1. Introduction

This report extends the scope of Princeton’s environmental duties beyond the most conventional factors by focusing on all aspects of university transportation. Specifically, the study focuses on six areas of transportation: employee commuter travel, student travel, food transport, faculty air travel, on-campus vehicles, and transportation demand management. 
There are three main reasons for the necessity of addressing these sectors when considering Princeton’s sustainable future:

1. Direct carbon reductions. Princeton’s current carbon emissions inventory assesses transportation as comprising approximately 13% of the total.
 This figure reflects only commuting and air travel. If we include the other four areas considered by this report, transportation becomes a larger factor in carbon emissions which cannot be ignored given the goal of climate neutrality advocated by this report. 

2. Fostering a green campus culture. Beyond concrete emissions reductions, mitigating the environmental effects of transportation has important positive externalities. Princeton needs to develop a green culture on campus, one sympathetic to and engaged with the goals of sustainability. Changes to transportation, an essential part of the American lifestyle, can stimulate more sustainable behavior. Including transportation in Princeton’s ecological footprint will inspire employees and students to buy into sustainability. 

3. Fulfilling our ethical responsibility. As a leading university and model for others, it is Princeton’s duty to address the full range of its ecological footprint. 

2. Promoting Sustainability within Six Sectors of Princeton Transportation.
This report presents each of the six sectors of transportation in turn, starting by illustrating each sector’s importance to sustainability and outlining its current status at Princeton, including existing problems and areas for improvement. The report then documents the relevant strategies employed at other universities to combat these problems and analyzes which can be most effective at Princeton. Finally, using this analysis, the report presents its recommendations for each sector.    
2.1 Employee Commuting Travel
Employee commuting travel accounts for 10% of total campus emissions in Princeton’s current carbon inventory.
 It is believed that this figure underestimates the true portion. Commuting is thus a significant part of Princeton’s emissions. “Greening” commuting will reduce carbon emissions and is an ideal mechanism for fostering a green campus culture by exposing Princeton’s employees to sustainability on a personal and daily level. 

Princeton’s efforts to curb commuting are few. The university subsidizes homeowners’ costs for employees who elect to live within a nine mile radius of campus. The administration has held firm on this stipulation making the program an effective means of reducing employee commuting distances. Aside from this initiative, however, Princeton has done little to manage employee commuting. Princeton has no carpool or vanpool program, public transport is not subsidized, parking is free, and those who do choose to carpool are given no preferential parking. In short, there is no incentive not to drive one’s own car to work. As a result, 84% of faculty and staff use their own vehicles to get to work each day.
 

Countless other schools, by comparison, have made considerable efforts at controlling employee commuting. In 2006, the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation named 72 colleges as the “Best Workplaces for Commuters.” During the previous year, these 72 schools saved 30 million gallons of gasoline in reduced commuting through alternative transportation initiatives aimed at reducing single-occupancy commuting.
 This equated to 260,000 metric tons of CO2 reduced, the equivalent of 50,000 passenger cars driving for an entire year or the electrical power required by 33,000 homes.
 These considerable environmental savings were accompanied by gasoline savings yielding $86 million.
 

To become a “Best Workplace for Commuters,” a college must satisfy detailed criteria. First, a university must either pay a $30 dollar-per-month subsidy for employee public transportation, pay employees who carpool or vanpool $30 dollars per month, offer a telework program that reduces commuter trips by at least 6%, or simply pay employees at least $30 a month not to drive to work. Most schools fulfill this requirement through subsidized public transit. The University of Colorado at Boulder, for example, makes public transit free for their employees.
 

Second, a “Best Workplace” must provide at least three additional measures that promote alternative transportation. These can include a carpool or vanpool service facilitated by an online-matching program. Vanpools are an inefficient use of capital and so are less economically preferable.
 Not only must the university pay for the vans, but the vans provide returns to the university only during the time when employees are commuting to and from work. This inefficiency is avoided if the university employs a private company to provide the vanpool service. Both the University of Michigan and Maryland have employed VPSI, a private vanpool company, to install successful vanpool services.
 Carpool programs, however, are more numerous and have been successful at Vanderbilt, Duke, and Emory among many others. 

