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Evaluation of Tolling Effects  
on Low-Income Populations  
I-75 Express Lanes Project 

A. Introduction 

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) proposes to construct a reversible, barrier-
separated express lanes project along I-75 in Henry and Clayton Counties from SR 155 to SR 
138 (I-75 Express Lanes project).  The I-75 Express Lanes project includes approximately 12 
miles of express lanes and involves constructing a single reversible lane from SR 155 to north 
of SR 20, where it transitions to two reversible lanes that continue from North of SR 20 to SR 
138.  At the north end of the project, an express lane connection to I-675 will be provided.  The 
two express lanes along I-75 merge into one lane and tie into the existing general purpose lane 
that begins just south of SR 138.  The express lanes will operate as either high occupancy toll 
(HOT) lanes or express toll lanes (ETL).  The toll policy is undetermined at the time of this 
analysis; however both HOT3+ and ETL toll policies were used in the travel demand model 
analysis to see how the policy affects trips from identified low-income areas.  Figure 1 highlights 
the I-75 Express Lanes project study area and provides some detail on the proposed concept. 
 
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice requires agencies “to the greatest extent 
practicable and permitted by law…make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations in the United States.”1  The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis included in 
this technical memorandum seeks to assess the potential impacts to low-income populations as 
related to the tolling aspect of the proposed I-75 Express Lanes project.  The analysis described 
in this technical memorandum was conducted to assess if the tolls associated with the I-75 
Express Lanes project would result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to the EJ 
communities identified in the project’s study area. 
 
The first priced managed lane project in the Atlanta region was the I-85 HOV to HOT 
Conversion Project, which opened in September 2011.  Through the first year of operations, the 
most recent data available from the State Road and Tollway Authority (SRTA) showed that the 
average daily toll rate was $1.51 and the average daily trips on the facility was 446,660 vehicles 
per day for October 2012. Comparing this data to the average toll rate ($1.19) and tolled trips 
(159,799) in October 20112, when the project was in its infancy, the I-85 HOT Project is 
continuing to add users as people who use the corridor signup for a transponder and begin to 
value the benefits of its service.  Over time, this project may provide valuable information on 
drivers’ actual willingness to pay for travel time savings, and on the socioeconomic makeup of 
managed lane users.  Absent this revealed preference data, it is challenging to predict the 
demographic profile of I-75 Express Lanes Project users.   

                                                 
1
 Federal Register.  Vol. 59, No. 32.  Wednesday, February 16, 1994 

2 State Road and Tollway Authority, November 2012, I-85 Express Lane Monthly Travel Data. See Appendix F.  
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Source: GDOT Environmental Assessment 2012 

Figure 1: I-75 Express Lanes Project 
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The following sections of this memorandum describe a quantitative analysis of managed lane 
usage that was conducted to better understand the projected socioeconomic makeup of the 
managed users of the I-75 Express Lanes Project.  The objective of this exercise was to 
analyze whether low-income populations would use the priced managed lanes by using model 
data that projects vehicle trips originating from low-income areas. 

B. Background 

In general, express lanes create a more efficient corridor, providing benefit to general purpose 
lanes and improving transit service by providing a lane that maintains minimum travel speeds of 
45 mph.  The benefits of express lanes are even more pronounced when they are constructed 
as new capacity (when compared to lane conversions), as is the case for the I-75 Express 
Lanes.  
 
Empirical research demonstrates that income is a factor that influences express lane usage; 
however, according to FHWA studies, priced express lanes currently in operation across the 
United States demonstrate that people from all income groups use the lanes, albeit not 
necessarily at the same rates.  In addition, stated preference surveys demonstrate widespread 
support for these facilities across all income groups3.  The crux of express lane usage is a 
driver’s willingness to pay.  This is a function of the value proposition of using the express lanes 
relative to the available alternatives.  When the value of time savings for a potential user 
exceeds the toll charge, that user is better off taking the priced alternative.  Interestingly, a 
person’s value of time can be quite dynamic due to a myriad of external circumstances.  
Running late for work, or running late to pick up a child from daycare are two examples of 
circumstances that can alter an individual’s value of time.  Some users may not choose to pay 
for express lane access every day, but nearly all drivers may see the value of the lanes under 
certain conditions.  These facts are independent of a person’s income.  The decision to use 
express lanes is based on the value of time at the point of sale, when the driver must choose 
between the free or priced alternative.   
 
Priced express lanes in Georgia are new, and it is unclear if the I-75 Express Lanes may garner 
the same levels of participation and support experienced in other urban areas.  The first priced 
express lane project to be introduced in the Atlanta region is the I-85 HOV to HOT Conversion 
project, which was opened in October 2011.  The project may provide valuable information on 
drivers’ actual willingness to pay for travel time savings, and on the socioeconomic makeup of 
express lane users.  Absent this revealed preference data, it is challenging to predict the 
demographic profile of I-75 Express Lanes project users.  The following sections of this 
memorandum present a quantitative analysis of express lane usage that was conducted to 
better understand the projected socioeconomic makeup of the users of the I-75 Express Lanes 
project.  More specifically, the objective of this analysis is to predict whether low income and 
higher income populations may differ significantly in their usage of the express lanes.  

 
Existing I-75 general purpose lane travel times are shown in Table 1.  Existing travel times are 
the sum of the time to traverse interchange-to-interchange and approximately a quarter mile 
beyond the interchanges at each terminus (this is in line with field condition data available for 

                                                 

3 FHWA, December 2008, Income-based Equity Impacts of Congestion Pricing, See Appendix D. 
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the traffic report). The total distance for the existing travel time measurement is approximately 
12.8 miles. 

Table 1: Existing Travel Time Results  

Direction Segment 

Travel 

Time 

(min) 

AM Peak 

I-75 NB 

SR 155 to SR 20 1.72 

SR 20 to Jonesboro Rd 4.56 

Jonesboro Rd to Jodeco Rd 2.49 

Jodeco Rd to Hudson Bridge Rd / Eagles Landing Pkwy 2.37 

Hudson Bridge Rd / Eagles Landing Pkwy  to I-675 2.99 

I-675 to SR 138 1.85 

 Total 15.99 

PM Peak 

I-75 SB 

SR 138 to I-675 1.78 

I-675 to Hudson Bridge Rd / Eagles Landing Parkway 5.49 

Hudson Bridge Rd / Eagles Landing Pkwy to Jodeco Rd 3.74 

Jodeco Rd to Jonesboro Rd 1.80 

Jonesboro Rd to SR 20 2.89 

SR 20 to SR 155 1.15 

 Total 16.85 

Source: GDOT Traffic Report 2012 

 
To provide background for the analysis, the time savings that the proposed project would 
potentially provide were calculated, and this data is shown in Table 2.  Generally, the data show 
that the express lanes would not only offer substantial time savings over the general purpose 
lanes but also improve travel times in the general purpose lanes.  The travel time in the express 
lanes is 8.7 minutes from beginning to end points in the am peak hours in 2015 and 8.8 minutes 
in 2035 (see Table 2 row 3).  In the pm peak, the travel times would be 8.6 minutes in 2015 and 
9.0 minutes in the 2035 (see Table 2, row 15).  Compared to the general purpose lanes, these 
times represent a savings of approximately 6.6 minutes (am) to 8.8 minutes (pm) in 2015 and 
9.3 minutes (am) to 12.2 minutes (pm) in 2035 under the no build condition (see row 8 and row 
17). Under the build condition, the time savings shrink somewhat, ranging from 3.8 minutes 
(am) to 5.8 minutes (pm) in 2015 and from 5.5 minutes (am) to 8.8 minutes (pm) in 2035 (see 
row 9 and row 18).  
 
In 2015, the express lanes reduce travel times in the general purpose lanes by 2.8 minutes in 
the am and 3.0 minutes in the pm. In 2035, the benefits to the general purpose lanes would be 
3.8 minutes in the am and 3.4 minutes in the pm peak hours (see rows 7 and 16).  
 
According to the data shown in Table 2, I-75 northbound morning peak hour trips from SR 155 
to SR 138 in the general purpose lanes take 2.8 minutes less under the Build alternative than 
they do under No-Build conditions.  This represents an 18% decrease in travel times.  Trips in 
the express lanes take 6.6 minutes less than the same trip in the general purpose lanes under 
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No-Build conditions.  This represents a 43% decrease in travel times.  Similar trends are shown 
for the southbound movement in the afternoon peak period.  
 

Table 2: Overall Travel Time Results   

Row No. Direction Segment 

2015 No-

Build 

(min) 

2015 

Build 

(min) 

2035 No-

Build 

(min) 

2035 

Build 

(min) 

1 AM Peak 

2 

I-75 NB 

I-75 GP lanes (beginning of Express Lane to end of Express Lane) -10.33 

mile 

 

 

s  

15.3 12.5 18.1 14.3 

3 I-75 Express Lane -10.33 miles N/A  8.7 N/A 8.8 

4 
I-75@ I-675 GP  (Express Lane split towards 675)  to I-675 NB/ SR 138 – 

1.36 miles 
2.3  1.4 2.4 1.4 

5 I-75@ I-675  to I-675 NB/ SR 138 (Express lane) – 1.39 miles N/A  1.2 N/A 1.2 

6 I-75 NB I-675 (end of Express Lane) to SR 138 – 1.92 miles 3.0  2.0 2.9 2.1 

7 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build GP lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes)  2.8 (18%) 3.8 (21%) 

8 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes) 6.6 (43%) 9.3 (51%) 

9 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. Build GP lanes)  3.8 (30%) 5.5 (38%) 

10 PM Peak  

11 

I-75 SB 

I-75 SR 138 to I-675 – 1.73 miles 2.3  1.7 6.5 1.8 

12 I-675 SB SR 138 to I-75 – 1.19 miles 1.5  1.2 7.6 3.1 

13 I-675 SB SR 138 to I-75 (Express lane equivalent) – 1.11 miles N/A  0.9 N/A 0.9 

14 I-75 GP lanes (beginning of Express Lane to end of Express Lane) – 10.65 

miles 
17.4  14.4 21.2 17.8 

15 I-75 Express Lane – 10.65 miles N/A  8.6 N/A 9.0 

16 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build GP lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes) 3.0 (17%) 3.4 (16%) 

17 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes)  8.8 (51%) 12.2 (58%) 

18 I-75 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. Build GP lanes) 5.8 (40%) 8.8 (49%) 

19 I-675 Travel Time Savings (Build GP lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes)  0.3 (20%) 4.5 (59%) 

20 I-675 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. No-Build GP lanes)  0.6 (40%) 6.7 (88%) 

21 I-675 Travel Time Savings (Build Express lanes Vs. Build GP lanes)  0.3 (25%) 2.2 (71%) 

Source: GDOT Traffic Report 2012 

 
 
To provide some context for the analysis described in this memorandum, a series of figures has 
been included.  Figure 2 and Figure 3, which were developed using traffic analysis output, 
highlight travel times for the No-Build and Build alternatives in the morning and afternoon peak 
periods for both 2015 and 2035.  Figure 2 shows the morning and afternoon peak hour travel 
times in year 2015 for an approximately 10-mile trip along the corridor.  Travel time savings are 
also displayed in Chart 1 and Chart 2.  Peak periods are from 6am to 10am in the morning and 
3pm to 7pm in the afternoon. 
 
According to the data shown in Chart 1, I-75 northbound morning peak hour trips from SR 155 
to SR 138 in the general purpose lanes take 2.8 minutes less under the Build alternative than 
they do under No-Build conditions.  This represents an 18% decrease in travel times.  Trips in 
the express lanes take 6.6 minutes less than the same trip in the general purpose lanes under 
No-Build conditions.  This represents a 43% decrease in travel times.  Similar trends are shown 
for the southbound movement in the afternoon peak period.  
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As seen in Chart 2, pm trips from SR 138 to SR 155 in the general purpose lanes take 3.8 
minutes less in 2035 under the Build alternative than they do under No-Build conditions.  This 
represents a 21% decrease in travel times.  Trips in the express lanes take 9.3 minutes less 
than the same trip in the general purpose lanes under No-Build conditions.  This represents a 
51% decrease in travel times.  Similar trends are shown for the northbound movement in the 
morning peak period.   
 
These results demonstrate that both express lane users and general purpose users may 
experience travel time benefits under the Build alternative.  Given the improvement of travel 
times in the general purpose lanes, this data does not, on its face, suggest that the proposed 
project would have disproportionately adverse effects to low income populations.  
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012          Source: HNTB Corporation Calculation 2012 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Year 2015 AM and PM Peak Trip Times 
 

 
Chart 1: 2015 Peak Period Travel Time Savings 
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 

 

 
Source: HNTB Corporation Calculation 2012 
 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Year 2035 AM and PM Peak Trip Times Chart 2: 2035 Peak Period Travel Time Savings 
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The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) recently completed an investment analysis of 
environmental justice communities as part of the Plan 2040 comprehensive transportation 
planning process for the region.  Figure 4 and Figure 5 show where low paying jobs are located 
and where low income workers live, respectively.  These regional maps show the locations of 
individuals earning less than $1,200 per month and the locations of jobs that pay less than 
$1,200 per month.  There is a concentration of low income workers that reside in the corridor 
near the project’s northern terminus at I-675 and towards the south end of the project near the 
City of McDonough.  There are also concentrations of low paying jobs on both the eastern and 
western side of I-75.  
 
This data aligns with ARC’s travel demand model input data, which has been used in the 
environmental justice analysis for this project and which is described in more detail in the 
following section.  The data also depicts the relationship between the locations of low-income 
households and jobs. 
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Source: Atlanta Regional Commission 

 
Source: Atlanta Regional Commission 

Figure 4: Residential Location of Low-Income Workers Figure 5: Location of Low-Income Jobs 
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C. Methodology 

The purpose of this analysis is to determine if there is evidence that low-income individuals are 
less likely to use the I-75 Express Lanes than higher income groups. Evidence was derived by 
comparing projected Express Lane trips originating from Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) 
with more low income households to Express Lane trips originating from TAZs with fewer low 
income households.   
 
The analysis utilized the Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC’s) most recent travel demand 
model, the most up-to-date modeling tool available for the region.  The analysis includes 
Spalding, Clayton, and Henry County, but does not include Butts County because it is not 
included in ARC’s model.  The year of analysis is 2015, which corresponds to the expected 
opening year of the project. 
 
The express lane toll policy is undetermined at this point, with both ETL and HOT3+ still under 
consideration; therefore, both ETL and HOT3+ were modeled.  However, ETL is GDOT’s 
preferred toll policy for this project.  Because the results of the analysis proved very similar for 
both models, only the ETL results are discussed in the body of this memo. Results for HOT3+ 
are attached to this memo in an appendix (See Appendix C).  
 
Unit of analysis 
 
The unit of analysis for this research consists of 177 TAZs located in Clayton, Henry, and 
Spalding Counties.  The TAZ is the unit by which income and trip data is organized within the 
ARC model.  With some exceptions, TAZ geographic boundaries roughly correspond to Census 
block boundaries.  Note that the TAZ representing Atlanta Hartsfield Airport was excluded from 
the analysis since no households were assumed in the airport within the ARC model.   
 
The focus on the TAZ as the unit of analysis has its limitations.  First, the individual trips from 
the TAZs are not identified by income category, so it is impossible to ascertain actual trips by 
income category. That is to say, individual trips are not necessarily associated with a particular 
low or high income household within a TAZ, and the best hypothesis that can be tested is that 
TAZs with a higher percentage of low income households may generate fewer express lane 
trips than those with a lower percentage of low income households.  
 
A second limitation is that the distribution of trips throughout the transportation network is driven 
primarily by a gravity model in which trips are inversely proportional to the geographic distance 
between the originating TAZ and the destination TAZ. Hence, should lower income TAZs tend to 
be a farther from or closer to the project corridor than higher income TAZs, the results of the 
analysis may be biased. 
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Household Income Variables 
 
Because empirical research shows that income is a factor that influences trip generation, 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations throughout the country use income data as a key input to 
their travel demand models4. In these models, income is often the most significant driving 
variable impacting trip generation, with a coefficient that is directionally positive, indicating that 
higher incomes are associated with more trips from that household.5 
 
ARC’s trip generation algorithm utilizes income level information for households in calculating 
the total number of trips that household is likely to make over the course of a typical weekday.  
Income information in ARC’s model is included for each household within a TAZ, and is 
segmented into four categories: (1) under $20,000 per year, (2) $20,000 to $50,000 per year, 
(3) $50,000 to $100,000 per year, and (4) over $100,000 per year.   
 
For this analysis, low income households were defined as those with annual incomes under 
$20,000.  The $20,000 threshold was chosen because it falls between the poverty threshold of 
$17,378, for a three person household and the threshold of $22,314 for a four person 
household, as defined in the U.S. Census (see Table 3 which displays poverty thresholds by 
household size). 
 
This variable has obvious shortcomings since it implicitly assumes that all low income 
households have between three and four persons (see Table 2 which displays poverty 
thresholds by household size).  However, since the average U.S. household consists of 2.59 
persons, according 2010 US Census, utilizing a threshold that captures the households of 3 and 
under data is a reasonable assumption. 
 
Table 3: US Census Poverty Thresholds 

Size of Family Unit Estimated Threshold 
1 person (unrelated individual). $11,136 
     Under 65 years  $11,344 
     65 years and over  $10,458 
2 people  $14,220 
     Householder under 65 years  $14,676 
     Householder 65 years and over  $13,195 
3 people  $17,378 
4 people  $22,314 
5 people  $26,417 
6 people  $29,887 
7 people  $33,919 
8 people  $37,863 

                                                 

4 National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 365: Travel Estimation Techniques for 
Urban Planning. Transportation Research Board. National Academy Press. Washington, D.C. 
1998. 

5 Details on the ARC’s trip generation algorithm may be obtained by consulting The Travel 
Forecasting Model Set For the Atlanta Region: 2008 Documentation. Atlanta Regional 
Commission. Updated November 2008. 
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Size of Family Unit Estimated Threshold 
9 people or more  $45,094 
Source: US Census 
Note:   The preliminary estimates of the weighted average poverty thresholds 
for 2010 are calculated by multiplying the 2009 weighted average thresholds by 
a factor of 1.016403, the ratio of the average annual Consumer Price Index for 
All Consumers (CPI-U) for 2010 to the average annual CPI-U for 2009.  These 
estimates may differ slightly from the final thresholds that will be published in 
October 2011 with the release of the official poverty estimates for 2010. 

 

Table 4 shows the percentage of low income households in the 177 TAZs broken down by 
quartile. Table 5 provides an alternative view of the data, showing that all but 2 zones are 
comprised of less than 50% low income households.  Hence, the data tends to be skewed 
toward the lower percentages.   
 
Figure 6 is a map of the TAZs based on the quartile distribution. Poorer TAZs (those having a 
higher percentage of low income households) are shaded dark or light blue. As can be seen, 
although there is a small cluster of low income TAZs immediately adjacent to the I-75 Express 
Lanes project in Henry County, poorer TAZs tend to be most prevalent north and southeast of 
the project corridor, in Clayton and Spalding counties respectively. As noted earlier, TAZs that 
are a greater geographic from the project corridor may tend to generate fewer express lane 
trips. In this case, therefore, we may expect somewhat fewer express lane trips from low income 
TAZs as a function of their greater geographic distance rather than their lower income. 
Fortunately, having low income TAZs farther from the project corridor does not pose a major 
problem for the analysis: a finding that low income TAZs use the lanes as frequently as higher 
income TAZs would not be made suspect by the difference in geographic distance across the 
two groups since, if anything, the greater geographic distance of low income TAZs from the 
project corridor would tend to deflate the number of express lane trips originating from low 
income TAZs.   
 
Table 4: Low-Income Profile of Subarea TAZs 

 

HH with Annual Incomes 
under $20k 

Percent of TAZs with 
Incomes under $20k 

0 to 25th Percentile 0% - 7% 

25th to 50th Percentile 7% - 14% 

50th  to 75th Percentile 14% - 23% 

75th to 100th Percentile 23% - 100% 

Source: Atlanta Regional Commission 
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Table 5: Low-Income Profile of Subarea TAZs 

Percentage of HH under $20k Number of TAZs 

0% - 10% 62 

10% - 20% 64 

20% - 30% 26 

30% - 40% 12 

40% - 50% 11 

Over 50% 2 

Source: Atlanta Regional Commission 
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 
Figure 6:  Year 2015 Income Distribution by Quartiles (Under $20k) 
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With this as background, three household income variables were established for use in the 
analysis.   
 
Variable 1: Low Income TAZs 
 
The first income variable is a dichotomous (two category) variable in which each TAZ is 
designated either low income or non low income depending on whether its percentage of 
households with incomes below $20,000 is greater or less than 15 percent (i.e. TAZs for which 
the percentage of low income households was greater than 15% were categorized as low 
income, whereas those whose percentage of low income households was less than 15% were 
classified as non low income).  Fifteen percent was chosen as the break point because it is the 
average for the entire 20-county region, based on information obtained from ARC. 
 
Variable 2: Percentage of Low Income Households within a TAZ 
 
In addition to this dichotomous variable, a continuous variable was also created, defined simply 
as the percentage of households in the TAZ with annual incomes below $20,000.  This variable 
ranges from a low of 0% to a high of 100%. 
 
Variable 3: Extremely Low Income and Extremely High Income TAZs 
 
In an effort to conduct a very stringent test to determine whether differences in household 
income affect express lane trips, a second categorical variable was created that is restricted to 
two subgroups of the 177 TAZs: those in the 85th percentile and those in the 15th percentile of 
households with annual incomes below $20,000.  The former group essentially consists of the 
lowest income TAZs, whereas the latter captures the highest income TAZs.  The break points 
for the 85th and 15th percentiles of the income data are 28.6% and 5.3% of TAZ households with 
annual incomes below $20,000, respectively.  
 
Express Lane Trip Variables 
 
Using the ARC travel demand model, a select link analysis provides an indication of the 
expected number of daily trips beginning in each TAZ.  Two express lane trip-related variables 
were established for use in this analysis. 
 
Variable 4: Number of Express Lane Trips 
 
The first express lane trip variable is the total number of express lane trips generated in each 
TAZ that use the I-75 Express Lanes in a typical weekday in year 2015.  The number of express 
lane trips generated per day varies from a low of zero to a high of 272 across the TAZs. This 
range indicates that some zones do not generate any trips that use the I-75 Express Lanes, 
while at least one zone generates 272 trips that use the Express Lanes in a typical weekday. 
 
Variable 5: Number of Express Lane Trips as a Percentage of Total Trips 
 
Holding other factors constant, TAZs with larger populations and more households may 
naturally generate more trips than those with smaller populations and fewer households. 
Recognizing the need to control for variation in the number of households within TAZs, another 
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variable was also developed, defined as the number of express lane trips as a percentage of 
overall trips (general purpose as well as express lane) on the I-75 project corridor. 

D. Analysis 

Difference in Number of Express Lane Trips (Variable 4) Across Low Income and non 
Low Income TAZs (Variable 1) 
 
Table 6 shows the mean number of express lane trips originating from TAZs identified as low-
income and the mean number of trips originating from non low income TAZs.  As can be seen in 
this table, households from non low income TAZs are, on average, somewhat more likely to 
utilize the express lanes; however, a t-Test, which is the test to determine if the difference 
between two means is statistically significant, reveals that this difference is not statistically 
significant at a significance level of 0.05. The t-Statistic for this analysis is -1.18, while the 
critical t-Statistic is 1.97, which indicates that the null hypothesis that the mean of the two 
distributions are equal cannot be rejected. 
 
Table 6: Difference in Mean Number of Express Lane Trips Between Low Income and non 
Low Income TAZs 

 

Mean Number of Trips 
from Low Income TAZs 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Non Low Income TAZs 

T-test Results – 
t-Stat 

T-test Result –
t-Critical two-

tail 

40 49 -1.08 1.97 

*P value (two-tail)=0.28, α=0.05 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 

 
In an attempt to visually depict the geographic relationship between these two variables, Figure 
7 overlays the number of express lane trips with low and non low income TAZs.  Low income 
TAZs are those that are outlined in red.  For purposes of the geographic overlay, trips have 
been broken down into five categories ranging from fewer than ten trips to more than 400 trips.  
This figure shows express lane usage originating from zones classified as low income and non 
low income, with the usage profile concentrated around express lane access points, especially 
around the project termini.  This geographic distribution supports the conclusions from Table 6.  
That is, there appears to be no significant difference in express lane usage between low income 
and non low income TAZs. 
 
One peculiarity of the data is apparent from examining Figure 7.  A substantial number of 
express lane trips are being generated from TAZs in Clayton County north of the project 
corridor.  This is unexpected given that residents from these TAZs would not be using the 
corridor to commute to and from jobs in the downtown Atlanta area.  Two explanations for this 
anomaly come to mind.  First, it is possible that many residents in Clayton County work 
afternoon-shift jobs in Henry County or in other counties south of the corridor.  A second 
explanation is that many of the trips are being made by residents of Henry County or counties 
south of the corridor who work in Clayton County; in this case, the trips originating from Clayton 
County are trips home from work.  Obviously, both of these explanations may be partially true, 
but what is important to note, is that the second explanation implies a possible systematic bias 
in the data.  As can be seen from the map, almost all of the Clayton County TAZs are “low 
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income” whereas far fewer of the Henry County and Butts County TAZs are low income.  If most 
of the trips from the Clayton County are, in fact, being made by people who do not live in 
Clayton County but rather live in Henry or Butts Counties, the number of trips by low income 
persons is less than one tends to infer from the TAZ-level data.  This anomaly serves to 
underscore the limitations of the data. 
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 

Figure 7:  Year 2015 ETL Trips from TAZs with Low-Income Populations Greater than 

the Regional Average 
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B. The Relationship between Percentage of Low Income Households (Variable 2) and 
Number of Express Lane Trips (Variable 4) 
 
The above analysis collapses household income into a variable with two very broadly defined 
categories—low income TAZs and non low income TAZs. The assumption that TAZs should be 
classified as either low income or high income simply because the percentage of low income 
households within their borders is greater or less than 15% is problematic, especially since the 
difference between a low income TAZ and a non low income TAZ may be as little as one or two 
percentage points. An alternative approach that was pursued was to measure household 
income as a continuous variable potentially ranging from 0% to 100% within any TAZ, and to 
examine the relationship between this variable and express lane trips.  
 
The results of the analysis are displayed in Figure 8.  Shown in this figure is a regression plot of 
the relationship between Variable 2 and Variable 4. The x-axis measures the percent of 
households in each TAZ with annual incomes below $20,000 (Variable 2). The y-axis measures 
the number of trips generated in each zone that use the I-75 South Express Lanes in a typical 
weekday (Variable 4).  Each dot represents a particular TAZ with a particular percentage of 
households earning under $20,000 annually and making a particular number of express lane 
trips.  For example, the red dot in Figure 8 highlights a TAZ that has 16.8% of its total 
households making under $20,000 annually and that generates 207 trips on the I-75 Express 
Lanes in a typical weekday. 
 
The downward sloping black trend line and the -51.62 regression coefficient reflect the fact that 
TAZs with more low income households generate fewer express lane trips, as might be 
predicted. The precise relationship is that for every 10% percent increase in low income 
households, express lane usage declines by 5.2 trips.  
 
Although the regression analysis reveals an inverse relationship between percentage of low 
income households and express lane trips, the relationship between these variables is weak 
and statistically insignificant.  Visually, the weakness of the relationship can be seen from the 
large gap between the black and red trendlines. The black trendline is the best-fit for the 
correlation between household income and trips as generated from this analysis; the red 
trendline is the hypothetical perfect fit, i.e., the line that would be drawn if there was a perfect 
correlation between household income and trips.  
 
Statistically, the weakness of the relationship is reflected by the low value of the R2 statistic.  
The R2 value represents the amount of variation in trips that is explained by or associated with 
variation in household income.  An R2 value of 1.0 would indicate that household income is 
perfectly related to trips and explains all of the variation in trips, while an R2 value of 0.0 would 
indicate that household income has no relationship whatsoever with trips and explains none of 
the variation in trips.  Obviously, the R2 for this equation, 0.0145, is much closer to 0.00 than to 
1.00, indicating a very weak relationship between the two variables.  
 
Other trendline structures, including polynomial (curvilinear) lines of varying degrees, were 
tested, but also generated low R2 values. The correlation coefficient for these variables is -0.12, 
which also indicates a lack of closeness in fit for the data (values of 1 or -1 indicate perfect 
correlation).  These results confirm the lack of a strong relationship between the percent of low-
income households and I-75 Express Lane usage. 
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 
Figure 8: Comparison of Low-Income Profile and Trip-Making Characteristics of Subarea 
TAZs 
 

C. The Relationship between Percentage of Low Income Households (Variable 2) and 
Number of Express Lane Trips as a Percentage of Total Trips (Variable 5) 

Recognizing that TAZs with more households may naturally tend to generate more express lane 
trips, the planning team performed an additional comparison, this time controlling for TAZ 
population size.  Instead of the raw number of express lane trips from a TAZ, trips were 
measured as express lane trips as a percentage of total trips originating from each TAZ over a 
typical weekday.  The y-axis for the new figure, Figure 9, is now express lane trips as a 
percentage of total I-75 trips (Variable 5).   
 
The results again provide evidence that TAZs with more low income households generate fewer 
express lane trips.  But again the relationship is very weak and statistically insignificant, as 
indicated by the R2 value of 0.0255. 
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Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 
Figure 9: Alternative Comparison of Low-Income Profile and Trip-Making Characteristics 
of Subarea TAZs 
 

D. Differences in Express Lane Trips as a Percent of Total Trips (Variable 5) between 
TAZs with Very Low Household Incomes and TAZs with Very High Household Incomes 
(Variable 3) 
 
Finally, the planning team performed the most stringent comparison of household income’s 
relationship to express lane trips by comparing express lane trips across two subgroups of the 
177 TAZs in the 3-county area: those in the 85th percentile and those in the 15th percentile of 
households with annual incomes below $20,000. These two groups essentially represent very 
high income TAZs and very low income TAZs; hence, if there is any relationship between 
household income and trips, it should emerge when trips across these two groups are 
compared.  
 
When compared to each other, the mean number of express lane trips originating from the 
Extremely Low Income TAZs is lower than that for the Extremely High Income TAZs, as one 
would predict if income influences express lane trips (see Table 7). A t-Test was performed to 
determine if the difference between the express lane trips from Extremely Low Income and 
Extremely High Income is statistically significant. The t-statistic generated from this test was 
1.62.  With 42 degrees of freedom at a 0.05 significance level, the critical t-stat for a two-tailed 

y = -0.01x + 0.009 
R² = 0.0255 

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

0.030

0.035

0.040

0.045

0.050

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00% 100.00%

# 
o

f 
Tr

ip
s 

fr
o

m
 t

h
e

 T
A

Z 
th

at
 u

se
 t

h
e

 E
xp

re
ss

 L
an

e
s 

/ 
To

ta
l 

Tr
ip

s 
fr

o
m

 t
h

e
 T

A
Z 

Percent of Households in the TAZ that have annual incomes below $20k 



 Tolling Effects on Low-income Populations 

    March 2013 
 

 -23-  I-75 Express Lanes  
Georgia Department of Transportation, Office of Innovative Program Delivery 

test is 2.02, which is higher than the calculated t-statistic, meaning that there is no statistically 
significant difference in the means for these groups at a significance level of 0.05. This finding 
provides perhaps the strongest evidence that there is no statistically significant relationship 
between the percentage of low-income households in a TAZ and I-75 Express Lane Usage 
based on the ARC’s data. 
 
Table 7: Difference in Mean Number of Trips Between TAZs with an Extremely High 
Percentage of Low Income Households and TAZs with an Extremely Low Percentage of 
Low Income Households 

 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Extremely Low Income TAZs 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Extremely High Income TAZs 

T-test 
Results – t-

Stat 

T-test Result 
–t-Critical 
two-tail 

29 54 1.62 2.02 

*P (two-tail)=0.057, α=0.05 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 

E. Comparison of Other Facilities  

In order to better understand how the I-75 Express Lanes project may compare to other priced 
managed lane facilities in operation today, an analysis was conducted that considers a typical 
trip, the tolls that would apply, and how those tolls compare to those on other systems.   
 
Table 8 highlights the access points and proposed toll segments for the I-75 Express Lanes 
project and the distance between these points.   
 
