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ABSTRACT

Promoting sustainable transport in metropolitan areas is a complex problem due to the large number of
stakeholders involved. These stakeholders often have conflicting objectives, and each community absorbs
sustainability-related concepts in a different way depending on the local context. In this environment, it
is crucial to understand the perspectives of the different stakeholders and to seek out a process capable of
effectively supporting an understanding of the problem and thereby propose sustainable transport options.
Based on the requirements for sustainable transport and through the involvement of the various stakehold-
ers, a process was created to meet their fundamental objectives in a way that makes possible the application
of this process in any metropolitan area. The proposal was applied to the Greater Santos Metropoli-
tan Area, known locally as the Baixada Santista, an important metropolitan coastal area in southeastern
Brazil. Thirty-nine fundamental objectives were established. They were organized into environmental,
social, and economic categories that reflect the multifaceted nature of the process used to determine the
various stakeholders’ objectives regarding the sustainability issues of metropolitan transportation.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Planning is a crucial step in any development initiative, including one focused on urban sus-
tainability [1]. In metropolitan areas, the gravity and complexity of these issues require
innovative approaches and solutions. Fragmentation of the management structure of the vari-
ous local governments within a given region weakens the policymaking and planning
processes [2]. This factor leads cities to disregard transportation issues of the region and to
implement solutions only at the municipal level. There is a consequent increase in the prob-
lems generated by transportation, such as higher numbers of vehicles on the road, congestion,
and increased travel times [3]. Another difficulty is the coordination between urban planning
and transportation planning, generally a complex relationship due to the specificities of
regional and metropolitan transportation projects. Transportation planning often emphasizes
the central regions of cities and neglects the outskirts [4].

Within this context, transportation planners identify the need for greater coordination and
collaboration among stakeholders as a key step in addressing transportation network plan-
ning issues and sustainability initiatives [5]. The European Environment Agency [6] notes
that transportation planning requires long-term vision. Solutions require proposals based on
substantial input from the public and other stakeholders, and the objectives should reflect the
local situation. On the other hand, some approaches for more sustainable transport systems
are so ambitious that they do not provide any guidance on how to mediate or balance compet-
ing objectives. Moreover, they do not portray a clear idea of how the system’s objectives
interact [7]. The difficulty in achieving these objectives is even greater in metropolitan areas,
since cities within a given region exhibit different characteristics, strategies, and policies
regarding transportation planning, including stakeholders’ views on sustainability [8].

Some authors have developed methods that seek to reconcile the conflicting objectives
involved in the development of sustainable transport. Examples include Yedla and Shrestha

© 2018 WIT Press, www.witpress.com
ISSN: 1743-7601 (paper format), ISSN: 1743-761X (online), http://www.witpress.com/journals
DOI: 10.2495/SDP-V13-N6-917-930



918 L. F. De Melo Correia & M. L. Galves, Int. J. Sus. Dev. Plann. Vol. 13, No. 6 (2018)

[9], who established scenarios and options for transportation systems for the city of New
Delhi, India; Silva et al. [8], who defined the dimensions of sustainable mobility in different
Brazilian regions by observing stakeholders’ objectives; and Jones et al. [10], who integrated
stakeholders’ views at different levels within several hierarchies to address the general con-
cepts of sustainability. Other planning models already consider the importance of public
participation in the process, such as the Plans de Déplacements Urbains (PDUs) used in
France since the 1980s [11] and the Sustainable Urban Mobility Planning (SUMPs) devel-
oped by the European Commission in the last two decades [12].

However, there is a need for methodology that can be applied to any metropolitan area
while respecting the characteristics unique to each. Thus, this study sought to develop and
apply a process to determine various stakeholders’ objectives regarding sustainable transport
in a specific metropolitan area. To clarify the concepts required to develop the proposal, the
specificities of sustainable metropolitan transportation will be analyzed in Section 2. In Sec-
tion 3, the methodology will be presented and divided into two stages: theoretical background
information on Keeney’s approach [13], which supports the identification of stakeholders’
values in the case of metropolitan sustainability, and the description of a process to determine
stakeholders’ objectives regarding sustainable metropolitan transport. In Section 4, the pro-
cess will be applied to the Greater Santos Metropolitan Area, known locally as the Baixada
Santista. Section 5 contains discussions on the results, followed by the conclusions.