Schools can also promote alternative transportation by subsidizing parking fees for carpoolers and vanpoolers (as Duke and Vanderbilt have done). Other schools like Indiana University reserve the best parking spots for carpoolers. Preferential parking can also be instituted based on vehicle fuel-efficiency; the University of Miami gives a 50% reduction on parking fees to drivers of hybrids.
 Prizes and financial incentives are other means of encouraging alternative transportation. Emory has a “Cash for Commuters” program which pays employees three dollars a day for 90 days to try alternative transportation. Commuters are also rewarded for their participation by being automatically entered to win commuter prizes, which consist of gift cards and gas cards.
 

To qualify as a “Best Workplace,” schools must also provide an emergency ride home option for employees who are forced to leave work early or stay late, appoint a coordinator of commuting with his own office and with access to centralized commuter information, agree to use the “Best Workplace” logo on promotions, and provide the EPA with annual updates. Finally, the school must commit to reduce single-occupancy commuting by 14% within 18 months. 

The criteria necessary to becoming a “Best Workplace” are meaningful and can start Princeton on the path toward a more sustainable commuter network. Many, if not most, of the criteria are feasible for Princeton to adopt. As a further incentive to qualify, it should be noted that Dartmouth, Cornell, Columbia, Stanford, Rutgers, MIT, Harvard, and Yale were all named “Best Workplaces for Commuters” in 2006. These schools are our peers and we must join their ranks. Thus, I recommend that Princeton become a “Best Workplace for Commuters.” To do this the university must: 

· Charge for Parking. A parking fee is foundational to all other alternative transportation initiatives. Without it, there is little incentive not to drive alone to work. A further study should be conducted to determine the price which incorporates the environmental externalities of driving. In the absence of such a study, Princeton should at least charge a fee equal to the maintenance cost of a parking spot. Charging for parking when it is currently free will be unpopular. In the absence of developed alternative transportation options, it can also be argued that the fee is elitist and unfair to low-income workers who have to drive to work.
 Given these concerns, it may be optimal to give a simultaneous pay raise to all employees that is equal to the parking fee. This solution, what has been called ‘parking cash out,’ produced a 13% reduction in single-occupancy vehicle use when it was implemented at eight locations in Los Angeles.
 
· Institute an employee carpool program or a vanpool if it can be outsourced. This program must be facilitated by an online matching program. Those participating in the program must have access to an emergency/guaranteed ride home. Princeton should consider contracting with VPSI. 

· Subsidize parking fees for carpoolers or vanpoolers.

· Establish preferential parking based on vehicle occupancy and fuel-efficiency. 

· Institute a “Cash for Commuting” program like Emory’s that pays employees 3 dollars a day for 30 days that they carpool to work.
 
· Enroll all carpoolers in a pool for prizes.

· Subsidize public transit by at least $30 per month. A study analyzing the employee demand for public transit should be conducted to determine the feasibility of increasing the subsidy.

· Establish a coordinating position in charge of overseeing all alternative transportation programs. I recommend hiring somebody for a new position rather than expanding the responsibilities of a current employee. This coordinator must have an office where commuter information can be accessed. 

· Publicize the benefits of using alternative transportation. One study found that effective marketing could reduce automobile use by 6% to 14%.

· Commit to a 14% reduction in the number of employees who drive to work alone within 18 months.

Even if Princeton chooses not to adopt the EPA logo and become an official “Best Workplace for Commuters,” fulfilling the program’s criteria will decrease carbon emissions and encourage employees to incorporate sustainability into their daily lives. 

2.2 Student Travel
During the 2003-2004 school year, the Parking Office issued a little over 2,000 parking permits to the combined undergraduate and graduate student body. 
 Given this car ownership and the estimated miles driven per week by Princeton students (30.7 according to a 2004 survey), on-campus student travel contributes approximately 950 tons of CO2 to the atmosphere every year and burns around 90,000 gallons of gas.
 These emissions are in addition to those created by student vacation travel and travel at the beginnings and ends of school years. Minimizing student travel thus has the potential for small but measurable reductions in CO2 emissions. Incorporating sustainability at Princeton, however, is not solely focused on reducing emissions; it is also dedicated to producing environmentally-conscious citizens. Regulating student travel emissions can be an effective tool in this capacity.  
Currently, Princeton charges $155 per year for a student parking permit and prohibits freshmen from having cars on campus. Starting in the fall of 2009, sophomores will not be allowed cars on campus either. Princeton does have a ZipCar program housed in Frist through which students can rent cars, but it is not very well publicized. The university is also currently expanding the campus shuttle system. Princeton is not considering student travel over vacations or at the beginning and ends of school years in its carbon inventory. These factors, however, have not generated much attention and this report has found no other attempts to either inventory or mitigate this source of emissions. Confronting this issue may be a way to both take the lead in a new sector of sustainability and expose Princeton students to sustainability on a personal level.  

