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BACKGROUND 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) conducted the US 1 Corridor Study, from 

SW 88th Street/N Kendall Drive to Interstate 95 (I-95), to assess transportation needs along 

the corridor and develop and evaluate strategies to improve mobility. US 1 is an important 

north-south corridor in Miami-Dade County, linking residential communities to Miami’s urban 

core. City of Miami, City of South Miami, City of Coral Gables, Village of Pinecrest and 

incorporated Miami-Dade County are included along the 8-mile study corridor. In addition to 

serving as a major connection for vehicular travel, the corridor includes the South Dade 

Busway (south of the Dadeland South Station), elevated Metrorail (from the Dadeland South 

Station to Vizcaya Station), local bus service and the M-Path, and a regional pedestrian and 

bicycle path that is being converted into a world-class urban trail and linear park called The 

Underline.  

Over 60,000 residents live and over 100,000 employees work within one mile of US 1. Current 

employment is particularly concentrated around Metrorail stops, and is especially dense in 

Dadeland, South Miami, Coral Gables, and Coconut Grove. Redevelopment growth is expected 

to increase throughout the corridor, especially around Metrorail stops.  

One-on-one and small group stakeholder meetings were held in November 2016 to 

understand the key mobility issues and opportunities along US 1. Local and regional planning 

efforts and input from stakeholders indicated a desire for more efficient automobile travel, 

better pedestrian and bicycle access along and across US 1, and better access to transit 

serving US 1. These issues have been raised consistently from the stakeholders and the 

general public during the execution of this study. 

CORRIDOR CONTEXT 

The context, or character, of the US 1 corridor will influence the types of strategies that can 

be implemented to address the mobility issues for all modes. This character is defined further 

in the following sections in terms of policy context, physical context and surrounding land use 

context, and the transportation context. 

POLICY CONTEXT 

The policy context sets the tone for the corridor based on the policies and directives that have 

been adopted which influence the corridor both now and into the future. These directives may 

vary based on the implementing agency and are described below according to statewide 

directives/policies and local or regional policies.    

STATE POLICY/DIRECTIVES 

FDOT adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2014 and is actively implementing it. This policy 

states the following:  

The Department will routinely plan, design, construct, reconstruct and operate a context 

sensitive system of “Complete Streets”. While maintaining safety and mobility, Complete 

Streets shall serve the transportation needs of transportation system users of all ages and 

abilities, including but not limited to cyclists, freight handlers, motorists, pedestrians and 

transit riders. The Department specifically recognizes Complete Streets are context-sensitive 
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and require transportation system design that considers local land development patterns and 

built form. 

FDOT is implementing the Complete Streets Policy through the new FDOT Design Manual 

(FDM), effective as of January 1, 2018. All projects that have not begun design by 

January 1, 2018 will use the criteria set forth in the FDM, which will most likely apply to all of 

the recommendations from this study. Some critical elements of the FDM are context-based 

design speeds and context-based design criteria; the context classification for the US 1 

corridor is described in the Physical Context subsection. 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL POLICY/DIRECTIVES 

The Miami-Dade Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) and Miami-Dade Department of 

Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) have initiated the Strategic Miami Area Rapid Transit 

(SMART) Plan to explore rapid premium transit solutions within six corridors to support the 

mobility of the future population and jobs in Miami-Dade County. The South Dade Transitway 

Corridor abuts the planning area for this study. It includes US 1 just south of where this study 

ends and extends from Dadeland South Metrorail Station south to SW 344th Street.   

Comprehensive plans prepared by the local governments in the study corridor acknowledge 

US 1 as a major thoroughfare that provides direct links to transit and controlled-access 

highways. The Village of Palmetto Bay recognizes the South Dade Busway as a location for 

future Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). The Village of Pinecrest recognizes the functional 

importance of US 1/Pinecrest Parkway as the commercial core of the Village, providing 

opportunities for retail trade, business and professional offices. The City of South Miami 

expresses a goal to avoid major street widenings and to maintain existing rights-of-way. The 

City of Miami acknowledges US 1 as “virtually unfriendly” and proposes a shuttle system to 

address connections between the eastern and western parts of the City. The City of Coral 

Gables expects its trolley system to meet the future transportation access needs of the 

community. 

