electricity 
Demand 

% of 2008 
Thermal 
Demand 

Re
ne

w
ab

le
 

Su
pp

ly
 

Wind 327% n/a 

Solar 303% n/a 

Micro-Hydro 90% n/a 

Biomass n/a 59% 

De
m

an
d 

Re
du

ct
io

n 

Building Efficiency: Thermal n/a 54% 

Building Efficiency: Electrical  50% n/a 

New Construction to Code n/a 19% 

 
 



Solar - Electricity 

Category Annual Electricity Output (GWh) 

Residential 
Urban* 16 
Rural 109 

Non-resid. 

Commercial 132 
Industrial 21 
Community and 
public services 81 

PV Farms 2,093 
Total 2,453 
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303% of Total 2008 
Electricity Demand 



Scenario Analysis - Guiding Assumptions 

• Achieve goal of 80% reduction from 2008 levels by 2050 

• Utilize local resources given reasonable assumptions  

 50% solar potential 

 20% wind potential 

 20% micro-hydro potential 

 80% of lighting and appliance efficiency potential 

 50% building energy efficiency potential 

 25% reduction in VMT from projected levels (growth in 
centers, transit, carpooling) 

• Balance needs of environment, economy and equitable society 
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Summary of Future Energy Scenarios 

Scenarios BAU All 
Electric Mixed 

Half 
Nat 
Gas 

% of 2008 Natural Gas Usage Maintained 
164% 0% 10% 50% 

% of Heating Demand Met by Local 
Renewables (including heat pumps & 
biomass) 

0% 72% 67% 29% 

% of Projected Energy Demand Provided by 
Building Efficiency Improvements  4% 25% 25% 31% 

% of Transp Demand Met by Light-Duty EVs 
0% 71% 36% 71% 

% of Electricity Demand Met by Local 
Renewables 3% 49% 63% 71% 

% of MTCO2e Reduction 
31% 80% 80% 80% 

 
 



Recommendations – Reducing Demand 
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By 2050, we should: 
• Achieve a 35% reduction in energy use in existing 

buildings through retrofits and upgrades 
 2/3 from thermal energy (sealing, insulation) 
 1/3 from electrical efficiency (lighting, refrig)   

 
• Construct new buildings that are extremely energy 

efficient 
 Aim for 70% reduction in energy use increasing to 

net zero by 2030 

• Hold vehicle miles traveled at ~2008 
level, despite increases in population 

 



Recommendations – Transitioning to Renewables 
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• Reduce natural gas use by at least 50% from 2008 levels 
 
 
• Reduce demand for grid electricity generated by centralized power plants or 

sources outside of Tompkins County by at least 24% from 2008 levels 
 



Recommendations – Transitioning to Renewables 

 
 
 

R
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t 
i
o
n
s 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Develop at least 50% of the identified solar energy production potential 
 One way this could be achieved is by doing all of the following:  

 1 in 4 urban homes install a 4 kW system 
 1 in 2 suburban and rural homes install a 7 kW system 
 30% of commercial, institutional, industrial roof areas install PV 
 944 MW of PV farms on 4,720 acres (1.5% of County’s land area) 

 



Recommendations – Transitioning to Renewables 
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• Develop up to 50% of identified biomass energy production potential.  
 One way this deployment could be achieved is by doing all of the following:  

 Managing 36,700 forest acres for sustainable biomass 
 Planting 15,600 acres of inactive ag/grasslands in energy crops 
 Managing 12,900 acres of crop/forage land for sustainable crop residue 



Recommendations – Transitioning to Renewables 
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• Develop at least 20% of identified micro-hydro energy production potential 

 Could be achieved by installing 60 micro-hydro 300 kW systems 
 



Recommendations – Transitioning to Renewables 
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• Transition 50% of light-duty vehicles from gasoline to electric 

 Estimated 33,500 vehicles, from 67,000 that may be on the road in 2050 
 



Major Challenges 

 

• Cost 

• Energy storage 

• Competing land uses 

• Infrastructure limitations 

• Balancing renewable generation 

• Acceptance of new technologies 

 



Where do we go from here? 