2 SUSTAINABLE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORT

Once countries began to prioritize sustainable development in the 1980s, the sustainability of
infrastructure became an area of interest in education and research, which began to consider
its practical applications [14]. The concept of sustainable transport emerged when the trans-
portation sector attempted to apply these concepts of sustainability and mitigate its negative
aspects [15]. According to Litman [16], the term “sustainable transport” is a logical continu-
ation of the concept of sustainable development and is used to describe modes of transportation
and planning systems that are consistent with broader sustainability concerns. It intercon-
nects with the concept of sustainable mobility, which addresses, in addition to modal, the
planning and regulation of land use [17]. Many cities around the world are seeking to estab-
lish more sustainable urban transportation systems in order to reduce accidents, congestion,
and air and noise pollution; these changed systems also have the ability to improve social
interactions by reducing the injustices created by contemporary transportation systems [18].
In specific metropolitan areas, researchers have studied the measures necessary to promote
sustainable metropolitan transport [19-22]. Nevertheless, few metropolitan institutions’
plans have considered the impact of transportation on environmental, social, and economic
aspects, which are essential in a sustainable transport system [23]. The first requirement for
achieving sustainable transport is to determine the sustainability objectives, or the environ-
mental, social, and economic objectives applied to sustainable transport [24-26]. Table 1
summarizes the main objectives of sustainable transport.

The transportation planning process in complex environments such as metropolitan areas
must involve the local community in addition to experts and politicians [27]. The second
requirement for sustainable metropolitan transport is public involvement, since decisions on
this matter directly impact the community [28, 29]. The third requirement represents both
public policy and planning measures. Researchers propose a series of public policy measures
for the development of sustainable transport, which include technological, behavioral, spa-
tial, and economic factors, as well as physical planning and supply management [25, 30-33].
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Table 1: Objectives of sustainable transport. (Source: [24-26])
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Figure 1: Requirements for sustainable metropolitan transportation.

Others researchers focus on the importance of planning for the development of sustainable
transport. Figure 1 presents a flowchart that outlines different stakeholders’ objectives regard-
ing these three requirements [25, 26].

The first two requirements are the foundation for determining stakeholders’ objectives and
are the focus of this study as they are a fundamental step in the process of planning sustain-
able metropolitan transportation. The third requirement can be used in future analyses in the
discussion of sustainable metropolitan transport options, which also depend on an under-
standing of the objectives.

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Background

Given the variety of stakeholders involved in the problem of passenger transportation in met-
ropolitan areas, it is a complex task to reconcile each of their priorities in the establishment of
sustainable metropolitan transport. Thus, it is important to adequately structure the problem
to ensure public participation and to attempt to determine the viewpoints of the various stake-
holders involved. One of the approaches to structuring problems, known as value-focused
thinking, was proposed by Keeney [13]. The values of the stakeholders in a decision-making
problem can be expressed through objectives separated into means objectives and fundamen-
tal objectives, which are structured in a way that illustrates the relationships between all of the
objectives. According to Keeney [13], Belton and Stewart [34], Galves [35], and Montibeller
et al. [36], structuration phases begin with identification of the decision situation and charac-
terization of the decision-making context. A decision situation arises through the normal
course of events or actions and requires a decision. It may be seen as a decision problem or as
an opportunity [13]. A decision problem occurs when there is a need to do something about a
situation that is not satisfactory [34]. A decision opportunity must be identified by the deci-
sion maker rather than anticipated by third parties or outside events. Once the decision
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situation has been identified, the decision-making context must be characterized. The deci-
sion-making situation can be characterized by the following elements: decision level,
geographical limits, temporal limits, and stakeholders. The decision level can be strategic; it
includes policies, plans, and programs, or it may refer to a specific project. The geographic
and temporal limits define the space and the time horizon considered in the study [35].

Even if a clearly identified individual is responsible for the decision, it is ultimately the
result of interactions between various stakeholders. For Roy and Boyssou [37], a stakeholder
in a decision-making process is an individual or a group of individuals who directly or indi-
rectly influence the decision. According to Belton and Stewart [34], stakeholders include
decision makers, clients, sponsors, facilitators, and even potential saboteurs. Structuring allows
these various stakeholders to develop a common understanding of the problem. The facilita-
tor’s role in structuring becomes essential when there are several individuals or groups. Keeney
[13] defines the facilitator as an independent analyst who has the skills and impartiality to
assist the decision maker. According to Montibeller ef al. [36], the facilitator’s work has two
fundamental aspects: first, the facilitator must help the group explicitly articulate individual
interpretations of the decision problem and work together to produce a model that adequately
captures its complexity; second, the facilitator must challenge individuals’ points of view,
values, and beliefs about the problem under analysis in order to promote new knowledge.