Local and regional planning efforts consistently indicate a desire for more efficient automobile 

travel, better pedestrian and bicycle access along and across US 1, and better access to transit 

serving US 1. Local planning efforts also indicate that US 1 is a focus of redevelopment into 

higher intensity land uses that require and support transit and multimodal travel. Among 

these are the Shops at Sunset Place redevelopment adjacent to the South Miami Metrorail 

Station and transit-oriented developments at the Coconut Grove and Douglas Road Metrorail 

Stations. The Sunset Place redevelopment includes two apartment buildings with 400 units, 

a 200-room hotel and ground-floor retail within the footprint of the existing site.  

PHYSICAL CONTEXT 

The physical context is comprised of both the transportation context, which includes the 

existing and anticipated future transportation conditions of the corridor, and the existing and 

future land use contexts.  

TRANSPORTATION CONTEXT 

Throughout the length of the corridor, US 1 is a six-lane divided urban arterial with a posted 

speed of 45 miles per hour (mph). Congestion occurs during both peak periods and is most 

prominent during the afternoon/early evening hours from 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM. Peak travel 
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along the corridor is also directional. A majority of the intersections are operating over 

capacity during both the morning and afternoon peak periods.  

Today, US 1 is serving primarily shorter distance trips and some regional trips. The travel 

patterns studied via Bluetooth data collected throughout the corridor found that about 89% 

of auto trips are travelling 7 miles or less on US 1 with about half of those trips travelling less 

than 3 miles on US 1. Only 2% of trips served end-to-end. Along the corridor, US 1 also 

provides access to regional expressways, including I-95 to the north, Don Shula 

Expressway/SR 874 via the Snapper Creek Expressway/SR 878 near Dadeland North, and the 

Palmetto Expressway/SR 826 near Dadeland South.   

The US 1 corridor has extensive transit coverage that provides travel along the corridor, to 

the corridor, and to regional destinations beyond the study area. Transit accommodations 

within the corridor consist of local bus service, premium bus service on the South Dade 

Busway that is separated from general traffic, and Metrorail. All of these services are 

schedule-based, with peak hour frequencies of 8 to 30 minutes and off-peak frequencies of 8 

to 60 minutes. Miami-Dade County also operates demand-based paratransit and the 

University of Miami and area municipalities are operating shuttles serving their constituent 

populations. Despite the extensive transit coverage in and near the corridor, only 5.5 percent 

of study area commuter trips are made by transit. 

 

To facilitate bicycle and pedestrian travel, local governments and organizations have a plan 

to construct The Underline, an urban trail and linear park, underneath the Metrorail line from 

Dadeland to Downtown Miami. While this investment will improve multimodal travel along 

US 1, there is also a need to foster safe crossings of US 1 by bicyclists and pedestrians.   

 

The right-of-way along US 1 is fairly constrained, and in many places along the corridor 

development directly abuts US 1, leaving little opportunity to widen the roadway without 

significant business and property impacts.  

FDOT designates the level of access (in the form of full median openings, directional median 

openings, signals and driveways) for all state roadways. US 1 is currently designated as 

Access Class 5 (restrictive). This classification, combined with a posted speed limit of 45 mph, 

allows for full median openings every 1,320 feet and directional median openings every 

660 feet. It also allows for traffic signals every 1,320 feet and driveway connections every 

245 feet. Today, many sections of US 1 provide access accommodations that are not 

consistent with these criteria. Both access class and context classification (discussed below) 

are linked to the speed of the roadway, either through the posted speed limits or the allowable 

design speeds.   

LAND USE CONTEXT/COMPLETE STREETS CONTEXT 

As mentioned above, FDOT has adopted a set of Context Classifications to guide the design 

of state roadways and to help identify which users should be served. By applying the context 

classification criteria, it was determined that US 1 from SW 88th Street to Granada Boulevard 

would be considered Context Classification 5, also known as “Urban Center”. US 1 from 

Granada Boulevard to I-95 would be considered Context Classification 4, also known as 

“Urban General”. Based on the FDM, the allowable design speeds range from 25 to 35 mph 

for Context Classification 5 and from 30 to 45 mph for Context Classification 4. Transit, bicycle 

and pedestrian travel are all expected to be served in these context classifications.     
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CORRIDOR NEEDS AND PRELIMINARY CONCEPTUAL 

STRATEGIES 

Based on the data analyzed for the corridor and input received from stakeholders and 

members of the public, the needs within the US 1 corridor are to improve travel efficiency, 

connectivity, access, and safety for all forms of travel within and connecting to the US 1 

corridor. Potential strategies were developed for each need established for the US 1 Corridor; 

these strategies are discussed according to each need in the following section. (For more 

detail see Technical Memorandum 1 and 2: Purpose and Need Statement and Existing 

Conditions, respectively.) 

