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At present, USDOT has entered into partner-
ships with six urban areas under the UPA Program 
and its successor, Congestion Reduction Demon-
stration Program: 

1.	 Los Angeles, CA—HOT lanes and additional  
express bus services.

2.	 San Francisco, CA—Variable parking pricing.

3.	 Seattle, WA—Variably priced bridge tolls and  
increased transit services.

4.	 Minneapolis, MN—HOT lanes and improved 
express bus services.

5.	 Miami, FL—HOT lanes and improved express 
bus services.

6.	 Atlanta, GA—HOT lanes and improved express 
bus services.

Federal Transit  
Administration’s Policy on  
HOV to HOT Conversions

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) published 
its policy on HOV to HOT conversions in February 
2007 (Federal Transit Administration, 2007). This 
policy states that FTA will classify HOT lanes as 
fixed guideway miles for purposes of the funding 
formulas administered so long as each of the fol-
lowing conditions is satisfied: 

1.	 The HOT lanes were previously HOV lanes and 
were reported in the National Transit Database 
as fixed guideway miles for purposes of the fund-
ing formulas administered by FTA. Facilities that 
were not eligible HOV lanes prior to being con-
verted to HOT lanes will remain ineligible for 
inclusion as fixed guideway miles in FTA’s fund-
ing formulas.

 2.	The HOT lanes are continuously monitored and 
meet performance standards that preserve free-
flow traffic conditions as specified in 23 U.S.C. 
166(d). 

3.	 Program income from the HOT-lane facility, in-
cluding all toll revenue, is used solely for ‘‘per-
missible uses.’’ ‘‘Permissible uses’’ means any of 
the following uses with respect to any HOT-lane 
facility, whether operated by a public or private 
entity: 

a.	 Debt service, 
b.	 A reasonable return on investment of any pri-

vate financing, 
c.	 The costs necessary for the proper operation 

and maintenance of such facility, and 
d.	 If the operating entity annually certifies that 

the facility is being adequately operated and 
maintained, any other purpose relating to a 
project carried out under Title 23 U.S.C. and 
Title 49 U.S.C. 5301 et seq. 
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The table below summarizes the magnitude of the 
potential impacts that various types of congestion 
pricing may have on transit revenues, transit opera-
tions, and transit ridership. Key lessons learned from 
U.S. and international experiences with congestion 
pricing are summarized as follows:

1.	 Corridor-pricing strategies in the United States 
have shown that the active involvement of tran-
sit agencies is not required to be successful. In-
ternational cordon-pricing experiments, howev-
er, could not have been successful without the 
involvement of transit.

2.	 Transit involvement in domestic value-pricing 
strategies has been limited. Upper management 
at both highway and transit agencies must com-
mit to jointly developing a congestion-pricing 
program. Experience suggests that without an 

Summary

Potential impacts congestion pricing may have on transit.

		I  mpact on Transit	

	G enerates	I mproves	I ncreases 
Pricing Strategy	R evenue	T ransit Operations	D emand

 Variably Priced Lanes

Variable Tolls on Roadways

Zone Pricing

Area-Wide Pricing

Parking-Pricing Strategies

active transit role, projects are likely to revert to 
a highway initiative.

3.	 All congestion-pricing schemes deployed in the 
United States to date have had the primary goal 
of congestion reduction (via modifications to 
travel times and routes) followed by revenue 
enhancements. Most areas have barely acknowl-
edged mode shift as a goal and then usually 
only as a byproduct of pricing initiatives.

4.	 Express buses and BRT are the primary transit 
modes involved with, and benefiting from, 
HOV or HOT lanes and other corridor-pricing 
strategies, compared with the multiple transit 
modes (e.g., bus, rail, BRT, carpools, or van-
pools) that must be involved with zone- 
pricing strategies.
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5.	 Congested areas may need to set their conges-
tion-pricing fees relatively high to achieve the 
desired level of service on the roadways. Tolls on 
Orange County’s SR-91 have progressively risen 
(to as much as $0.95 per mile) to maintain free-
flowing traffic; however, higher fees do not lead 
to significant modal shifts in the absence of a re-
liable and viable transit alternative.

6.	 Insufficient development of park-and-ride facili-
ties has greatly limited transit’s involvement in 
the domestic-pricing deployments. If mode shift 
is a project goal, properly sited parking must  
be developed to accommodate increased transit 
demand. 
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