Some schools have done far less than Princeton to reduce student car ownership and use on campus. Amherst and Dartmouth, for example, charge only 60 dollars per year for student parking and both Middlebury and Harvard provide free parking to their students. This provides little incentive not to bring a car to school. Schools like Cornell and the University of Colorado at Boulder, on the other hand, charge significantly more for parking; CU-Boulder’s permit fees range from 195.50 to 323 dollars per year.
 The University of Hawaii charges 336 dollars per year. Some schools have increased fees to reduce student cars on campus. Stanford has opted for a different incentive system: its “Clean Air Cash” program pays students who live off campus 216 dollars a year not to drive their own car to school.
 Schools can also restrict student car ownership on campus by limiting the number of available spots. Both Drexel and the University of Kentucky use parking permit lotteries to limit the number of student cars on campus. Many schools offer ride-board services with which students can coordinate shared rides with other students. Middlebury has proposed giving parking fee rebates to students who offer four or more rides on its online ride-board program as an incentive to use the system.
 

Student travel at Princeton is not great enough to justify drastic measures restricting car ownership on campus. Rather than increase parking fees (which are already relatively high compared with other schools) or implement a parking lottery or pay students not to bring cars to school, Princeton should largely build upon what it already has. With its concentrated campus, access to the Dinky, and expanding shuttle system, Princeton already provides many reasons not to own a car on campus. To add to these incentives, I recommend the following: 

· Publicize the ZipCar program more aggressively. Many students with cars on campus drive only infrequently. These drivers are prime potential users of the ZipCar program. If these students were aware of the program, they might not feel a need for a car on campus. 

Princeton cannot realistically affect what students do during vacations and students must come to school at the beginning of the year and leave at the end. To address the emissions from this transportation, I recommend the following actions: 

· Create a ride-board program. This program should be well-advertised and linked from POINT. Students who ride-share four or more times should be given a parking fee rebate like the one proposed at Middlebury. 

· Include these less traditional factors of student travel to the carbon inventory. I recommend the inventory be assessed through a voluntary survey system. At the beginning of each school year and at the end of each vacation, every student should be e-mailed a survey asking him or her where they traveled and what mode of transportation they took. The survey will then calculate the carbon emissions created by the trip and display it to the student. This provides each student with a look at a part of their ecological footprint; this personalizes sustainability. It also expands Princeton’s environmental responsibilities beyond what other schools are doing. 
2.3 Food Transport

Food transport is not widely considered in campus emissions inventories and it has not been included in Princeton’s. The exact size of campus food transport emissions is currently unknown, but with 22 vendors delivering to Princeton at least three times a week, it is a significant source of CO2 that cannot be ignored by the university.
  

Princeton has already made substantial efforts to mitigate the environmental impact of its food services. In fact, in 2006 Princeton made the College Sustainability Report Card’s “A” list for food services. Stu Orefice, head of Princeton’s Dining Services, is very receptive to opportunities to green his department and is largely responsible for the successes already achieved. According to Mr. Orefice, there has been a philosophical change within Dining Services during the last several years largely inspired by student interest and passion. Dining Services is now committed to being green. Whereas five years ago, the location of Princeton’s food vendors didn’t matter, it is now taken into consideration. Indeed, of the 52 vendors who deliver to Princeton more than once or twice a year, 51 are from the tri-state area and 32 of these are from New Jersey itself. The one vendor outside the region is Carrabassett Spring Water from Gorham, Maine.
 Dining Services is currently considering a bid from a New Jersey company to replace this contract. 

In addition to contracting with regional vendors, thereby reducing food transport miles, Princeton Dining Services has taken several smaller steps to reduce the transportation associated with food on campus. Dining Services has worked to reduce the number of days per week that each vendor delivers. It has also tried to consolidate vendors so that fewer companies deliver to campus. Finally, Dining Services employs a central bakery at Rockefeller College to provide baked goods for all of campus. This eliminates the need for Princeton to contract a vendor to deliver baked goods to campus.

Dining Services’ participation in the Food Project’s “Real Food Challenge,” a nationwide program to encourage universities to consume 20% more “real” food within five years, may also lead to food transport reductions.
 In accordance with the project’s timeline, Dining Services is hiring an intern this summer to develop target purchasing levels for the different categories of “real food.” These categories include humane, ethically-produced, organic, fair trade, and, significant to this study, local. The targets will determine what percentage of different kinds of food (such as meats, dry goods, fish, etc.) must be purchased from each “real” food category. These targets will likely lead to an increase in the percentage of locally-grown food consumed by Princeton. Additionally, Mr. Orefice is currently developing a priority list of projects he would like Dining Services to undertake. Buying locally is high on this list. 