Table 8: I-75 Express Lanes Access Points 

Toll Segment 
Description Toll Segment 

Length (mi) Start End 

I-75 – NB I-75 - SB SR 155 North of SR 20 2.6 

I-75 – NB I-75 - SB North of SR 20 South of Jonesboro Road 1.8 

I-75 – NB I-75 - SB 
South of 

Jonesboro Road 
I-675 7.0 

I-75 – NB I-75 - SB I-675 
End of I-75 Express Lanes 

Project on I-75 
1.4 

Source: GDOT Traffic Report 2012 
 
In order to assess the potential cost of travel originating in a low-income area, a sample trip was 
analyzed: the 7.8-mile morning commute, northbound from Jonesboro Road to the end of the I-
75 Express Lanes, near the I-675 interchange.  As shown in Figures 6 and 7, there are low-
income populations residing in the vicinity of the proposed Jonesboro Road express lane 
interchange access point.  A maximum toll rate has not been established and toll rates may be 
revisited throughout the lifetime of the project in response to travel demand.  For the purposes 
of analyzing a sample trip, the peak period toll is anticipated to be approximately $0.60 per mile; 
this results in a total cost for the trip of about $4.68.  The toll policy allows the rate to fluctuate to 
maintain the required minimum speed of 45 mph.   
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Table 9 provides key details of several existing managed lane facilities in the United States, 
including the policy, length, toll and operations with the per mile toll rate noted, funding sources, 
and toll revenue usage, where applicable.  The tolls anticipated for the I-75 Express Lanes 
project are similar to other rates charged on comparable facilities across the country.  The 
expectation is that the benefit distribution may be in the range of these other systems as well.  
Many of the anticipated operational details of the I-75 Express Lanes project are similar to the 
facilities listed in Table 9 (one notable difference is that the managed lanes facilities listed in 
Table 9 have occupancy policies that allow toll exemption based on either having 2 or 3 person 
carpools, while the preferred toll policy for the I-75 Express Lanes does not allow such 
exemptions).  These facilities have proven usage across all household income levels; therefore, 
the expectation is that the I-75 Express Lanes project may also realize usage across all 
household incomes.   The statistical analysis presented previously indicates that on average, 
express lane usage is lower from areas with more low income households, however the 
differences are not so great as to be statistically significant.  In fact, no relationship can be 
drawn between the percentage of low income households in a TAZ and the degree of usage of 
the I-75 Express lanes. 
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Table 9: Existing Toll Operations*  

Managed Lane System Policy Length Toll Operations / Notes Funding Sources Toll Revenue Use 

I-25 in Denver, Colorado HOV 2+ Express. 
Buses, 
motorcycle free.   

5.5 
miles 

$0.50 to 
$4.00  

 per-mile toll rates of approximately $0.10 to $0.75 

 no intermediate access is provided, so vehicles pay 
for use of all 5.5 miles 

Federal participation, state funding Operations, maintenance and 
enforcement of the facility 

SR 91 in Orange County California HOV 3+ 10 miles $1.30 to 
$9.75 

 per mile rates between $0.13 and $1.02  

 predetermined, fixed rate schedule with various tolls 
at different times of day 

 Rates for use of the entire facility (no intermediate 
access). 

Private funded and then the facility 
was purchased by Orange County 
Transportation Authority 

Operations, maintenance ,debt 
payment, and improvements along the 
corridor 

I-15 in Salt Lake City, Utah HOV 2+, buses, 
motorcycle free 

4 zones $0.25 to 
$4.00 

4 zones with toll between $0.25 to $1.00 N/A Express lanes operations and 
maintenance 

I-394 in Minneapolis, Minnesota HOV 2+, buses, 
motorcycle free 

11 miles $1.00 to 
$8.00 

Intermediate access is provided and those travelling the 
entire length pay a higher toll than those who exit or enter 
at this intermediate access point 

FHWA Value Pricing Program, 
state funds, private funds 

One-half for transportation capital 
improvements and one-half for 
expansion and improvement of bus 
transit services within the corridor 

SR 167 in Seattle, Washington 
 

HOV 2+, buses, 
motorcycle free 

9 miles $0.50 to 
$9.00 

 per mile rates of $0.06 to $1.00 

 operates only between the hours of 5:00AM and 
7:00PM 

 Intermediate access is provided, but tolls are the 
same no matter how far the vehicle travels in the HOT 
lane. 

9.5 cents gas tax, FHWA formula 
funds 

Tolling system maintenance  

Katy Freeway/I-10, Houston, Texas HOV 2+ free and 
motorcycles free 
during HOV 
hours, toll apply 
at other times   

12 miles $0.30 to 
$4.80 

 based on a fixed time of day schedule ($0.80 to 
$1.60) 

 Tolls are charged at 3 separate toll plazas.  

 Tolls are distance-based as they are applied at each 
toll plaza 

FHWA Value Pricing Program, 
local toll authority funds 

Toll lane operations and maintenance 

I-15 in San Diego, California HOV 2+ and 
transit free, 
SOV restricted to 
certain times 

8 miles $0.50 to 
$8.00 

 $0.06 to $1.00 per mile 

 Toll rates are based on time of day and the level of 
congestion  

 No intermediate access is provided, so drivers must 
pay for and use all 8 miles of the HOT lanes 

Half-cents sales tax for 
transportation State 
Transportation Improvement 
Program, local funding, Federal 
funding including Federal Transit 
Administration 

State legislation required that all 
revenues are used for transit 
improvements in the corridor. 

I-95 in Miami, Florida HOT3+, 
registered 
carpools and 
hybrid vehicles, 
motorcycles 

22 miles $0.25 to 
$5.50 

 Tolls may vary to $7.00 under extreme conditions 
 Registered carpools of 3+ and registered hybrid 

vehicles can use the lanes without paying a toll 

Urban Partnership Agreement, 
legislative earmark, federal 
stimulus, state, local funding 

Toll lane operations and maintenance 

Source:  Investigation of the Feasibility of Toll and Transit Agency Equity Sharing.  National Center for Transit Research.  Center for Urban Transportation Research.  April 2010.   
  *See reference section for web links.
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F. Operational Considerations 

 
A review of the toll policies reveals that all of the facilities allow transit vehicles to use the 
managed lanes without charging a toll.  In addition, toll revenue is used to support transit 
service for two of these facilities, I-394 in Minneapolis and I-15 in San Diego.  The most 
common use of toll revenue is operations and maintenance of the facility itself.  
 
For the I-75 Express Project, the use of toll revenues will follow the proposed “flow of funds” as 
defined in the GDOT-SRTA Intergovernmental Agreement for the I-75 Express Project. 
 
Cash-based Customers 
 
The Georgia Department of Transportation is proactively working with SRTA to incorporate the 
environmental commitments of the EA, which include: 

 Annual surveys of users over a three-year period to be conducted; dissemination of 
monitoring information on SRTA and GDOT websites.  While the data gathered from 
these surveys may not enable near-term mitigation with this particular toll project, it will 
be available to assist in making decisions about any future toll-  related projects that may 
be studied in the future.   

 Cash based and cash-preferred customer solutions will be implemented to facilitate toll 
lane access to those who may need or prefer to purchase Peach Pass accounts with 
cash and in person rather than online and with a credit card.  These cash based and 
cash preferred customer solutions will also entail providing additional locations for Peach 
Pass purchase, including retail outlets.  In addition, minimum required initial values and 
re-load amounts for the Peach Pass will occur.  Finally, the transaction cost associated 
with reloading the card will be set to minimize the financial impact to cash based and 
cash-preferred customers. 

These commitments include a cash option toll payment method and monitoring program to 
ensure that users and potential users of the managed lanes have an option to provide feedback 
on access and the ease of use of the system and can receive educational information on how to 
use the managed lanes.  The SRTA intends to provide choices and flexibility to current as well 
as potential Peach Pass customers.  The SRTA is developing several strategies to allow cash-
based or cash-preferred customers multiple payment methods so that they can utilize the state’s 
toll facilities.  These payment “channels” include in person Customer Service centers and retail 
based payment options (See Appendix G).   

SRTA currently operates 3 walk up Customer Service Centers where current as well as new 
customers can transact business in person with SRTA.  These locations support new account 
sign up, account closings, account payments and violation payments.  Each location is set up to 
process payments made via cash, check or credit card.  Customers will have the choice to open 
pre-paid Peach Pass accounts via credit card or cash.  Either payment method is subject to the 
same charges and fee schedules.  In addition, to the payment related transactions identified 
above, Peach Pass customers can request and receive Peach Pass transponders, as well as 
update vehicle and account information at these locations.  SRTA’s primary Customer Service 
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Center is located at SRTA’s headquarters in downtown Atlanta.  The current Customer Service 
Centers are located at: 

 State Road and Tollway Authority, 47 Trinity Ave. SW, Ground Floor, Atlanta, GA 30334 

 Department of Driver Services, 2211 Beaver Ruin Road, Norcross, GA  30071 

 Department of Driver Services, 310 Hurricane Shoals Road, NE, Lawrenceville, GA  30046 
 

In advance of the opening of the I-85 Express Lanes, SRTA opened two Customer Service 
Centers co-located at Georgia Department of Driver Services (DDS) Service Centers along the 
I-85 corridor in order to facilitate account set up and transponder penetration, and general 
motorist education of the I-85 Express Lanes.  SRTA intends to duplicate this model by 
partnering with DDS to co-locate Peach Pass Customer Service Centers at other DDS locations 
located in the vicinity of future planned toll facilities; including the planned I-75 Express Lanes.  
In addition, SRTA’s marketing plans include opening additional locations near the physical 
location of upcoming toll facilities.  This allows SRTA to have a presence that is physically 
convenient to motorists most likely to use the new facility.   

G. Conclusion 

The output from the analysis described in this memorandum demonstrates quantitatively that 
users from low-income areas are projected to access the express lanes at rates that are 
statistically equivalent to those from high-income areas.  However, there are limitations to this 
analysis and some uncertainties inherent with predicting future acceptance of express lanes in 
the corridor.  The ARC model does not generate specific detail on any one user's income group, 
race, or any other socioeconomic characteristic as part of the highway assignment module.  Nor 
does the ARC model retain information on trip purpose once trips are assigned to the network.  
So, while it is possible to calculate the number of trip origins from each traffic analysis zone (as 
shown in this memorandum), it is not possible to explain exactly who is making those trips and 
for what purpose.  In addition, the ARC model does not include Butts County; therefore, trips 
from Butts County are not included in this analysis.  Also, economic downturns are likely to alter 
the personal calculus of potential express lane users.  The analysis included in this report takes 
into account the ARC's projections for economic conditions.  However, no sensitivity testing was 
conducted to understand the demand profile of the corridor under different economic climates.  
The acceptance of toll operations in the corridor is untested; however, the express lanes will be 
managed by a dynamic variable toll rate which will optimize efficiency and encourage usage in 
those lanes while maintaining a minimum travel speed of 45 mph.    
 
As shown in Figure 7 in this technical memorandum, there are projected trips coming from low-
income areas that use the express lanes, based on the select link analysis output from ARC’s 
year 2015 travel demand model.  The subsequent statistical analysis demonstrates that express 
lane usage rates from low-income areas are not statistically different than usage rates from 
high-income areas.  This quantitative analysis demonstrates that the benefits of the I-75 
Express Lanes are likely to be enjoyed by users irrespective of income level.  In fact, it is 
anticipated that all trips in the corridor may benefit from added capacity, including those in the 
express lanes, those in the general purpose lanes, and even those along parallel facilities as a 
result of additional corridor capacity. This is true of passenger car and transit trips for all income 
groups and EJ/non-EJ groups as well.  Transit users may receive additional benefits because 
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they will not be required to pay additional fees for riding transit buses that use the express 
lanes.  
 
According to these results, it is reasonable to conclude that low-income populations may utilize 
the I-75 Express Lanes and that usage rates from low-income areas may not differ significantly 
from high-income areas.  The benefits of the project may be realized for those choosing to use 
the lanes and for those who do not choose to use the lanes.  The addition of express lanes in 
the corridor may provide travel time savings and improve conditions in the general purpose 
lanes as well.  Ultimately, the concept of tolled, express lanes is new to Georgia and is 
untested.  The actual public acceptance of these types of transportation solutions is unknown.   
 
Other priced managed lane systems have demonstrated that there is not a disproportionate 
adverse impact on low-income populations.  Evidence shows that “approval ratings are equally 
high for all income groups, 60-80 percent range, because all income groups value the 
‘insurance’ of a reliable trip time when they absolutely need it.”6  Overall, travelers across all 
income levels appreciate the choice to pay for a reliable travel time. These facilities have proven 
usage across all household income levels, therefore it is reasonable to assume that the I-75 
Express Lanes project may also realize usage across all household incomes.    

Based on this analysis and evidence from other similar facilities, the implementation of new, 
tolled capacity is anticipated to generate adverse, but not disproportionately high impacts to the 
low-income community.  Tolling inherently imposes an impact on all populations, including the 
EJ populations, which choose to use the express lanes.  The general purpose, non-tolled option 
that is available today may continue to be available in the future and as a result of the 
construction of the adjacent express lanes facility, the general purpose lanes may realize travel 
time benefits.  The project is not predicted to cause a violation of the applicable National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards; has been found not to be a project of air quality concern for 
particulate matter as determined through the interagency consultation process; and would have 
no meaningful impact on regional air quality and mobile source air toxics levels as compared to 
the No-Build Alternative.  In addition, the express lanes offer benefits to transit operations as 
well by providing a more reliable travel time in the lane, which provides an additional benefit to 
those who use transit, including paratransit services. 

                                                 

6 FHWA, December 2008, Income-based Equity Impacts of Congestion Pricing 
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I-25 in Denver, Colorado http://www.coloradodot.info/travel/tolling/i-25-hov-express-
lanes 

SR 91 in Orange County 
California 

http://www.91expresslanes.com 

I-15 in Salt Lake City, Utah http://www.udot.utah.gov/expresslanes 

I-394 in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 

http://www.mnpass.org/ 

SR 167 in Seattle, Washington http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Tolling/SR167HotLanes/default.htm 

Katy Freeway/I-10, Houston, 
Texas: 

https://www.hctra.org/katymanagedlanes/index.html 

I-15 in San Diego, California http://fastrak.511sd.com/Default.aspx   

I-95 in Miami, Florida http://www.95express.com/ 
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Appendix A 
I-75 Express Lanes Project Toll Policy Recommendation 
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Appendix B 
Department of Transportation Updated Environmental Justice Order 
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Appendix C 
Statistical Analysis Results under a HOT3+ policy 
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This appendix highlights the statistical analysis results for tolling effects on low-income 
populations for the I-75 Express Lanes under a HOT3+ policy.  The results shown here for the 
HOT3+ tolling policy are different from those shown for the ETL policy, however the conclusion 
is the same: the introduction of express lanes on this corridor is not anticipated to generate 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to the EJ community. 

Table C1: Difference in Mean Number of Express Lane Trips (Variable 4) between Low 
Income and non Low Income TAZs (Variable1) 

 

Mean Number of Trips 
from Low Income TAZs 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Non Low Income TAZs 

T-test Results – 
t-Stat 

T-test Result –
t-Critical two-

tail 

39 48 -1.08 1.97 

*P value (two-tail)=0.24, α=0.05 

Source: GDOT Environmental Assessment 2012 
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Figure C1: Year 2015 HOT3+ Trips from TAZs with Low-Income Populations Greater than 
the Regional Average 

 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
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Figure C2: Comparison of Low-Income Profile and Trip-Making Characteristics of 
Subarea TAZs (Variables 2 and 4) 

 

Correlation coefficient = -0.093 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
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Figure C3: Alternative Comparison of Low-Income Profile and Trip-Making 
Characteristics of Subarea TAZs (Variables 2 and 5) 

 

Correlation coefficient = -0.16 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
 

Table C2: Difference in Mean Number of Trips between TAZs with an Extremely High 
Percentage of Low Income Households and TAZs with an Extremely Low Percentage of 
Low Income Households (Variables 5 and 3) 

 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Extremely Low Income TAZs 

Mean Number of Trips from 
Extremely High Income TAZs 

T-test 
Results – t-

Stat 

T-test Result 
–t-Critical 
two-tail 

28 52 1.63 2.02 

*P (two-tail)=0.055, α=0.05 

Source: HNTB Corporation 2012 
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The Primer Series and the Purpose of This Volume

States and local jurisdictions are increasingly dis-
cussing congestion pricing as a strategy for improv-
ing transportation system performance. In fact, 
many transportation experts believe that conges-
tion pricing offers promising opportunities to cost-
effectively reduce traffic congestion, improve the 
reliability of highway system performance, and 
improve the quality of life for residents, many of 
whom are experiencing intolerable traffic conges-
tion in regions across the country. 

Because congestion pricing is still a relatively 
new concept in the United States, the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) is embarking 
on an outreach effort to introduce the various as-
pects of congestion pricing to decision-makers 
and transportation professionals. One element of 
FHWA’s congestion pricing outreach program is 
this Congestion Pricing Primer series. The aim of 
the primer series is not to promote congestion 
pricing or to provide an exhaustive discussion of 
the various technical and institutional issues one 
might encounter when implementing a particular 
project; rather the intent is to provide an over-
view of the key elements of congestion pricing, to 
illustrate the multidisciplinary aspects and skill 
sets required to analyze and implement conges-
tion pricing, and to provide an entry point for 
practitioners and others interested in engaging in 
the congestion-pricing dialogue. 

The concept of tolling and congestion pricing 
is based on charging for access and use of our 
roadway network. It places responsibility for 
travel choices squarely in the hands of the indi-
vidual traveler, where it can best be decided and 
managed. The car is often the most convenient 
means of transportation; however, with a little 
encouragement, people may find it attractive  
to change their travel habits, whether through 
consolidation of trips, car-sharing, by using public 
transportation, or by simply traveling at less- 
congested times. The use of proven and practical 
demand-management pricing that we freely use 
and apply to every other utility is needed for 
transportation. 

About This Primer Series

The Congestion Pricing Primer Series is part of FHWA’s 
outreach efforts to introduce the various aspects of conges-
tion pricing to decision-makers and transportation profession-
als in the United States. The primers are intended to lay out 
the underlying rationale for congestion pricing and some of 
the technical issues associated with its implementation in a 
manner that is accessible to non-specialists in the field.  
Titles in this series include:

•	 Congestion	Pricing	Overview.

•	 Economics:	Pricing,	Demand,	and	Economic	Efficiency.

•	 Non-Toll	Pricing.

•	 Technologies	That	Enable	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Technologies	That	Complement	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Transit	and	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Income-Based	Equity	Impacts	of	Congestion	Pricing.
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The application of tolling and road pricing to 
solve local transportation and sustainability prob-
lems provides the opportunity to solve transpor-
tation problems without federal or state funding. 
It could mean that further gas tax, sales tax, or 
motor vehicle registration fee increases are not 
necessary now, or in the future. The idea of con-
gestion pricing is a conceptual first step, not a 
complete plan of action. It has to be coordinated 

with other policy measures and environmental 
measures for sustainability. 

Against this background, this equity primer 
was produced to examine the impacts of conges-
tion pricing on low-income groups, public opin-
ion as expressed by various income groups, and 
ways to mitigate the equity impacts of conges-
tion pricing.

 



4 | C o n g e s t i o n  P r i C i n g

There are three principal types of equity consider-
ations that relate to the distribution of benefits and 
burdens of toll or congestion-pricing projects:

1. Income equity: Are low-income groups negatively 
affected? Is a system that places the burden of 
travel-behavior change disproportionally on low-
income individuals fair? 

2. Geographic equity: Are some parts of the region 
made worse off than other parts? Will traffic di-
version from tolled routes negatively impact 
neighborhoods or reduce performance on alter-
native toll-free routes?

3. Modal equity: Are public perceptions with regard 
to encouragement of multi-modal transportation 
addressed? For example, some believe that it is 
not fair to offer the same travel-time savings to 
those who pay a toll as to those who “do the right 
thing” by carpooling or taking transit.

This primer focuses on the first type of equity—
income equity. Equity concerns with regard to in-
come have often been raised about congestion pric-
ing. The benefits of congestion pricing may not be 
distributed equally among all users. High-income 
users are more likely to remain on the highway, pay 
the congestion fee, and benefit from a faster trip. 
Low-income users may be worse off if they choose 
other less-expensive times, routes, or modes. When 
public use of infrastructure assets is deliberately 
made more expensive at certain times, low-income 
people and those concerned about their welfare 
may raise legitimate concerns about equity. 

Toll roads impact environmental justice in at least 
two ways: impacts from the alignment and impacts 
from the ability to take advantage of better service. 
This primer focuses on the second impact—the abil-
ity to take advantage of better service—because the 
focus is on congestion pricing as applied to existing 
facilities. This primer presents information on the 
low-income equity issue in three sections as fol-
lows: 

1. An overview of what is known about the low-
income equity issue on the basis of current litera-
ture, 

2. Results from studies conducted under the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s) Value 
Pricing Pilot (VPP) Program, and 

3. What is known about the issue, at this point in 
time, from DOT’s urban partners funded under 
the Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA) Pro-
gram and the Congestion Reduction Demonstra-
tion (CRD) Program. 

Introduction
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Map showing U.S. Department of Transporation urban partners under the Urban Partnership 
Agreement and Congestion Reduction Demonstration Programs.
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The VPP Program was established by the U.S. 
Congress as the Congestion Pricing Pilot Program 
in 1991. It was subsequently renamed the VPP 
program under Section 1216 (a) of the Transporta-
tion Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 
1998, and continued through the 2005 Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equi-
ty Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). 

The UPA Program was announced by U.S. DOT 
in May 2006 and was followed by the CRD  
Program, initiated in 2007. Both programs were 
designed to address congestion problems, with 

particular emphasis on establishing partnerships 
with major urban areas to make significant reduc-
tions in roadway congestion by using congestion 
pricing as a key strategy. There are currently six 
urban partner cities—Miami, FL; Atlanta, GA;  
Minneapolis, MN; Seattle, WA; San Francisco, CA; 
and Los Angeles, CA. New York, NY, was origi-
nally designated an urban partner but lost its  
urban partner status in April 2008 after it failed  
to obtain the legislative authority needed to imple-
ment congestion pricing. 



6 | C o n g e s t i o n  P r i C i n g

ISSueS

The “fairness” question may be viewed within the 
context of the overall highway financing system, in 
which, in the absence of congestion fees, the costs 
of providing peak-period highway service are borne 
by all highway users, not just by those who travel 
during congested periods or on congested routes. In 
this context, placing more of the burden of paying 
for peak-period highway service on those who make 
use of peak highway capacity is being increasingly 
viewed as an equity improvement.

A well-designed value-pricing plan can be less 
burdensome to low-income citizens than current 
systems that are based on regressive taxes, such as 
car-registration fees, sales taxes, and the gas tax. For 
example, low-income drivers usually drive older ve-
hicles that are not as fuel-efficient as newer models. 
They therefore must purchase more fuel per mile 
driven and consequently pay higher fuel taxes for 
each mile driven than do those who own newer 
fuel-efficient models.

A report by the U.S. Congressional Budget Of-
fice (1990) found that the tax on motor fuels was 
regressive relative to annual income. In addition, 
Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) noted in one study 
that most forms of transportation finance—fuel 
taxes, sales taxes, and tolls—are regressive forms of 
taxation in that they burden the poor more than 
they do the rich. Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) stat-
ed that, “Using sales taxes to fund roadways creates 
substantial savings to drivers by shifting some of the 
costs of driving from drivers to consumers at large, 
and in the process disproportionally favors the more 
affluent at the expense of the impoverished.” 

Another equity concern is that congestion pricing 
may make it too difficult or too expensive for low-
skilled workers to get to their jobs. Entry-level and 
unskilled jobs are often not well served by public 
transit. Even if service routes exist for jobs of this 
type, the work hours for such jobs often require trav-
el during off-peak service times, making public transit 
use less appealing as an option. Many low-skilled 
workers need to drive to retain their jobs; however, 
any congestion-pricing system can be sensitive to the 
issue of affordability, as discussed later in this primer. 

When congestion pricing relies on an electronic 
cashless technology, households that do not have 
credit cards, bank accounts, or cannot afford large de-
posits may be unable to set up toll accounts, which 
may limit their use of these facilities. The Auto Ex-
press System in Puerto Rico mitigates many of these 
barriers by allowing users to purchase transponders 
and replenish their accounts by using cash at numer-
ous retail and convenience stores without the need 
to provide a checking account or a credit card num-
ber. A light on the tag indicates when funds in the 
prepaid account are running low. Customers then 
have the option of replenishing their accounts at any 
number of locations, including gas stations. In Texas, 
TxTag accounts may be opened with cash. Those re-
plenishing depleted accounts with cash must cur-
rently do so at a customer service center, but TxDOT 
is working with retailers to make TxTag services 
available at many retail outlets.

Another equity concern is that most tolled fa-
cilities that use electronic toll collection offer dis-
counted tolls to those who use transponders rather 
than using video tolling or booth tolling. In situa-
tions in which the purchase of a transponder pres-
ents a significant economic barrier, low-income 

Review of the Literature
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Equity implications of hypothetical Los Angeles 
5-cent vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) fee, 1991. 
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travelers who cannot afford a transponder will face 
a regressive toll schedule. It is estimated that be-
tween 10 and 20 percent of the population is un-
able to overcome these barriers to transponder 
ownership (Parkany, 2005).

IMPAcTS on Low-IncoMe GrouPS

Congestion-priced facilities currently in operation 
in the United States include tollways and tolled wa-
ter crossings with variable tolls and priced lanes 
along major transportation corridors that experi-
ence high levels of congestion (U.S. DOT, 2008). 
Such congestion-pricing projects are operating in 
California, Minnesota, Washington, Colorado, Utah, 
Florida, Texas, New Jersey, and New York. The data 
from priced lanes have shown that a wide range of 
income groups use the lanes at different levels of 
frequency of use.

The use of congestion-priced lanes by both high- 
and low-income users appears to be selective. If use 
of priced facilities was solely dependent on income, 
then low-income travelers would never use such fa-
cilities. Studies have indicated that roughly half of 
the users of congestion-priced lanes do so once a 
week or less. Weinstein and Sciara (2004) suggested 
that the impacts of congestion pricing are not nec-
essarily related to income and can also be based on 
flexibility of time and routes available to users. 

A paper by the Rand Corporation and Volpe Na-
tional Transportation Systems Center (2007) indi-
cated that household surveys suggest that rush-hour 
travelers who travel in the busier direction—and 
thus are more likely to pay congestion charges—are 
the most affluent group within the larger category 
of street and highway users.

Congestion pricing clearly will create economic 
hardship for some households. Svadlenak and Jones 
(1998) found that of adult residents in the Portland, 
OR, area who travel during peak hours in single-
occupant vehicles, approximately 3 percent are 
low-income commuters. Of all Portland-area com-
muters, 38 percent travel during peak hours in sin-
gle-occupant vehicles and have relatively high in-
comes. Svadlenak and Jones (1998) suggested that 
of this 38 percent, most can afford tolls and would 

welcome tolls if they resulted in a commensurate 
improvement in travel time. 

Deakin and Harvey (1996) found that, if a 5-cent 
vehicle-miles-traveled fee were to be imposed in 
Los Angeles, CA, the lowest income quintile (i.e., 20 
percent of users) would bear only 7 percent of the 
financial burden, whereas the highest income quin-
tile would bear 35 percent of the financial burden.

Safirova et al. (2003) estimated the impacts of a 
high-occupancy toll (HOT) lane network in the 
Washington, DC, area. They found that the lowest 
income quartile would pay 5.2 percent of tolls, 
whereas the highest income quartile would pay 
50.3 percent of tolls.

Commuting pattern by income group in the Portland, OR, area.

 Less than 100%–200% more than 
 Poverty  of Poverty 400% of Poverty 
 guideline guideline  guideline

  Not Employed 58.7% 43.2% 16.7%  
  SOV-Peak 17.1% 14.6% 35.4% 
  SOV-Off-Peak  4.3%  13.4% 19.2% 
  Carpool-Peak  5.7% 7.2% 9.8% 
  Carpool-Off-Peak 5.7%  2.3%  2.2% 
  All Other Modes 8.5%  19.2%  16.6% 
  Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
  Number of Cases 109 229 575
  Missing Cases* (16) (21) (63)
* Missing data concerning mode of travel were allocated proportionately across five 
commuter categories.

SOV = single-occupancy vehicle.
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Transek (2006) found that, in the case of the 
Stockholm city center congestion-pricing scheme, 
affluent men in the inner city pay the most in con-
gestion-pricing charges. Because high-income indi-
viduals use their cars more frequently, it was found 
that high-income households were more likely to 
incur the congestion charge compared with the av-
erage household. This analysis indicates that, if the 
revenues are used for public transportation, those 
who gain the most from the pricing scheme are 
young people, low-income individuals, single peo-
ple, women, and residents of the inner suburbs. 
These groups pay relatively little in congestion 
charges on average and use public transportation 
more often than do other groups.

PubLIc oPInIon

Taniguchi (2008) provided results from a survey of 
public opinion on paying for transportation infra-
structure with tolls versus taxes. The survey found 
that support for tolls was higher among low-income 
individuals (58 percent support for tolls) than 
among high-income individuals (42 percent sup-
port for tolls). Support for taxes was 32 percent for 
low-income individuals compared with 45 percent 
for high-income individuals. 

Morallos (2006) found that, although limited, 
evidence from the successfully operating VPP proj-
ects clearly demonstrates that the most valued fea-
ture in tolling and pricing projects is that of provid-

ing people with a choice of whether to use priced 
lanes. Studies have shown that lower income indi-
viduals face the greatest financial harm when they 
are denied adequate travel choices. Lack of choice 
to pay a toll in exchange for reliable travel times can 
result in lost wages or late fees for daycare that 
could have been avoided. 

Even when priced lanes are seen to be used more 
heavily by high-income users than by low-income 
users, a broad spectrum of income groups still ex-
press approval of the projects (as documented later 
in this primer) because they are given the choice of 
choosing the tolled route, an alternative free route, 

Welfare changes and equity impacts by income group under high-occupancy-toll (HOT) lane network policy in  
the Washington, DC, area.

  tolls paid by Percentage of Welfare Percentage of Welfare change 
  income group tolls paid by change* welfare change as percentage 
 quartile ($000/year) income group  ($000/year) accruing to quartile of income

 1 3,412 5.2 3,047 2.9 0.028  
 2 7,822 12.0 12,172 11.5 0.037
 3  21,073 32.4 32,717  30.9 0.050
 4  32,728 50.3 57,935 54.7 0.042
 Total 65,035 100.0 105,870 100.0 0.045
*Before	counting	the	value	of	toll	revenues.

Source: Welfare	and	Distributional	Effects	of	Road	Pricing	Schemes	for	Metropolitan	Washington,	DC.	Elena	Safirova,	Kenneth	Gillingham,	 
Ian	Parry,	Peter	Nelson,	Winston	Harrington,	and	David	Mason,	October	2003—Discussion	Paper	03-57.
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Washington. Low-income households prefer  
tolls over taxes. 
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or a different transportation mode. Although high-
income motorists do use the priced lanes more of-
ten, all income groups value the choice of a reliable 
trip travel time that is now available to them, serv-
ing their needs when they absolutely have to get to 
their destinations on time (e.g., getting to a daycare 
center before late fees kick in). 

ADDreSSInG eQuITY concernS

Research has identified strategies for addressing eq-
uity concerns through redistribution of toll reve-
nues. These include distributing rebates or credits, 
or revenue transfer to transit and carpooling servic-
es in the priced corridor. To ensure that at least 
some surplus toll revenue is used to improve transit, 
some areas have passed legislation to dedicate a 
portion of the surplus revenue to transit, whereas 
others have created special transit accounts. 

A particularly important consideration in evalu-
ating congestion-pricing options and their equity 
implications is the use of revenues generated by 
tolls. Toll revenues can be used to compensate those 
who might otherwise consider themselves “losers” 
as a result of congestion pricing. Compensation can 
come in a variety of forms. Toll revenues may be 
used to finance highway improvements (particu-
larly in the corridor where the tolls are levied) or to 
pay for improvements in transit service. In cases in 
which effects on low-income drivers are felt to be 
particularly severe, toll exemptions or toll rebates 
may be offered to eligible drivers, or other forms of 

monetary compensation may be offered, such as tax 
rebates that provide reimbursment for tolls paid or 
income supplements. 

Each of these approaches has been used or con-
sidered for use in congestion-pricing programs. For 
example, revenues from area pricing in Central 
London were used in part to improve bus service 
into the priced area, thereby enhancing transporta-
tion services to low-income groups and other users 
of those systems. The statutes in California mandate 
that 18 percent of toll revenues from the Bay Area 
Toll Authority be transferred into three accounts 
controlled by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, a multimodal planning agency for the 
region. The Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey likewise uses surplus toll revenue to subsi-
dize transit services. When New York City consid-
ered a cordon-pricing scheme, it proposed a tax re-
bate for drivers who qualified for the federal-earned 
income tax credit. In the case of a proposed conges-
tion-pricing scheme on the San Francisco Bay 
Bridge, tolls were to be raised from $1 to $3 per 
trip, but the proposal called for a reduced “lifeline” 
toll rate of $1 for low-income users. 

Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) suggested that if 
policymakers are worried about low-income, peak-
period commuters paying tolls, one way to address 
this would be to provide discounted “lifeline” pric-
ing based on income levels, as is done by utility 
companies for qualifying customers. As an alterna-
tive, they could provide travel credits to low-income 
commuters. 
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Evidence From VPP Program Projects

The perception that value pricing is “unfair” to low- 
and perhaps even middle-income drivers has been a 
concern for many VPP program projects. Since the 
inception of the VPP program, equity has been a 
key issue of interest, with particular attention given 
to mitigating possible adverse effects of projects on 
low-income drivers. Project experiences are sum-
marized in FHWA’s report on lessons learned from 
the program (KT Analytics and Cambridge System-
atics, Inc., 2008). Project experience has shown, 
particularly for the most common projects funded 
under the early phases of the program (e.g., HOT 
lanes), that the perception of unfairness may be ex-
aggerated. Data from the various cities that have 
implemented projects or have projects underway 
are discussed below. Most of the data have been ob-
tained from projects involving “partial” pricing on 
one or more lanes of a freeway facility. Equity im-
pacts relating to income have not been evaluated in 
the case of “full facility” pricing projects, such as 
those implemented on tollways and tolled water 
crossings. Overall, the perception that congestion 
pricing is an inequitable way of responding to the 
problem of traffic congestion does not appear to be 
borne out by experience.

exPerIence FroM “PArTIAL”  
PrIcInG ProjecTS

San Diego, cA
For the I-15 HOT lanes in San Diego, CA, user and 
stakeholder concerns about the potential elitist char-
acter of the project arose in the first year but  
diminished with time as users across income groups 
used the facility. By the final evaluation, such con-

cerns were minimal. In the case of the planned  
expansion and extension of the I-15 HOT lanes, a 
telephone survey of all facility users of I-15 found 
that most consider the extension fair to regular-lane 
users (71 percent approval) and to HOT-lane users  
(75 percent approval). There were very few differ-
ences in attitudes about the fairness of the lanes based 
on ethnicity or income; however, half of respondents 
felt that tolling solo drivers was an unfair double taxa-
tion. HOT-lane users paying tolls were less likely to 
feel that way than were other corridor users. 

When considering the statement, “People who 
drive alone should be able to use the I-15 express 
lanes for a fee,” 80 percent of the lowest income 
motorists using the I-15 corridor agreed with it, and 

People who drive alone should be able to use  
the HOV lanes for a fee—agree or disagree?
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low-income users were more likely to support the 
statement than were the highest income users. 

Users of San Diego’s I-15 HOT lanes were 
more likely to have higher incomes than were 
drivers in regular lanes, but lower income drivers 
sometimes did use the HOT lanes. I-15 drivers 
showed a broad approval of the HOT-lane pro-
gram and felt that it was fair and had reduced 
congestion. Equity issues are addressed by dedi-
cating the HOT-lane revenues to bus service in 
the corridor. I-15 was the first project to demon-
strate that implementing tolls as a demand-man-
agement measure can play a major role in paying 
for transit and reducing the negative impact of 
this strategy on low-income individuals.

Denver, co
For the I-25/US-36 HOT lanes in Denver, CO, pub-
lic outreach leading to implementation of HOT 
lanes did not uncover critical concerns regarding 
equity or other social impacts, nor have such con-
cerns arisen since implementation.

Minneapolis, Mn
On I-394 in Minneapolis, MN, the first attempt at 
implementing HOT lanes in1997 met resistance in 
large part because of public belief that only high-
income users would benefit. A second attempt ap-
proximately 9 years later succeeded in part because 
advocates made the case that all income groups 
value time savings and reliability for certain trips. 
Worsening congestion and a shortage of transporta-
tion funds were also important to the success of the 
second attempt, according to evaluators. Surveys of 
corridor users found a relatively small difference in 
income between those who do and those who do 
not own transponders: 25 percent of owners had 
annual incomes of $50,000 or less compared with 
32 percent of non-owners. However, concerns about 
equity have not been significant since start up.

Patterson and Levinson (2008) stated that “the 
[HOT] lanes are Lexus Lanes in the sense that in-
creased income predicts increases in three of the 
four metrics used to measure direct benefit….  

Individuals with higher incomes receive more di-
rect benefits from the lane than those with lower 
incomes.” However, according to the University of 
Minnesota and NuStats (2005), HOT-lane usage 
with MnPass was reported across all income levels, 
including by 79 percent of high-income respon-
dents, 70 percent of middle-income respondents, 
and 55 percent of low-income respondents. 

Patterson and Levinson (2008) sought to deter-
mine whether the higher levels of MnPass use found 
among wealthier drivers was attributable to their 
residential location (specifically along the managed-
lanes corridor) or to their income. Both factors were 
found to be significant. The highest income motor-
ists paid the most (in average and total tolls) and 
received the most benefit. 

Patterson and Levinson (2008) cited specific eq-
uity benefits of managed lanes:

•	 Vehicle	 shifts	away	 from	general-purpose	 lanes	
lead to improved travel conditions on such 
lanes, 

•	 A	high-quality	transit	alternative	is	generally	part	
of a managed-lanes project, 

•	 Unused	transponders	may	be	considered	to	pro-
vide high-value travel-time insurance to their 
owners, and 

•	 When	social	benefits	are	paid	for	by	those	who	
choose to drive, situational equity is generally 
improved.

Users of I-394 MnPass high-occupancy toll lanes as a 
percentage of Minneapolis, MN, population.
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Approximately 65 percent of respondents to a 
survey conducted in spring 2006, a year after initial 
implementation, thought that HOT lanes were a 
good idea. Support for the lanes was also found to 
be high across income levels, including by 71 per-
cent of high-income respondents, 61 percent of 
middle-income respondents, and 64 percent of low-
income respondents.

Houston, Tx
For  the I-10 and US-290 HOT lanes in Houston, 
TX, focus groups held during project planning did 
not find concerns about social equity among either 
corridor users or the public at large. The general re-
action was that all would benefit if congestion were 
reduced. There also have been no equity concerns 
raised during operations. It should be noted, how-
ever, that these HOT lanes are somewhat different 
from other examples, that is, single-occupant vehi-
cles are not permitted in the HOT lanes—tolls are 
used to manage two-person carpool demand. Burris 
et al. (2007) found that even in the lowest income 
group, over two-thirds of respondents were inter-
ested in paying to use the HOT lanes.

Seattle, wA
For SR-167 HOT lanes in Seattle, WA, evaluators 
found through outreach efforts that low-income 
drivers are as supportive of the HOT lanes as are 
drivers from other income groups.

orange county, cA
SR-91 in Orange County, CA, was the first project 
to implement congestion pricing on new lanes and 
until 2008 was the only operating example of con-
gestion pricing on new lanes. FHWA’s A Guide for 
HOT Lane Development report (FHWA, 2005) pro-
vides data from studies of SR-91 express toll lanes 
in California. At any given time, about one-quarter 
of the vehicles in toll lanes are driven by high-in-
come individuals, whereas the remaining cars are 
driven by low- and middle-income individuals. It is 
estimated that 19 percent of the peak-period users 
of the SR-91 express lanes make less than $40,000 
a year, and 42 percent make less than $60,000 a 
year. Low-income drivers do use the express lanes 
and are as likely to approve of the lanes as drivers 
with higher incomes. In fact, over half of commut-
ers with household incomes less than $25,000 a 
year approved of providing toll lanes. 

An evaluation of the SR-91 express lanes (Sulli-
van, 2000) found a “moderate” income effect, with 
the percentage of trips on the express lanes for the 
lowest and highest income groups (20 percent and 
50 percent) staying the same over the 3-year evalu-
ation period. Evaluators also found that the use of 
express lanes increased over time for both those 
who carpooled and solo drivers across all incomes. 
Low-income and moderate-income travelers ap-
peared to be more selective and used the tolled 
route for less than half of their trips.
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Percentage of Minneapolis consumers surveyed who 
approve of allowing single-occupant drivers to use 
the carpool lane for a fee.

Annual household income of SR-91 peak-period  
travelers in 1999.
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When prices rose, people in the lowest income 
group did not reduce their travel, but people of 
moderate income did. This suggests that people 
with lower incomes have less flexibility in the time 
they travel (Kuehn, 2008), or that low-income indi-
viduals have very high values for reliable travel 
when they need it.

exPerIence FroM “FuLL FAcILITY” 
PrIcInG ProjecTS

Lee county, FL
In Florida, proposals to raise peak-period tolls on 
Lee County’s bridges were rejected as inequitable 
to those with inflexible schedules and led to a pro-
gram of reduced off-peak tolls instead. Income eq-
uity was not raised as an issue in planning or in 
evaluation focus groups and surveys.

new York, nY
The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
did not uncover major equity issues in planning for 
variable tolls, nor did they evaluate equity effects 
after program implementation.

PLAnnInG STuDIeS conDucTeD 
unDer THe VPP ProGrAM 

Studies funded under the VPP program have in-
cluded innovative approaches designed specifically 
to address equity issues. The authors of one study 
evaluated the equity impacts of a regional value 
pricing program, which are discussed below.

Fast and Intertwined regular (FAIr) 
Lanes 
This approach was studied in Alameda County, CA, 
and involved providing toll credits to qualified low-
income users on the basis of their monitored usage 
of free regular lanes located adjacent to HOT lanes. 
Accumulated credits allowed for periodic free use 
of the HOT lanes by these motorists.

“FAST Miles” 
The FAST Miles approach being studied in Min-
neapolis would allocate a fixed amount of toll cred-
its to all area motorists, similar to the limited num-
ber of free peak-period minutes allocated by cell 
phone companies to their customers. Total credits 
allocated to all motorists would be limited by the 
peak-period capacity available on the roadway sys-
tem. This would ensure that demand would not 
exceed supply of road space (i.e., roadway capacity) 
and guarantee congestion-free travel for all motor-
ists in exchange for use of their free credits to “pay” 
for roadway use.

network of Variably Priced Lanes in the 
washington, Dc, Metropolitan Area
An analysis was performed for three scenarios in-
volving a network of priced lanes (National Capital 
Region Transportation Planning Board, 2008). With 
respect to transit, because transit service was added 
between the base case and the scenarios, only gains 
in accessibility were noted. With regard to high-
ways, one scenario had no losses in accessibility; 
thus, no population group experienced losses. The 
pattern of losses and gains for the other two sce-
narios were very similar, with no one population 
group receiving a large share of the benefit and no 
one population group shouldering a disproportion-
ate share of the losses. Gains and losses in accessibil-
ity to jobs by highways across population groups for 
one scenario is presented in the figure “Demograph-
ic assessment of the change in accessibility to jobs 
by highways,” and the distribution of gains in acces-
sibility to jobs by transit for the same scenario is 
presented in the figure “Demographic assessment of 
the change in accessibility to jobs by transit.”
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FHWA conducted a survey of the UPA cities (in-
cluding New York) to gather information about the 
real and perceived equity implications of their proj-
ects. In addition to equity by income, regional geo-
graphic equity was also considered in some instanc-
es, because the costs of congestion pricing and the 
distribution of benefits (typically in the form of 
new transit and ferry services funded from toll rev-
enue) may be distributed unequally, as with any 
transportation policy that does not involve tolls or 
pricing. The comprehensive evaluations that take 
place in the UPA cities will each, to some degree, 
provide further examination of equity issues after 
the projects are in operation. Details about the 
projects are available on FHWA’s Web site at http://
www.upa.dot.gov/index.htm

MIAMI, FL

Focus groups were conducted in 1995 in regard to 
South Florida’s managed lanes on I-95. The focus 
groups discussed potential traffic-improvement 
strategies, including managed lanes. Of the nine fo-
cus groups of approximately 10 participants each, 
five were conducted in English, three in Spanish, 
and one in Creole. Although focus groups by their 
nature do not present a statistically valid represen-
tation of public opinion, their results may neverthe-
less be indicative of such opinion. Focus groups also 
have the benefit of ensuring that people fully un-
derstand the aspects of an issue before voicing their 
opinions.

A key finding from the focus groups is that the 
perceptions of benefits from managed lanes did not 
divide along any apparent demographic boundary, 
including ethnicity and income. The managed-lanes 
concept was found to be difficult to communicate, 
but after sufficient time was taken to convey the 
concept clearly, participants generally perceived 
that both personal and regional benefits would re-
sult from managed-lanes  implementation. As could 
be expected, participants said that they would use 
managed lanes less frequently as the price to use 
these lanes rises. It is interesting to note, however, 
that many individuals had been unaware of toll in-
creases that took place in the region shortly before 
the focus groups were conducted, suggesting that 
those who participated in the focus groups might 
be overestimating their price sensitivity.

SAn FrAncISco, cA

A 2007 survey asked 600 residents of the San Fran-
cisco, CA, region (JD Franz Research, Inc., 2007) 
about support for studying congestion pricing. Sup-
port was found to be slightly higher among very-
low- and low-income residents of the region rela-
tive to other residents. San Francisco’s UPA project 
managers offered a theory for this result: Lower in-
come residents are more likely to be transit riders 
who would benefit from both reduced congestion 
and increased transit investments from pricing rev-
enues. For low-income drivers, their increased like-
lihood of having less scheduling flexibility (e.g., due 
to having to punch a time clock) and concern about 
daycare late fees may cause them to more highly 
value reduced congestion and greater travel time 
reliability.

Equity Implications of  
Urban Partnership Agreements
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SeATTLe, wA

King County, WA, conducted a transportation sur-
vey in December 2007 (EMC Research Inc., 2007). 
Many questions were asked of the 501 respondents, 
a number of them pertaining to support for tolling. 
Although the survey report did indicate the per-
centage of respondents in each income group, sur-
vey responses were not broken out by income. 
Among the findings was high support for tolling 
when compared with other alternatives when a 
specific infrastructure need was presented. Between 
78 and 84 percent (depending on the order in which 
answers were presented) of respondents preferred 
electronic tolls over a sales tax increase to fund the 
SR 520 bridge replacement.

Support for tolling grew substantially if a portion 
of revenues was dedicated to transit, even if tolls 
had to be significantly higher to allow for such a 
diversion of revenue to occur. A toll of $2.50 to 
fund the replacement of the Lake Washington float-
ing bridge was supported by 64 percent of respon-
dents, whereas 74 percent supported a $4 toll to 
fund the bridge replacement along with increased 
transit and bicycling investments in the corridor. 
Thus, the equity and other benefits of improved 
transportation options were shown to be more im-
portant to respondents than was keeping the toll 
rates as low as possible.

With revenues dedicated to replacing the SR 
520 bridge, 69 percent of respondents indicated 
support for variable tolling. In regard to another 
roadway, in which the need for tolling revenues 
was not presented, only 28 percent of survey par-
ticipants indicated support for variable tolling, 
even after the benefits of such tolling in terms of 
relieving congestion were described to them. The 
bottom line is that the use of revenues is an ex-
tremely important determinant of public support 
for congestion pricing and is likely to be a more 
important determinant of support than the level 
of congestion charges and the design of the con-
gestion-pricing scheme.

new  YorK, nY

An analysis was conducted for the New York City 
Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission with re-
gard to the regional equity implications of three 
cordon pricing and tolling scenarios and supporting 
transit services (New York City Traffic Congestion 
Mitigation Commission, 2008). Results from the 
analysis are discussed below.

Geographic equity
The analysis of the regional equity implications of 
the scenarios under consideration started by em-
phasizing the regional inequities from existing toll 
policies, in which 45 percent of toll revenues col-
lected from drivers bound for Manhattan’s central 
business district (CBD) are paid by New Jersey 
residents, even though New Jersey vehicles consti-
tute only 24 percent of the total drivers heading 
into the CBD. This 45 percent figure can be com-
pared with Manhattan drivers, who currently pay 
only 7 percent of collected toll revenues, and resi-
dents of the other four boroughs of New York City, 
who pay a total of 29 percent. 

Three scenarios were considered: (1) the mayor’s 
cordon pricing plan, (2) an alternative modified 
cordon pricing plan, and (3) tolling of existing free 
bridges into Manhattan. For new tolls under the 
various scenarios, Manhattan residents would pay 
between 28 and 31 percent, residents of the other 
four boroughs would pay between 38 and 49 per-
cent, and New Jersey residents would pay only an 
additional 7 to 17 percent. The new toll revenues 
would be dedicated to subsidizing transit, and the 
new transit would primarily serve New York City 
residents. The new bus routes would be along the 
corridors where there is substantial car commuting, 
further relieving congestion along these routes and 
thus directly benefiting those who continue to com-
mute by car.

The analysis concluded that between 22 and 24 
percent of revenues for the transit subsidies would 
come from Manhattan drivers, and 41 percent 
would come from drivers from other boroughs, 
which would appear to be fair. Both the mayor’s 
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congestion-pricing plan and the alternative conges-
tion-pricing plan were found to “allocate transit 
subsidies among drivers largely in proportion to the 
percentage of CBD-bound drivers in each geo-
graphic area.” The toll plan, which added tolls to 
bridges that are currently toll-free, “allocates transit 
subsidies less proportionately as compared to the 
two congestion pricing plans.”

Income equity
Councilwoman Melissa Mark-Viverito’s blog posting 
on January 30, 2008 (Mark-Viverito, 2008), partially 
excerpted on this page, speaks for itself. 

The New York City mayor’s proposed conges-
tion-pricing plan, the alternative congestion-pricing 
plan, and the toll plan all included the imposition of 
new fees and tolls. To better understand the impacts 
of these costs on different socioeconomic groups, 
agency staff examined the income profiles of those 
groups most likely to pay the fee or toll. This analy-
sis raised several issues for further consideration, as 
discussed below.

The fee and toll plans most impact those who 
drive to the CBD on a daily basis; the vast majority 
of trips into the zone are not made by automobile. 
Therefore, individuals who typically walk, bike, or 
take transit to the CBD would not be financially 
affected by the fee or toll options. Of motorists, 
those who drive into the CBD every day for work 
would be most impacted. For example, under the 
mayor’s plan, a daily auto commuter who travels 
from Upper Manhattan to the Financial District 
would pay about $2,000 in congestion fees each 
year (vs. $912 a year for those who use transit). By 
comparison, a motorist who drives into the zone on 
weekdays once or twice a month for shopping or 
entertainment would pay about $100 to $200 a 
year in congestion fees under the mayor’s plan.

Those who commute by car to the CBD earn 
comparatively higher incomes: New York City 
DOT staff analyzed the income levels of city and 
suburban residents who use the automobile as their 
primary mode to reach Manhattan jobs. Staff found 
that of the 2.14 million workers in Manhattan, 

about 292,000, or 14 percent, drive to work each 
day. These workers have a median annual income of 
$60,941, compared with a median annual income 
of $46,416 for all workers in Manhattan, including 
the 1.85 million workers who take transit, walk, or 
bike to work. In aggregate, the fee would most im-
pact commuters who earn 31 percent more than 
the median income of all Manhattan workers. Tak-
ing into account other income earners in the house-
hold, workers who drive to work in Manhattan have 
a median household income of $103,700. This 
compares with a median household income of 
$89,379 for all Manhattan workers.

A small proportion of low- and moderate-in-
come commuters who drive would be dispropor-

“	In	the	East	Harlem	and	South	Bronx	communities	that	I	represent,	we	
are automatically skeptical when business interests and politicians 
from	 outside	 our	 communities	 claim	 to	 be	 watching	 out	 for	 us— 
because nine times out of 10, they’re doing just the opposite. 

“ So it is with congestion pricing. For months, some suburban elected 
officials from wealthy areas, as well as a coalition backed primarily by 
the American Automobile Association and Manhattan garage owners, 
have tried their best to cloak themselves as guardians of New York’s 
poor and middle-class residents. 

“	…The	truth	 is	that	 just	5	percent	of	commuters	 in	Brooklyn,	Queens,	
Staten	Island	and	the	Bronx	travel	to	Manhattan	by	private	car.	People	
who drive their cars to work also earn 30 percent more a year than those 
of us  who use mass transit. It is our poor and middle-class families who 
would	benefit	from	congestion	pricing—as	the	fees	charged	to	drivers	
would be used to improve the bus and subway system. 

“ Critics have also tried to whitewash congestion pricing’s health bene-
fits	 to	 communities	 such	 as	 Harlem	 and	 the	 Bronx,	 where	 kids	 are	
hospitalized for asthma attacks far more often than in Westchester, 
Nassau and Suffolk counties… 

“ Unlike those who falsely claim to speak for the best interests of my 
constituents, the commission ought to recognize it would be irrespon-
sible not to pursue a policy that could provide immediate and measur-
able relief of traffic congestion while improving the air that all of my 
constituents breathe and the buses and subways that they ride daily.”

Councilwoman Melissa Mark-Viverito’s blog posting on January 30, 2008. 
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tionately impacted by a fee or toll: Most low- and 
moderate-income commuters who travel into the 
CBD take transit or walk and would not be impact-
ed by a fee or toll. Of all New York City residents 
who commute to work, only 5 percent drive to the 
CBD. Of that 5 percent, most (80 percent) have a 
feasible transit alternative to get to work that would 
take no more than 15 minutes longer than their 
auto trip. Therefore, only 1 percent of Manhattan 
workers lack a viable alternative to paying a conges-
tion fee or toll. The low- and moderate-income 
workers disproportionately impacted by a fee or a 
toll represent a further subgroup within this 1 per-
cent. Legislation that was proposed for consider-
ation by the State legislature would have provided 

tax credits to compensate low-income motorists for 
amounts that they would have to pay in excess of 
the round-trip transit fare.

A large number of low- and moderate-income 
residents would benefit from improved transit ser-
vices under any of the three revenue-generating 
plans: As a group, low- and moderate-income New 
York City residents rely more on transit for their 
travel needs when compared with higher income 
residents. Therefore, these low- and moderate-in-
come residents would benefit more from the short-
term transit enhancements that would precede a 
toll or fee imposition and from the expansion of the 
transit system made possible by increased revenues 
for transit investment.
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Any change in the way charges are made for road 
use will benefit some individuals more than others. 
Those who have higher incomes will tend to use 
congestion-priced facilities more often, which leads 
to a perception that wealthy people are favored; 
however, income-related equity concerns may not 
be entirely warranted. Although data from priced 
lanes that are operated in the United States show 
that high-income motorists do use the lanes more 
often, the lanes are used by all income groups, serv-
ing drivers’ needs when they absolutely have to get 
to their destinations on time (e.g., getting to a day-
care center before late fees kick in). Moreover, ap-
proval ratings are equally high for all income groups, 
in the 60–80 percent range, because all income 
groups value the “insurance” of a reliable trip time 
when they absolutely need it.

Low-income travelers who take transit more fre-
quently will benefit from transit-service improve-
ments that generally accompany congestion pricing. 
Toll revenues can be used to compensate those who 
might otherwise consider themselves “losers” as a 
result of congestion pricing. Low-income transit 
riders can benefit significantly from toll-financed 
transit improvements, which are generally included 
in any pricing package. In cases in which effects on 
low-income drivers are perceived to be particularly 
severe, such drivers  could be provided with toll ex-
emptions, rebates, or other forms of monetary com-
pensation, such as tax rebates or income supple-
ments. Pricing schemes may include protections for 
low-income individuals, such as toll credits. 

 

Conclusions
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Executive Summary 

To meet  growing  trip  demand  in  our  urban  centers,  an  evolution  of  highways  from  construction  of 
general  purpose  “free”  lanes  to High Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  Lanes  to High Occupancy  Toll  (HOT) 
Lanes is underway. There is little evidence of any instance in the US where a toll and transit agency have 
collaborated to finance a facility with the initial intent of using its excess capacity as a revenue source to 
either pay down the capital costs of the construction of a facility or as a revenue generator. The concept 
of  Bus  Toll  Lanes  has  been  developed  by Mr.  Joseph Waggoner,  Executive  Director  of  the  Tampa‐
Hillsborough  County  Expressway  Authority  (THEA)  in  Tampa,  FL.    In  order  to  develop  this  concept 
further, there are several policy, programmatic and regulatory questions that required investigation.   

The paper provides some background on the  issue, discusses various models of toll and transit agency 
partnerships, explores a hypothetical Bus Toll Lane (BTL) project and summarizes a review of federal and 
state issues that present opportunities and obstacles for the BTL concept.  

Major findings include that an explicit change to ensure that BTLs are considered fixed guideway transit 
facilities  in  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  statute  and  regulations  would  be  the  single  most 
significant  change  that  could  pave  the  way  for  the  implementation  of  Bus  Toll  Lanes.  Anticipated 
resistance to any moves towards allowing BTLs to compete with other New Starts is understandable in 
light  of  the  fierce  competition  for  the  limited  funds.    While  there  continues  be  a  push  for  more 
intermodal  cooperation,  the  current economic uncertainties and general  stagnation of  transportation 
funding levels can move policy makers to protect limited resources from what will be perceived by some 
as a “raid.” 

There appear to be no obstacles presented  in the federal tolling provisions to the  implementation of a 
Bus Toll Lane project, even  if  it  involved an  Interstate Highway.    In fact, the SAFETEA‐LU provisions on 
tolling appear to fully support the concept of the construction of Bus Toll Lane facilities. 

Unlike  the  High  Occupancy  Toll  lanes  the  BTL  concept  is  based  on  the  premise  that  there  is  no 
discounted or  free, passage  for carpools or  fuel‐efficient automobiles.   The equity arguments  for  this 
approach are sound but the public education involved in their explanation will be difficult. 

Reauthorization presents an opportunity  to advance  the BTL approach without a wholesale change  to 
New Starts eligibility.   The new authorization bill could contain provisions for applications for a  limited 
number of proposals for the funding of BTLs that might include New Starts funding.  This would provide 
an  opportunity  for  a  few  of  projects  to  compete  with  other  fixed  guideway  proposals  and  for  the 
evaluation of those projects. 

In  order  for Bus  Toll  Lanes  to  become  a  routine  alternative  for  consideration  in  Florida’s  toolbox  of 
transportation solutions, the statutes of the several expressway authorities need to be modified to allow 
them to construct, operate and maintain public transportation facilities.  
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“White Paper”                                                                                    
Prospects for Equity Sharing Between Transit and Toll Agencies 

Introduction  

Today  and  in  the  future,  transportation  agencies  face  growing  travel  demand  and  are  required  to 
address that demand with traditional funding sources that are flat or decreasing in actual buying power.  
This is occurring in the face of diminishing physical opportunities to establish new routes and alignments 
for new service and volatile energy costs that are seriously impacting operating budgets and plans.  

To meet  growing  trip  demand  in  our  urban  centers,  an  evolution  of  highways  from  construction  of 
general  purpose  “free”  lanes  to High Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  Lanes  to High Occupancy  Toll  (HOT) 
Lanes is underway.  HOV and HOT concepts often include Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service as an element 
of  their operations  and,  in  some  cases,  in  the original  facility design.   There  is  little evidence of  any 
instance in the US where a toll and transit agency have collaborated to finance a facility with the initial 
intent  of  using  its  excess  capacity  as  a  revenue  source  to  either  pay  down  the  capital  costs  of  the 
construction of a facility or as a revenue generator.  There is potential for a “Bus‐Toll Lane” to cover the 
infrastructure maintenance and operation (M&O) costs and preservation costs from tolls and to create a 
new revenue source capable of supporting capital‐financing. 

The concept of Bus Toll Lanes has been developed by Mr. Joseph Waggoner, Executive Director of the 
Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority (THEA) in Tampa, FL.  In order to develop this concept 
further,  there  are  several  policy,  programmatic  and  regulatory  questions  that  required  investigation.  
This paper  is a product of a project funded through the National Center for Transit Research (NCTR) at 
the  University  of  South  Florida’s  Center  for  Urban  Transportation  Research  (CUTR)  by  the  Florida 
Department of Transportation  (FDOT) with encouragement  from  the Project Manager, Mr. Ed Coven, 
FDOT’s State Transit Manager.  

The paper provides some background on the issue and attempts to distinguish Bus Toll Lanes (BTL) from 
other price‐managed projects that have been  implemented.   Some discussion of the various models of 
toll  and  transit  agency  partnerships  is  presented  along  with  a  brief  listing  of  High  Occupancy  Toll 
projects that have been implemented and are being considered. The paper then explores a hypothetical 
Bus Toll Lane project and summarizes a review of federal and state issues that present opportunities and 
obstacles for the BTL concept.  Finally, findings, conclusions and recommendations are presented. 

Background on Bus Toll Lanes 

This “new” concept of Bus Toll Lanes, proposes  to move  transit  forward by making  transit agencies a 
partner in the toll road trade.  The idea is to create bus lanes with transit agencies as an equity holder or 
full‐owner of the required highway infrastructure.  The bus lanes would be open to use by all light‐duty 
2‐axle vehicles and would be price‐managed to assure the desired  level of service on the facility.   The 
“Bus Toll Lanes” (BTL) concept could provide transit agencies access to an inflation sensitive toll revenue 
source  that might be used  to pay operating  costs or  finance  construction of new  transit  service. The 
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transit  agency  share  of  “excess”  toll  revenue  would  be  based  on  the  equity  share  provided  for 
construction of the BTL facility in a partnership arrangement. 

A public‐public  (P2) partnership between toll and transit agencies would combine transit and highway 
funding sources  to develop a new  facility  faster  than either agency could do  individually.   Assembling 
pieces of  the “funding pie” also adds  to  the potential “buy‐down” of construction costs  from sources 
other than the toll revenue. This could mean a greater portion of toll revenue is available sooner as an 
excess revenue stream.  

The concept also relies on a management concept of exploiting the relative expertise of two heretofore 
separate transportation providers.  Transit agencies’ proficiency lies in the scheduling of bus service, the 
maintenance of rolling stock, customer service sensitivity, and marketing of its services.  Toll agencies on 
the other hand, routinely oversee the planning, design and construction of highway lanes and are expert 
in the collection of tolls at highway speeds and at raising capital for construction projects. 

One of the most intriguing aspects of this concept is the potential for some shift in the business attitude 
within  a  transit  agency  towards more  of  an  enterprise model.    Although  transit  agencies  routinely 
exhibit  entrepreneurial  behavior  though  joint  development,  advertising,  and  funding  initiatives,  they 
ultimately rely on “outside” sources of  funding.    It  is recognized  that public  transportation  in  the U.S. 
requires  subsidies  to operate  and  significant  federal  assistance  for  capital needs.   Toll  agencies have 
been known to self‐finance facilities through borrowing against future toll revenues; although many toll 
road projects do,  in  fact, enjoy direct state or  local subsidies  to make  them viable.   The  toll authority 
model seems to  inherently foster a more entrepreneurial atmosphere as the agency routinely has sole 
responsibility  for  supporting  its operation  and debt  through  the  revenues  it  generates.    Typically,  its 
debt  is not backed by  the “full  faith and credit” of a  larger government entity and,  therefore,  should 
require a high degree of financial discipline. A model where a transit agency could enjoy the on‐going 
benefits of a  revenue  stream  that  is not dependent on general purpose  funding  could  cause a move 
towards more financial discipline, but ,more importantly, it could create an untapped source of funds for 
critical public transportation needs.   

Throughout  the preparation of  this paper,  there has been difficulty  in distinguishing between  the BTL 
concept and other  High Occupancy Toll  lanes (HOT) and managed lane projects where some portion of 
the revenue is used to fund a transit component of the project (either operating costs of express buses, 
transit vehicle acquisition costs, or both).  Again, what makes the BTL different is that the capital costs of 
the construction of a facility are shared between a transit and toll agency, and revenues are shared as 
well.   

Differences between an HOT and Bus Toll Lane 

Much of what has been written  and presented on  the Bus Toll  Lane  concept has  come  from  Joseph 
Waggoner of the Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority.  In the Autumn 2009 edition of the 
International Bridge Tunnel and Turnpike’s publication  “Tollways,”  Stone and Waggoner describe  the 
concept  in  detail  and  lay  out  the  case  for  considering  the  BTL  as  an  effective  future  strategy  for 
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addressing some of the urban congestion  issues.   In their article, Stone and Waggoner explain that the 
combination  of  enhanced  transit  service  and  congestion  pricing  can  lead  to  greater  mobility  and 
transportation choice (1). 

Although  their study explored the vertical and horizontal equity  issues of using existing highway  lanes 
for price‐managed and exclusive bus lanes, Kim and Schonfeld did address the concept of using the tolls 
to  routinely  fund  transit  facilities  in a  specific corridor.   They make  that  the point  that  in addition  to 
making  a managed  lane  project more  politically  acceptable,  using  a  substantive  portion  of  the  toll 
revenues for reinvestment in transit “can be more progressive than conventional subsidization for public 
transit…(2).”   

Barker and Polzin described very well the synergies that are possible when BRT and HOTs are integrated 
in a congested urban corridor (3).    Their paper examined and modeled the various circumstances under 
which Bus Rapid Transit would most appropriately be used in conjunction with price‐managed lanes.   

Much  of  the  interest  in  the  issue  of  HOTs  in  the  early  to mid  2000s  can  be  traced  to  the  Reason 
Foundation’s Policy Study 305 (4).   In that study, Poole and Orski described the potential for a network 
of High Occupancy Toll Lanes employing BRT.     The network would be developed by the conversion of 
existing HOVs to HOTs and extending them to create a connected system.   The concept of “selling off” 
excess capacity to private automobiles to provide a free‐flow BRT facility was then coined as a “Virtual 
Exclusive Busway”  in Poole’s  subsequent work with Balaker  in  their  study “Virtual Exclusive Busways: 
Improving Urban Transit While Relieving Congestion (5).”     