• Updating our Energy Strategy to set interim targets 
for 2020, 2025 and 2030 and identify actions needed 
to meet targets 

 
• Development of demonstration projects for 

renewables not currently deployed in the County 
(micro-hydro and mid-scale wind) 

 



For further information: 

 
tompkinscountyny.gov/planning 

 
emarx@tompkins-co.org 



LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
SUSTAINABILITY: 
PRACTICES AND 
PROMISES

MAY 
2016

Leslie Ethen, City of Tucson

 
 

 



Key Elements of Tucson’s 
Success
 Framework for Advancing Sustainability

 Plan Tucson

 STAR Community Rating System

 Urban Sustainability Directors’ Network



Value of a Sustainability Plan…

 Program created in June 
2006

 No mission, mandate
 No job description

 Framework:
 Practices: internal 

coordination
 Policy: Land Use Code
 Partnerships: climate 

planning, Climate Change 
Committee

 Environmental focus



Key Tool to Broaden, Quantify 
Sustainability

 Initiated in 2007
National League of 

Cities
US Green Building 

Council
 ICLEI
Center for American 

Progress

 200+ volunteers
Steering committee
8 technical committees



STAR Sustainability Rating 
System

 7 Goal Areas + 
Innovation
 44 Objectives

 3 parts to Objectives:
 Purpose Statement
 Community Outcomes 

(thresholds, trends)
 Local Actions

 Community’s Score: 
(x/720)
 5-STAR: 600+
 4-STAR: 400-599
 3-STAR: 200-399

50 C iti  tifi d



General + Sustainability Plan

STAR: 
 Objectives
 Outcomes
 Actions

Plan Tucson: 
Sustainability 

Outcomes
Sustainability Metrics
Policy screen, ideas for 

implementation





Plan Tucson Implementation

Plan Tucson 
is 
overarching 
guide for all 
City efforts, 
budget

 Metrics
Sustainability Outcomes



What else?

 Water conservation!
 Look for ways to incorporate social equity: Urban 

Stress Index, tree planting prioritization, grants
 Dialogue with Emergency Managers re: climate 

change
 LEAP, NIMS

 Net zero energy building code
 Performance contracts, Power Purchase 

Agreements
 TUMS

 City of Gastronomy, Food Commission



What else?

 Modern 
Streetcar

 Plan Tucson 
Special 
Exception



Why else, besides $$$?

 Public safety/emergency mgt (ex., climate change)
 Public health (ex., green infrastructure)
 Secure future (ex., water conservation)
 Economic development (ex., streetcar, infill)
 Local control (ex., urban agriculture)
 4-STAR sustainability certification (11th/50)

0.0
2.0
4.0
6.0
8.0

10.0
12.0
14.0
16.0

Waste 
Minimization

Climate 
Adaptation
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http://usdn.org/
http://usdn.org/


THANK 
YOU

 
 

 

USDN: http://usdn.org/public/page/5/About

STAR: http://www.starcommunities.org/

Plan Tucson: https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/plan-
tucson

http://usdn.org/public/page/5/About
http://www.starcommunities.org/
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/plan-tucson


Contact Information
Dr. Mildred E. Warner, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, 
mew15@cornell.edu

Dr. George C. Homsy, AICP, Binghamton University, 
Binghamton, NY, ghomsy@binghamton.edu

Ed Marx, AICP, Tompkins County, New York, 
emarx@tompkins-co.org

Leslie Ethen, City of Tucson, Arizona, 
Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov

Jennifer Koch, AICP, SCD Secretary-Treasurer, 
jenniferk@Rhodeside-Harwell.com

Scott Turner, SCD Chair, apascd@gmail.com, 
SCD website: sustainableplanning.net

mailto:mew15@cornell.edu
mailto:ghomsy@binghamton.edu
mailto:emarx@tompkins-co.org
mailto:Leslie.Ethen@tucsonaz.gov
mailto:apascd@gmail.com
http://sustainableplanning.net/
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