Setting and achieving a high local-food target and implementing Mr. Orefice’s list of priority projects, however, will require more money. Buying locally is more expensive; there is a premium on local food. Last year, for example, Mr. Orefice began purchasing grass-fed, local beef for campus hamburgers.
 This initiative reduced food transport miles but the project was only possible because Mr. Orefice had managed to keep enough left over from his budget to buy the more expensive beef. The Dining Services budget cannot be stretched to incorporate more such projects. Thus, Mr. Orefice’s ability to further buy locally and decrease carbon emissions is restricted by his budget. 

A further impediment to minimizing food transport on campus is an out-dated food storage facility that provides inadequate storage space. As a result, many vendors must make five deliveries each week because Princeton lacks the capacity to store enough food for multiple days.  

Although many schools around the country are making efforts to purchase more of their food locally (including Grinnell and Middlebury as two of the most aggressive), the most relevant model for Princeton is Williams College
. In the last year, Williams has begun purchasing all its milk from an in-state farm that uses grass-fed, hormone free cows. Almost all of its summer and most of its winter vegetables are now purchased from a family farm only 10 minutes from campus. Williams gets its mushrooms, honey, apples, granola, ice cream, and cheese from local producers as well. In total, Williams has increased its local and organic food consumption by 30%.
 These initiatives have only been possible because Williams expanded its dining services budget to incorporate a 20 cent-per-meal premium for local and organic food. To get the budget increase, dining services had to calculate the total additional cost (the premium) for the local and organic food it hoped to buy, and present its report to the budget approval board.
 Williams has hired a summer intern to research further opportunities for buying locally.  

To overcome the monetary restrictions that are currently preventing Dining Services from buying more locally, Princeton should emulate the Williams model. Thus, I recommend that:

· Dining Services prepare a detailed report outlining the local food purchases it would like to make and explicitly quantify the premium required to make these purchases.

· Princeton create and pay for at least one full-time, Dining Services intern to help generate this report by researching local food opportunities. 

· Princeton approve at least a 20 cent-per-meal increase for Dining Services’ budget in the interim before Dining Services can provide a detailed plan for local food purchasing with an exact cost. 

· Alternatively, if the university creates a green loan fund, Princeton should allow Dining Services to receive funds proportional to the carbon emissions it saves by buying locally. For example, if Dining Services can show that buying water from New Jersey instead of Maine will save X pounds of CO2, the loan fund should give the department Y dollars of green credits to spend. 

To further reduce food transport emissions, I recommend that:

· Princeton expand the current food storage facilities or build new, larger facilities so as to reduce the number of vendor trips to campus

· Dining Services put pressure on its vendors to incorporate fuel-efficient vehicles into their fleets and to tailor the size of their vehicles to the size of the delivery.
 

2.4 Faculty Air Travel
According to Princeton’s current carbon inventory, faculty air travel creates 4,114 metric tons of CO2 or approximately 3% of campus emissions.
 This value is likely an underestimation, but faculty air travel does not represent an enormous proportion of campus emissions. Still, these emissions must be mitigated to reach climate neutrality. Additionally, this report advocates that faculty be encouraged to integrate sustainability into their courses and lives. Having faculty fly less out of concern for the environment is one way to accomplish this goal. 

Universities can reduce faculty air travel by discouraging (or even restricting) travel or by providing video-conferencing facilities. Princeton already possesses three video-conferencing spaces on campus – Wallace 001, Friend 003, and Robertson 16 – and a portable video-conferencing unit. In the current academic year up until May 4th, 77 video-conferences have been held on campus, 3 by courses, 21 by administrative departments, and 53 by academic departments.
 The demand has been great enough, in fact, to necessitate a fourth video-conferencing site, which is currently in the planning stages. Currently, however, there are no incentives encouraging video-conferencing and prices are high enough to discourage wider use. Neither are there any restrictions on air travel. Princeton’s inventory of faculty air travel could use improvement. Currently, the inventory figure is based on the flights booked through University Travel Portal, the campus travel agency. Booking through Travel Portal is not mandatory, however, so the current value of air travel emissions is based on an estimate that 90% of travel is booked through Travel Portal. 
The strategy to reduce faculty air travel most common among other universities is, just as at Princeton, to provide video-conferencing as an alternative to flying. This report knows of no school that has discouraged or prohibited its faculty from flying. It is wise for Princeton to avoid such strategies. The faculties of high-caliber research universities must travel. Michigan State University has proposed a reasonable solution to the problem of faculty air travel. This proposal inventories all travel through a website and calculates the emissions travel creates. The university would then purchase offsets for these emissions. This, in addition to an expansion of video-conferencing, is a sensible approach for Princeton to take. Thus, I recommend the following: 