These studies and papers represent just a sampling of the work that has been performed examining the 
integration of price‐managed lanes with reliable transit service.  Each has contributed to the evolution of 
the concept, but none have addressed  the possibility of a  toll and  transit agency collaborating  in  the 
financing  of  new  lanes  and  the  subsequent  sharing  of  ensuing  revenue.    An  additional  difference 
between HOTs and a BTL is that every vehicle, aside from the transit bus, would pay the price‐managed 
toll.   Free passage  for carpools or hybrid‐electric cars  is not contemplated  in  the BTL concept.  (This  is 
also true of the Virtual Exclusive Busway.) 

The  following pages  include a  list of High Occupancy Toll Lanes  in operation  in  the  fall of 2009.    It  is 
followed by a table that  illustrates those facilities that were under development during the conduct of 
this effort. 

Examples of HOT lanes in the US 

I‐95 Express Toll Lanes in Miami, FL (6) 

‐ Opened: 2008 
‐ Project Cost: $122 million 
‐ Funding:  FHWA’s  Interstate  Maintenance  Discretionary  Program  ($43.4  million)  –  used  to 

convert  HOV  lanes  to  HOT  lanes;  FTA’s  (Section  5309)  Bus  and  Bus‐related  Facilities 
Discretionary Grant Program ($19.5 million) – used for vehicle acquisition;   
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‐ Toll  Exempt:  Registered  vanpools,  registered  carpools  HOV‐3,  registered  hybrid  vehicles, 
motorcycles and emergency vehicles (no registration required), transit buses, school buses 

SR‐167 HOT Lanes Pilot in Seattle, WA (7) 

‐ Opened: 2008 
‐ Project Cost: $18.7 million 
‐ Funding: 9.5 cent gas tax ($12.74 million), FHWA formula funds ($5.13 million) 
‐ Toll  Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐2,  vanpools,  transit  vehicles  and motorcycles; No  transponder  is 

needed 

I‐25 Express Lanes in Denver, CO (8) 

‐ Opened: 2006 
‐ Project Cost: $10 million 
‐ Funding: $2.8 million federal participation, state funding 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools, buses and motorcycles, registered hybrids (with transponders); Number 

of hybrid permits  capped at 2000 and they expired in September 2009 

I‐15 Express Lanes Pilot in Salt Lake City, UT (9) 

‐ Opened: 2006 
‐ Project Cost: $2.6 million 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐2, motorcycles, emergency vehicles, buses, clean‐fuel vehicles (with 

a current “C” plate from the DMV); Solo drivers purchase permits for $50/month 

I‐394 in Minneapolis, MN (10) 

‐ Opened: 2005 
‐ Project Cost: $10 million, 25% private partner contribution (Wilbur Smith) 
‐ Funding:  grant  from  FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program,  state  funds, private  funds  (through 

public private partnership) 
‐ Toll Exempt: Transit buses, carpools HOV‐2, and motorcycles 

I‐15 Express Lanes in San Diego, CA (11) 

‐ Opened: 1998 
‐ Project Cost: $1.3 billion (including extensions, to be complete by 2012) 
‐ Funding: half‐cent sales tax for transportation ($350 million), State Transportation Improvement 

Program ($50 million), local funding, Federal funding ($280 million) 
‐ Toll  Exempt:  Carpools  HOV‐2,  vanpools,  transit  vehicles,  and motorcycles  (no  registration  is 

required), permitted clean air vehicles (with special clean air vehicles decals from DMV) 
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I‐10 Katy Freeway HOT Lanes, and US‐290 Northwest Freeway, Houston, TX (12) 

‐ Opened: 1998 
‐ Project Cost: $2.8 billion 
‐ Funding: FHWA Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP), local toll authority funds ($500 million) 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐3, transit vehicles; SOV – not allowed in HOT lanes 

SR‐91 Express Lanes in Orange County, CA (13) 

‐ Opened: 1995 
‐ Project Cost: $134 million 
‐ Toll Exempt: Carpools, HOV‐2 

I‐35W HOT Lanes in Minneapolis, MN (14) 

‐ Opened: 2009 
‐ Project Cost: $183 million 
‐ Funding: Conversion and relocation of bus only shoulder lanes and HOV lanes through a USDOT 

Urban  Partnership Agreement;    Interstate Maintenance Discretionary  Program  ($6.6 million), 
Transportation,  Community,  and  System  Preservation  Program  ("TCSP"  $16.4 million),  VPPP 
($5.0 million), Section 5309 Bus and Bus‐related Facilities Discretionary Grant Program for BRT 
system implementation ($85.9 million) on an  off I‐35W 

‐ Toll Exempt: Transit buses, carpools HOV‐2, and motorcycles  

 
Table 1.  High Occupancy Toll Lanes Under Development 

HOT Lanes Under Development 

Location  Facility 

Atlanta, GA   I‐75 and I‐575 

Austin, TX   Loop 1 

Baltimore, MD  I‐95 

Dallas, TX   I‐30 and I‐635 

Fort Lauderdale, FL    I‐595 

Los Angeles, CA  I‐10 and I‐110 
Northern Virginia    I‐95 and I‐395 

Oakland, CA    I‐680 

Portland, OR    Highway 217 

Raleigh, NC    I‐40 

Santa Cruz, CA   Highway 1 

Washington, DC   I‐95, I‐395, and I‐495 
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Toll and Transit Agency Collaboration 

There  is  a  long  tradition  in  the  U.S.  of  toll  agencies  and  transit  agencies  collaborating.    The most 
common  linkage  historically  has  been  using  “excess  toll  revenue”  to  financially  assist  public 
transportation.   These arrangements take various forms ranging from a statutory “set asides” that occur 
in Oakland  (18% of  certain  toll  revenues)  to  surplus  toll  revenues  supporting  transit  (New York City’s 
MTA)  to  pooled  revenues  from  various modes  of  transportation  (Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District)  to  low  interest/no  interest  loans  from  toll  authorities  for  transit  capital 
construction (Maryland’s Baltimore Light Rail System). 

More  recently with  the advent of HOT  facilities,  stronger  ties have developed.   Examples  include  the 
provision of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Express Bus Service using priced managed lanes as demonstrated 
in Florida with the I‐95 Express lanes (and the planned I‐595 managed lanes) and in other states.   

Hypothetical Bus Toll Lane Facility    

One way to assess the obstacles and opportunities of the Bus Toll Lane concept  is to create a scenario 
that would include the financial partners’ roles and financial responsibilities.  As will be discussed later, 
this proved to be somewhat of a challenge. In discussions with agencies, there was a reluctance to use a 
“real” corridor as a research example for fear that it may be construed as a counter alternative to what 
was actually being planned.   This can prove  to be a useful exercise  in a  future effort  to examine BTLs 
further  in that traffic  forecasts, mode shares, congestion  levels, and capital costs may be available  for 
analysis. 

In this case, the hypothetical project involves the construction of a two‐lane facility mostly in the median 
of an existing interstate highway with a connection to an existing express tolled facility.  The BTL would 
connect suburban areas north of town to a downtown core with access to the facility at major east‐west 
highway connections.  The existing facilities are graphically depicted in Figure 1 below. 
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 Figure 1. Hypothetical Highway System 

A  local  expressway  authority  and  a  transit  agency  are  the  assumed  partners  in  the  project.    The 
construction consists of 22 miles of new facility with six interchanges and eight toll collection points. An 
existing all electronic  toll collection equipped express  facility  is  then used  to gain direct access  to  the 
Central Business District and requires little, if any, modification.  A representation of the BTL facility is in 
included in Figure 2. 
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 Figure 2. Hypothetical Bus Toll Lane Facility 
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The following costs, based on sketch level planning estimates, are assumed for the example: 

Table 2. Capital and Operating Cost Estimates 
Category  Cost 

Construction (22 miles @ $3.9 mill/mi., median)  $  172 million 

Right of Way           No cost 

Parking (3625 spaces, 6 locations @ $3,000/ space)  $       2 million 

All Electronic Toll Collection Equipment    (8  tolling 
points @ $1 mill. Each) 

$       8 million 

Planning & Engineering (20% of Roadway  and Toll 
construction) 

$     36 million 

Rolling Stock *  $       5 million 

Total Capital   $  223 million 

Toll Collection Operating Cost ($0.15/ transaction)  $     .7 million 

Annual Facility Maintenance ($50k/ lane mi.)  $    2.2 million 

BRT Annual Operating **   $    8.0 million  
*Assumes 8 articulated buses for new service at $600k per unit 
**Assumes 5% BRT mode share of AADT at $6.00 per passenger trip  

 
Revenues assumed are based on: 

• The facility accommodating 2000 vehicles per hour for a three hour peak  in the morning and a 
three‐hour peak in the evening in the peak direction   

• No revenue is assumed for tolls in the non‐peak direction, although some would be collected 

• 73% of the vehicles pay an average $3.50 one‐way toll and the remainder, a $2.00 average one‐
way toll 

• Average peak hour toll for analysis equals $0.37/mile 

• Four percent of the estimated toll revenue will be “uncollectable” 

• Traffic  attracted  from  the  “free”  lanes  represents  about  10%  of  current  AADT  on  existing 
facilities 

• Average cost per transit passenger trip is $6.00 

• Daily transit ridership is 3625 or a 5% transit share of corridor AADT 

• One‐way transit fare is $3.00 

Table 3. Operating Revenue 
Revenue Source  Annual Total 

Managed lane tolls  $ 21.5  million 

Less uncollected @ 4%  $  (0.9) million 

BRT fares  $   4.0  million 

Total Revenue  $  24.6 million 
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From these “rough” estimates, the hypothetical project would yield $24.6 million annually and require 
$10.9 million per year to operate.  This would make about $9.8 million available to finance some or all of 
the capital construction estimate of $223 million.  Below is a table of that summarizes these very sketch 
level planning estimates. 

Table 4. Capital and Operating Cost Summary 
Hypothetical BTL Cost Summary

Total Capital Cost  $ 223 million 

Total Operating Cost Annual   $  10.9 million/ year 

Total Revenue   $  24.6 million/year 

Available for Debt Service & other  $   9.8 million/ year 

Average Price Managed Toll per Mile  $    0.37/mile 

Average Cost per BRT trip  $    6.00/ trip 

Average Fare per BRT trip  $    3.00/ trip 

 

Without accounting  for  funding of debt service reserve accounts or the capitalization of  interest costs 
during the construction period and ramp‐up of the facility, the simple annual  interest and principle for 
30‐year debt with a 5%  interest  rate  for $223 million would be about $14 million per year.    (A basic 
calculation makes  it  obvious  that  the  $9.8 million  available  cannot  support  debt  to  cover  the  $223 
million capital investment required.)  Herein lies one of the most significant potential benefits of the BTL 
concept  –  the  potential  to  cost  share  with  a  transit  agency  for  the  capital  construction  costs.  Toll 
agencies,  particularly  in  Florida,  have  partnered with  the  state DOT  in  various ways  to make  a  toll‐ 
financed facility feasible, even if it cannot be supported as a “stand‐alone” project.  Arrangements have 
ranged from low‐interest/no interest loans from infrastructure banks or revolving loan funds for start‐up 
costs to direct State Transportation Trust Fund subsidies.  The author is not aware of any circumstance 
in Florida or the U.S. where transit funds, whether local, state or federal have been a part of the funding 
mix. 

Financial Options for the Hypothetical Project 

Several  components  of  the  project  would  be  eligible  for  various  forms  of  federal  assistance.    For 
example  the  procurement  of  articulated  buses  could  be  partially  or  fully  funded  by  Federal  Transit 
Urban Formula  funding.    It must be noted  that  in  this scenario  the project calls  for eight buses  to be 
purchased at an assumed cost of $600k each,  totaling nearly $5 million.   This  is not  insignificant and 
could conflict with a local transit agency’s bus replacement program.  The other element of the project 
that  seems  right  for  federal  assistance  are  the  park  and  ride  lots  that would  essentially  be  used  as 
express bus stations.  At $2 million, it seems reasonable to assume that Federal Highway Administration 
funding is a possibility. 

A  conservative  assumption  on  the  capital  that  could  be  financed  based  on  projected  toll  revenues 
(without the benefit of an  investment grade traffic and revenue study) would be about one half of the 



“White Paper” ‐ Prospects for Equity Sharing Between Transit and Toll Agencies              
April 12, 2010 

 

  
Page 19   

   

remaining $216 million or $108 million.   Again, a  rudimentary estimate  for 30  years of principle and 
interest  on  $108 million  would  be  about  $7 million  per  year,  leaving  $2.8 million  of  the  expected 
revenue after operating expenses.   If the  local transit agency could secure a grant for the other half of 
the remaining capital balance, the financing would be in place with modest revenue available to be split 
between the transit and toll agencies.  While $108 million is not an insignificant amount, in the world of 
transit  guideway  funding  it  is  somewhat modest.    The  analysis  and  estimates  presented  here  only 
account for the incremental transit ridership based on new express bus service added as a result of the 
construction of the facility.  There would undoubtedly be additional transit benefits accrued that would 
result  from  existing  bus  service  using  the  facility  to  provide  reliable  and  faster  travel  times  in  the 
corridor.   How  all  of  this  plays  into  the  issue  of  the  Federal  Transit Administration’s  view  of  such  a 
concept is at the heart of subsequent sections of this paper. Table 5 illustrates some theoretical sources 
for the capital funding of the project. 

Table 5. Capital Funding Sources 
Project Element  Cost Source 

Planning & Engineering  $   36 million 

Expressway Authority loan from 
state infrastructure bank to be 
repaid from bond proceeds, 
Authority cash, FHWA funds 

Construction   $ 172 million 
50% Transit sources ‐ 50% from 
Expressway Authority bond 
financing (toll revenue) 

Park and Ride/ Station Lots  $     2 million 

FTA 5307 funds 80% ‐ Local 20%, 
Several FHWA sources,  Toll 
credits for local match 
Expressway Authority funds, 
Local funding 

Electronic Tolling Equipment  $     8 million 
Expressway Authority bond 
financing (toll revenue) 

Rolling Stock   $     5 million  FTA 5309 funds 80% ‐ Local 20%,  

Total  $ 223 million   
 
Operating Costs 

In this financing scenario, the capital costs are shared 42% by the  local transit agency and 58% by the 
local expressway authority as indicated in Table 6.  This could be the basis for revenue sharing, assuming 
that there will be revenue available after all operating costs. One approach to dealing with the operating 
cost and revenue could be to simply split what remains after any debt service requirements and have 
the respective agencies pay for their portion of the operating costs of the facility out of the proceeds. 
This distribution is shown in Table 7.  This becomes problematic in that the project is primarily a transit 
facility and the associated annual operating costs will be more substantial for the transit agency than the 
expressway authority. 
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Table 6. Capital Cost Sharing 
Transit  Expressway 

Construction $86 million  Construction $ 86 million 

Rolling Stock $5 million  Planning & Engineering $36 million 

Park and Ride/ Station Lots $2 million   Electronic Collection $8 million 

Total Transit Investment $93 million (42%)  Total Expressway Investment $130 million (58%) 
 

Table 7. Revenue Sharing 
Total Toll Revenue  $  21,456,948 
Debt Service  $       7,000,000 
Remaining  $     14,456,948 
Expressway Authority @ 58%  $       8,385,030 
Transit Agency @ 42%  $       6,071,918 
 

As  illustrated  in Tables 2 and 4 the annual operating costs for the hypothetical project are assumed at 
the time of the opening of the project to be $8 million for the BRT operation, $2.2 million for the BTL 
maintenance, and $700,000 for the toll collection operation. This totals $10.9 million for the first year of 
operations.  

The  treatment  of  operating  costs  and  revenues  in  a  practical  application  and  implementation  of  an 
actual  BTL  project would  necessarily  be  a  product  of  discussions  and  negotiations with  the  funding 
partners.  In this exploration of the topic, several issues have been identified. 

• If  transit operating subsidies  for  the BTL are  to be  taken “off  the  top” of  the  revenue stream, 
consideration must be given to the treatment of any existing bus service that is re‐routed to the 
BTL. This  raises  the question of  the  subsidies  for  the  “existing bus  service”  that now has  the 
travel  time  advantage  of  access  to  the  BTL.    Should    these  operating  costs  be  considered  a 
priority  for  use  of  the  revenues  being  generated  from  the BTL  facility  and  how  future  route 
adjustments play into this issue are questions that would have to be addressed. 
 

• There  will  undoubtedly  be  violations  and  toll  premiums  associated  with  the  BTL,  and  the 
allocation of  these  revenues will  also need  to  be  addressed.    The  issue becomes  even more 
relevant  in  the hypothetical example given  that part of  the BTL  facility  is already  in existence, 
and revenues from all tolls collected on the express lanes are most likely pledged against some 
form of existing debt. 
 

• Related  to  the  issues  above,  is  that  of  the  leakage  or  uncollectable  tolls.    A  disincentive  to 
maximize  revenue on  the part of  the  toll agency  could arise  (e.g., underfunding enforcement 
activities on the BTL) if the difference between indicated revenue and actual revenue is treated 
as  a  routine  cost of operating  the BTL.   The  indicated  revenue might be  the better basis  for 
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determining the revenue that should be available for paying debt service and sharing with the 
financial partners. 
 

• Unlike  the bus operating  subsidy,  toll  leakage, maintenance of  the  facility, and cost  to collect 
tolls, the annual debt service payments must be considered as a first call on the BTL revenues in 
order  for  the  facility  to be  financed.   Once bonds  are  issued,  there  is no  real opportunity  to 
distort the operation of the facility to impact these costs.  
 

• One potential method of dealing with the operating cost issues is simply not to include them in 
any  part  of  a  calculation,  and  base  the  revenue  sharing  arrangement  solely  on  the  capital 
investment, leaving the respective agencies to apply their share of BTL revenue to each of their 
general agency needs.   This approach may have  the benefit of having  the operating partners 
running their parts of the BTL as efficiently as possible, if the costs associated with operating the 
BTL  are not  assumed  to  be  “covered” by  “excess”  revenues.    Stated differently,  keeping  the 
operating costs and subsidies separate from the revenue sharing arrangement may preclude the 
temptation for either operating partner to “off load” expenses to the BTL.   
 

• If  operating  revenue  were  shared  strictly  along  pro  rata  capital  contribution  lines,  the 
hypothetical project does not cover the assumed operating costs for the transit agency.   While 
this may appear to make this particular project not feasible, the fact that the pricing of the lanes 
must ensure free flow conditions will  likely result  in the generation of higher annual operating 
revenue in the future.  There are a myriad of ways to mitigate this transit “operating deficit” in 
the  early  years  of  operation  that  are  familiar  in  many  toll‐financed  projects.    These  same 
concepts,  like  use  of  revolving  loan  funds,  or  specific  BTL‐project  provisions  (for  example  a 
different  revenue  sharing  arrangement  in  the  early  years  of  operation)  could  remedy  the 
problem. 

Feasibility of the BTLs 

With a hypothetical case having been developed, the issues surrounding obstacles and opportunities of 
the implementation of the Bus Toll Lanes can more easily be addressed. Federal and Florida statutes and 
regulations were  reviewed  to  identify  relevant  issues.    The writer  interviewed  experts  from  various 
transportation sectors and governmental levels including former and incumbent officials from: 

• Federal Transit Administration  

• Federal Highway Administration 

• State Transportation Departments 

• Local Transit Agencies 

• Local Expressway Authorities 

• Transit Agencies 
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Although there seemed to be  interest across those  interviewed, there was a general skepticism to the 
implementation of BTLs that was shared by many.   

Federal Transit Administration Funding Participation 

The main concern expressed had to do with the  limited amount of federal transit funding available for 
fixed guideway projects coupled with the competition for those funds. Usually the first obstacle raised 
was  BTL  eligibility  for  “New  Starts”  funding  under  49  U.S.C.  5309.  The  Safe,  Accountable,  Flexible, 
Efficient  Transportation  Equity  Act:  A  Legacy  for Users  (SAFETEA‐LU)  authorized  $6.6  billion  in  New 
Starts funding through fiscal year 2009, and it designated over 330 projects nationwide to compete for 
these discretionary federal dollars (15).  

For determining formula Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding, in section 5302 (49 U.S.C.) “fixed 
guideway” is defined as a mass transportation facility: 

• using and occupying a separate right‐of‐way or rail for the exclusive use of mass transportation 
and other high occupancy vehicles, or  

•  using a fixed catenary system and a right‐of‐way usable by other forms of transportation.  

It is not explicitly stated in the statutes if HOT lanes fit the definition of “fixed guideway.” The amount 
of federal transit aid through FTA formula funds (Section 5307) and New Starts funds (Section 5309) is 
determined by  counting  the number of miles of  “guideway” used by  the  transit  agency. While both 
funding sources explicitly  list HOV  lanes as eligible projects  for attracting  funds,  there  is no statutory 
statement on the status of HOT lanes (5). 

The New Starts program provides funds for construction of new fixed‐guideway systems or extension of 
existing  fixed  guideway  systems.  Eligible  recipients  for  capital  funds  are  public  bodies  and  agencies 
(transit  authorities  and  other  state  and  local  public  bodies)  including  states,  municipalities,  other 
political  subdivisions  of  states,  public  agencies  and  instrumentalities  of  one  or more  states,  certain 
public corporations ,and  boards and commissions established under state law (16). 

A “fixed guideway” refers to any transit service that uses exclusive or controlled rights‐of‐way or rails, 
entirely  or  in  part.  This  includes  heavy  rail,  light  rail,  commuter  rail,  trolleybus,  and  high‐occupancy‐
vehicle (HOV) lanes.  Eligible New Starts projects must involve a total cost of $250 million or greater with 
federal  assistance  of  $75 million  or  greater.    The  project must  be  rated  “recommended”  or  “highly 
recommended” by FTA, based on  the  results of alternatives analysis, project  justification criteria, and 
the degree of local financial commitment. 

Projects are evaluated by FTA on  the basis of cost effectiveness, mobility  improvement, and  land use 
planning that supports transit.  Typical federal participation is now about 50 percent and FTA continues 
to encourage project sponsors to request a federal New Starts funding share as low as possible (17).  

Given these statutory parameters, it would seem that Bus Toll Lanes do not meet the definition of New 
Starts program eligibility. The ambiguity  surrounding HOTs  for  the  calculation of  formula  funding BTL 
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eligibility remains questionable. An explicit change  to ensure  that BTLs are considered  fixed guideway 
transit facilities in the FTA statute and regulation would be the single most significant modification that 
could pave the way for the implementation of Bus Toll Lanes. 

Interestingly,  the  FTA  considers  a  HOT  that  was  a  HOV  as  a  fixed  guideway  for  funding  allocation 
purposes.   Recent FTA policy on HOV to HOT conversion allows the resulting HOT  lanes to qualify as a 
fixed guideway provided certain conditions are met.   FTA will classify HOT  lanes as fixed guideway for 
the purposes of funding formulas administered under 49 U.S.C. 5307 and 49 U.S.C. 5309 provided that 
each of the following conditions is satisfied: 

• HOT  lanes  were  previously  HOV  lanes  reported  in  the  National  Transit  Database  as  fixed 
guideway;  

• HOT  lanes  are  continuously  monitored  and  continue  to  meet  performance  standards  that 
preserve free flow traffic  

• Program income from the HOT lanes facility (toll revenue) is used solely for “permissible uses”, 
including debt service, reasonable return on investment of any private financing, and  operation 
and maintenance of the facility (18) 

Facilities  that were  not  eligible HOV  lanes  prior  to  conversion  to HOT  lanes  are  not  be  eligible  for 
inclusion as fixed guideway miles in FTA’s funding formulas.  According to this FTA policy, neither non‐
HOV  facilities  converted  into HOT  lanes, nor newly  constructed HOT  lanes  can be  classified  as  fixed 
guideway  and  are  not  eligible  for  federal  assistance  under  Sec.  5307  and/or  Sec.  5309.  It must  be 
concluded that without a change or clarification in the fixed guideway definition that a Bus Toll Lane will 
be treated similarly.  

Aside from the competition for New Starts funding, the writer detected that there may be resistance to 
making changes  that would allow BTL eligibility  for 5309 New Starts  funding    that may be based on a 
modal bias.   There seems to be an attitude  in some corners that  funding a project that would benefit 
single  occupant  automobiles  with  transit  capital  funds  would  not  be  acceptable  from  a  policy 
standpoint.      If, however, the change was made to explicitly  include Bus Toll Lanes  in the definition of 
fixed guideway, any BTL proposal would be evaluated  through  the  rigors of  the Alternatives Analysis 
process and would be accepted or rejected based on  its cost effectiveness and contribution to federal 
transportation policy goals. 

There are other FTA funding categories that could be tapped to supplement the capital requirement of a 
Bus  Toll  Lane.    The Bus  and Bus  Facilities Program provides  a  large number of  small  grants  for bus‐
related  capital  projects.  This  program  can  be  used  to  fund  bus  procurement  (for  BRT  projects),  bus 
maintenance  facilities,  passenger  amenities  (e.g.,  shelters),  intermodal  terminals,  etc.  These  funds 
currently  can be used  for  an HOV  to HOT  conversion  that  involves  elements of Bus Rapid  Transit  (a 
seemingly  good  fit with  a  BTL  proposal),  but  the  grants  are  typically  small  ($50,000  to  $15 million) 
requiring  a 20 percent local match. 
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Another potential  funding source  is  the FTA “Small Starts” Program  (49 U.S.C. Section 5309)  that was 
introduced in SAFETEA‐LU in 2005. The Small Starts grants can be applied to the capital requirements for 
new fixed guideway systems, extensions, and bus corridor improvements for small‐scale, low cost capital 
projects. The program provides a more simple evaluation and approval process compared to New Starts. 
Some of  the New Starts project  rating  requirements are eliminated but eligible projects must  request 
less than $75 million in Small Starts funding for a total project budget of less than $250 million.  A major 
benefit of this funding category is that up to 80 percent federal share is possible. 

Depending  on  the  cost  and  complexity  of  a  BTL  proposal,  other  FTA  program  funding  may  be 
appropriate,  including  the  relatively  recent  “Very  Small  Start” Program  created by  FTA.  The program 
offers an even more streamlined application process, but total project costs are limited to less than $50 
million (17). 

Federal Highway Funding for Transit Capital 

There  is  also  the  potential  for  a  transit  agency  or  transit  project  to  access  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  funding.    The  current  provisions  for  transferring  funds  between  transit  and 
highway  projects  were  introduced  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA) and  continue  today.   With appropriate approvals,  the  flexible  funding program allows  for  the 
transfer of FHWA funds for transit projects from funding categories such as: 

• The Surface Transportation Program 

• The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 

• The National Highway System (NHS) for transit projects in an NHS corridor  

These  transferred  funds  can  be  used  for  virtually  any  transportation  capital  project,  including  public 
transit, corridor parking facilities, bus terminals, and bus facilities. The transfer of FHWA funds to transit 
projects offers the potential of higher federal participation and requires the approval of the state.  These 
transfer provisions could prove helpful in assembling the capital required to fund a Bus Toll Lane facility. 

A more recent potential funding source is from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 
2009  that  provides  100  percent  of  federal  funding  for  transit  projects. However,  use  of  these  funds 
involves no waiver of FTA program requirements and cannot be “mixed” with other federal funds (19). 

Federal Tolling Provisions 

The prospect of overcoming the issue of BTL eligibility for FTA funding and subsequent inclusion of their 
riders in the funding calculation may seem to be a difficult policy challenge.  When viewed in the context 
of the changes that have been made in the long‐held resistance to the introduction of tolls on Interstate 
Highways, it may not appear so formidable.   

After decades of prohibition, the Federal Highway Administration policies now allow tolling both on and 
off  the  Interstate Highway System. These policies allow  states and other public entities  to  toll motor 
vehicles  to  finance  interstate  highway  construction  and  reconstruction  (including  conversion  of HOV 
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lanes  to HOT  lanes)  (20).   Prior  to passage of  SAFETEA‐LU  in 2005,  there were  limitations placed on 
states that desired to use tolls on federally funded roads. SAFETEA‐LU loosened the previous limitations 
on the use of tolling and pricing on the Interstate Highway System.  Section 129 of 23 U.S.C. permits the 
imposition  of  tolls  on  free  interstate  and  non‐interstate  highways.    Section  129  permits  Federal 
participation  in the  initial construction of toll highways, bridges,  tunnels, or reconstruction of toll‐free 
Federal‐aid highway and conversion of  it to a toll facility.   The ownership of such facility can be either 
public or private (21).  

Before the Secretary of Transportation permits federal participation, the public authority (including the 
state  DOT)  having  jurisdiction  over  the  highway must  enter  into  the  agreement with  the  Secretary 
guaranteeing  that all  toll  revenues  from  this  facility will be used  first  for debt  service,  for  reasonable 
return on investment of any private person financing the project, and for the costs necessary for proper 
operation of the facility, including reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation (21). These 
provisions support totally the BTL concept. 

A State may loan to a public or private entity constructing or proposing to construct a toll facility (under 
section 129, 23 U.S.C.) or non‐toll facility an amount equal to all or part of the Federal share of the cost 
of the project if the project has a revenue source specifically dedicated to it (21).     

Now,  new  toll  roads  can  be  financed  using  tax  funds,  tolls,  or  a mix  of  tolls,  federal  aid,  and  other 
sources.   Existing non‐interstate federal‐aid highways can be converted to toll roads,  if reconstruction, 
rehabilitation, or capacity expansion is to occur (20).  

Section 1121 of SAFETEA‐LU allows States to charge tolls to vehicles that do not meet the established 
occupancy  requirements  to  use  an  HOV  lane,  provided  the  agency meets  certain  criteria  to  enroll 
participants, collect fees electronically, manage demand by varying tolls, and enforce violations (i.e., this 
permits the conversion of HOV lanes into HOT lanes) (22).   A toll agreement must be executed between 
the FHWA, the State Department of Transportation, and operating agencies. 

There would appear to be no obstacles presented in the federal tolling provisions to the implementation 
of a Bus Toll Lane project even if it involved an Interstate Highway.  In fact, the SAFETEA‐LU provisions 
on tolling appear to fully support the construction of Bus Toll Lane facilities. 

Florida‐Specific Issues 

The research plan for this project also included a review of any issues that may be particular to Florida 
that could present challenges and/or opportunities for Bus Toll Lanes.  The most apparent opportunities 
for Florida start with the strong multi‐modal commitment of the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT).    FDOT’s  long‐standing  support  for  public  transportation  initiatives  backed  with  State 
Transportation Trust Fund dollars could mean the difference in making a BTL project financially feasible. 
In the past this support has included funding up to 50 percent of the non‐federal share of transit capital 
projects.  
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In addition,  FDOT has  several well developed mechanisms  to  “jump  start”  local projects  that are  toll 
funded.  These tools include the Toll Facilities Revolving Trust Fund (TFRTF). The TFRTF is a loan program 
created  by  Florida  legislature  (s.  338.251  F.S.)  to  develop  and  enhance  the  financial  feasibility  of 
revenue‐producing  road  projects  undertaken  by  local  governmental  entities  and  the  Turnpike 
Enterprise.  The  loans  are  extended  for  planning  and  design  activities,  preliminary  engineering,  and 
advanced right‐of‐way acquisition for revenue producing road projects. 

The Department may advance  funds  sufficient  to defray  the  shortages  in  toll  revenues  for  the  first 5 
years  of  operation,  up  to  a maximum  of  $5 million  per  year  (any  amount  in  excess  of  $1.5 million 
annually  needs  a  specific  appropriation  by  the  Legislature).  This  assistance  is  not  available  for 
government  entities  or  expressway  authorities  that  failed  to  repay  any  previous  advance.  Eligible 
recipients of  the  loan  include  local  government entities  (expressway  and bridge  authorities,  counties 
and municipalities) and the Turnpike Enterprise.  While it is not clear if transit agencies would qualify for 
a TFRTF  loan,  it seems  that a partnership between a  toll authority and a  transit agency would not be 
precluded from using this assistance for a BTL. 

Florida has also been taking full advantage of the “toll credits”   innovative fund management technique. 
States may apply toll revenues used for capital expenditures to build or improve public highway facilities 
to earn  toll  credits.   They are earned when a  State,  toll authority, or a private entity  funds a  capital 
highway investment with toll revenues from existing toll facilities. The amount of credits is equivalent to 
the dollar amount of toll revenue spent on capital improvement projects and can be used to substitute 
the required non‐federal share of federal‐aid projects.  This can effectively increase the federal funding 
share of a project to 100 percent. The acceptance and use of this mechanism by the FDOT since 1993 
certainly presents an opportunity  for  funding BTLs  in Florida, as many  toll credits have been used on 
transit projects.  

Other potential pieces of the funding picture for a BTL project in Florida include both State and Federally 
funded State Infrastructure Banks.   These revolving loan programs present yet another opportunity for 
Bus Toll Lanes and have an established history in the state. 