Per the project scope, the following improvements were considered but were not limited to: 

 

1. Strategies that provide additional capacity to address operational deficiencies 

including, but not limited to: grade separation, managed lanes, and reversible 

lanes. 

 

2. Strategies to reduce single occupant vehicle usage or as an alternative to any 

general purpose lane proposals, including managed lanes. 

 

3. Strategies to increase transit usage.  Include operational improvements and special 

use lanes to increase patronage of transit service.  Improve passenger amenities 

and other features for transit service within the corridor.  

 

4. Traffic operations techniques such as Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

strategies, and Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O) 

strategies. 

 

5. TDM measures or trip reduction techniques such as car/van pooling, alternative 

work scheduling or parking management. 

 

6. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities should include techniques to improve usage, reduce 

conflicts on existing facilities, and eliminate elements that would deter or make 

usage unsafe on new facilities.   

 

7. Strategies to address safety deficiencies identified within the limits of this study. 

 

8. Strategies for future land use patterns to encourage transit usage and reduce single 

occupant vehicle usage.  This strategy shall include an assessment of the need and 

feasibility of additional parking capacity at existing park and ride lots and/or 

Metrorail Stations, where warranted, to encourage transit ridership along the 

corridor. 

 

Throughout the strategy and alternatives development process, the US 1 Corridor Study 

Project Team applied a process-driven, context-sensitive approach that considered Needs of 

the Study Area: 

• Need #1: Reduce Effects of Daily Traffic Congestion 

• Need #2: Reduce Auto Crashes 

• Need #3: Increase Safety and Convenience for Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

• Need #4: Improve Access to Metrorail, Metrobus, and Destinations by All Modes  
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To identify strategies that would have the highest likelihood of success, the strategies were 

vetted through a “Tiered” screening process. Tier 1 strategies are comprised of all identified 

strategies that meet the need and objective. Tier 1 evaluation measures were developed and 

all strategies were rated High, Medium or Low based on the expected impact that strategy 

had on addressing the identified need. These ratings also took into account feasibility from a 

cost and implementation perspective. For strategies where the number of “Low” ratings 

outweighed the “high” and “Medium” ratings, the strategy did not advance as a Tier 2 

alternative. Where available, specific data and observations were noted associated with a 

strategy. If specific data and observations were not relevant and/or available, that section 

was left blank. 

Figure 1 below illustrates conceptual strategy development as the first step in this layered 

screening process for strategy identification and alternatives development.  

 

Figure 1. Strategy Identification and Recommended Alternatives Development 

Process 

From this screened list of Tier I strategies, Tier II feasible strategies – those rating high in 

the Tier I screening exercise – are extracted. These Tier II feasible strategies are to be 

compiled and utilized as a targeted toolbox for application on the corridor.  
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TIER 1 SCREENING RESULTS 

The following is a summary of the screening results per Need identified along the corridor 

under the Existing and Future Conditions Assessment.  

NEED: REDUCE THE EFFECTS OF DAILY TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

Daily traffic congestion is caused primarily by delay at traffic signals, too much auto demand 

for the number of lanes provided, and because of incidents or traffic accidents in the corridor.  