· Keep an accurate inventory of faculty air travel. Princeton should require its faculty to record their travel through Travel Portal, even if they do not book through this agency. Princeton can then purchase offsets for the emissions caused by this travel. 

· Build a high-end video-conferencing facility. According to Michael Mills, manager of Princeton Media Services, demand justifies new facilities. Mr. Mills, in fact, has already been in discussion with two academic departments about building facilities. A high-end videoconferencing facility that is “sexy” and enjoyable to use will encourage more professors to use video-conferencing instead of flying. This and all facilities, however, must be available at a nominal cost to users. Using video-conferencing must be cost competitive with traveling. Falling technology prices make this a viable proposal, though a subsidy may still be necessary.
 
· Reward video-conferencing. Princeton should create financial incentives for faculty members who save the most air travel miles each year through videoconferencing. 
2.5 On-Campus Vehicles 

Princeton’s campus fleet has 631 vehicles. In 2006, these vehicles consumed 108,000 gallons of gasoline and 29,000 gallons of diesel.
 This represents around 950 metric tons of CO2 produced by Princeton’s campus fleet last year.
 Although this accounts for less than one percent of total campus emissions, the university fleet is highly visible and thus has the potential to become a prominent display of Princeton sustainability.

Princeton has already begun purchasing hybrid and electric vehicles, such as the Prius and the GEM, as part of a green vehicle pilot program. The new vehicles have been favorably received by personnel on campus and the university plans to expand the program. Additionally, one of Princeton’s three campus shuttles runs on compressed natural gas, which is more environmentally-friendly than gasoline or conventional diesel. Most of the vehicles on campus, however, still run on gasoline and diesel. These fuels need to be phased out. 

Many colleges and universities have begun integrating alternative and renewable fuels into their campus fleets. A large percentage of The University of Minnesota’s fleet is powered by E-85 ethanol, with 50 vehicles powered by B-20 biodiesel. Cornell’s farm services run exclusively on biodiesel. The University of Florida campus fleet now contains 45 flex vehicles that run on ethanol and normal gasoline. In addition, UF’s purchasing policy buys only hybrid and flex-fuel vehicles. Harvard has also begun using renewable fuels and 65 of its campus vehicles now run on soy-based biodiesel. This reduces campus emissions and is, due to a tax credit, cost neutral as compared with regular diesel.
 Harvard now consumes around 2,000 gallons of biodiesel every two weeks which it distributes from a central filing station. 

Princeton is already on the right path to greening its campus fleet, so the range of suggestions for improvements are limited. Though many schools have begun using both ethanol and biodiesel on their campuses, biodiesel is the better choice for a renewable fuel at Princeton because of its availability; there are five distributors of biodiesel in New Jersey but none for ethanol.
 There is also a question of performance; vehicles are 20% less fuel efficient using ethanol.
 Thus, this report recommends the following:  

· Integrate biodiesel into the campus fleet. Biodiesel is 80% cleaner than gasoline or regular diesel and is nearly cost neutral compared to conventional fuels (as at Harvard). 

· Continue buying hybrid, flex-fuel, and electric vehicles. Whenever Princeton needs a new vehicle, it should pay the premium for a fuel-efficient vehicle if there is a reliable model.

· Phase out gasoline and regular diesel in favor of more environmentally-friendly fuels with lower life-cycle costs.  