A promising development  for BTLs  in Florida could  involve  the conversion and extension of  the South 
Dade Busway,  currently  operated  by Miami‐Dade  Transit,  into  a  price managed  facility  allowing  toll‐ 
paying  single occupant vehicles.   The  concept was  studied by  the Miami Dade Metropolitan Planning 
Organization in 2008 and is now under more detailed review by the Miami‐Dade Expressway Authority.  
The  Busway,  opened  in  1997,  was  built  on  former  railroad  right  of  way  and  connects  the  Miami 
MetroRail Dadeland  South  terminus  8.5 miles  to  Cutler  Ridge  to  the  south.    The  $60 million  facility 
currently only allows use by transit buses and is under consideration to be extended to Florida City as an 
HOT facility.  Although not currently being considered as a Bus Toll Lane as conceived  in this report, it 
could break new, significant policy ground if it were implemented, as “excess transit capacity” would be 
allowed  to  be  “sold  off”  to  toll‐paying  automobiles.    It  should  be  noted  that  this  significant  policy 
precedent would be set if there were no requirement to repay any federal transit capital that was used 
to fund the current facility’s construction. 
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Except  for  Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise, most of  Florida’s  toll agencies are established within  Florida 
Statute Chapter 348 Expressway and Bridge Authorities, Parts  I through X.   Part  I, entitled the “Florida 
Expressway Act and Related Provisions,” details  the power  for any county or counties  to establish an 
expressway authority.  One significant difference between Part I authorities and the others is the explicit 
permission  to construct operate and maintain not only expressways, but also a “public  transportation 
facility.(23)”      In contemplating  the BTL concept  for application  in Florida,  two of  the  three operating 
expressway authorities (Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority and Orlando‐Orange County 
Expressway Authority) are not created under Part I.  The Miami‐Dade County Expressway Authority is a 
Part  I authority and  is  the only one of  the  three  currently permitted  to  construct  facilities  for public 
transportation.  In order for Bus Toll Lanes to become a routine alternative for consideration in Florida’s 
toolbox of  transportation  solutions,  the  statutes of  the non‐Part  I expressway authorities need  to be 
modified  to  allow  them  to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  public  transportation  facilities.  An 
alternative  solution  is  to  add  each  BTL  project  as  it  arises  to  an  authority’s  enabling  statute  that 
describes its “system” rather than a blanket change in legislation. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

As with  any  new  idea  for  dealing with  urban  transportation  solutions,  there  are  pros  and  cons  and 
supporting and detracting forces that have been found  in this examination of the feasibility of Bus Toll 
Lanes.    The  concept  has  appeal  to  virtually  all  that were  talked with  in  the  conduct  of  this  effort; 
nonetheless there are certainly barriers to the implementation of BTL facilities.  

Barriers 

As mentioned  in  the  report,  the  biggest  obstacle  to widespread  implementation  of  BTLs  is  the  FTA 
definition of eligibility  for  the New Starts  funding program. There have been attempts  to change  this 
definition in the past.  The feasibility of getting this definition modified would hinge on how strong the 
“modal bias” and “modal silos” that have been described  in the  interviews really are at a policy  level.  
While there continues be a push for more  intermodal cooperation, the current economic uncertainties 
and  general  stagnation  of  transportation  funding  levels  can move  policy makers  to  protect  limited 
resources  from  what  will  be  perceived  by  some  as  a  “raid.”    Anticipated  resistance  to  any moves 
towards  allowing  BTLs  to  compete  with  other  new  starts  is  understandable  in  light  of  the  fierce 
competition for the  limited funds.   While BTL may show to be a very cost effective way to  implement 
reliable,  high  speed  transit  service,  there  are  potential  questions  as  to  a  project’s  contribution  to 
satisfying  transit  travel  demand  in  relation  to  the  size  of  the  potential  investment.  Any  future 
assessment by FTA of a project of this nature  is sure to  include an evaluation of the number of transit 
riders that will benefit compared to the capital investment and other non‐transit beneficiaries.  

Another  potential  “sticking  point”  with  a  jointly  funded  project  could  involve  the  mechanics  and 
specifics of grant and capital fund management. In a typical transit capital project the transit agency  is 
already a “designated recipient” of FTA funds and access to those federal dollars is routine.  In the BTL 
concept, funds from toll revenue bond proceeds, other toll funds and transit capital grants would need 
to  be  combined  for  at  least  the  construction  phase  of  a  project.  If  the  transit  agency  were  the 
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contracting entity for the major construction portion of the project (other components, for example toll 
collection  equipment  acquisition/  installation,  park  and  ride  lot  and  station  construction,  could  be 
contacted by either agency and financed with their respective funding sources) then significant capital 
funds need  to be  transferred  from  the  toll agency  to  the  transit organization.   Conversely,  if  the  toll 
agency that does have experience constructing these types of projects were the contracting entity, the 
issue of accessing any federal transit grants could present difficulties.  The same would be true if some 
sort of new partnership  entity were  created  in order  to  implement  a BTL project.   Access  to  federal 
transit grants by “non‐traditional” entities has been addressed somewhat through changes to the FTA’s 
“TEAM” grants management system subsequent  to SAFETEA‐LU  to deal with  federal earmarks.   While 
the mechanics of blending the capital is certainly not a “fatal flaw” these details are another set of issues 
identified that must be dealt with early in the planning for a BTL facility involving shared equity. 

Another barrier  to  the  implementation of Bus Toll  Lanes  is  the  general public  resistance  to  tolls and 
price‐managed  lanes.   Although  this reluctance  is waning as evidenced by all of  the projects  involving 
congestion  pricing  listed  earlier  in  this  paper,  it will  continue  to  be  a  factor  in  gaining  stakeholder 
acceptance of a particular project. 

Unlike  the High Occupancy Toll  lane examples  that have been examined,  the BTL concept  is based on 
the premise that there is no discounted or free, passage for carpools or fuel‐efficient automobiles.  The 
equity arguments for this approach are sound but the public education involved in their explanation will 
be  difficult.    This  issue  could  exacerbate  the  perception  that  a  BTL  facility  is  less  “green”  than  a 
traditional rail facility, even if analysis were to show the contrary. 

A barrier that may or may not be unique to Florida is that expressway authorities have varying abilities 
to construct and fund transit projects.  In fact, of the operating local toll agencies at this time, only the 
Miami‐Dade County Expressway Authority is explicitly granted this power. 

One  of  the  largest  concerns  that  emerges  from  this  effort  is  the  traffic  and  revenue  models  and 
forecasts  that  are  necessary  for  any  toll‐financed  project will  be more  complex  and  critical  in  a BTL 
situation. The dichotomy  that surfaces  is that as the transit service becomes more successful,  it could 
have  the  desired  effect  of  reducing  congestion  in  the  corridor  and  the  undesired  effect  of  limiting 
revenue growth from the price‐managed tolls. Perhaps growth in vehicle miles of travel and demand for 
single  occupant  vehicle mobility will mitigate  this  concern,  but  it  points  out  the  importance  of  the 
forecasts that are complicated at best for a less complex project.   

Lastly, the biggest barrier to embracing the concept of Bus Toll Lanes is the lack of an actual project and 
financial proposal  that  can be  studied, debated and  forwarded  to  federal  transportation agencies  for 
their  review. This difficulty was apparent  in  the  conduct of  the  research preparing  this paper.   Aside 
from the difficulty of explaining the difference between a BTL and a HOT lane, the existence of an actual 
project proposal would have helped all involved to seek potential funding and institutional solutions.  An 
actual  project would  have  a  “champion”  that  could  advocate  for  the  required  changes  to make  it  a 
reality.  
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Opportunities 

The Bus Toll Lane concept seems to have appeal based on the interviews conducted.  The prospect of an 
equity sharing arrangement between a toll authority and a transit agency is intriguing to most of those 
transportation experts consulted.   There are events occurring and trends emerging that perhaps make 
the idea of BTLs even more feasible than in the past. 

A Bus Toll Lane relies on  the assumption  that all electronic  toll collection  (AET)  is  feasible, acceptable 
and can be implemented.  AET is becoming more common place and is also a prerequisite for HOT lanes. 
Aside  from all of  the HOT projects  that were  listed earlier  in  this  report,  in Florida  there are projects 
underway that will implement AET in the near future.  In Tampa, where AET was first introduced on its 
elevated express  lanes,   all electronic  toll  collection on  its entire  system  is probably  less  than a year 
away and MDX and Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise (47 miles by 2011) are moving in that direction as well.  
While  no  Florida  agency  is  currently  implementing  price‐managed  lanes  (FDOT’s  I‐595  project  in 
Broward County will  implement them), the ability to do so will be  in place with the  implementation of 
AET.   Before  the  introduction of AET, there  is the step of electronic  toll collection or ETC.   ETC  is well 
established  in  Florida  with  some  toll  facilities  collecting  as  much  as  70  percent  of  their  revenue 
electronically.   

Another trend that supports Bus Toll Lanes is the growing implementation and “mainstreaming” of Bus 
Rapid  Transit  in  the U.S.  and  in  Florida.    At  the  national  level,  new  starts  funding  requests  for  BRT 
projects have been  the  fastest growing  category of projects  in  the  last  several  years.    In  Florida,  the 
South Dade Busway, the Lynx LYMMO in Orlando and the integration of BRT into the I‐95 Express Lanes 
project are examples of the growing acceptance and implementation of Bus Rapid Transit.   

As  the  demands  for  transportation  funding  grow  in  a  time  of  dwindling  resources  and  a  contracted 
economy, there is an increased demand for innovation, creativity and for new ways of doing business.  If 
BTL  facilities can prove  to offer a more cost effective solution  than other alternatives,  this may be an 
opportune  time  to overcome any of  the challenges.   Transit agencies  in particular have been hit hard 
financially  in  recent  times,  and  the  prospect  of  an  on‐going  revenue  stream  in  conjunction  with 
providing high level public transportation service may be even more appealing now. 

Current efforts  to  reauthorize  the  federal  surface  transportation program also  include proposals  that 
could ease the way for the  implementation of BTLs.   Versions of the bill to federally support and fund 
highway  and  transit  projects  include    the  concept  of  a Metropolitan Mobility  Program  that  would 
essentially be mode neutral, support price managed facilities, and be based on performance measures. 
The concept was recommended by the federally mandated National Surface Transportation Policy and 
Revenue  Study  Commission  and would  create  a  federally  funded  program  targeted  at metropolitan 
areas of 1 million or more to employ cross‐modal strategies to reduce delay and congestion. 

Along with the Metropolitan Mobility Program, a current House of Representatives bill also includes the 
creation of the Office of Public Benefit that would regulate tolling of interstates and other public–private 
partnerships (P3s).  Proponents of public‐private partnerships have been critical of a new federal Office 
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of  Public  Benefit.    However,  if  the  new  transportation  bill  includes  both  the Metropolitan Mobility 
Program  and oversight of P3s,  this may  establish  a  favorable  environment  for  toll  and  transit  equity 
sharing arrangements  like Bus Toll Lanes.   Some have  referred  to  the BTL concept as a “public‐public 
partnership” or a P2.  

Another  opportunity  presented  by  this  BTL  concept  that  should  be  mentioned  is  the  financial 
protections that a project could be afforded in the toll‐transit partnership. If a BTL project is financed in 
the manner described in this paper, a toll agency would issue toll revenue bonds to raise some portion 
of the capital required for its construction.  When those bonds are issued, there will be covenants that 
protect the holders of the bonds against public opinion or political shifts that could compromise the BTL 
concept  and  the  associated  revenue  stream.    Pressures  to  include  free  passage  for  some  classes  of 
vehicles,  or  a  push  to  artificially  suppress  toll  rates will  be  able  to  be  stopped  because  of  the  legal 
contract that will be made with the bondholders.    

Summary of Major Findings 

• An  explicit  change  to  ensure  that BTLs  are  considered  fixed  guideway  transit  facilities  in  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  statute  and  regulations  would  be  the  single most  significant 
change that could pave the way for the implementation of Bus Toll Lanes. 

• There  appear  to  be  no  obstacles  presented  in  the  federal  tolling  provisions  to  the 
implementation of a Bus Toll Lane project, even if it involved an Interstate Highway.  In fact, the 
SAFETEA‐LU provisions on tolling appear to fully support the concept of the construction of Bus 
Toll Lane facilities. 

• In Florida while it is not clear if transit agencies would qualify for a Toll Facilities Revolving Trust 
Fund loan, it seems that a partnership between a toll authority and a transit agency would not 
be precluded from using this assistance for a Bus Toll Lane Project. 

• The  acceptance  and  use  the  “toll  credits”  mechanism  by  FDOT  since  1993  presents  an 
opportunity for a contribution to funding BTLs in Florida, as many toll credits have been used on 
transit projects.  

• In order for Bus Toll Lanes to become a routine alternative for consideration in Florida’s toolbox 
of  transportation  solutions,  the  statutes of  the non‐Part  I  expressway  authorities need  to be 
modified  to allow  them  to construct, operate and maintain public  transportation  facilities. An 
alternative solution is to add legislatively each BTL project as it arises to an authority’s enabling 
statute that describes its “system” rather than a blanket change. 

Recommended Approach 

As has been stated, the most straight forward and definitive action that could be taken to facilitate the 
implementation of Bus Toll Lanes  is  to convince policy‐makers at  the national  level of  the wisdom of 
broadening the FTA New Starts eligibility criteria.  This would provide access to a large potential funding 
source for a transit agency to contribute as an equity partner  in a BTL facility or system.   There  is the 
opportunity to attempt this change through the federal surface transportation authorization efforts that 
are going on today.   
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Another, or even parallel, approach  is to  identify a BRT or HOT project that  is well along  in  its project 
development and use it as a proposed demonstration of the concepts presented here and elsewhere for 
Bus Toll  Lanes.   This has  the advantages of being  able  to develop a  real plan of  finance  that  can be 
examined and can serve to allow skeptics and supporters to “test the waters” without making what may 
be seen as a significant shift  in  federal  transit  funding policy.     This demonstration could be proposed 
with using New Starts program funding, or by employing any of the other transit capital funding sources 
that may not be so controversial.  

Reauthorization presents another opportunity to advance the BTL approach without a wholesale change 
to New Starts eligibility.  The approach that was used to begin the changes to Interstate Highway tolling 
policy could be employed here. The new authorization bill could contain provisions for applications for a 
limited  number  of  proposals  for  the  funding  of  BTLs  that might  include  New  Starts  funding.    This 
provides an opportunity for a handful of projects to compete with other fixed guideway proposals and 
for the evaluation of those projects that were ultimately implemented. 

At  the  state  level,  statutory  changes  should be  sought  for  those expressway authorities  interested  in 
expanding their project portfolios beyond the traditional tolled highways.       
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SRTA Provides I-85 Express Lanes Monthly Travel Data 

November 16, 2012 
 

SPECIAL NOTE: I-85 Express Lanes travel data is released monthly. See charts below representing monthly usage. 
 

I-85 Express Lanes:  Trips and Fare 

Monthly Summary 
Monthly  

Trips 
% of Trips  

Non-Tolled 
Weekday Trips 

Average* 
Daily Fare 
Average* 

October 2011 159,799 23% 7,273 $1.19 

November 2011 221,552 21% 10,353 $1.09 

December 2011** 209,561 21% 9,385 $1.16 

January 2012 254,075 20% 11,623 $1.26 

February 2012 349,270 16% 14,630 $1.18 

March 2012 413,516 15% 16,817 $1.19 

April 2012** 385,426 15% 16,334 $1.08 

May 2012 439,021 14% 17,585 $1.14 

June 2012** 387,676 14% 16,447 $1.03 

July 2012** 380,698 14% 15,968 $1.09 

August 2012*** 429,964 14% 16,916 $1.35 

September 2012 387,935 14% 17,182 $1.47 

October 2012 446,660 14% 17,701 $1.51 

 *Averages do not include Weekends & State Holidays   

** Data reflects a reduction in overall traffic during Winter holidays (December), Spring Break 

(April) and school vacation (June-July) periods. 

*** Trip Count for 8/30/12 (shown as 19,924 on Chart#2) includes an excusal of about 1,600 

vehicles from approximately 1:15pm to 4:10pm due to an accident; vehicles were routed 

through the I-285/Jimmy Carter Blvd. segments of the NB Express Lane. 
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SRTA Cash-Based/Cash-Preferred Customer Solutions Overview 

In order to provide choices and flexibility to current as well as potential Peach Pass customers, SRTA is 
developing several strategies to allow cash-based or cash-preferred customers multiple payment 
methods so that they can utilize the state’s toll facilities.  These payment “channels” include in person 
Customer Service centers and retail based payment options. 

SRTA WALK UP CUSTOMER SERVICE CENTERS 

SRTA currently operates 3 walk up Customer Service Centers where current as well as new customers 
can transact business in person with SRTA.  These locations support new account sign up, account 
closings, account payments and violation payments.  Each location is set up to process payments made 
via cash, check or credit card.  Customers will have the choice to open pre-paid Peach Pass accounts via 
credit card or cash.  Either payment method is subject to the same charges and fee schedules.  In 
addition, to the payment related transactions identified above, Peach Pass customers can request and 
receive Peach Pass transponders, as well as update vehicle and account information at these locations. 

SRTA’s primary Customer Service Center is located at SRTA’s headquarters in downtown Atlanta.  
This location is considered our permanent location and offers all of the services noted above, plus access 
to SRTA management. 

The other two Customer Service Centers are co-located at Georgia Department of Driver Services 
(DDS) Service Centers along the I-85 corridor.  These two locations provide easy access to motorists 
who live near and/or frequently travel the I-85 Express Lanes.  SRTA opened both locations in advance 
of the opening of the I-85 Express Lanes in order to facilitate account set up and transponder 
penetration, and general motorist education of the I-85 Express Lanes. 

SRTA intends to duplicate this model by partnering with DDS to co-locate Peach Pass Customer Service 
Centers at other DDS locations located in the vicinity of future planned toll facilities; including both the 
planned I-75 NWC managed lanes and the planned I-75 South Express Lanes toll facilities.  In addition, 
SRTA’s marketing plans include opening additional locations near the physical location of upcoming 
toll facilities.  This allows SRTA to have a presence that is physically convenient to motorists most 
likely to use the new facility.  As part of each project, SRTA will open Customer Service Centers in 
advance of the respective toll facilities opening to traffic.   

The current Customer Service Centers are located at: 

 State Road and Tollway Authority, 47 Trinity Ave. SW, Ground Floor, Atlanta, GA 30334 
 Department of Driver Services, 2211 Beaver Ruin Road, Norcross, GA  30071 
 Department of Driver Services, 310 Hurricane Shoals Road, NE, Lawrenceville, GA  30046 
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“PAY N GO” PEACH PASS ACCOUNT OPTION 

In order to provide additional options for cash-based or cash-preferred customers to access all 
electronic toll facilities, the State Road and Tollway Authority (SRTA) is working with its back 
office provider, Electronic Transaction Consultants Corporation (ETCC) and third party network 
provider, InComm, to provide a cash-based payment solution that is available to all current or 
potential Peach Pass customers at retail locations that they commonly visit throughout the week. 

InComm is an industry leading marketer, distributor and technology innovator of stored-value gift 
cards and prepaid products. InComm's retail network features most of the premier brands in the big 
box, grocery, convenience, chain drug, discount, electronics, office supply and other categories. 
Through an electronic interface, InComm’s network will communicate receipt of prepaid toll funds 
that will be associated with a toll transponder and available for use on any Georgia toll facilities.  As 
currently envisioned, SRTA is working with ETCC and InComm to offer the following 2 products 
within the next 6 – 12 months.  Both products will be marketed under the brand, “Pay N Go Peach 
Pass” Accounts: 

The first is a package containing a Peach Pass transponder and an InComm reloadable card. This 
package is referred to as a Pay N Go Peach Pass Starter Kit.  The card inside the kit will be 
associated to the transponder in InComm's database. SRTA will be responsible for furnishing the 
transponder and InComm will produce the card. InComm will package the card and transponder 
together and provide logistics to get the cards onto the existing gift card displays at merchants in the 
appropriate areas throughout Metro-Atlanta (or whichever geographic location within Georgia that is 
in proximity to a state toll facility). The transponder/card package will be sold for a suggested $2.50, 
plus the pre-paid toll value added to the account at the time of purchase.  Currently we contemplate a 
suggested minimum value of $20, which corresponds with the minimum prepaid amount on credit 
card based pre-paid accounts and a maximum of $500. The retail merchant and InComm would be 
compensated through the $2.50 fee. 

The entire financial transaction occurs in real time in the same manner as any other point of sale 
purchase.  By the time the consumer exits the store, the value is associated with the transponder.  
The consumer simply attaches the transponder to their vehicle and they can immediately access the 
I-85 Express Lanes, the GA 400 Open Road Tolling lanes, as well as any other toll facility (e.g. the 
planned I-75 Northwest Corridor Express Lanes and the planned 75 South Express lanes). The 
packaging instructions will include information on how to add value to their account through retail 
merchants located through the consumer’s live/work communities, as well as information on 
automated online payments via debit or credit cards for reloading.  This allows a cash-based 
customer to access the system very easily and remain anonymous if desired. This puts the 
transponder distribution and payment process in the communities of all potential users, at the 
merchants where they shop weekly. This also allows easy transponder distribution to the credit card-
based customer by reminding them while they shop. 

The second product would be a reload or "top-up" card only. This card would hang next to the 
Starter Kit package described above, and will be marketed as "good for top-up of existing accounts."  
After picking up the card and proceeding to the register, the customer is asked, "how much do you 
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want to add to the card", with a minimum of $20 and maximum of $500. A $1.50 transaction fee will 
be added to the transaction. The consumer then leaves the store, calls a toll-free number and goes 
into InComm’s Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system. The consumer provides the card number 
and their transponder number. The IVR platform, is linked to InComm’s database which in turn is 
linked to the merchant’s Point of Sale (POS) system will determine the value of the card that was 
paid at the register and will send ETCC a message with  the information.  ETCC will then add the 
value to the appropriate Peach Pass account and respond with the new balance, which will be 
provided to the consumer via the IVR system.  Once the customer has associated the “top-up” card 
with their account (by linking it to one of the transponders on their account) the balance is 
immediately available on their account.  If the customer has difficulty, a live operator will assist 
24/7/365 in English and Spanish. The data capture may also be completed on a web site or via a 
mobile application. The customer only has to provide the transponder data once. InComm will 
associate the data with the card, and subsequent “top-up" transactions with the same card will 
automatically push the value to ETCC from the merchant location’s POS system in real-time with no 
additional data capture needed. Subsequent top-ups will also incur the $1.50 fee. 

The products outlined here will leverage the latest payment and replenishment mechanisms that are 
familiar to those customers who may already use similar process used for phone calling cards and 
gift cards. 

Retail merchant locations such as Wal-Mart, Walgreen’s, Target and Best Buy are a few of the retail 
merchants within InComm’s network.  We will be working with InComm to identify specific 
locations at the appropriate time.   We believe that the steps outlined here, will allow the same ease 
of access as provided to those patrons who have credit card-backed accounts.  In fact, it should be 
noted that these products can be used by cash-based or credit card-based customers for the same fee 
structure.  The fees charged are sized to nominally compensate InComm and the retail merchants for 
their operation and maintenance of the broad distribution network.  This ease of access, coupled with 
the simplicity of the approach, is the cornerstone to providing a convenient solution for payment of 
tolls by cash-based customers. 

CONCLUSION 

SRTA’s current business model distributes Peach Pass sticker transponders free to all users (credit 
card and cash-based).  The solutions outlined in this paper increase those distribution channels as a 
convenience to current and potential customers. There is no charge to reload customer accounts if 
the account is backed by a credit card. There is no charge to reload customer accounts in person at 
customer service walk-up facilities (operated by SRTA) for the cash user. SRTA is constantly 
evaluating its business practices (including account establishment and reload) to best serve their 
customers. The InComm solution with prepaid cards is currently envisioned as a convenient option 
for the cash-based user. As we develop and market the InComm solution we will continue to refine 
its terms.  The pricing that is currently in place is anticipated to stay at its current levels indefinitely 
but will be re-evaluated at the time of renewal of the contract.   
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The Primer Series and the Purpose of This Volume

States and local jurisdictions are increasingly dis-
cussing congestion pricing as a strategy for improv-
ing transportation system performance. In fact, 
many transportation experts believe that conges-
tion pricing offers promising opportunities to cost-
effectively reduce traffic congestion, improve the 
reliability of highway system performance, and 
improve the quality of life for residents, many of 
whom are experiencing intolerable traffic conges-
tion in regions across the country. 

Because congestion pricing is still a relatively 
new concept in the United States, the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) is embarking 
on an outreach effort to introduce the various as-
pects of congestion pricing to decision-makers 
and transportation professionals. One element of 
FHWA’s congestion pricing outreach program is 
this Congestion Pricing Primer series. The aim of 
the primer series is not to promote congestion 
pricing or to provide an exhaustive discussion of 
the various technical and institutional issues one 
might encounter when implementing a particular 
project; rather the intent is to provide an over-
view of the key elements of congestion pricing, to 
illustrate the multidisciplinary aspects and skill 
sets required to analyze and implement conges-
tion pricing, and to provide an entry point for 
practitioners and others interested in engaging in 
the congestion-pricing dialogue. 

The concept of tolling and congestion pricing 
is based on charging for access and use of our 
roadway network. It places responsibility for 
travel choices squarely in the hands of the indi-
vidual traveler, where it can best be decided and 
managed. The car is often the most convenient 
means of transportation; however, with a little 
encouragement, people may find it attractive  
to change their travel habits, whether through 
consolidation of trips, car-sharing, by using public 
transportation, or by simply traveling at less- 
congested times. The use of proven and practical 
demand-management pricing that we freely use 
and apply to every other utility is needed for 
transportation. 

About This Primer Series

The Congestion Pricing Primer Series is part of FHWA’s 
outreach efforts to introduce the various aspects of conges-
tion pricing to decision-makers and transportation profession-
als in the United States. The primers are intended to lay out 
the underlying rationale for congestion pricing and some of 
the technical issues associated with its implementation in a 
manner that is accessible to non-specialists in the field.  
Titles in this series include:

•	 Congestion	Pricing	Overview.

•	 Economics:	Pricing,	Demand,	and	Economic	Efficiency.

•	 Non-Toll	Pricing.

•	 Technologies	That	Enable	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Technologies	That	Complement	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Transit	and	Congestion	Pricing.

•	 Income-Based	Equity	Impacts	of	Congestion	Pricing.
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The application of tolling and road pricing to 
solve local transportation and sustainability prob-
lems provides the opportunity to solve transpor-
tation problems without federal or state funding. 
It could mean that further gas tax, sales tax, or 
motor vehicle registration fee increases are not 
necessary now, or in the future. The idea of con-
gestion pricing is a conceptual first step, not a 
complete plan of action. It has to be coordinated 

with other policy measures and environmental 
measures for sustainability. 

Against this background, this equity primer 
was produced to examine the impacts of conges-
tion pricing on low-income groups, public opin-
ion as expressed by various income groups, and 
ways to mitigate the equity impacts of conges-
tion pricing.
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There are three principal types of equity consider-
ations that relate to the distribution of benefits and 
burdens of toll or congestion-pricing projects:

1. Income equity: Are low-income groups negatively 
affected? Is a system that places the burden of 
travel-behavior change disproportionally on low-
income individuals fair? 

2. Geographic equity: Are some parts of the region 
made worse off than other parts? Will traffic di-
version from tolled routes negatively impact 
neighborhoods or reduce performance on alter-
native toll-free routes?

3. Modal equity: Are public perceptions with regard 
to encouragement of multi-modal transportation 
addressed? For example, some believe that it is 
not fair to offer the same travel-time savings to 
those who pay a toll as to those who “do the right 
thing” by carpooling or taking transit.

This primer focuses on the first type of equity—
income equity. Equity concerns with regard to in-
come have often been raised about congestion pric-
ing. The benefits of congestion pricing may not be 
distributed equally among all users. High-income 
users are more likely to remain on the highway, pay 
the congestion fee, and benefit from a faster trip. 
Low-income users may be worse off if they choose 
other less-expensive times, routes, or modes. When 
public use of infrastructure assets is deliberately 
made more expensive at certain times, low-income 
people and those concerned about their welfare 
may raise legitimate concerns about equity. 

Toll roads impact environmental justice in at least 
two ways: impacts from the alignment and impacts 
from the ability to take advantage of better service. 
This primer focuses on the second impact—the abil-
ity to take advantage of better service—because the 
focus is on congestion pricing as applied to existing 
facilities. This primer presents information on the 
low-income equity issue in three sections as fol-
lows: 

1. An overview of what is known about the low-
income equity issue on the basis of current litera-
ture, 

2. Results from studies conducted under the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s) Value 
Pricing Pilot (VPP) Program, and 

3. What is known about the issue, at this point in 
time, from DOT’s urban partners funded under 
the Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA) Pro-
gram and the Congestion Reduction Demonstra-
tion (CRD) Program. 

Introduction
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Map showing U.S. Department of Transporation urban partners under the Urban Partnership 
Agreement and Congestion Reduction Demonstration Programs.
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The VPP Program was established by the U.S. 
Congress as the Congestion Pricing Pilot Program 
in 1991. It was subsequently renamed the VPP 
program under Section 1216 (a) of the Transporta-
tion Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 
1998, and continued through the 2005 Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equi-
ty Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). 

The UPA Program was announced by U.S. DOT 
in May 2006 and was followed by the CRD  
Program, initiated in 2007. Both programs were 
designed to address congestion problems, with 

particular emphasis on establishing partnerships 
with major urban areas to make significant reduc-
tions in roadway congestion by using congestion 
pricing as a key strategy. There are currently six 
urban partner cities—Miami, FL; Atlanta, GA;  
Minneapolis, MN; Seattle, WA; San Francisco, CA; 
and Los Angeles, CA. New York, NY, was origi-
nally designated an urban partner but lost its  
urban partner status in April 2008 after it failed  
to obtain the legislative authority needed to imple-
ment congestion pricing. 
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ISSueS

The “fairness” question may be viewed within the 
context of the overall highway financing system, in 
which, in the absence of congestion fees, the costs 
of providing peak-period highway service are borne 
by all highway users, not just by those who travel 
during congested periods or on congested routes. In 
this context, placing more of the burden of paying 
for peak-period highway service on those who make 
use of peak highway capacity is being increasingly 
viewed as an equity improvement.

A well-designed value-pricing plan can be less 
burdensome to low-income citizens than current 
systems that are based on regressive taxes, such as 
car-registration fees, sales taxes, and the gas tax. For 
example, low-income drivers usually drive older ve-
hicles that are not as fuel-efficient as newer models. 
They therefore must purchase more fuel per mile 
driven and consequently pay higher fuel taxes for 
each mile driven than do those who own newer 
fuel-efficient models.

A report by the U.S. Congressional Budget Of-
fice (1990) found that the tax on motor fuels was 
regressive relative to annual income. In addition, 
Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) noted in one study 
that most forms of transportation finance—fuel 
taxes, sales taxes, and tolls—are regressive forms of 
taxation in that they burden the poor more than 
they do the rich. Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) stat-
ed that, “Using sales taxes to fund roadways creates 
substantial savings to drivers by shifting some of the 
costs of driving from drivers to consumers at large, 
and in the process disproportionally favors the more 
affluent at the expense of the impoverished.” 

Another equity concern is that congestion pricing 
may make it too difficult or too expensive for low-
skilled workers to get to their jobs. Entry-level and 
unskilled jobs are often not well served by public 
transit. Even if service routes exist for jobs of this 
type, the work hours for such jobs often require trav-
el during off-peak service times, making public transit 
use less appealing as an option. Many low-skilled 
workers need to drive to retain their jobs; however, 
any congestion-pricing system can be sensitive to the 
issue of affordability, as discussed later in this primer. 

When congestion pricing relies on an electronic 
cashless technology, households that do not have 
credit cards, bank accounts, or cannot afford large de-
posits may be unable to set up toll accounts, which 
may limit their use of these facilities. The Auto Ex-
press System in Puerto Rico mitigates many of these 
barriers by allowing users to purchase transponders 
and replenish their accounts by using cash at numer-
ous retail and convenience stores without the need 
to provide a checking account or a credit card num-
ber. A light on the tag indicates when funds in the 
prepaid account are running low. Customers then 
have the option of replenishing their accounts at any 
number of locations, including gas stations. In Texas, 
TxTag accounts may be opened with cash. Those re-
plenishing depleted accounts with cash must cur-
rently do so at a customer service center, but TxDOT 
is working with retailers to make TxTag services 
available at many retail outlets.

Another equity concern is that most tolled fa-
cilities that use electronic toll collection offer dis-
counted tolls to those who use transponders rather 
than using video tolling or booth tolling. In situa-
tions in which the purchase of a transponder pres-
ents a significant economic barrier, low-income 

Review of the Literature
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Equity implications of hypothetical Los Angeles 
5-cent vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) fee, 1991. 
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travelers who cannot afford a transponder will face 
a regressive toll schedule. It is estimated that be-
tween 10 and 20 percent of the population is un-
able to overcome these barriers to transponder 
ownership (Parkany, 2005).

