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Abstract

As metropolitan areas are rapidly growing in both population and physical size, so
too has the problem of traffic congestion. Magnifying this is the limited financial
resources and lack of road corridor space available to juggle the many competing
demands. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities have been implemented in an
attempt to alleviate the problem of growing congestion while considering the issue of
limited funding and lack of physical space. HOV lanes may increase the efficiency of
a road corridor by maximising its person carrying capacity. These facilities are
meant to provide priority treatment to HOVs, thereby luring people to choose a
transport mode with a higher occupancy than the single occupant vehicle (SOV),
such as buses or carpools.

This paper analyze the issues surrounding HOV lanes, their effect, problems and
their evaluation by using Intergration, that is Traffic Simulation Software, when
HOV lanes be implemented in the Olympic Highway.
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