2.6 Transportation Demand Management 

Princeton, like many American colleges and universities, is planning substantial growth in the next decade. A bigger campus generally produces more carbon emissions and requires more transportation, making it more difficult to meet the emission goals set by this report. If Princeton is to meet these goals while simultaneously expanding, the university needs to incorporate sustainable principles into the planning of future growth. Transportation Demand Management (TMD) seeks to institutionalize techniques to minimize the campus transportation load, thereby withstanding the pressure to grow created by university expansion. 
Princeton Borough law requires that Princeton provide enough parking for all its employees and so the university is committed to increasing the supply of parking for the expansions of the next decade.
 For a university like Princeton, there are two way of supplying more parking spots – with surface lots or parking garages. It is substantially cheaper to build lots as opposed to garages; the average cost of surface (lot) parking is 1,500 dollars per space whereas the average garage spot costs 17,400 dollars.
 Economically, then, it makes greater sense for a university to build parking lots where it can buy more than 11 spots for the cost of one garage spot. Cost, however, is not the only factor; for Princeton, space is crucial. Parking garages require considerably less space than surface lots. Garages also produce far less rainwater run-off (which contains numerous contaminants, mostly metals, toxic to the local ecosystem) than do surface lots.
 From the perspective of sustainability, garages are a better option than surface lots.
Though garage parking is better for the environment, it is, as previously mentioned, more than eleven times more expensive per spot than surface parking. This is not favorable to a fiscally-driven institution. Since surface parking is too land-intensive and environmentally unfriendly and garage parking is too expensive, an expanding university must consider whether it should increase its parking supply at all. If most employees carpooled or used public transit, then there would be hardly a need for additional parking spaces. The question thus becomes: can universities fund alternative transportation for their employees more cheaply than they can pay for necessary parking? As Cornell University expanded in the early nineties, it was confronted with this question. It showed that the answer can be yes. 

In 1991, planned expansions to Cornell’s campus created a demand for 2,500 new parking spaces.
 The prospect of these new spots raised multiple concerns for university planners. First, 

they were unhappy about the cost of construction of new parking garages (including one 1,200-spot garage). Second, they were concerned about the loss of green space the new parking would entail. Third, they were worried about the increased commuting mileage and the ensuing traffic and environmental pollution. In short, Cornell faced a situation much like the one Princeton faces today. Cornell decided that instead of building new parking infrastructure, it would instead develop a rigorous alternative transportation and TDM program. 

Rather than fit campus parking to the driving behavior of employees, Cornell decided to sculpt driving behavior to the existing parking supply. To do this, Cornell implemented many of the strategies presented in section 2.1 including a carpool program, higher parking fees, preferential parking, and subsidized employee public transit. What makes Cornell’s model especially compelling, however, is that it has organized its TDM initiatives into an administrative body with institutional power. All of Cornell’s alternative transportation initiatives are run by the university Transportation Demand Management Program (TDMP). This centralization fulfills a “Best Workplace” guideline and enables Cornell to formulate a cohesive and comprehensive program for reducing university travel. Cornell has also given TDMP a voice in the master campus planning process, thus institutionalizing TDM practices and ensuring that the university expands with an eye to sustainable transportation. Cornell’s TDMP also has its own budget of $630,000 dollars a year, which is funded by parking permit fees. This financial autonomy has allowed Cornell’s TDMP the flexibility to develop creatively and independently.
 

The success of Cornell’s TDM has been tremendous. In TDMP’s first year, parking permits fell by 25% and campus carpooling increased by 10%.
 Every year, Cornell commuters travel 10,000,000 fewer car-miles and save 417,000 gallons of fuel.
 This represents a 6,700,000 pound reduction in annual CO2 emissions. The program also saves money, both for commuters and for the university. In its 15 years of existence, Cornell’s comprehensive TDM program has saved over 40 million dollars in construction costs and transportation costs.
 

Princeton cannot completely emulate Cornell’s model. When Cornell began its TDM program, the baseline of alternative transportation (public transit) was more developed than it is currently at Princeton. This allowed Cornell to develop its program rapidly. For Princeton, the motto must be “evolution, not revolution.”
 Until Princeton can show evidence of a well-developed system of alternative transportation, it will be compelled by the local ordinance to provide parking equal to the number of employees. Though these factors reduce Princeton’s ability to prevent parking construction, instituting a TDM program similar to Cornell’s can institutionalize alternative transportation and lower the number of single-occupancy vehicles on campus. This report recommends that Princeton: 
· Create an Office of Transportation Demand Management. This Office must be involved in all campus planning and should be funded by parking permit fees. This office should also oversee all commuter and alternative transportation initiatives and merge them into a comprehensive TDM plan. The office should incorporate the coordinator of commuting already proposed by this report.   

· Work with local governance to expand the regional public transit.

· Build parking garages instead of surface lots. 

· Work with local governance to create an exemption from the regulation requiring parking for all employees if a viable TDM system is in place. 
“I pledge my honor that I have not violated the honor code while writing this report and that this report reflects my own thought and writing.”
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