IMPAcTS on Low-IncoMe GrouPS

Congestion-priced facilities currently in operation 
in the United States include tollways and tolled wa-
ter crossings with variable tolls and priced lanes 
along major transportation corridors that experi-
ence high levels of congestion (U.S. DOT, 2008). 
Such congestion-pricing projects are operating in 
California, Minnesota, Washington, Colorado, Utah, 
Florida, Texas, New Jersey, and New York. The data 
from priced lanes have shown that a wide range of 
income groups use the lanes at different levels of 
frequency of use.

The use of congestion-priced lanes by both high- 
and low-income users appears to be selective. If use 
of priced facilities was solely dependent on income, 
then low-income travelers would never use such fa-
cilities. Studies have indicated that roughly half of 
the users of congestion-priced lanes do so once a 
week or less. Weinstein and Sciara (2004) suggested 
that the impacts of congestion pricing are not nec-
essarily related to income and can also be based on 
flexibility of time and routes available to users. 

A paper by the Rand Corporation and Volpe Na-
tional Transportation Systems Center (2007) indi-
cated that household surveys suggest that rush-hour 
travelers who travel in the busier direction—and 
thus are more likely to pay congestion charges—are 
the most affluent group within the larger category 
of street and highway users.

Congestion pricing clearly will create economic 
hardship for some households. Svadlenak and Jones 
(1998) found that of adult residents in the Portland, 
OR, area who travel during peak hours in single-
occupant vehicles, approximately 3 percent are 
low-income commuters. Of all Portland-area com-
muters, 38 percent travel during peak hours in sin-
gle-occupant vehicles and have relatively high in-
comes. Svadlenak and Jones (1998) suggested that 
of this 38 percent, most can afford tolls and would 

welcome tolls if they resulted in a commensurate 
improvement in travel time. 

Deakin and Harvey (1996) found that, if a 5-cent 
vehicle-miles-traveled fee were to be imposed in 
Los Angeles, CA, the lowest income quintile (i.e., 20 
percent of users) would bear only 7 percent of the 
financial burden, whereas the highest income quin-
tile would bear 35 percent of the financial burden.

Safirova et al. (2003) estimated the impacts of a 
high-occupancy toll (HOT) lane network in the 
Washington, DC, area. They found that the lowest 
income quartile would pay 5.2 percent of tolls, 
whereas the highest income quartile would pay 
50.3 percent of tolls.

Commuting pattern by income group in the Portland, OR, area.

 Less than 100%–200% more than 
 Poverty  of Poverty 400% of Poverty 
 guideline guideline  guideline

  Not Employed 58.7% 43.2% 16.7%  
  SOV-Peak 17.1% 14.6% 35.4% 
  SOV-Off-Peak  4.3%  13.4% 19.2% 
  Carpool-Peak  5.7% 7.2% 9.8% 
  Carpool-Off-Peak 5.7%  2.3%  2.2% 
  All Other Modes 8.5%  19.2%  16.6% 
  Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
  Number of Cases 109 229 575
  Missing Cases* (16) (21) (63)
* Missing data concerning mode of travel were allocated proportionately across five 
commuter categories.

SOV = single-occupancy vehicle.



8 | C o n g e s t i o n  P r i C i n g

Transek (2006) found that, in the case of the 
Stockholm city center congestion-pricing scheme, 
affluent men in the inner city pay the most in con-
gestion-pricing charges. Because high-income indi-
viduals use their cars more frequently, it was found 
that high-income households were more likely to 
incur the congestion charge compared with the av-
erage household. This analysis indicates that, if the 
revenues are used for public transportation, those 
who gain the most from the pricing scheme are 
young people, low-income individuals, single peo-
ple, women, and residents of the inner suburbs. 
These groups pay relatively little in congestion 
charges on average and use public transportation 
more often than do other groups.

PubLIc oPInIon

Taniguchi (2008) provided results from a survey of 
public opinion on paying for transportation infra-
structure with tolls versus taxes. The survey found 
that support for tolls was higher among low-income 
individuals (58 percent support for tolls) than 
among high-income individuals (42 percent sup-
port for tolls). Support for taxes was 32 percent for 
low-income individuals compared with 45 percent 
for high-income individuals. 

Morallos (2006) found that, although limited, 
evidence from the successfully operating VPP proj-
ects clearly demonstrates that the most valued fea-
ture in tolling and pricing projects is that of provid-

ing people with a choice of whether to use priced 
lanes. Studies have shown that lower income indi-
viduals face the greatest financial harm when they 
are denied adequate travel choices. Lack of choice 
to pay a toll in exchange for reliable travel times can 
result in lost wages or late fees for daycare that 
could have been avoided. 

Even when priced lanes are seen to be used more 
heavily by high-income users than by low-income 
users, a broad spectrum of income groups still ex-
press approval of the projects (as documented later 
in this primer) because they are given the choice of 
choosing the tolled route, an alternative free route, 

Welfare changes and equity impacts by income group under high-occupancy-toll (HOT) lane network policy in  
the Washington, DC, area.

  tolls paid by Percentage of Welfare Percentage of Welfare change 
  income group tolls paid by change* welfare change as percentage 
 quartile ($000/year) income group  ($000/year) accruing to quartile of income

 1 3,412 5.2 3,047 2.9 0.028  
 2 7,822 12.0 12,172 11.5 0.037
 3  21,073 32.4 32,717  30.9 0.050
 4  32,728 50.3 57,935 54.7 0.042
 Total 65,035 100.0 105,870 100.0 0.045
*Before	counting	the	value	of	toll	revenues.

Source: Welfare	and	Distributional	Effects	of	Road	Pricing	Schemes	for	Metropolitan	Washington,	DC.	Elena	Safirova,	Kenneth	Gillingham,	 
Ian	Parry,	Peter	Nelson,	Winston	Harrington,	and	David	Mason,	October	2003—Discussion	Paper	03-57.
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Tolls Taxes No Answer

Support for tolls versus taxes in King County,  
Washington. Low-income households prefer  
tolls over taxes. 
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or a different transportation mode. Although high-
income motorists do use the priced lanes more of-
ten, all income groups value the choice of a reliable 
trip travel time that is now available to them, serv-
ing their needs when they absolutely have to get to 
their destinations on time (e.g., getting to a daycare 
center before late fees kick in). 

ADDreSSInG eQuITY concernS

Research has identified strategies for addressing eq-
uity concerns through redistribution of toll reve-
nues. These include distributing rebates or credits, 
or revenue transfer to transit and carpooling servic-
es in the priced corridor. To ensure that at least 
some surplus toll revenue is used to improve transit, 
some areas have passed legislation to dedicate a 
portion of the surplus revenue to transit, whereas 
others have created special transit accounts. 

A particularly important consideration in evalu-
ating congestion-pricing options and their equity 
implications is the use of revenues generated by 
tolls. Toll revenues can be used to compensate those 
who might otherwise consider themselves “losers” 
as a result of congestion pricing. Compensation can 
come in a variety of forms. Toll revenues may be 
used to finance highway improvements (particu-
larly in the corridor where the tolls are levied) or to 
pay for improvements in transit service. In cases in 
which effects on low-income drivers are felt to be 
particularly severe, toll exemptions or toll rebates 
may be offered to eligible drivers, or other forms of 

monetary compensation may be offered, such as tax 
rebates that provide reimbursment for tolls paid or 
income supplements. 

Each of these approaches has been used or con-
sidered for use in congestion-pricing programs. For 
example, revenues from area pricing in Central 
London were used in part to improve bus service 
into the priced area, thereby enhancing transporta-
tion services to low-income groups and other users 
of those systems. The statutes in California mandate 
that 18 percent of toll revenues from the Bay Area 
Toll Authority be transferred into three accounts 
controlled by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, a multimodal planning agency for the 
region. The Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey likewise uses surplus toll revenue to subsi-
dize transit services. When New York City consid-
ered a cordon-pricing scheme, it proposed a tax re-
bate for drivers who qualified for the federal-earned 
income tax credit. In the case of a proposed conges-
tion-pricing scheme on the San Francisco Bay 
Bridge, tolls were to be raised from $1 to $3 per 
trip, but the proposal called for a reduced “lifeline” 
toll rate of $1 for low-income users. 

Schweitzer and Taylor (2008) suggested that if 
policymakers are worried about low-income, peak-
period commuters paying tolls, one way to address 
this would be to provide discounted “lifeline” pric-
ing based on income levels, as is done by utility 
companies for qualifying customers. As an alterna-
tive, they could provide travel credits to low-income 
commuters. 
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Evidence From VPP Program Projects

The perception that value pricing is “unfair” to low- 
and perhaps even middle-income drivers has been a 
concern for many VPP program projects. Since the 
inception of the VPP program, equity has been a 
key issue of interest, with particular attention given 
to mitigating possible adverse effects of projects on 
low-income drivers. Project experiences are sum-
marized in FHWA’s report on lessons learned from 
the program (KT Analytics and Cambridge System-
atics, Inc., 2008). Project experience has shown, 
particularly for the most common projects funded 
under the early phases of the program (e.g., HOT 
lanes), that the perception of unfairness may be ex-
aggerated. Data from the various cities that have 
implemented projects or have projects underway 
are discussed below. Most of the data have been ob-
tained from projects involving “partial” pricing on 
one or more lanes of a freeway facility. Equity im-
pacts relating to income have not been evaluated in 
the case of “full facility” pricing projects, such as 
those implemented on tollways and tolled water 
crossings. Overall, the perception that congestion 
pricing is an inequitable way of responding to the 
problem of traffic congestion does not appear to be 
borne out by experience.

exPerIence FroM “PArTIAL”  
PrIcInG ProjecTS

San Diego, cA
For the I-15 HOT lanes in San Diego, CA, user and 
stakeholder concerns about the potential elitist char-
acter of the project arose in the first year but  
diminished with time as users across income groups 
used the facility. By the final evaluation, such con-

cerns were minimal. In the case of the planned  
expansion and extension of the I-15 HOT lanes, a 
telephone survey of all facility users of I-15 found 
that most consider the extension fair to regular-lane 
users (71 percent approval) and to HOT-lane users  
(75 percent approval). There were very few differ-
ences in attitudes about the fairness of the lanes based 
on ethnicity or income; however, half of respondents 
felt that tolling solo drivers was an unfair double taxa-
tion. HOT-lane users paying tolls were less likely to 
feel that way than were other corridor users. 

When considering the statement, “People who 
drive alone should be able to use the I-15 express 
lanes for a fee,” 80 percent of the lowest income 
motorists using the I-15 corridor agreed with it, and 

People who drive alone should be able to use  
the HOV lanes for a fee—agree or disagree?
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low-income users were more likely to support the 
statement than were the highest income users. 

Users of San Diego’s I-15 HOT lanes were 
more likely to have higher incomes than were 
drivers in regular lanes, but lower income drivers 
sometimes did use the HOT lanes. I-15 drivers 
showed a broad approval of the HOT-lane pro-
gram and felt that it was fair and had reduced 
congestion. Equity issues are addressed by dedi-
cating the HOT-lane revenues to bus service in 
the corridor. I-15 was the first project to demon-
strate that implementing tolls as a demand-man-
agement measure can play a major role in paying 
for transit and reducing the negative impact of 
this strategy on low-income individuals.

Denver, co
For the I-25/US-36 HOT lanes in Denver, CO, pub-
lic outreach leading to implementation of HOT 
lanes did not uncover critical concerns regarding 
equity or other social impacts, nor have such con-
cerns arisen since implementation.

Minneapolis, Mn
On I-394 in Minneapolis, MN, the first attempt at 
implementing HOT lanes in1997 met resistance in 
large part because of public belief that only high-
income users would benefit. A second attempt ap-
proximately 9 years later succeeded in part because 
advocates made the case that all income groups 
value time savings and reliability for certain trips. 
Worsening congestion and a shortage of transporta-
tion funds were also important to the success of the 
second attempt, according to evaluators. Surveys of 
corridor users found a relatively small difference in 
income between those who do and those who do 
not own transponders: 25 percent of owners had 
annual incomes of $50,000 or less compared with 
32 percent of non-owners. However, concerns about 
equity have not been significant since start up.

Patterson and Levinson (2008) stated that “the 
[HOT] lanes are Lexus Lanes in the sense that in-
creased income predicts increases in three of the 
four metrics used to measure direct benefit….  

Individuals with higher incomes receive more di-
rect benefits from the lane than those with lower 
incomes.” However, according to the University of 
Minnesota and NuStats (2005), HOT-lane usage 
with MnPass was reported across all income levels, 
including by 79 percent of high-income respon-
dents, 70 percent of middle-income respondents, 
and 55 percent of low-income respondents. 

Patterson and Levinson (2008) sought to deter-
mine whether the higher levels of MnPass use found 
among wealthier drivers was attributable to their 
residential location (specifically along the managed-
lanes corridor) or to their income. Both factors were 
found to be significant. The highest income motor-
ists paid the most (in average and total tolls) and 
received the most benefit. 

Patterson and Levinson (2008) cited specific eq-
uity benefits of managed lanes:

•	 Vehicle	 shifts	away	 from	general-purpose	 lanes	
lead to improved travel conditions on such 
lanes, 

•	 A	high-quality	transit	alternative	is	generally	part	
of a managed-lanes project, 

•	 Unused	transponders	may	be	considered	to	pro-
vide high-value travel-time insurance to their 
owners, and 

•	 When	social	benefits	are	paid	for	by	those	who	
choose to drive, situational equity is generally 
improved.

Users of I-394 MnPass high-occupancy toll lanes as a 
percentage of Minneapolis, MN, population.
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Approximately 65 percent of respondents to a 
survey conducted in spring 2006, a year after initial 
implementation, thought that HOT lanes were a 
good idea. Support for the lanes was also found to 
be high across income levels, including by 71 per-
cent of high-income respondents, 61 percent of 
middle-income respondents, and 64 percent of low-
income respondents.

Houston, Tx
For  the I-10 and US-290 HOT lanes in Houston, 
TX, focus groups held during project planning did 
not find concerns about social equity among either 
corridor users or the public at large. The general re-
action was that all would benefit if congestion were 
reduced. There also have been no equity concerns 
raised during operations. It should be noted, how-
ever, that these HOT lanes are somewhat different 
from other examples, that is, single-occupant vehi-
cles are not permitted in the HOT lanes—tolls are 
used to manage two-person carpool demand. Burris 
et al. (2007) found that even in the lowest income 
group, over two-thirds of respondents were inter-
ested in paying to use the HOT lanes.

Seattle, wA
For SR-167 HOT lanes in Seattle, WA, evaluators 
found through outreach efforts that low-income 
drivers are as supportive of the HOT lanes as are 
drivers from other income groups.

orange county, cA
SR-91 in Orange County, CA, was the first project 
to implement congestion pricing on new lanes and 
until 2008 was the only operating example of con-
gestion pricing on new lanes. FHWA’s A Guide for 
HOT Lane Development report (FHWA, 2005) pro-
vides data from studies of SR-91 express toll lanes 
in California. At any given time, about one-quarter 
of the vehicles in toll lanes are driven by high-in-
come individuals, whereas the remaining cars are 
driven by low- and middle-income individuals. It is 
estimated that 19 percent of the peak-period users 
of the SR-91 express lanes make less than $40,000 
a year, and 42 percent make less than $60,000 a 
year. Low-income drivers do use the express lanes 
and are as likely to approve of the lanes as drivers 
with higher incomes. In fact, over half of commut-
ers with household incomes less than $25,000 a 
year approved of providing toll lanes. 

An evaluation of the SR-91 express lanes (Sulli-
van, 2000) found a “moderate” income effect, with 
the percentage of trips on the express lanes for the 
lowest and highest income groups (20 percent and 
50 percent) staying the same over the 3-year evalu-
ation period. Evaluators also found that the use of 
express lanes increased over time for both those 
who carpooled and solo drivers across all incomes. 
Low-income and moderate-income travelers ap-
peared to be more selective and used the tolled 
route for less than half of their trips.
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When prices rose, people in the lowest income 
group did not reduce their travel, but people of 
moderate income did. This suggests that people 
with lower incomes have less flexibility in the time 
they travel (Kuehn, 2008), or that low-income indi-
viduals have very high values for reliable travel 
when they need it.

exPerIence FroM “FuLL FAcILITY” 
PrIcInG ProjecTS

Lee county, FL
In Florida, proposals to raise peak-period tolls on 
Lee County’s bridges were rejected as inequitable 
to those with inflexible schedules and led to a pro-
gram of reduced off-peak tolls instead. Income eq-
uity was not raised as an issue in planning or in 
evaluation focus groups and surveys.

new York, nY
The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
did not uncover major equity issues in planning for 
variable tolls, nor did they evaluate equity effects 
after program implementation.

PLAnnInG STuDIeS conDucTeD 
unDer THe VPP ProGrAM 

Studies funded under the VPP program have in-
cluded innovative approaches designed specifically 
to address equity issues. The authors of one study 
evaluated the equity impacts of a regional value 
pricing program, which are discussed below.

Fast and Intertwined regular (FAIr) 
Lanes 
This approach was studied in Alameda County, CA, 
and involved providing toll credits to qualified low-
income users on the basis of their monitored usage 
of free regular lanes located adjacent to HOT lanes. 
Accumulated credits allowed for periodic free use 
of the HOT lanes by these motorists.

“FAST Miles” 
The FAST Miles approach being studied in Min-
neapolis would allocate a fixed amount of toll cred-
its to all area motorists, similar to the limited num-
ber of free peak-period minutes allocated by cell 
phone companies to their customers. Total credits 
allocated to all motorists would be limited by the 
peak-period capacity available on the roadway sys-
tem. This would ensure that demand would not 
exceed supply of road space (i.e., roadway capacity) 
and guarantee congestion-free travel for all motor-
ists in exchange for use of their free credits to “pay” 
for roadway use.

network of Variably Priced Lanes in the 
washington, Dc, Metropolitan Area
An analysis was performed for three scenarios in-
volving a network of priced lanes (National Capital 
Region Transportation Planning Board, 2008). With 
respect to transit, because transit service was added 
between the base case and the scenarios, only gains 
in accessibility were noted. With regard to high-
ways, one scenario had no losses in accessibility; 
thus, no population group experienced losses. The 
pattern of losses and gains for the other two sce-
narios were very similar, with no one population 
group receiving a large share of the benefit and no 
one population group shouldering a disproportion-
ate share of the losses. Gains and losses in accessibil-
ity to jobs by highways across population groups for 
one scenario is presented in the figure “Demograph-
ic assessment of the change in accessibility to jobs 
by highways,” and the distribution of gains in acces-
sibility to jobs by transit for the same scenario is 
presented in the figure “Demographic assessment of 
the change in accessibility to jobs by transit.”
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FHWA conducted a survey of the UPA cities (in-
cluding New York) to gather information about the 
real and perceived equity implications of their proj-
ects. In addition to equity by income, regional geo-
graphic equity was also considered in some instanc-
es, because the costs of congestion pricing and the 
distribution of benefits (typically in the form of 
new transit and ferry services funded from toll rev-
enue) may be distributed unequally, as with any 
transportation policy that does not involve tolls or 
pricing. The comprehensive evaluations that take 
place in the UPA cities will each, to some degree, 
provide further examination of equity issues after 
the projects are in operation. Details about the 
projects are available on FHWA’s Web site at http://
www.upa.dot.gov/index.htm

MIAMI, FL

Focus groups were conducted in 1995 in regard to 
South Florida’s managed lanes on I-95. The focus 
groups discussed potential traffic-improvement 
strategies, including managed lanes. Of the nine fo-
cus groups of approximately 10 participants each, 
five were conducted in English, three in Spanish, 
and one in Creole. Although focus groups by their 
nature do not present a statistically valid represen-
tation of public opinion, their results may neverthe-
less be indicative of such opinion. Focus groups also 
have the benefit of ensuring that people fully un-
derstand the aspects of an issue before voicing their 
opinions.

A key finding from the focus groups is that the 
perceptions of benefits from managed lanes did not 
divide along any apparent demographic boundary, 
including ethnicity and income. The managed-lanes 
concept was found to be difficult to communicate, 
but after sufficient time was taken to convey the 
concept clearly, participants generally perceived 
that both personal and regional benefits would re-
sult from managed-lanes  implementation. As could 
be expected, participants said that they would use 
managed lanes less frequently as the price to use 
these lanes rises. It is interesting to note, however, 
that many individuals had been unaware of toll in-
creases that took place in the region shortly before 
the focus groups were conducted, suggesting that 
those who participated in the focus groups might 
be overestimating their price sensitivity.

SAn FrAncISco, cA

A 2007 survey asked 600 residents of the San Fran-
cisco, CA, region (JD Franz Research, Inc., 2007) 
about support for studying congestion pricing. Sup-
port was found to be slightly higher among very-
low- and low-income residents of the region rela-
tive to other residents. San Francisco’s UPA project 
managers offered a theory for this result: Lower in-
come residents are more likely to be transit riders 
who would benefit from both reduced congestion 
and increased transit investments from pricing rev-
enues. For low-income drivers, their increased like-
lihood of having less scheduling flexibility (e.g., due 
to having to punch a time clock) and concern about 
daycare late fees may cause them to more highly 
value reduced congestion and greater travel time 
reliability.

Equity Implications of  
Urban Partnership Agreements
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SeATTLe, wA

King County, WA, conducted a transportation sur-
vey in December 2007 (EMC Research Inc., 2007). 
Many questions were asked of the 501 respondents, 
a number of them pertaining to support for tolling. 
Although the survey report did indicate the per-
centage of respondents in each income group, sur-
vey responses were not broken out by income. 
Among the findings was high support for tolling 
when compared with other alternatives when a 
specific infrastructure need was presented. Between 
78 and 84 percent (depending on the order in which 
answers were presented) of respondents preferred 
electronic tolls over a sales tax increase to fund the 
SR 520 bridge replacement.

Support for tolling grew substantially if a portion 
of revenues was dedicated to transit, even if tolls 
had to be significantly higher to allow for such a 
diversion of revenue to occur. A toll of $2.50 to 
fund the replacement of the Lake Washington float-
ing bridge was supported by 64 percent of respon-
dents, whereas 74 percent supported a $4 toll to 
fund the bridge replacement along with increased 
transit and bicycling investments in the corridor. 
Thus, the equity and other benefits of improved 
transportation options were shown to be more im-
portant to respondents than was keeping the toll 
rates as low as possible.

With revenues dedicated to replacing the SR 
520 bridge, 69 percent of respondents indicated 
support for variable tolling. In regard to another 
roadway, in which the need for tolling revenues 
was not presented, only 28 percent of survey par-
ticipants indicated support for variable tolling, 
even after the benefits of such tolling in terms of 
relieving congestion were described to them. The 
bottom line is that the use of revenues is an ex-
tremely important determinant of public support 
for congestion pricing and is likely to be a more 
important determinant of support than the level 
of congestion charges and the design of the con-
gestion-pricing scheme.

new  YorK, nY

An analysis was conducted for the New York City 
Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission with re-
gard to the regional equity implications of three 
cordon pricing and tolling scenarios and supporting 
transit services (New York City Traffic Congestion 
Mitigation Commission, 2008). Results from the 
analysis are discussed below.

Geographic equity
The analysis of the regional equity implications of 
the scenarios under consideration started by em-
phasizing the regional inequities from existing toll 
policies, in which 45 percent of toll revenues col-
lected from drivers bound for Manhattan’s central 
business district (CBD) are paid by New Jersey 
residents, even though New Jersey vehicles consti-
tute only 24 percent of the total drivers heading 
into the CBD. This 45 percent figure can be com-
pared with Manhattan drivers, who currently pay 
only 7 percent of collected toll revenues, and resi-
dents of the other four boroughs of New York City, 
who pay a total of 29 percent. 

Three scenarios were considered: (1) the mayor’s 
cordon pricing plan, (2) an alternative modified 
cordon pricing plan, and (3) tolling of existing free 
bridges into Manhattan. For new tolls under the 
various scenarios, Manhattan residents would pay 
between 28 and 31 percent, residents of the other 
four boroughs would pay between 38 and 49 per-
cent, and New Jersey residents would pay only an 
additional 7 to 17 percent. The new toll revenues 
would be dedicated to subsidizing transit, and the 
new transit would primarily serve New York City 
residents. The new bus routes would be along the 
corridors where there is substantial car commuting, 
further relieving congestion along these routes and 
thus directly benefiting those who continue to com-
mute by car.

The analysis concluded that between 22 and 24 
percent of revenues for the transit subsidies would 
come from Manhattan drivers, and 41 percent 
would come from drivers from other boroughs, 
which would appear to be fair. Both the mayor’s 
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congestion-pricing plan and the alternative conges-
tion-pricing plan were found to “allocate transit 
subsidies among drivers largely in proportion to the 
percentage of CBD-bound drivers in each geo-
graphic area.” The toll plan, which added tolls to 
bridges that are currently toll-free, “allocates transit 
subsidies less proportionately as compared to the 
two congestion pricing plans.”

Income equity
Councilwoman Melissa Mark-Viverito’s blog posting 
on January 30, 2008 (Mark-Viverito, 2008), partially 
excerpted on this page, speaks for itself. 

The New York City mayor’s proposed conges-
tion-pricing plan, the alternative congestion-pricing 
plan, and the toll plan all included the imposition of 
new fees and tolls. To better understand the impacts 
of these costs on different socioeconomic groups, 
agency staff examined the income profiles of those 
groups most likely to pay the fee or toll. This analy-
sis raised several issues for further consideration, as 
discussed below.

The fee and toll plans most impact those who 
drive to the CBD on a daily basis; the vast majority 
of trips into the zone are not made by automobile. 
Therefore, individuals who typically walk, bike, or 
take transit to the CBD would not be financially 
affected by the fee or toll options. Of motorists, 
those who drive into the CBD every day for work 
would be most impacted. For example, under the 
mayor’s plan, a daily auto commuter who travels 
from Upper Manhattan to the Financial District 
would pay about $2,000 in congestion fees each 
year (vs. $912 a year for those who use transit). By 
comparison, a motorist who drives into the zone on 
weekdays once or twice a month for shopping or 
entertainment would pay about $100 to $200 a 
year in congestion fees under the mayor’s plan.

Those who commute by car to the CBD earn 
comparatively higher incomes: New York City 
DOT staff analyzed the income levels of city and 
suburban residents who use the automobile as their 
primary mode to reach Manhattan jobs. Staff found 
that of the 2.14 million workers in Manhattan, 

about 292,000, or 14 percent, drive to work each 
day. These workers have a median annual income of 
$60,941, compared with a median annual income 
of $46,416 for all workers in Manhattan, including 
the 1.85 million workers who take transit, walk, or 
bike to work. In aggregate, the fee would most im-
pact commuters who earn 31 percent more than 
the median income of all Manhattan workers. Tak-
ing into account other income earners in the house-
hold, workers who drive to work in Manhattan have 
a median household income of $103,700. This 
compares with a median household income of 
$89,379 for all Manhattan workers.

A small proportion of low- and moderate-in-
come commuters who drive would be dispropor-

“	In	the	East	Harlem	and	South	Bronx	communities	that	I	represent,	we	
are automatically skeptical when business interests and politicians 
from	 outside	 our	 communities	 claim	 to	 be	 watching	 out	 for	 us— 
because nine times out of 10, they’re doing just the opposite. 

“ So it is with congestion pricing. For months, some suburban elected 
officials from wealthy areas, as well as a coalition backed primarily by 
the American Automobile Association and Manhattan garage owners, 
have tried their best to cloak themselves as guardians of New York’s 
poor and middle-class residents. 

“	…The	truth	 is	that	 just	5	percent	of	commuters	 in	Brooklyn,	Queens,	
Staten	Island	and	the	Bronx	travel	to	Manhattan	by	private	car.	People	
who drive their cars to work also earn 30 percent more a year than those 
of us  who use mass transit. It is our poor and middle-class families who 
would	benefit	from	congestion	pricing—as	the	fees	charged	to	drivers	
would be used to improve the bus and subway system. 

“ Critics have also tried to whitewash congestion pricing’s health bene-
fits	 to	 communities	 such	 as	 Harlem	 and	 the	 Bronx,	 where	 kids	 are	
hospitalized for asthma attacks far more often than in Westchester, 
Nassau and Suffolk counties… 

“ Unlike those who falsely claim to speak for the best interests of my 
constituents, the commission ought to recognize it would be irrespon-
sible not to pursue a policy that could provide immediate and measur-
able relief of traffic congestion while improving the air that all of my 
constituents breathe and the buses and subways that they ride daily.”

Councilwoman Melissa Mark-Viverito’s blog posting on January 30, 2008. 
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tionately impacted by a fee or toll: Most low- and 
moderate-income commuters who travel into the 
CBD take transit or walk and would not be impact-
ed by a fee or toll. Of all New York City residents 
who commute to work, only 5 percent drive to the 
CBD. Of that 5 percent, most (80 percent) have a 
feasible transit alternative to get to work that would 
take no more than 15 minutes longer than their 
auto trip. Therefore, only 1 percent of Manhattan 
workers lack a viable alternative to paying a conges-
tion fee or toll. The low- and moderate-income 
workers disproportionately impacted by a fee or a 
toll represent a further subgroup within this 1 per-
cent. Legislation that was proposed for consider-
ation by the State legislature would have provided 

tax credits to compensate low-income motorists for 
amounts that they would have to pay in excess of 
the round-trip transit fare.

A large number of low- and moderate-income 
residents would benefit from improved transit ser-
vices under any of the three revenue-generating 
plans: As a group, low- and moderate-income New 
York City residents rely more on transit for their 
travel needs when compared with higher income 
residents. Therefore, these low- and moderate-in-
come residents would benefit more from the short-
term transit enhancements that would precede a 
toll or fee imposition and from the expansion of the 
transit system made possible by increased revenues 
for transit investment.
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Any change in the way charges are made for road 
use will benefit some individuals more than others. 
Those who have higher incomes will tend to use 
congestion-priced facilities more often, which leads 
to a perception that wealthy people are favored; 
however, income-related equity concerns may not 
be entirely warranted. Although data from priced 
lanes that are operated in the United States show 
that high-income motorists do use the lanes more 
often, the lanes are used by all income groups, serv-
ing drivers’ needs when they absolutely have to get 
to their destinations on time (e.g., getting to a day-
care center before late fees kick in). Moreover, ap-
proval ratings are equally high for all income groups, 
in the 60–80 percent range, because all income 
groups value the “insurance” of a reliable trip time 
when they absolutely need it.

Low-income travelers who take transit more fre-
quently will benefit from transit-service improve-
ments that generally accompany congestion pricing. 
Toll revenues can be used to compensate those who 
might otherwise consider themselves “losers” as a 
result of congestion pricing. Low-income transit 
riders can benefit significantly from toll-financed 
transit improvements, which are generally included 
in any pricing package. In cases in which effects on 
low-income drivers are perceived to be particularly 
severe, such drivers  could be provided with toll ex-
emptions, rebates, or other forms of monetary com-
pensation, such as tax rebates or income supple-
ments. Pricing schemes may include protections for 
low-income individuals, such as toll credits. 

 

Conclusions
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Executive Summary 

To meet  growing  trip  demand  in  our  urban  centers,  an  evolution  of  highways  from  construction  of 
general  purpose  “free”  lanes  to High Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  Lanes  to High Occupancy  Toll  (HOT) 
Lanes is underway. There is little evidence of any instance in the US where a toll and transit agency have 
collaborated to finance a facility with the initial intent of using its excess capacity as a revenue source to 
either pay down the capital costs of the construction of a facility or as a revenue generator. The concept 
of  Bus  Toll  Lanes  has  been  developed  by Mr.  Joseph Waggoner,  Executive  Director  of  the  Tampa‐
Hillsborough  County  Expressway  Authority  (THEA)  in  Tampa,  FL.    In  order  to  develop  this  concept 
further, there are several policy, programmatic and regulatory questions that required investigation.   

The paper provides some background on the  issue, discusses various models of toll and transit agency 
partnerships, explores a hypothetical Bus Toll Lane (BTL) project and summarizes a review of federal and 
state issues that present opportunities and obstacles for the BTL concept.  

Major findings include that an explicit change to ensure that BTLs are considered fixed guideway transit 
facilities  in  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  statute  and  regulations  would  be  the  single  most 
significant  change  that  could  pave  the  way  for  the  implementation  of  Bus  Toll  Lanes.  Anticipated 
resistance to any moves towards allowing BTLs to compete with other New Starts is understandable in 
light  of  the  fierce  competition  for  the  limited  funds.    While  there  continues  be  a  push  for  more 
intermodal  cooperation,  the  current economic uncertainties and general  stagnation of  transportation 
funding levels can move policy makers to protect limited resources from what will be perceived by some 
as a “raid.” 

There appear to be no obstacles presented  in the federal tolling provisions to the  implementation of a 
Bus Toll Lane project, even  if  it  involved an  Interstate Highway.    In fact, the SAFETEA‐LU provisions on 
tolling appear to fully support the concept of the construction of Bus Toll Lane facilities. 