Once the decision-making context has been characterized, the stakeholders’ objectives must
be identified. Keeney [13] distinguishes between fundamental objectives, which represent the
aspects that the stakeholders consider essential in the problem under study, and means objec-
tives, which help them reach those objectives. Individual or group interviews with the different
stakeholders are necessary in order to identify the objectives. In the interviews, Keeney [13]
proposes the use of the following tools: a wish list; alternatives; problems and difficulties;
objectives, constraints, and guidelines; different perspectives; strategic objectives; generic
objectives; the structuring of objectives; and the quantification of objectives. The answers form
a list of objectives that need to be separated into means objectives and fundamental objectives.
For each objective, the stakeholders are asked the following question: “Why is this objective
important in the context of this decision?”” Objectives that are important in their own right are
the fundamental objectives, and the others are the means objectives. To be useful in the deci-
sion-making process, it is important that the set of core objectives be essential, controllable,
complete, measurable, operational, specific, non-redundant, concise, and comprehensible.

Once identified, the fundamental objectives are detailed and organized into a hierarchy that
represents the structure of the various stakeholders’ values. The top-level fundamental objec-
tives in the hierarchy are defined by the set of objectives directly below, and there must be at
least two lower-level objectives attached to any higher-level objective. In this way, the hier-
archies of fundamental objectives have a clear and simple ordering. Whether the lower-level
objectives provide an exhaustive characterization of the higher-level fundamental objective
must be confirmed. The creation of the hierarchy of objectives should continue at lower levels
until attributes can be found to measure these objectives. The hierarchy of fundamental objec-
tives has several advantages for specifying values: it helps identify missing objectives, it
facilitates identification of redundant objectives, the highest levels allow for general concerns
to be easily identified, and the lower levels allow for easier identification of attributes.

3.2 Process for structuring stakeholders’ objectives

First, it is important to characterize the context of the decision by considering the local geog-
raphy, population, and modes of transportation. At this stage, the stakeholders involved in
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the transportation of passengers in the region under analysis must also be identified. For
identification, we observed the requirements for sustainable transport and the Keeney meth-
odology [13], which relates the degree of stakeholder power and interest in solving the
problem. These stakeholders include specialists from local city halls, state-run and private
transportation companies, government departments or agencies controlling regional trans-
portation, environmental agencies, local representatives, drivers, and pedestrians as well as
the general population. Among the stakeholders, the decision maker can be an internal or
external agent who may or may not be part of the government and who has the power to
promote and interest in promoting sustainable metropolitan transport in the region. It is
important that the decision maker choose a facilitator, preferably someone who is familiar
with the concepts of sustainable transport and who has easy access to the other stakeholders.
Once the stakeholders and the facilitator have been defined, the interview stage follows. The
type of interview used herein is unstructured. In this case, a small report must be made on
the topic of sustainable transport in order to determine the elements relevant to the various
stakeholders involved [38]. The plan is to use a focused interview with some unguided fea-
tures. In a purely focused interview, some of the aspects not addressed by the interviewer can
be restricted. If it were merely undirected, the interviewee could begin to focus on topics not
relevant to the problem under study.

After presenting a short text on the concepts of sustainability and the features of sustaina-
ble transport, three questions are asked of the stakeholder being interviewed:

What are the worst aspects of passenger transportation in the metropolitan area?

. What are the best aspects of passenger transportation in the metropolitan area?

3. Based on the concepts of sustainability, what aspects could be implemented and what are
the possible difficulties?

DN =

As presented in the previous section, the initially identified objectives should be separated
into means objectives and fundamental objectives. Fundamental objectives should be organ-
ized according to the three main types of sustainability objectives: environmental, social, and
economic. Individual hierarchies are validated by the stakeholders themselves. A joint hier-
archy must then be presented again for validation on an individual basis. Individual validation
of the joint hierarchy is important for the stakeholders to reflect, and if necessary to add,
possible objectives that had not been previously considered. Once the hierarchy validation
stage has been completed, a conciliation meeting should be held. In this conciliation meeting,
the facilitator should encourage a discussion among the various stakeholders in order to
deepen their knowledge on the subject, to make possible adjustments in the joint hierarchy,
and to obtain the final validation. The process proposed herein is described in Table 2.

Table 2: Process for structuring stakeholders’ objectives.

