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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this project was to evaluate commuter acceptance and equity
impacts of the potential programs to convert High-Occupancy-Vehicle (HOV)
lanes into High-Occupancy-Toll (HOT) Lanes. Specifically, the project in
question was the HOV lane on |-95 in Palm Beach, Broward, and Miami-Dade

counties

The project was conducted in the following stages
e Literature Review
e Equity Analysis

e General Public Attitude Survey implementation and Analysis

To conduct the equity analysis of the potential for development of the HOT Lane,
CUTR followed the process outlined in the Community Impact Assessment
Manual developed by CUTR for FDOT. There appear to be potential effects from

the HOT Lane that could have inequitable impacts, particularly related to race.

The main finding from the survey was that the general public does not believe
that implementation of a HOT Lane on the HOV corridor in South Florida would
be a particularly good idea. On a scale of 1 to 10, over 50% of respondents gave

the lowest possible rating, a ‘1’.

Breakdowns by demographic and use characteristics provided groups that varied
somewhat in their opposition to the idea but did not identify specific groups that
were strongly in favor of the idea. Potential strategies for communicating how
funding would be used might increase support somewhat, but much of the

increase would come among people who already support the idea.
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Analysis of open-ended explanatory comments indicated that those actively
opposed to the idea of converting the HOV lanes to HOT lanes generally felt that
they shouldn’t have to pay to drive on the roads, or that the effect on congestion
would be minimal, that the plan defeats the purpose of HOV lanes, that they

already pay too many taxes and tolls, or that the idea “just won’t work.”

Overall, the finding from this project is that if a HOT Lane were to be
implemented along this corridor, it would face strong opposition from local
residents. Certainly there would have to be other strong reasons for doing the
project that were not related to the public’s opinion, since the public is squarely

against the idea.

If HOT lanes were to be implemented in South Florida, strategic public relations
would be necessary to assuage some of the negative feelings revealed in this

survey. The following issues would need to be addressed:

e The notion that people should not have to pay for roads.

o The perception that HOV lanes and potential HOT lanes have no
impact on congestion.

e The perception that putting a toll on the HOV lane and allowing solo

drivers to use it would defeat the purpose of HOV lanes.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this project was to evaluate commuter acceptance and equity
impacts of the potential programs to convert High-Occupancy-Vehicle (HOV)
lanes into High-Occupancy-Toll (HOT) Lanes. Specifically, the project in
question was the HOV lane on 1-95 in Paim Beach, Broward, and Miami-Dade

counties

A thorough literature review was conducted on the topic of HOT Lanes and public
acceptance. An equity analysis was also conducted using census data and the
results of a prior survey in the area (1995 HOV survey). Commuter acceptance
of the concept was tested through a telephone survey process among residents
of the three-county South Florida area (Palm beach, Broward, and Miami-Dade
counties). The results of the survey were also used to develop trends of travel
behavior on 1-95 in South Florida. The 1995 HOV Marketing and Positioning
project provided baseline data for 1-95 travel characteristics and attitudes. The
survey in the current project contained many questions drawn from the 1995

survey for the purpose of providing trends of travel characteristics data.

Each of these areas will be examined in turn in this report
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LITERATURE REVIEW

This section of the report is a review of the literature available on the research
conducted on HOT lane implementations in the United States (as well as some
information from Europe). Of particular interest from the literature is the body of
results from focus groups that seems to suggest similar patterns in all focus

groups conducted. Namely, the range of issues raised is:

« Significant financial incentives (or disincentives) would be required to create
any change in travel patterns

e Pricing may be viewed as a double tax on the users, since the facilities have
“already been paid for,”

« Opinion toward congestion pricing may be made more favorable if revenues
are directly tied to roadway or transit service improvements

e There may be some question as to whether allowing people to buy in is
equitable across all income groups; and

« Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) technology may be seen as an invasion

of privacy

These findings suggested that it may be unnecessary to conduct further focus
groups, as originally called for in the scope. As an alternative, CUTR suggested
analyzing the impact of a HOT Lane in an additional site, so that two sites could
be analyzed instead of just one. For instance, HOT lanes could be analyzed for
implementation in Orlando and Miami/Fort Lauderdale, or perhaps in Tampa.
Ultimately, however, it was determined that a large number of interviews should

be conducted in a single site.

Recent research also suggests that eqUity analysis should be broader in scope.

The analysis should reflect more than simply impacts on potential users. It may
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be more useful to extend analysis to issues of overall congestion and pollution

impacts, sources of funding, and uses of revenues.

The significant congestion pricing projects that have been undertaken and

analyzed in the transportation literature include:

The development of SR-91 in Orange County, CA;

The development of the I-15 system north of San Diego, CA

The 1-93 Southeast Expressway Sticker Program in Boston, MA

The implementation of the Quickride program along the Katy Freeway (West
Houston 1-10) in Houston, Texas, where 2+ carpools are allowed to buy into a
3+ lane during peak hours;

Proposed, but ultimately abandoned, attempt to create a HOT lane along I-
394 in the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area in Minnesota;

Tappan Zee Bridge in New York City;

An exploratory project in Boulder CO;

A project to create a HOT lane along I-5 in Seattle, WA; and

A general Regional Transportation Pricing Program project sponsored by
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Reduce
Emissions and Congestion on Highways (REACH) Task Force that resulted in
an Equity Impact Assessment Report by Wilbur Smith Associates

Other projects that are being considered but have not been the source ofa

significant amount of published research include:

Alameda (1-680), Contra Costa (SR 4W), and Sonoma (US 101) Counties, as
well as Los Angeles, in CA

Dallas, TX — LBJ Freeway

Denver, CO

Hampton Roads, VA (I-64)
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e Milwaukee, WI (1-94)

e Phoenix, AZ (I-10 and I-17)

e Portland, OR (multiple facilities)

e Washington, D. C. area, actually in Maryland (1-495)

The Congestion Pricing Guidelines prepared by K. T. Analytics for the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) provides a good introduction to the main issues
surrounding the implementation of any congestion pricing program. The major
lessons that have been learned in prior implementations are that support for
congestion pricing programs within the general public is generally tied to an
understanding of the linkage of congestion pricing revenues to other
transportation improvements, such as increased transit service or improved
roadways. It also appears that, in some instances, the automation of the
congestion pricing program including the concept of automatic vehicle
identification (AVI) may be the source of some concerns regarding privacy

among lane users.

Focus groups conducted in conjunction with the aforementioned projects have
indicated a number of issues related to HOT lanes that are raised in many
different areas. With all of the results listed below, it should be noted that the

- results are not quantitative, i.e., they do not represent a consensus of the

population in question, but instead provide a range of issues which sholild be
further investigated using quantitative estimation techniques. Existing tolls along
the roadways need to be very high (i.e., the savings incurred by complying with
the congestion pricing objectives must be large) in order for the program to divert
any significant numbers of users to off-peak usage. The pricing is also often
viewed as an unnecessary tax. Support tends to increase when the uses of the
revenues from the congestion pricing program are made explicit. In particular,

public opinion seems to favor those congestion pricing programs where revenues









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