Unlike  the  High  Occupancy  Toll  lanes  the  BTL  concept  is  based  on  the  premise  that  there  is  no 
discounted or  free, passage  for carpools or  fuel‐efficient automobiles.   The equity arguments  for  this 
approach are sound but the public education involved in their explanation will be difficult. 

Reauthorization presents an opportunity  to advance  the BTL approach without a wholesale change  to 
New Starts eligibility.   The new authorization bill could contain provisions for applications for a  limited 
number of proposals for the funding of BTLs that might include New Starts funding.  This would provide 
an  opportunity  for  a  few  of  projects  to  compete  with  other  fixed  guideway  proposals  and  for  the 
evaluation of those projects. 

In  order  for Bus  Toll  Lanes  to  become  a  routine  alternative  for  consideration  in  Florida’s  toolbox  of 
transportation solutions, the statutes of the several expressway authorities need to be modified to allow 
them to construct, operate and maintain public transportation facilities.  
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“White Paper”                                                                                    
Prospects for Equity Sharing Between Transit and Toll Agencies 

Introduction  

Today  and  in  the  future,  transportation  agencies  face  growing  travel  demand  and  are  required  to 
address that demand with traditional funding sources that are flat or decreasing in actual buying power.  
This is occurring in the face of diminishing physical opportunities to establish new routes and alignments 
for new service and volatile energy costs that are seriously impacting operating budgets and plans.  

To meet  growing  trip  demand  in  our  urban  centers,  an  evolution  of  highways  from  construction  of 
general  purpose  “free”  lanes  to High Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  Lanes  to High Occupancy  Toll  (HOT) 
Lanes is underway.  HOV and HOT concepts often include Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service as an element 
of  their operations  and,  in  some  cases,  in  the original  facility design.   There  is  little evidence of  any 
instance in the US where a toll and transit agency have collaborated to finance a facility with the initial 
intent  of  using  its  excess  capacity  as  a  revenue  source  to  either  pay  down  the  capital  costs  of  the 
construction of a facility or as a revenue generator.  There is potential for a “Bus‐Toll Lane” to cover the 
infrastructure maintenance and operation (M&O) costs and preservation costs from tolls and to create a 
new revenue source capable of supporting capital‐financing. 

The concept of Bus Toll Lanes has been developed by Mr. Joseph Waggoner, Executive Director of the 
Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority (THEA) in Tampa, FL.  In order to develop this concept 
further,  there  are  several  policy,  programmatic  and  regulatory  questions  that  required  investigation.  
This paper  is a product of a project funded through the National Center for Transit Research (NCTR) at 
the  University  of  South  Florida’s  Center  for  Urban  Transportation  Research  (CUTR)  by  the  Florida 
Department of Transportation  (FDOT) with encouragement  from  the Project Manager, Mr. Ed Coven, 
FDOT’s State Transit Manager.  

The paper provides some background on the issue and attempts to distinguish Bus Toll Lanes (BTL) from 
other price‐managed projects that have been  implemented.   Some discussion of the various models of 
toll  and  transit  agency  partnerships  is  presented  along  with  a  brief  listing  of  High  Occupancy  Toll 
projects that have been implemented and are being considered. The paper then explores a hypothetical 
Bus Toll Lane project and summarizes a review of federal and state issues that present opportunities and 
obstacles for the BTL concept.  Finally, findings, conclusions and recommendations are presented. 

Background on Bus Toll Lanes 

This “new” concept of Bus Toll Lanes, proposes  to move  transit  forward by making  transit agencies a 
partner in the toll road trade.  The idea is to create bus lanes with transit agencies as an equity holder or 
full‐owner of the required highway infrastructure.  The bus lanes would be open to use by all light‐duty 
2‐axle vehicles and would be price‐managed to assure the desired  level of service on the facility.   The 
“Bus Toll Lanes” (BTL) concept could provide transit agencies access to an inflation sensitive toll revenue 
source  that might be used  to pay operating  costs or  finance  construction of new  transit  service. The 
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transit  agency  share  of  “excess”  toll  revenue  would  be  based  on  the  equity  share  provided  for 
construction of the BTL facility in a partnership arrangement. 

A public‐public  (P2) partnership between toll and transit agencies would combine transit and highway 
funding sources  to develop a new  facility  faster  than either agency could do  individually.   Assembling 
pieces of  the “funding pie” also adds  to  the potential “buy‐down” of construction costs  from sources 
other than the toll revenue. This could mean a greater portion of toll revenue is available sooner as an 
excess revenue stream.  

The concept also relies on a management concept of exploiting the relative expertise of two heretofore 
separate transportation providers.  Transit agencies’ proficiency lies in the scheduling of bus service, the 
maintenance of rolling stock, customer service sensitivity, and marketing of its services.  Toll agencies on 
the other hand, routinely oversee the planning, design and construction of highway lanes and are expert 
in the collection of tolls at highway speeds and at raising capital for construction projects. 

One of the most intriguing aspects of this concept is the potential for some shift in the business attitude 
within  a  transit  agency  towards more  of  an  enterprise model.    Although  transit  agencies  routinely 
exhibit  entrepreneurial  behavior  though  joint  development,  advertising,  and  funding  initiatives,  they 
ultimately rely on “outside” sources of  funding.    It  is recognized  that public  transportation  in  the U.S. 
requires  subsidies  to operate  and  significant  federal  assistance  for  capital needs.   Toll  agencies have 
been known to self‐finance facilities through borrowing against future toll revenues; although many toll 
road projects do,  in  fact, enjoy direct state or  local subsidies  to make  them viable.   The  toll authority 
model seems to  inherently foster a more entrepreneurial atmosphere as the agency routinely has sole 
responsibility  for  supporting  its operation  and debt  through  the  revenues  it  generates.    Typically,  its 
debt  is not backed by  the “full  faith and credit” of a  larger government entity and,  therefore,  should 
require a high degree of financial discipline. A model where a transit agency could enjoy the on‐going 
benefits of a  revenue  stream  that  is not dependent on general purpose  funding  could  cause a move 
towards more financial discipline, but ,more importantly, it could create an untapped source of funds for 
critical public transportation needs.   

Throughout  the preparation of  this paper,  there has been difficulty  in distinguishing between  the BTL 
concept and other  High Occupancy Toll  lanes (HOT) and managed lane projects where some portion of 
the revenue is used to fund a transit component of the project (either operating costs of express buses, 
transit vehicle acquisition costs, or both).  Again, what makes the BTL different is that the capital costs of 
the construction of a facility are shared between a transit and toll agency, and revenues are shared as 
well.   

Differences between an HOT and Bus Toll Lane 

Much of what has been written  and presented on  the Bus Toll  Lane  concept has  come  from  Joseph 
Waggoner of the Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority.  In the Autumn 2009 edition of the 
International Bridge Tunnel and Turnpike’s publication  “Tollways,”  Stone and Waggoner describe  the 
concept  in  detail  and  lay  out  the  case  for  considering  the  BTL  as  an  effective  future  strategy  for 
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addressing some of the urban congestion  issues.   In their article, Stone and Waggoner explain that the 
combination  of  enhanced  transit  service  and  congestion  pricing  can  lead  to  greater  mobility  and 
transportation choice (1). 

Although  their study explored the vertical and horizontal equity  issues of using existing highway  lanes 
for price‐managed and exclusive bus lanes, Kim and Schonfeld did address the concept of using the tolls 
to  routinely  fund  transit  facilities  in a  specific corridor.   They make  that  the point  that  in addition  to 
making  a managed  lane  project more  politically  acceptable,  using  a  substantive  portion  of  the  toll 
revenues for reinvestment in transit “can be more progressive than conventional subsidization for public 
transit…(2).”   

Barker and Polzin described very well the synergies that are possible when BRT and HOTs are integrated 
in a congested urban corridor (3).    Their paper examined and modeled the various circumstances under 
which Bus Rapid Transit would most appropriately be used in conjunction with price‐managed lanes.   

Much  of  the  interest  in  the  issue  of  HOTs  in  the  early  to mid  2000s  can  be  traced  to  the  Reason 
Foundation’s Policy Study 305 (4).   In that study, Poole and Orski described the potential for a network 
of High Occupancy Toll Lanes employing BRT.     The network would be developed by the conversion of 
existing HOVs to HOTs and extending them to create a connected system.   The concept of “selling off” 
excess capacity to private automobiles to provide a free‐flow BRT facility was then coined as a “Virtual 
Exclusive Busway”  in Poole’s  subsequent work with Balaker  in  their  study “Virtual Exclusive Busways: 
Improving Urban Transit While Relieving Congestion (5).”     

These studies and papers represent just a sampling of the work that has been performed examining the 
integration of price‐managed lanes with reliable transit service.  Each has contributed to the evolution of 
the concept, but none have addressed  the possibility of a  toll and  transit agency collaborating  in  the 
financing  of  new  lanes  and  the  subsequent  sharing  of  ensuing  revenue.    An  additional  difference 
between HOTs and a BTL is that every vehicle, aside from the transit bus, would pay the price‐managed 
toll.   Free passage  for carpools or hybrid‐electric cars  is not contemplated  in  the BTL concept.  (This  is 
also true of the Virtual Exclusive Busway.) 

The  following pages  include a  list of High Occupancy Toll Lanes  in operation  in  the  fall of 2009.    It  is 
followed by a table that  illustrates those facilities that were under development during the conduct of 
this effort. 

Examples of HOT lanes in the US 

I‐95 Express Toll Lanes in Miami, FL (6) 

‐ Opened: 2008 
‐ Project Cost: $122 million 
‐ Funding:  FHWA’s  Interstate  Maintenance  Discretionary  Program  ($43.4  million)  –  used  to 

convert  HOV  lanes  to  HOT  lanes;  FTA’s  (Section  5309)  Bus  and  Bus‐related  Facilities 
Discretionary Grant Program ($19.5 million) – used for vehicle acquisition;   
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‐ Toll  Exempt:  Registered  vanpools,  registered  carpools  HOV‐3,  registered  hybrid  vehicles, 
motorcycles and emergency vehicles (no registration required), transit buses, school buses 

SR‐167 HOT Lanes Pilot in Seattle, WA (7) 

‐ Opened: 2008 
‐ Project Cost: $18.7 million 
‐ Funding: 9.5 cent gas tax ($12.74 million), FHWA formula funds ($5.13 million) 
‐ Toll  Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐2,  vanpools,  transit  vehicles  and motorcycles; No  transponder  is 

needed 

I‐25 Express Lanes in Denver, CO (8) 

‐ Opened: 2006 
‐ Project Cost: $10 million 
‐ Funding: $2.8 million federal participation, state funding 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools, buses and motorcycles, registered hybrids (with transponders); Number 

of hybrid permits  capped at 2000 and they expired in September 2009 

I‐15 Express Lanes Pilot in Salt Lake City, UT (9) 

‐ Opened: 2006 
‐ Project Cost: $2.6 million 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐2, motorcycles, emergency vehicles, buses, clean‐fuel vehicles (with 

a current “C” plate from the DMV); Solo drivers purchase permits for $50/month 

I‐394 in Minneapolis, MN (10) 

‐ Opened: 2005 
‐ Project Cost: $10 million, 25% private partner contribution (Wilbur Smith) 
‐ Funding:  grant  from  FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program,  state  funds, private  funds  (through 

public private partnership) 
‐ Toll Exempt: Transit buses, carpools HOV‐2, and motorcycles 

I‐15 Express Lanes in San Diego, CA (11) 

‐ Opened: 1998 
‐ Project Cost: $1.3 billion (including extensions, to be complete by 2012) 
‐ Funding: half‐cent sales tax for transportation ($350 million), State Transportation Improvement 

Program ($50 million), local funding, Federal funding ($280 million) 
‐ Toll  Exempt:  Carpools  HOV‐2,  vanpools,  transit  vehicles,  and motorcycles  (no  registration  is 

required), permitted clean air vehicles (with special clean air vehicles decals from DMV) 
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I‐10 Katy Freeway HOT Lanes, and US‐290 Northwest Freeway, Houston, TX (12) 

‐ Opened: 1998 
‐ Project Cost: $2.8 billion 
‐ Funding: FHWA Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP), local toll authority funds ($500 million) 
‐ Toll Exempt:  Carpools HOV‐3, transit vehicles; SOV – not allowed in HOT lanes 

SR‐91 Express Lanes in Orange County, CA (13) 

‐ Opened: 1995 
‐ Project Cost: $134 million 
‐ Toll Exempt: Carpools, HOV‐2 

I‐35W HOT Lanes in Minneapolis, MN (14) 

‐ Opened: 2009 
‐ Project Cost: $183 million 
‐ Funding: Conversion and relocation of bus only shoulder lanes and HOV lanes through a USDOT 

Urban  Partnership Agreement;    Interstate Maintenance Discretionary  Program  ($6.6 million), 
Transportation,  Community,  and  System  Preservation  Program  ("TCSP"  $16.4 million),  VPPP 
($5.0 million), Section 5309 Bus and Bus‐related Facilities Discretionary Grant Program for BRT 
system implementation ($85.9 million) on an  off I‐35W 

‐ Toll Exempt: Transit buses, carpools HOV‐2, and motorcycles  

 
Table 1.  High Occupancy Toll Lanes Under Development 

HOT Lanes Under Development 

Location  Facility 

Atlanta, GA   I‐75 and I‐575 

Austin, TX   Loop 1 

Baltimore, MD  I‐95 

Dallas, TX   I‐30 and I‐635 

Fort Lauderdale, FL    I‐595 

Los Angeles, CA  I‐10 and I‐110 
Northern Virginia    I‐95 and I‐395 

Oakland, CA    I‐680 

Portland, OR    Highway 217 

Raleigh, NC    I‐40 

Santa Cruz, CA   Highway 1 

Washington, DC   I‐95, I‐395, and I‐495 
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Toll and Transit Agency Collaboration 

There  is  a  long  tradition  in  the  U.S.  of  toll  agencies  and  transit  agencies  collaborating.    The most 
common  linkage  historically  has  been  using  “excess  toll  revenue”  to  financially  assist  public 
transportation.   These arrangements take various forms ranging from a statutory “set asides” that occur 
in Oakland  (18% of  certain  toll  revenues)  to  surplus  toll  revenues  supporting  transit  (New York City’s 
MTA)  to  pooled  revenues  from  various modes  of  transportation  (Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District)  to  low  interest/no  interest  loans  from  toll  authorities  for  transit  capital 
construction (Maryland’s Baltimore Light Rail System). 

More  recently with  the advent of HOT  facilities,  stronger  ties have developed.   Examples  include  the 
provision of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Express Bus Service using priced managed lanes as demonstrated 
in Florida with the I‐95 Express lanes (and the planned I‐595 managed lanes) and in other states.   

Hypothetical Bus Toll Lane Facility    

One way to assess the obstacles and opportunities of the Bus Toll Lane concept  is to create a scenario 
that would include the financial partners’ roles and financial responsibilities.  As will be discussed later, 
this proved to be somewhat of a challenge. In discussions with agencies, there was a reluctance to use a 
“real” corridor as a research example for fear that it may be construed as a counter alternative to what 
was actually being planned.   This can prove  to be a useful exercise  in a  future effort  to examine BTLs 
further  in that traffic  forecasts, mode shares, congestion  levels, and capital costs may be available  for 
analysis. 

In this case, the hypothetical project involves the construction of a two‐lane facility mostly in the median 
of an existing interstate highway with a connection to an existing express tolled facility.  The BTL would 
connect suburban areas north of town to a downtown core with access to the facility at major east‐west 
highway connections.  The existing facilities are graphically depicted in Figure 1 below. 
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 Figure 1. Hypothetical Highway System 

A  local  expressway  authority  and  a  transit  agency  are  the  assumed  partners  in  the  project.    The 
construction consists of 22 miles of new facility with six interchanges and eight toll collection points. An 
existing all electronic  toll collection equipped express  facility  is  then used  to gain direct access  to  the 
Central Business District and requires little, if any, modification.  A representation of the BTL facility is in 
included in Figure 2. 

 



“White Paper” ‐ Prospects for Equity Sharing Between Transit and Toll Agencies              
April 12, 2010 

 

  
Page 16   

   

 

 Figure 2. Hypothetical Bus Toll Lane Facility 
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The following costs, based on sketch level planning estimates, are assumed for the example: 

Table 2. Capital and Operating Cost Estimates 
Category  Cost 

Construction (22 miles @ $3.9 mill/mi., median)  $  172 million 

Right of Way           No cost 

Parking (3625 spaces, 6 locations @ $3,000/ space)  $       2 million 

All Electronic Toll Collection Equipment    (8  tolling 
points @ $1 mill. Each) 

$       8 million 

Planning & Engineering (20% of Roadway  and Toll 
construction) 

$     36 million 

Rolling Stock *  $       5 million 

Total Capital   $  223 million 

Toll Collection Operating Cost ($0.15/ transaction)  $     .7 million 

Annual Facility Maintenance ($50k/ lane mi.)  $    2.2 million 

BRT Annual Operating **   $    8.0 million  
*Assumes 8 articulated buses for new service at $600k per unit 
**Assumes 5% BRT mode share of AADT at $6.00 per passenger trip  

 
Revenues assumed are based on: 

• The facility accommodating 2000 vehicles per hour for a three hour peak  in the morning and a 
three‐hour peak in the evening in the peak direction   

• No revenue is assumed for tolls in the non‐peak direction, although some would be collected 

• 73% of the vehicles pay an average $3.50 one‐way toll and the remainder, a $2.00 average one‐
way toll 

• Average peak hour toll for analysis equals $0.37/mile 

• Four percent of the estimated toll revenue will be “uncollectable” 

• Traffic  attracted  from  the  “free”  lanes  represents  about  10%  of  current  AADT  on  existing 
facilities 

• Average cost per transit passenger trip is $6.00 

• Daily transit ridership is 3625 or a 5% transit share of corridor AADT 

• One‐way transit fare is $3.00 

Table 3. Operating Revenue 
Revenue Source  Annual Total 

Managed lane tolls  $ 21.5  million 

Less uncollected @ 4%  $  (0.9) million 

BRT fares  $   4.0  million 

Total Revenue  $  24.6 million 
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From these “rough” estimates, the hypothetical project would yield $24.6 million annually and require 
$10.9 million per year to operate.  This would make about $9.8 million available to finance some or all of 
the capital construction estimate of $223 million.  Below is a table of that summarizes these very sketch 
level planning estimates. 

Table 4. Capital and Operating Cost Summary 
Hypothetical BTL Cost Summary

Total Capital Cost  $ 223 million 

Total Operating Cost Annual   $  10.9 million/ year 

Total Revenue   $  24.6 million/year 

Available for Debt Service & other  $   9.8 million/ year 

Average Price Managed Toll per Mile  $    0.37/mile 

Average Cost per BRT trip  $    6.00/ trip 

Average Fare per BRT trip  $    3.00/ trip 

 

Without accounting  for  funding of debt service reserve accounts or the capitalization of  interest costs 
during the construction period and ramp‐up of the facility, the simple annual  interest and principle for 
30‐year debt with a 5%  interest  rate  for $223 million would be about $14 million per year.    (A basic 
calculation makes  it  obvious  that  the  $9.8 million  available  cannot  support  debt  to  cover  the  $223 
million capital investment required.)  Herein lies one of the most significant potential benefits of the BTL 
concept  –  the  potential  to  cost  share  with  a  transit  agency  for  the  capital  construction  costs.  Toll 
agencies,  particularly  in  Florida,  have  partnered with  the  state DOT  in  various ways  to make  a  toll‐ 
financed facility feasible, even if it cannot be supported as a “stand‐alone” project.  Arrangements have 
ranged from low‐interest/no interest loans from infrastructure banks or revolving loan funds for start‐up 
costs to direct State Transportation Trust Fund subsidies.  The author is not aware of any circumstance 
in Florida or the U.S. where transit funds, whether local, state or federal have been a part of the funding 
mix. 

Financial Options for the Hypothetical Project 

Several  components  of  the  project  would  be  eligible  for  various  forms  of  federal  assistance.    For 
example  the  procurement  of  articulated  buses  could  be  partially  or  fully  funded  by  Federal  Transit 
Urban Formula  funding.    It must be noted  that  in  this scenario  the project calls  for eight buses  to be 
purchased at an assumed cost of $600k each,  totaling nearly $5 million.   This  is not  insignificant and 
could conflict with a local transit agency’s bus replacement program.  The other element of the project 
that  seems  right  for  federal  assistance  are  the  park  and  ride  lots  that would  essentially  be  used  as 
express bus stations.  At $2 million, it seems reasonable to assume that Federal Highway Administration 
funding is a possibility. 

A  conservative  assumption  on  the  capital  that  could  be  financed  based  on  projected  toll  revenues 
(without the benefit of an  investment grade traffic and revenue study) would be about one half of the 
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remaining $216 million or $108 million.   Again, a  rudimentary estimate  for 30  years of principle and 
interest  on  $108 million  would  be  about  $7 million  per  year,  leaving  $2.8 million  of  the  expected 
revenue after operating expenses.   If the  local transit agency could secure a grant for the other half of 
the remaining capital balance, the financing would be in place with modest revenue available to be split 
between the transit and toll agencies.  While $108 million is not an insignificant amount, in the world of 
transit  guideway  funding  it  is  somewhat modest.    The  analysis  and  estimates  presented  here  only 
account for the incremental transit ridership based on new express bus service added as a result of the 
construction of the facility.  There would undoubtedly be additional transit benefits accrued that would 
result  from  existing  bus  service  using  the  facility  to  provide  reliable  and  faster  travel  times  in  the 
corridor.   How  all  of  this  plays  into  the  issue  of  the  Federal  Transit Administration’s  view  of  such  a 
concept is at the heart of subsequent sections of this paper. Table 5 illustrates some theoretical sources 
for the capital funding of the project. 

Table 5. Capital Funding Sources 
Project Element  Cost Source 

Planning & Engineering  $   36 million 

Expressway Authority loan from 
state infrastructure bank to be 
repaid from bond proceeds, 
Authority cash, FHWA funds 

Construction   $ 172 million 
50% Transit sources ‐ 50% from 
Expressway Authority bond 
financing (toll revenue) 

Park and Ride/ Station Lots  $     2 million 

FTA 5307 funds 80% ‐ Local 20%, 
Several FHWA sources,  Toll 
credits for local match 
Expressway Authority funds, 
Local funding 

Electronic Tolling Equipment  $     8 million 
Expressway Authority bond 
financing (toll revenue) 

Rolling Stock   $     5 million  FTA 5309 funds 80% ‐ Local 20%,  

Total  $ 223 million   
 
Operating Costs 

In this financing scenario, the capital costs are shared 42% by the  local transit agency and 58% by the 
local expressway authority as indicated in Table 6.  This could be the basis for revenue sharing, assuming 
that there will be revenue available after all operating costs. One approach to dealing with the operating 
cost and revenue could be to simply split what remains after any debt service requirements and have 
the respective agencies pay for their portion of the operating costs of the facility out of the proceeds. 
This distribution is shown in Table 7.  This becomes problematic in that the project is primarily a transit 
facility and the associated annual operating costs will be more substantial for the transit agency than the 
expressway authority. 
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Table 6. Capital Cost Sharing 
Transit  Expressway 

Construction $86 million  Construction $ 86 million 

Rolling Stock $5 million  Planning & Engineering $36 million 

Park and Ride/ Station Lots $2 million   Electronic Collection $8 million 

Total Transit Investment $93 million (42%)  Total Expressway Investment $130 million (58%) 
 

Table 7. Revenue Sharing 
Total Toll Revenue  $  21,456,948 
Debt Service  $       7,000,000 
Remaining  $     14,456,948 
Expressway Authority @ 58%  $       8,385,030 
Transit Agency @ 42%  $       6,071,918 
 

As  illustrated  in Tables 2 and 4 the annual operating costs for the hypothetical project are assumed at 
the time of the opening of the project to be $8 million for the BRT operation, $2.2 million for the BTL 
maintenance, and $700,000 for the toll collection operation. This totals $10.9 million for the first year of 
operations.  

The  treatment  of  operating  costs  and  revenues  in  a  practical  application  and  implementation  of  an 
actual  BTL  project would  necessarily  be  a  product  of  discussions  and  negotiations with  the  funding 
partners.  In this exploration of the topic, several issues have been identified. 

• If  transit operating subsidies  for  the BTL are  to be  taken “off  the  top” of  the  revenue stream, 
consideration must be given to the treatment of any existing bus service that is re‐routed to the 
BTL. This  raises  the question of  the  subsidies  for  the  “existing bus  service”  that now has  the 
travel  time  advantage  of  access  to  the  BTL.    Should    these  operating  costs  be  considered  a 
priority  for  use  of  the  revenues  being  generated  from  the BTL  facility  and  how  future  route 
adjustments play into this issue are questions that would have to be addressed. 
 

• There  will  undoubtedly  be  violations  and  toll  premiums  associated  with  the  BTL,  and  the 
allocation of  these  revenues will  also need  to  be  addressed.    The  issue becomes  even more 
relevant  in  the hypothetical example given  that part of  the BTL  facility  is already  in existence, 
and revenues from all tolls collected on the express lanes are most likely pledged against some 
form of existing debt. 
 

• Related  to  the  issues  above,  is  that  of  the  leakage  or  uncollectable  tolls.    A  disincentive  to 
maximize  revenue on  the part of  the  toll agency  could arise  (e.g., underfunding enforcement 
activities on the BTL) if the difference between indicated revenue and actual revenue is treated 
as  a  routine  cost of operating  the BTL.   The  indicated  revenue might be  the better basis  for 
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determining the revenue that should be available for paying debt service and sharing with the 
financial partners. 
 

• Unlike  the bus operating  subsidy,  toll  leakage, maintenance of  the  facility, and cost  to collect 
tolls, the annual debt service payments must be considered as a first call on the BTL revenues in 
order  for  the  facility  to be  financed.   Once bonds  are  issued,  there  is no  real opportunity  to 
distort the operation of the facility to impact these costs.  
 

• One potential method of dealing with the operating cost issues is simply not to include them in 
any  part  of  a  calculation,  and  base  the  revenue  sharing  arrangement  solely  on  the  capital 
investment, leaving the respective agencies to apply their share of BTL revenue to each of their 
general agency needs.   This approach may have  the benefit of having  the operating partners 
running their parts of the BTL as efficiently as possible, if the costs associated with operating the 
BTL  are not  assumed  to  be  “covered” by  “excess”  revenues.    Stated differently,  keeping  the 
operating costs and subsidies separate from the revenue sharing arrangement may preclude the 
temptation for either operating partner to “off load” expenses to the BTL.   
 

• If  operating  revenue  were  shared  strictly  along  pro  rata  capital  contribution  lines,  the 
hypothetical project does not cover the assumed operating costs for the transit agency.   While 
this may appear to make this particular project not feasible, the fact that the pricing of the lanes 
must ensure free flow conditions will  likely result  in the generation of higher annual operating 
revenue in the future.  There are a myriad of ways to mitigate this transit “operating deficit” in 
the  early  years  of  operation  that  are  familiar  in  many  toll‐financed  projects.    These  same 
concepts,  like  use  of  revolving  loan  funds,  or  specific  BTL‐project  provisions  (for  example  a 
different  revenue  sharing  arrangement  in  the  early  years  of  operation)  could  remedy  the 
problem. 

Feasibility of the BTLs 

With a hypothetical case having been developed, the issues surrounding obstacles and opportunities of 
the implementation of the Bus Toll Lanes can more easily be addressed. Federal and Florida statutes and 
regulations were  reviewed  to  identify  relevant  issues.    The writer  interviewed  experts  from  various 
transportation sectors and governmental levels including former and incumbent officials from: 

• Federal Transit Administration  

• Federal Highway Administration 

• State Transportation Departments 

• Local Transit Agencies 

• Local Expressway Authorities 

• Transit Agencies 
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Although there seemed to be  interest across those  interviewed, there was a general skepticism to the 
implementation of BTLs that was shared by many.   

Federal Transit Administration Funding Participation 

The main concern expressed had to do with the  limited amount of federal transit funding available for 
fixed guideway projects coupled with the competition for those funds. Usually the first obstacle raised 
was  BTL  eligibility  for  “New  Starts”  funding  under  49  U.S.C.  5309.  The  Safe,  Accountable,  Flexible, 
Efficient  Transportation  Equity  Act:  A  Legacy  for Users  (SAFETEA‐LU)  authorized  $6.6  billion  in  New 
Starts funding through fiscal year 2009, and it designated over 330 projects nationwide to compete for 
these discretionary federal dollars (15).  

For determining formula Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding, in section 5302 (49 U.S.C.) “fixed 
guideway” is defined as a mass transportation facility: 

• using and occupying a separate right‐of‐way or rail for the exclusive use of mass transportation 
and other high occupancy vehicles, or  

•  using a fixed catenary system and a right‐of‐way usable by other forms of transportation.  

It is not explicitly stated in the statutes if HOT lanes fit the definition of “fixed guideway.” The amount 
of federal transit aid through FTA formula funds (Section 5307) and New Starts funds (Section 5309) is 
determined by  counting  the number of miles of  “guideway” used by  the  transit  agency. While both 
funding sources explicitly  list HOV  lanes as eligible projects  for attracting  funds,  there  is no statutory 
statement on the status of HOT lanes (5). 

The New Starts program provides funds for construction of new fixed‐guideway systems or extension of 
existing  fixed  guideway  systems.  Eligible  recipients  for  capital  funds  are  public  bodies  and  agencies 
(transit  authorities  and  other  state  and  local  public  bodies)  including  states,  municipalities,  other 
political  subdivisions  of  states,  public  agencies  and  instrumentalities  of  one  or more  states,  certain 
public corporations ,and  boards and commissions established under state law (16). 

A “fixed guideway” refers to any transit service that uses exclusive or controlled rights‐of‐way or rails, 
entirely  or  in  part.  This  includes  heavy  rail,  light  rail,  commuter  rail,  trolleybus,  and  high‐occupancy‐
vehicle (HOV) lanes.  Eligible New Starts projects must involve a total cost of $250 million or greater with 
federal  assistance  of  $75 million  or  greater.    The  project must  be  rated  “recommended”  or  “highly 
recommended” by FTA, based on  the  results of alternatives analysis, project  justification criteria, and 
the degree of local financial commitment. 

Projects are evaluated by FTA on  the basis of cost effectiveness, mobility  improvement, and  land use 
planning that supports transit.  Typical federal participation is now about 50 percent and FTA continues 
to encourage project sponsors to request a federal New Starts funding share as low as possible (17).  

Given these statutory parameters, it would seem that Bus Toll Lanes do not meet the definition of New 
Starts program eligibility. The ambiguity  surrounding HOTs  for  the  calculation of  formula  funding BTL 
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eligibility remains questionable. An explicit change  to ensure  that BTLs are considered  fixed guideway 
transit facilities in the FTA statute and regulation would be the single most significant modification that 
could pave the way for the implementation of Bus Toll Lanes. 

Interestingly,  the  FTA  considers  a  HOT  that  was  a  HOV  as  a  fixed  guideway  for  funding  allocation 
purposes.   Recent FTA policy on HOV to HOT conversion allows the resulting HOT  lanes to qualify as a 
fixed guideway provided certain conditions are met.   FTA will classify HOT  lanes as fixed guideway for 
the purposes of funding formulas administered under 49 U.S.C. 5307 and 49 U.S.C. 5309 provided that 
each of the following conditions is satisfied: 

• HOT  lanes  were  previously  HOV  lanes  reported  in  the  National  Transit  Database  as  fixed 
guideway;  

• HOT  lanes  are  continuously  monitored  and  continue  to  meet  performance  standards  that 
preserve free flow traffic  

• Program income from the HOT lanes facility (toll revenue) is used solely for “permissible uses”, 
including debt service, reasonable return on investment of any private financing, and  operation 
and maintenance of the facility (18) 

Facilities  that were  not  eligible HOV  lanes  prior  to  conversion  to HOT  lanes  are  not  be  eligible  for 
inclusion as fixed guideway miles in FTA’s funding formulas.  According to this FTA policy, neither non‐
HOV  facilities  converted  into HOT  lanes, nor newly  constructed HOT  lanes  can be  classified  as  fixed 
guideway  and  are  not  eligible  for  federal  assistance  under  Sec.  5307  and/or  Sec.  5309.  It must  be 
concluded that without a change or clarification in the fixed guideway definition that a Bus Toll Lane will 
be treated similarly.  

Aside from the competition for New Starts funding, the writer detected that there may be resistance to 
making changes  that would allow BTL eligibility  for 5309 New Starts  funding    that may be based on a 
modal bias.   There seems to be an attitude  in some corners that  funding a project that would benefit 
single  occupant  automobiles  with  transit  capital  funds  would  not  be  acceptable  from  a  policy 
standpoint.      If, however, the change was made to explicitly  include Bus Toll Lanes  in the definition of 
fixed guideway, any BTL proposal would be evaluated  through  the  rigors of  the Alternatives Analysis 
process and would be accepted or rejected based on  its cost effectiveness and contribution to federal 
transportation policy goals. 