Step  Activity Step Activity

1 Characterization of Context 6 Creation of Individual Hierarchies
2 Identification of Stakeholders 7 Validation of Individual Hierarchies
3 Choice of Facilitator 8 Creation of Joint Hierarchy

4 Obtaining Objectives 9 Validation of Joint Hierarchy and

5 Definition of Fundamental Objectives Obtaining the Final Hierarchy
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4 APPLICATION OF THE PROCESS TO THE GREATER SANTOS
METROPOLITAN AREA
Based on the process for determining stakeholders’ objectives in a given metropolitan area,
the application of this process to the Greater Santos Metropolitan Area (known locally as the
Baixada Santista) is presented. This region was chosen due to the diversity in its modes of
transportation, the presence of large areas of environmental preservation, the presence of the
largest port in Latin America, and a high ownership rate of motor vehicles for individual use
(automobiles and motorcycles), which cause a series of negative effects.

Step 1: The Baixada Santista, Fig. 2, is formed by nine cities and has a total population of
1,781,620 inhabitants [39]. The intense traffic generates high rates of accidents and conges-
tion. The metropolitan public transport system is complex and is controlled by both public
and private agencies. The main motorized systems are the highway (bus), the light rail sys-
tem, and the waterway system in addition to automobiles and motorcycles [40].

Step 2: The stakeholders were chosen because of their involvement with transportation
issues in the Baixada Santista, including those with a higher degree of interest and/or deci-
sion-making power [ 13]. Through an analysis of sustainability requirements and transportation
techniques, stakeholders representing the users and the population of the region were identi-
fied. Once all of the stakeholders were listed and after several attempts, support was obtained
from all but one of the local city halls.

Local Governments: City of Santos, Guarujd, Bertioga, Cubatdo, Sdo Vicente, Praia
Grande, Itanhaém, Mongagud, Peruibe; State Governments: Metropolitan Urban Transport
Company (EMTU), Area Highway Development Agency (DERSA), Greater Santos Metro-
politan Area Development Council (CONDESB-AGEM-BS), Sdo Paulo State Environmental
Agency-Greater Santos Metropolitan Area Branch (CETESB-BS); Federal Government:
Brazilian Institute of Environment and Renewable Natural Resources IBAMA); and Others:
The Brazilian Cyclists Association (ABC)-Users of Non-motorized Transportation, Residents-
Neighborhood Community Councils of Santos, Public Transportation Users-Neighborhood

) \ The Baixada Santista Region
Nt City Limits as of 2000

City Limit o Waterway system
—————— District Limit  — Light Rail System
| @ Municipal Seat
3 " < o} District Seat

Figure 2: The Greater Santos Metropolitan Area. Source [40]
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Community Councils of Santos, Transportation Operators-Piracicabana Bus Company/
Mobility Consortium, Residents-Association of Committees and Municipal Councils of
Bertioga, Public Transportation Users-Association of Committees and Municipal Councils of
Bertioga.

Step 3: In this study, the first author of the paper acted as facilitator.

Step 4: During the interview, a short text on the concepts of sustainability and sustainable
transport was presented. After this short presentation, the following questions were asked(1)
What are the worst aspects of passenger transportation in the Baixada Santista Metropolitan
Region? (2) What are the best aspects of passenger transportation in the Baixada Santista
Metropolitan Region? (3) Based on the concepts of sustainability, what aspects could be
implemented and what are the possible difficulties? Responses are annotated sequentially, so
that the objectives can be explored, where they may refer to means objectives and fundamen-
tal objectives, which must be separated.

Step 5: For each objective obtained in step 4, the stakeholders are asked the following
question: “Why is this objective important in the context of this decision?”” Objectives that
are important in their own right are the fundamental objectives, and the others are the means
objectives. The final result, with 39 fundamental objectives, can be seen in Table 3.

Table 3: Fundamental objectives.

Fundamental Objectives Stakeholders
Reduce Travel Time 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12
Reduce Fares 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12
Comfort Average Age of Vehicles 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12,14

Type of Seating and Flooring 1, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 12, 14
Air Conditioning and Enter- 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 15
tainment

Increase Free Areas 8,10, 12, 13, 15

Guarantee Safety Reduce Accidents with Users 3,4,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 16, 18, 20
Reduce Traffic Accidents 3,4,5,7,8,9,10, 11, 13, 15, 18
Increase Personal Security 8,9, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20

Reliability Punctuality 1,3,4,6,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 20
Frequency 1,3,4,5,6,9,10, 11, 12, 14, 20
Guarantee Complete Trips 9,10, 11, 13, 18

Guarantee Health Reduce Stress 1,3,5,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17

Increase Physical Activity 5,8, 15
Ensure Equity of  Accessibility to Users with 3,6,7,10,12, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20

Access Special Needs

Be Accessible to Other Users 3,6,7,8, 10, 15,16, 17, 18, 19, 20
% Preserve Historical Heritage 13, 14
% Reduce Urban Segregation 10

(Continued)
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Table 3: (Continued)

Fundamental Objectives Stakeholders
Reduce Public Reduce Investment in Sys- 1,3,4,5,6,7,10, 11, 14, 16, 17
Spending tem Implementation

Reduce System Mainte- 1,3,4,5,6,7,10, 11, 14, 16, 17
nance Expenditures

o Reduce Opera- Fixed 7,11, 12, 18

g tional Costs Variable 1,7,11,12, 18

£ Increase Demand 3,5,6,7,9,10, 11, 12, 15, 18

=2 Generate Operator Accessory Revenue 11, 18
Reduce Local Emissions-CO All Stakeholders
Reduce Local Emissions-MP All Stakeholders
Reduce Local Emissions-Nox 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,13, 14, 15, 18
Reduce Local Emissions-NMHC 1,3,4,5, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18
Reduce Local Emissions-SOx 1,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,12, 13, 14 15
Reduce Local Emissions-RCHO 1,3,4,5,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15
Reduce CO,-Equivalent Emissions 1,3,4,5,6,10, 11,12, 13, 14
Reduce Noise Primary 10, 13, 14, 19
Pollution Secondary 10, 13, 14
Reduce Visual Pollution 10, 13

E Reduce Water Pollution 11, 13, 14

E Reduce Impacts on Flora 13,14

£ Reduce Impacts on Fauna 14

E Reduce Floods 14, 16

&= Reduce Soil Pollution 11,13, 14

City Halls: 1-Santos, 3-Bertioga, 4-Cubatdo, 5-Sao Vicente, 6-Praia Grande, 7-Itanhaém,
8-Mongagua, 9-Peruibe; State Governments: 10-EMTU, 11-DERSA, 12-AGEM-BS,
13-CETESB-BS; Federal Government: 14-IBAMA; and Others: 15-Brazilian Cyclist As-
sociation (ABC), 16-Residents-Santos, 17-Public Transportation Users-Santos, 18-Private
Transportation Operator-Piracicabana Bus Company/Mobility, 19-Residents-Bertioga,
20-Public Transportation Users-Bertioga

Step 6: In addition to the list of fundamental objectives, a hierarchy of objectives for each
stakeholder was created during the interview.

Step 7: During the same interview, the hierarchy was presented to each stakeholder, who
then validated it or requested changes. This was a way to save time, since many stakeholders
were too busy to participate in a second interview.

Step 8: In the office, the facilitator analyzed all of the individual fundamental objective
hierarchies to determine any common objectives, redundant objectives, or objectives that
complement individual hierarchies. The end result was a hierarchy of fundamental objectives
that needed to be validated by the stakeholders.
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Figure 3: Hierarchy of joint fundamental objectives

Step 9: The result of this process is presented in Fig. 3, which represents the values
expressed by all of the stakeholders in the region within the context of metropolitan transpor-
tation in the Baixada Santista.

In this step, the joint hierarchy was presented to the stakeholders individually. Their ques-
tions were answered and some provided suggestions; others simply validated the joint hierarchy.
Stakeholders may also propose possible amendments, which makes a final conciliation meet-
ing important. After the individual validations, a conciliation meeting was held at the
headquarters of the Baixada Santista Metropolitan Agency. The conciliation meeting was led
by the facilitator, and the stakeholders present included local government representatives from
Santos (the seat of the region), from Praia Grande (the fastest growing city in terms of popula-
tion), from the Baixada Santista Metropolitan Agency (a Sao Paulo state government agency
that coordinates metropolitan planning), the Metropolitan Urban Transportation Company or
EMTU (which is responsible for the planning and supervision of metropolitan transportation),
and the Brazilian Cyclists Association or ABC (a non-governmental entity that advocates
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advances in non-motorized modes of transportation). During the meeting, the stakeholders’
individual hierarchies and the joint hierarchy were presented in order to stimulate debate. After
a discussion among the stakeholders, they validated the joint hierarchy with no changes to the
final model. It is important to note that during the conciliation meeting the stakeholders took
the initiative to consider the joint hierarchy and discuss options for improving the metropolitan
system; intervention by the facilitator was not necessary for this purpose.