There are other FTA funding categories that could be tapped to supplement the capital requirement of a 
Bus  Toll  Lane.    The Bus  and Bus  Facilities Program provides  a  large number of  small  grants  for bus‐
related  capital  projects.  This  program  can  be  used  to  fund  bus  procurement  (for  BRT  projects),  bus 
maintenance  facilities,  passenger  amenities  (e.g.,  shelters),  intermodal  terminals,  etc.  These  funds 
currently  can be used  for  an HOV  to HOT  conversion  that  involves  elements of Bus Rapid  Transit  (a 
seemingly  good  fit with  a  BTL  proposal),  but  the  grants  are  typically  small  ($50,000  to  $15 million) 
requiring  a 20 percent local match. 
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Another potential  funding source  is  the FTA “Small Starts” Program  (49 U.S.C. Section 5309)  that was 
introduced in SAFETEA‐LU in 2005. The Small Starts grants can be applied to the capital requirements for 
new fixed guideway systems, extensions, and bus corridor improvements for small‐scale, low cost capital 
projects. The program provides a more simple evaluation and approval process compared to New Starts. 
Some of  the New Starts project  rating  requirements are eliminated but eligible projects must  request 
less than $75 million in Small Starts funding for a total project budget of less than $250 million.  A major 
benefit of this funding category is that up to 80 percent federal share is possible. 

Depending  on  the  cost  and  complexity  of  a  BTL  proposal,  other  FTA  program  funding  may  be 
appropriate,  including  the  relatively  recent  “Very  Small  Start” Program  created by  FTA.  The program 
offers an even more streamlined application process, but total project costs are limited to less than $50 
million (17). 

Federal Highway Funding for Transit Capital 

There  is  also  the  potential  for  a  transit  agency  or  transit  project  to  access  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  funding.    The  current  provisions  for  transferring  funds  between  transit  and 
highway  projects  were  introduced  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA) and  continue  today.   With appropriate approvals,  the  flexible  funding program allows  for  the 
transfer of FHWA funds for transit projects from funding categories such as: 

• The Surface Transportation Program 

• The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 

• The National Highway System (NHS) for transit projects in an NHS corridor  

These  transferred  funds  can  be  used  for  virtually  any  transportation  capital  project,  including  public 
transit, corridor parking facilities, bus terminals, and bus facilities. The transfer of FHWA funds to transit 
projects offers the potential of higher federal participation and requires the approval of the state.  These 
transfer provisions could prove helpful in assembling the capital required to fund a Bus Toll Lane facility. 

A more recent potential funding source is from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 
2009  that  provides  100  percent  of  federal  funding  for  transit  projects. However,  use  of  these  funds 
involves no waiver of FTA program requirements and cannot be “mixed” with other federal funds (19). 

Federal Tolling Provisions 

The prospect of overcoming the issue of BTL eligibility for FTA funding and subsequent inclusion of their 
riders in the funding calculation may seem to be a difficult policy challenge.  When viewed in the context 
of the changes that have been made in the long‐held resistance to the introduction of tolls on Interstate 
Highways, it may not appear so formidable.   

After decades of prohibition, the Federal Highway Administration policies now allow tolling both on and 
off  the  Interstate Highway System. These policies allow  states and other public entities  to  toll motor 
vehicles  to  finance  interstate  highway  construction  and  reconstruction  (including  conversion  of HOV 
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lanes  to HOT  lanes)  (20).   Prior  to passage of  SAFETEA‐LU  in 2005,  there were  limitations placed on 
states that desired to use tolls on federally funded roads. SAFETEA‐LU loosened the previous limitations 
on the use of tolling and pricing on the Interstate Highway System.  Section 129 of 23 U.S.C. permits the 
imposition  of  tolls  on  free  interstate  and  non‐interstate  highways.    Section  129  permits  Federal 
participation  in the  initial construction of toll highways, bridges,  tunnels, or reconstruction of toll‐free 
Federal‐aid highway and conversion of  it to a toll facility.   The ownership of such facility can be either 
public or private (21).  

Before the Secretary of Transportation permits federal participation, the public authority (including the 
state  DOT)  having  jurisdiction  over  the  highway must  enter  into  the  agreement with  the  Secretary 
guaranteeing  that all  toll  revenues  from  this  facility will be used  first  for debt  service,  for  reasonable 
return on investment of any private person financing the project, and for the costs necessary for proper 
operation of the facility, including reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation (21). These 
provisions support totally the BTL concept. 

A State may loan to a public or private entity constructing or proposing to construct a toll facility (under 
section 129, 23 U.S.C.) or non‐toll facility an amount equal to all or part of the Federal share of the cost 
of the project if the project has a revenue source specifically dedicated to it (21).     

Now,  new  toll  roads  can  be  financed  using  tax  funds,  tolls,  or  a mix  of  tolls,  federal  aid,  and  other 
sources.   Existing non‐interstate federal‐aid highways can be converted to toll roads,  if reconstruction, 
rehabilitation, or capacity expansion is to occur (20).  

Section 1121 of SAFETEA‐LU allows States to charge tolls to vehicles that do not meet the established 
occupancy  requirements  to  use  an  HOV  lane,  provided  the  agency meets  certain  criteria  to  enroll 
participants, collect fees electronically, manage demand by varying tolls, and enforce violations (i.e., this 
permits the conversion of HOV lanes into HOT lanes) (22).   A toll agreement must be executed between 
the FHWA, the State Department of Transportation, and operating agencies. 

There would appear to be no obstacles presented in the federal tolling provisions to the implementation 
of a Bus Toll Lane project even if it involved an Interstate Highway.  In fact, the SAFETEA‐LU provisions 
on tolling appear to fully support the construction of Bus Toll Lane facilities. 

Florida‐Specific Issues 

The research plan for this project also included a review of any issues that may be particular to Florida 
that could present challenges and/or opportunities for Bus Toll Lanes.  The most apparent opportunities 
for Florida start with the strong multi‐modal commitment of the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT).    FDOT’s  long‐standing  support  for  public  transportation  initiatives  backed  with  State 
Transportation Trust Fund dollars could mean the difference in making a BTL project financially feasible. 
In the past this support has included funding up to 50 percent of the non‐federal share of transit capital 
projects.  
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In addition,  FDOT has  several well developed mechanisms  to  “jump  start”  local projects  that are  toll 
funded.  These tools include the Toll Facilities Revolving Trust Fund (TFRTF). The TFRTF is a loan program 
created  by  Florida  legislature  (s.  338.251  F.S.)  to  develop  and  enhance  the  financial  feasibility  of 
revenue‐producing  road  projects  undertaken  by  local  governmental  entities  and  the  Turnpike 
Enterprise.  The  loans  are  extended  for  planning  and  design  activities,  preliminary  engineering,  and 
advanced right‐of‐way acquisition for revenue producing road projects. 

The Department may advance  funds  sufficient  to defray  the  shortages  in  toll  revenues  for  the  first 5 
years  of  operation,  up  to  a maximum  of  $5 million  per  year  (any  amount  in  excess  of  $1.5 million 
annually  needs  a  specific  appropriation  by  the  Legislature).  This  assistance  is  not  available  for 
government  entities  or  expressway  authorities  that  failed  to  repay  any  previous  advance.  Eligible 
recipients of  the  loan  include  local  government entities  (expressway  and bridge  authorities,  counties 
and municipalities) and the Turnpike Enterprise.  While it is not clear if transit agencies would qualify for 
a TFRTF  loan,  it seems  that a partnership between a  toll authority and a  transit agency would not be 
precluded from using this assistance for a BTL. 

Florida has also been taking full advantage of the “toll credits”   innovative fund management technique. 
States may apply toll revenues used for capital expenditures to build or improve public highway facilities 
to earn  toll  credits.   They are earned when a  State,  toll authority, or a private entity  funds a  capital 
highway investment with toll revenues from existing toll facilities. The amount of credits is equivalent to 
the dollar amount of toll revenue spent on capital improvement projects and can be used to substitute 
the required non‐federal share of federal‐aid projects.  This can effectively increase the federal funding 
share of a project to 100 percent. The acceptance and use of this mechanism by the FDOT since 1993 
certainly presents an opportunity  for  funding BTLs  in Florida, as many  toll credits have been used on 
transit projects.  

Other potential pieces of the funding picture for a BTL project in Florida include both State and Federally 
funded State Infrastructure Banks.   These revolving loan programs present yet another opportunity for 
Bus Toll Lanes and have an established history in the state. 

A promising development  for BTLs  in Florida could  involve  the conversion and extension of  the South 
Dade Busway,  currently  operated  by Miami‐Dade  Transit,  into  a  price managed  facility  allowing  toll‐ 
paying  single occupant vehicles.   The  concept was  studied by  the Miami Dade Metropolitan Planning 
Organization in 2008 and is now under more detailed review by the Miami‐Dade Expressway Authority.  
The  Busway,  opened  in  1997,  was  built  on  former  railroad  right  of  way  and  connects  the  Miami 
MetroRail Dadeland  South  terminus  8.5 miles  to  Cutler  Ridge  to  the  south.    The  $60 million  facility 
currently only allows use by transit buses and is under consideration to be extended to Florida City as an 
HOT facility.  Although not currently being considered as a Bus Toll Lane as conceived  in this report, it 
could break new, significant policy ground if it were implemented, as “excess transit capacity” would be 
allowed  to  be  “sold  off”  to  toll‐paying  automobiles.    It  should  be  noted  that  this  significant  policy 
precedent would be set if there were no requirement to repay any federal transit capital that was used 
to fund the current facility’s construction. 
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Except  for  Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise, most of  Florida’s  toll agencies are established within  Florida 
Statute Chapter 348 Expressway and Bridge Authorities, Parts  I through X.   Part  I, entitled the “Florida 
Expressway Act and Related Provisions,” details  the power  for any county or counties  to establish an 
expressway authority.  One significant difference between Part I authorities and the others is the explicit 
permission  to construct operate and maintain not only expressways, but also a “public  transportation 
facility.(23)”      In contemplating  the BTL concept  for application  in Florida,  two of  the  three operating 
expressway authorities (Tampa‐Hillsborough County Expressway Authority and Orlando‐Orange County 
Expressway Authority) are not created under Part I.  The Miami‐Dade County Expressway Authority is a 
Part  I authority and  is  the only one of  the  three  currently permitted  to  construct  facilities  for public 
transportation.  In order for Bus Toll Lanes to become a routine alternative for consideration in Florida’s 
toolbox of  transportation  solutions,  the  statutes of  the non‐Part  I expressway authorities need  to be 
modified  to  allow  them  to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  public  transportation  facilities.  An 
alternative  solution  is  to  add  each  BTL  project  as  it  arises  to  an  authority’s  enabling  statute  that 
describes its “system” rather than a blanket change in legislation. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

As with  any  new  idea  for  dealing with  urban  transportation  solutions,  there  are  pros  and  cons  and 
supporting and detracting forces that have been found  in this examination of the feasibility of Bus Toll 
Lanes.    The  concept  has  appeal  to  virtually  all  that were  talked with  in  the  conduct  of  this  effort; 
nonetheless there are certainly barriers to the implementation of BTL facilities.  

Barriers 

As mentioned  in  the  report,  the  biggest  obstacle  to widespread  implementation  of  BTLs  is  the  FTA 
definition of eligibility  for  the New Starts  funding program. There have been attempts  to change  this 
definition in the past.  The feasibility of getting this definition modified would hinge on how strong the 
“modal bias” and “modal silos” that have been described  in the  interviews really are at a policy  level.  
While there continues be a push for more  intermodal cooperation, the current economic uncertainties 
and  general  stagnation  of  transportation  funding  levels  can move  policy makers  to  protect  limited 
resources  from  what  will  be  perceived  by  some  as  a  “raid.”    Anticipated  resistance  to  any moves 
towards  allowing  BTLs  to  compete  with  other  new  starts  is  understandable  in  light  of  the  fierce 
competition for the  limited funds.   While BTL may show to be a very cost effective way to  implement 
reliable,  high  speed  transit  service,  there  are  potential  questions  as  to  a  project’s  contribution  to 
satisfying  transit  travel  demand  in  relation  to  the  size  of  the  potential  investment.  Any  future 
assessment by FTA of a project of this nature  is sure to  include an evaluation of the number of transit 
riders that will benefit compared to the capital investment and other non‐transit beneficiaries.  

Another  potential  “sticking  point”  with  a  jointly  funded  project  could  involve  the  mechanics  and 
specifics of grant and capital fund management. In a typical transit capital project the transit agency  is 
already a “designated recipient” of FTA funds and access to those federal dollars is routine.  In the BTL 
concept, funds from toll revenue bond proceeds, other toll funds and transit capital grants would need 
to  be  combined  for  at  least  the  construction  phase  of  a  project.  If  the  transit  agency  were  the 
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contracting entity for the major construction portion of the project (other components, for example toll 
collection  equipment  acquisition/  installation,  park  and  ride  lot  and  station  construction,  could  be 
contacted by either agency and financed with their respective funding sources) then significant capital 
funds need  to be  transferred  from  the  toll agency  to  the  transit organization.   Conversely,  if  the  toll 
agency that does have experience constructing these types of projects were the contracting entity, the 
issue of accessing any federal transit grants could present difficulties.  The same would be true if some 
sort of new partnership  entity were  created  in order  to  implement  a BTL project.   Access  to  federal 
transit grants by “non‐traditional” entities has been addressed somewhat through changes to the FTA’s 
“TEAM” grants management system subsequent  to SAFETEA‐LU  to deal with  federal earmarks.   While 
the mechanics of blending the capital is certainly not a “fatal flaw” these details are another set of issues 
identified that must be dealt with early in the planning for a BTL facility involving shared equity. 

Another barrier  to  the  implementation of Bus Toll  Lanes  is  the  general public  resistance  to  tolls and 
price‐managed  lanes.   Although  this reluctance  is waning as evidenced by all of  the projects  involving 
congestion  pricing  listed  earlier  in  this  paper,  it will  continue  to  be  a  factor  in  gaining  stakeholder 
acceptance of a particular project. 

Unlike  the High Occupancy Toll  lane examples  that have been examined,  the BTL concept  is based on 
the premise that there is no discounted or free, passage for carpools or fuel‐efficient automobiles.  The 
equity arguments for this approach are sound but the public education involved in their explanation will 
be  difficult.    This  issue  could  exacerbate  the  perception  that  a  BTL  facility  is  less  “green”  than  a 
traditional rail facility, even if analysis were to show the contrary. 

A barrier that may or may not be unique to Florida is that expressway authorities have varying abilities 
to construct and fund transit projects.  In fact, of the operating local toll agencies at this time, only the 
Miami‐Dade County Expressway Authority is explicitly granted this power. 

One  of  the  largest  concerns  that  emerges  from  this  effort  is  the  traffic  and  revenue  models  and 
forecasts  that  are  necessary  for  any  toll‐financed  project will  be more  complex  and  critical  in  a BTL 
situation. The dichotomy  that surfaces  is that as the transit service becomes more successful,  it could 
have  the  desired  effect  of  reducing  congestion  in  the  corridor  and  the  undesired  effect  of  limiting 
revenue growth from the price‐managed tolls. Perhaps growth in vehicle miles of travel and demand for 
single  occupant  vehicle mobility will mitigate  this  concern,  but  it  points  out  the  importance  of  the 
forecasts that are complicated at best for a less complex project.   

Lastly, the biggest barrier to embracing the concept of Bus Toll Lanes is the lack of an actual project and 
financial proposal  that  can be  studied, debated and  forwarded  to  federal  transportation agencies  for 
their  review. This difficulty was apparent  in  the  conduct of  the  research preparing  this paper.   Aside 
from the difficulty of explaining the difference between a BTL and a HOT lane, the existence of an actual 
project proposal would have helped all involved to seek potential funding and institutional solutions.  An 
actual  project would  have  a  “champion”  that  could  advocate  for  the  required  changes  to make  it  a 
reality.  
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Opportunities 

The Bus Toll Lane concept seems to have appeal based on the interviews conducted.  The prospect of an 
equity sharing arrangement between a toll authority and a transit agency is intriguing to most of those 
transportation experts consulted.   There are events occurring and trends emerging that perhaps make 
the idea of BTLs even more feasible than in the past. 

A Bus Toll Lane relies on  the assumption  that all electronic  toll collection  (AET)  is  feasible, acceptable 
and can be implemented.  AET is becoming more common place and is also a prerequisite for HOT lanes. 
Aside  from all of  the HOT projects  that were  listed earlier  in  this  report,  in Florida  there are projects 
underway that will implement AET in the near future.  In Tampa, where AET was first introduced on its 
elevated express  lanes,   all electronic  toll  collection on  its entire  system  is probably  less  than a year 
away and MDX and Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise (47 miles by 2011) are moving in that direction as well.  
While  no  Florida  agency  is  currently  implementing  price‐managed  lanes  (FDOT’s  I‐595  project  in 
Broward County will  implement them), the ability to do so will be  in place with the  implementation of 
AET.   Before  the  introduction of AET, there  is the step of electronic  toll collection or ETC.   ETC  is well 
established  in  Florida  with  some  toll  facilities  collecting  as  much  as  70  percent  of  their  revenue 
electronically.   

Another trend that supports Bus Toll Lanes is the growing implementation and “mainstreaming” of Bus 
Rapid  Transit  in  the U.S.  and  in  Florida.    At  the  national  level,  new  starts  funding  requests  for  BRT 
projects have been  the  fastest growing  category of projects  in  the  last  several  years.    In  Florida,  the 
South Dade Busway, the Lynx LYMMO in Orlando and the integration of BRT into the I‐95 Express Lanes 
project are examples of the growing acceptance and implementation of Bus Rapid Transit.   

As  the  demands  for  transportation  funding  grow  in  a  time  of  dwindling  resources  and  a  contracted 
economy, there is an increased demand for innovation, creativity and for new ways of doing business.  If 
BTL  facilities can prove  to offer a more cost effective solution  than other alternatives,  this may be an 
opportune  time  to overcome any of  the challenges.   Transit agencies  in particular have been hit hard 
financially  in  recent  times,  and  the  prospect  of  an  on‐going  revenue  stream  in  conjunction  with 
providing high level public transportation service may be even more appealing now. 

Current efforts  to  reauthorize  the  federal  surface  transportation program also  include proposals  that 
could ease the way for the  implementation of BTLs.   Versions of the bill to federally support and fund 
highway  and  transit  projects  include    the  concept  of  a Metropolitan Mobility  Program  that  would 
essentially be mode neutral, support price managed facilities, and be based on performance measures. 
The concept was recommended by the federally mandated National Surface Transportation Policy and 
Revenue  Study  Commission  and would  create  a  federally  funded  program  targeted  at metropolitan 
areas of 1 million or more to employ cross‐modal strategies to reduce delay and congestion. 

Along with the Metropolitan Mobility Program, a current House of Representatives bill also includes the 
creation of the Office of Public Benefit that would regulate tolling of interstates and other public–private 
partnerships (P3s).  Proponents of public‐private partnerships have been critical of a new federal Office 
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of  Public  Benefit.    However,  if  the  new  transportation  bill  includes  both  the Metropolitan Mobility 
Program  and oversight of P3s,  this may  establish  a  favorable  environment  for  toll  and  transit  equity 
sharing arrangements  like Bus Toll Lanes.   Some have  referred  to  the BTL concept as a “public‐public 
partnership” or a P2.  

Another  opportunity  presented  by  this  BTL  concept  that  should  be  mentioned  is  the  financial 
protections that a project could be afforded in the toll‐transit partnership. If a BTL project is financed in 
the manner described in this paper, a toll agency would issue toll revenue bonds to raise some portion 
of the capital required for its construction.  When those bonds are issued, there will be covenants that 
protect the holders of the bonds against public opinion or political shifts that could compromise the BTL 
concept  and  the  associated  revenue  stream.    Pressures  to  include  free  passage  for  some  classes  of 
vehicles,  or  a  push  to  artificially  suppress  toll  rates will  be  able  to  be  stopped  because  of  the  legal 
contract that will be made with the bondholders.    

Summary of Major Findings 

• An  explicit  change  to  ensure  that BTLs  are  considered  fixed  guideway  transit  facilities  in  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  statute  and  regulations  would  be  the  single most  significant 
change that could pave the way for the implementation of Bus Toll Lanes. 

• There  appear  to  be  no  obstacles  presented  in  the  federal  tolling  provisions  to  the 
implementation of a Bus Toll Lane project, even if it involved an Interstate Highway.  In fact, the 
SAFETEA‐LU provisions on tolling appear to fully support the concept of the construction of Bus 
Toll Lane facilities. 

• In Florida while it is not clear if transit agencies would qualify for a Toll Facilities Revolving Trust 
Fund loan, it seems that a partnership between a toll authority and a transit agency would not 
be precluded from using this assistance for a Bus Toll Lane Project. 

• The  acceptance  and  use  the  “toll  credits”  mechanism  by  FDOT  since  1993  presents  an 
opportunity for a contribution to funding BTLs in Florida, as many toll credits have been used on 
transit projects.  

• In order for Bus Toll Lanes to become a routine alternative for consideration in Florida’s toolbox 
of  transportation  solutions,  the  statutes of  the non‐Part  I  expressway  authorities need  to be 
modified  to allow  them  to construct, operate and maintain public  transportation  facilities. An 
alternative solution is to add legislatively each BTL project as it arises to an authority’s enabling 
statute that describes its “system” rather than a blanket change. 

Recommended Approach 

As has been stated, the most straight forward and definitive action that could be taken to facilitate the 
implementation of Bus Toll Lanes  is  to convince policy‐makers at  the national  level of  the wisdom of 
broadening the FTA New Starts eligibility criteria.  This would provide access to a large potential funding 
source for a transit agency to contribute as an equity partner  in a BTL facility or system.   There  is the 
opportunity to attempt this change through the federal surface transportation authorization efforts that 
are going on today.   
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Another, or even parallel, approach  is to  identify a BRT or HOT project that  is well along  in  its project 
development and use it as a proposed demonstration of the concepts presented here and elsewhere for 
Bus Toll  Lanes.   This has  the advantages of being  able  to develop a  real plan of  finance  that  can be 
examined and can serve to allow skeptics and supporters to “test the waters” without making what may 
be seen as a significant shift  in  federal  transit  funding policy.     This demonstration could be proposed 
with using New Starts program funding, or by employing any of the other transit capital funding sources 
that may not be so controversial.  

Reauthorization presents another opportunity to advance the BTL approach without a wholesale change 
to New Starts eligibility.  The approach that was used to begin the changes to Interstate Highway tolling 
policy could be employed here. The new authorization bill could contain provisions for applications for a 
limited  number  of  proposals  for  the  funding  of  BTLs  that might  include  New  Starts  funding.    This 
provides an opportunity for a handful of projects to compete with other fixed guideway proposals and 
for the evaluation of those projects that were ultimately implemented. 

At  the  state  level,  statutory  changes  should be  sought  for  those expressway authorities  interested  in 
expanding their project portfolios beyond the traditional tolled highways.       
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE     Contact: Office of Marketing & Communications  

November 16, 2012                                    acarver@georgiatolls.com, 404-893-3003 
 

SRTA Provides I-85 Express Lanes Monthly Travel Data 

November 16, 2012 
 

SPECIAL NOTE: I-85 Express Lanes travel data is released monthly. See charts below representing monthly usage. 
 

I-85 Express Lanes:  Trips and Fare 

Monthly Summary 
Monthly  

Trips 
% of Trips  

Non-Tolled 
Weekday Trips 

Average* 
Daily Fare 
Average* 

October 2011 159,799 23% 7,273 $1.19 

November 2011 221,552 21% 10,353 $1.09 

December 2011** 209,561 21% 9,385 $1.16 

January 2012 254,075 20% 11,623 $1.26 

February 2012 349,270 16% 14,630 $1.18 

March 2012 413,516 15% 16,817 $1.19 

April 2012** 385,426 15% 16,334 $1.08 

May 2012 439,021 14% 17,585 $1.14 

June 2012** 387,676 14% 16,447 $1.03 

July 2012** 380,698 14% 15,968 $1.09 

August 2012*** 429,964 14% 16,916 $1.35 

September 2012 387,935 14% 17,182 $1.47 

October 2012 446,660 14% 17,701 $1.51 

 *Averages do not include Weekends & State Holidays   

** Data reflects a reduction in overall traffic during Winter holidays (December), Spring Break 

(April) and school vacation (June-July) periods. 

*** Trip Count for 8/30/12 (shown as 19,924 on Chart#2) includes an excusal of about 1,600 

vehicles from approximately 1:15pm to 4:10pm due to an accident; vehicles were routed 

through the I-285/Jimmy Carter Blvd. segments of the NB Express Lane. 
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I-85 Express Lanes 
 PeachPasses Assigned:  October 2012* 

* PeachPass Totals are through End of Previous Business Day  
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*Daily Averages do not include Weekends or State Holidays 

I-85 Express Lanes 
Daily Trip Averages by Month* 
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February 26, 2013 

SRTA Cash-Based/Cash-Preferred Customer Solutions Overview 

In order to provide choices and flexibility to current as well as potential Peach Pass customers, SRTA is 
developing several strategies to allow cash-based or cash-preferred customers multiple payment 
methods so that they can utilize the state’s toll facilities.  These payment “channels” include in person 
Customer Service centers and retail based payment options. 

SRTA WALK UP CUSTOMER SERVICE CENTERS 

SRTA currently operates 3 walk up Customer Service Centers where current as well as new customers 
can transact business in person with SRTA.  These locations support new account sign up, account 
closings, account payments and violation payments.  Each location is set up to process payments made 
via cash, check or credit card.  Customers will have the choice to open pre-paid Peach Pass accounts via 
credit card or cash.  Either payment method is subject to the same charges and fee schedules.  In 
addition, to the payment related transactions identified above, Peach Pass customers can request and 
receive Peach Pass transponders, as well as update vehicle and account information at these locations. 

SRTA’s primary Customer Service Center is located at SRTA’s headquarters in downtown Atlanta.  
This location is considered our permanent location and offers all of the services noted above, plus access 
to SRTA management. 

The other two Customer Service Centers are co-located at Georgia Department of Driver Services 
(DDS) Service Centers along the I-85 corridor.  These two locations provide easy access to motorists 
who live near and/or frequently travel the I-85 Express Lanes.  SRTA opened both locations in advance 
of the opening of the I-85 Express Lanes in order to facilitate account set up and transponder 
penetration, and general motorist education of the I-85 Express Lanes. 

SRTA intends to duplicate this model by partnering with DDS to co-locate Peach Pass Customer Service 
Centers at other DDS locations located in the vicinity of future planned toll facilities; including both the 
planned I-75 NWC managed lanes and the planned I-75 South Express Lanes toll facilities.  In addition, 
SRTA’s marketing plans include opening additional locations near the physical location of upcoming 
toll facilities.  This allows SRTA to have a presence that is physically convenient to motorists most 
likely to use the new facility.  As part of each project, SRTA will open Customer Service Centers in 
advance of the respective toll facilities opening to traffic.   

The current Customer Service Centers are located at: 

 State Road and Tollway Authority, 47 Trinity Ave. SW, Ground Floor, Atlanta, GA 30334 
 Department of Driver Services, 2211 Beaver Ruin Road, Norcross, GA  30071 
 Department of Driver Services, 310 Hurricane Shoals Road, NE, Lawrenceville, GA  30046 
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“PAY N GO” PEACH PASS ACCOUNT OPTION 

In order to provide additional options for cash-based or cash-preferred customers to access all 
electronic toll facilities, the State Road and Tollway Authority (SRTA) is working with its back 
office provider, Electronic Transaction Consultants Corporation (ETCC) and third party network 
provider, InComm, to provide a cash-based payment solution that is available to all current or 
potential Peach Pass customers at retail locations that they commonly visit throughout the week. 

InComm is an industry leading marketer, distributor and technology innovator of stored-value gift 
cards and prepaid products. InComm's retail network features most of the premier brands in the big 
box, grocery, convenience, chain drug, discount, electronics, office supply and other categories. 
Through an electronic interface, InComm’s network will communicate receipt of prepaid toll funds 
that will be associated with a toll transponder and available for use on any Georgia toll facilities.  As 
currently envisioned, SRTA is working with ETCC and InComm to offer the following 2 products 
within the next 6 – 12 months.  Both products will be marketed under the brand, “Pay N Go Peach 
Pass” Accounts: 

The first is a package containing a Peach Pass transponder and an InComm reloadable card. This 
package is referred to as a Pay N Go Peach Pass Starter Kit.  The card inside the kit will be 
associated to the transponder in InComm's database. SRTA will be responsible for furnishing the 
transponder and InComm will produce the card. InComm will package the card and transponder 
together and provide logistics to get the cards onto the existing gift card displays at merchants in the 
appropriate areas throughout Metro-Atlanta (or whichever geographic location within Georgia that is 
in proximity to a state toll facility). The transponder/card package will be sold for a suggested $2.50, 
plus the pre-paid toll value added to the account at the time of purchase.  Currently we contemplate a 
suggested minimum value of $20, which corresponds with the minimum prepaid amount on credit 
card based pre-paid accounts and a maximum of $500. The retail merchant and InComm would be 
compensated through the $2.50 fee. 

The entire financial transaction occurs in real time in the same manner as any other point of sale 
purchase.  By the time the consumer exits the store, the value is associated with the transponder.  
The consumer simply attaches the transponder to their vehicle and they can immediately access the 
I-85 Express Lanes, the GA 400 Open Road Tolling lanes, as well as any other toll facility (e.g. the 
planned I-75 Northwest Corridor Express Lanes and the planned 75 South Express lanes). The 
packaging instructions will include information on how to add value to their account through retail 
merchants located through the consumer’s live/work communities, as well as information on 
automated online payments via debit or credit cards for reloading.  This allows a cash-based 
customer to access the system very easily and remain anonymous if desired. This puts the 
transponder distribution and payment process in the communities of all potential users, at the 
merchants where they shop weekly. This also allows easy transponder distribution to the credit card-
based customer by reminding them while they shop. 

The second product would be a reload or "top-up" card only. This card would hang next to the 
Starter Kit package described above, and will be marketed as "good for top-up of existing accounts."  
After picking up the card and proceeding to the register, the customer is asked, "how much do you 
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want to add to the card", with a minimum of $20 and maximum of $500. A $1.50 transaction fee will 
be added to the transaction. The consumer then leaves the store, calls a toll-free number and goes 
into InComm’s Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system. The consumer provides the card number 
and their transponder number. The IVR platform, is linked to InComm’s database which in turn is 
linked to the merchant’s Point of Sale (POS) system will determine the value of the card that was 
paid at the register and will send ETCC a message with  the information.  ETCC will then add the 
value to the appropriate Peach Pass account and respond with the new balance, which will be 
provided to the consumer via the IVR system.  Once the customer has associated the “top-up” card 
with their account (by linking it to one of the transponders on their account) the balance is 
immediately available on their account.  If the customer has difficulty, a live operator will assist 
24/7/365 in English and Spanish. The data capture may also be completed on a web site or via a 
mobile application. The customer only has to provide the transponder data once. InComm will 
associate the data with the card, and subsequent “top-up" transactions with the same card will 
automatically push the value to ETCC from the merchant location’s POS system in real-time with no 
additional data capture needed. Subsequent top-ups will also incur the $1.50 fee. 

The products outlined here will leverage the latest payment and replenishment mechanisms that are 
familiar to those customers who may already use similar process used for phone calling cards and 
gift cards. 

Retail merchant locations such as Wal-Mart, Walgreen’s, Target and Best Buy are a few of the retail 
merchants within InComm’s network.  We will be working with InComm to identify specific 
locations at the appropriate time.   We believe that the steps outlined here, will allow the same ease 
of access as provided to those patrons who have credit card-backed accounts.  In fact, it should be 
noted that these products can be used by cash-based or credit card-based customers for the same fee 
structure.  The fees charged are sized to nominally compensate InComm and the retail merchants for 
their operation and maintenance of the broad distribution network.  This ease of access, coupled with 
the simplicity of the approach, is the cornerstone to providing a convenient solution for payment of 
tolls by cash-based customers. 

CONCLUSION 

SRTA’s current business model distributes Peach Pass sticker transponders free to all users (credit 
card and cash-based).  The solutions outlined in this paper increase those distribution channels as a 
convenience to current and potential customers. There is no charge to reload customer accounts if 
the account is backed by a credit card. There is no charge to reload customer accounts in person at 
customer service walk-up facilities (operated by SRTA) for the cash user. SRTA is constantly 
evaluating its business practices (including account establishment and reload) to best serve their 
customers. The InComm solution with prepaid cards is currently envisioned as a convenient option 
for the cash-based user. As we develop and market the InComm solution we will continue to refine 
its terms.  The pricing that is currently in place is anticipated to stay at its current levels indefinitely 
but will be re-evaluated at the time of renewal of the contract.   
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