5 DISCUSSION
First, it is important to discuss how stakeholders are involved in the process. Of the 20 stake-
holders determined for the region, 19 participated in the interviews. All became involved with
the problem and even facilitated the other steps necessary for validation of the hierarchies. It
is important to note that there were scheduling demands in nearly all cases, which made the
process more time consuming; a lot of flexibility and commitment were required on the part
of the facilitator in order for all of the interviews to be completed.

The interviews were long—approximately 90 minutes in duration. Thus, in the process of
determining the objectives, it is essential that the facilitator stay focused on the topics associ-
ated with this metropolitan issue. Even with the presentation of a small initial text that
establishes the context of a discussion on sustainable metropolitan transport, the stakeholders
(and particularly those from the local city halls) at times tended to discuss local issues, a situ-
ation which should be avoided. In addition to the objectives, the interviews revealed a lack of
integration between the stakeholders with regard to these metropolitan issues. Particularly,
during the individual and joint hierarchy validation processes and before the conciliation
meeting, the stakeholders involved expressed significant interest in the views of the other
stakeholders, such as the other city hall representatives and the other sectors.

During the conciliation meeting, the joint hierarchy that had been validated on an indi-
vidual level was presented, and a discussion about the objectives among the stakeholders
began. There was a frank discussion on the subject, but no changes were made to the final
hierarchy. The presentation of the hierarchy did, however, generate a series of dialogs on the
difficulties of the metropolitan system, including proposals for improvement.

The main result of the application of the process to the Baixada Santista was a joint hier-
archy with 39 fundamental objectives organized by environmental, economic, and social
sustainability objectives. Of the total 39 objectives, 17 were social, 6 were economic, and 15
were environmental. The categories were found to have many points in common. One exam-
ple is the local and global effect of gas emissions (CO, equivalent), an issue cited by almost
all of the stakeholders. Other environmental objectives were identified by the more technical
stakeholders from the environmental agencies, the EMTU, and the Greater Santos Area High-
way Development Agency known as DERSA. In the case of social objectives, the stakeholders
were also found to have many similar concerns, such as reducing travel time, reducing tariffs,
having comfort, ensuring fair access in general, and ensuring fair access to users with special
needs, all of which proved to be important points for metropolitan transportation planning.
On the other hand, the preservation of historical heritage was noted only by the environmen-
tal agencies, since it is part of some of their environmental licensing processes in Brazil. The
objective of reducing urban segregation was cited only by the EMTU, a state agency for the
planning and supervision of metropolitan transportation. In economic terms, the main con-
cerns are the reduction in public spending and the increase in demand, which again
demonstrate how limited the resources for the sector are and how important the planning of
sustainable metropolitan transport is.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

This study proposes a process for obtaining objectives from the various stakeholders
involved in sustainable metropolitan transport that respects local situations and relies on
interactions between these stakeholders, including the general public, in order to deter-
mine the fundamental values for the region under study and to add the stakeholders’ views
on sustainable transport. The general list of objectives also helps metropolitan transporta-
tion managers understand the strengths and weaknesses of the existing system in terms of
sustainability; it is also a teaching tool for stakeholders and the facilitator, since these
issues are often not discussed or analyzed with a depth that would reach the essence of the
problems in this sector. The views are contrasting but, at the same time, complementary
to the objectives of sustainability. During the final presentation of the joint hierarchy of
objectives, the stakeholders’ main comment was that it was complete and representative
of their region.

It is important to note that not all of the stakeholders were formally trained in transporta-
tion issues and that few had any prior understanding of sustainability in the transportation
sector. Nevertheless, the list of fundamental objectives generated was found to be compre-
hensive at all levels of sustainability and consistent with the literature on the subject. The
process proposed herein proved to be adequate for determining the various stakeholders’
objectives regarding the issues of sustainable transport. This fundamental step in the planning
process allows customized and more appropriate proposals to be made based on these
objectives. Application of the same process to other metropolitan areas both in Brazil and
around the world is encouraged not only to verify its applicability but also to compare the
fundamental objectives found. Although fundamental objectives may be similar, the path to
determining them will allow metropolitan transportation planners to reflect on the search for
more sustainable transport. Once the feasibility of the methodology has been demonstrated,
future research may be able to examine the issue of freight transport.
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