The strategies that were considered to meet this need are outlined in detail in the following 

table. In summary, the strategies include: 

 

1. Grade-separated intersections;  

2. Managed lanes;  

3. Reversible lanes;  

4. Reducing single occupant vehicle trips (by increasing carpooling, transit, bicycle and 

pedestrian trip making); 

5. Consolidating/reducing access points;  

6. Increase signal efficiency by organizing/ reducing where left turns and right turns from 

US 1 can occur – these strategies include alternative intersections such as median U-

turn intersections and the use of the existing network to relocate left turns; 

7. Adaptive traffic signal control system; and 

8. Signing, marking and enforcement (e.g. “do not block the box”).  
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Objective 1: Reduce signal related congestion

Objective 2: Manage congestion along US 1 for local/shorter distance trips to destinations along US 1

Objective 3: Manage congestion along US 1 for local access to/from regional expressways (I-95, Snapper Creek and Palmetto Expressways)

Objective 4: Provide opportunities for local trip-making without accessing US 1

Rating Explanation 

1
Many intersections signals are operating over capacity 

(v/c ratio = 1.2 - 2.0)

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1

H Bypass signals and conflicting traffic

PM conditions are the worst; AM conditions are still bad Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

H Remove through traffic from the intersection

Most signals are timed for US 1 throughput - will be 

difficult to get more throughput out of signal timing

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of large ramps, tunnels and/or bridges

Congested peak will spread Right of Way Impact Benefit L Have to purchase large segments of developed land to allow for 

ramps

Business Access Impact Benefit L Ramps may restrict access to corner businesses

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

H Long-distance through traffic will be improved. Average vehicle 

delay at signalized intersections accompanied by grade separation 

will be improved.

Less than 10% of trips are travelling through the corridor Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Sidestreets are not targeted by this improvement

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of new lanes, access points, and control devices

Right of Way Impact Benefit L Expansion of the existing roadway

Business Access Impact Benefit L Through traffic on managed lanes will have reduced access to 

roadside conveniences such as fast food and gas stations. Local 

traffic will have similar access to businesses.

US 1 Capacity Potential Benefit at grade L At-grade intersections with managed lanes will require additional 

signal phasing if managed lanes aren't accompanied by grade 

separations. Additional phasing will create additional intersection 

delay.

Existing direction travel flows range from 51%-49% to 60%-

40% splits

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes should 

exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant directional imbalance 

(e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). If warranted, reversible lanes 

can use right-of-way more efficiently and economically. Source:  

FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes 

should exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant 

directional imbalance (e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). 

Source:  FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Turns to/from side street may need to be removed due to skew 

and turns being completed from differing lanes

Capital Costs Benefit L Require reconstruction of each signalized intersection to 

accommodate both directions of flow.  For arterial application, 

would require median repurposing.

Right of Way Impact Benefit M Use existing lanes and median where applicable.  May need to 

increase to provide proper turning radii.

Business Access Impact Benefit L Left-turns from non-signalized intersections would be removed

Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #
Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

No

No

No

Tier 1 Assessment Advance to Tier 2 

Conceptual Engineering 

Alternatives?

Need: Reduce effects of daily traffic congestion

1
Grade Separated 

Intersections

Managed Lanes   2

Reversible Lanes  3
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Objective 1: Reduce signal related congestion

Objective 2: Manage congestion along US 1 for local/shorter distance trips to destinations along US 1

Objective 3: Manage congestion along US 1 for local access to/from regional expressways (I-95, Snapper Creek and Palmetto Expressways)

Objective 4: Provide opportunities for local trip-making without accessing US 1

Rating Explanation 

1
Many intersections signals are operating over capacity 

(v/c ratio = 1.2 - 2.0)

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1

H Bypass signals and conflicting traffic

PM conditions are the worst; AM conditions are still bad Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

H Remove through traffic from the intersection

Most signals are timed for US 1 throughput - will be 

difficult to get more throughput out of signal timing

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of large ramps, tunnels and/or bridges

Congested peak will spread Right of Way Impact Benefit L Have to purchase large segments of developed land to allow for 

ramps

Business Access Impact Benefit L Ramps may restrict access to corner businesses

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

H Long-distance through traffic will be improved. Average vehicle 

delay at signalized intersections accompanied by grade separation 

will be improved.

Less than 10% of trips are travelling through the corridor Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Sidestreets are not targeted by this improvement

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of new lanes, access points, and control devices

Right of Way Impact Benefit L Expansion of the existing roadway

Business Access Impact Benefit L Through traffic on managed lanes will have reduced access to 

roadside conveniences such as fast food and gas stations. Local 

traffic will have similar access to businesses.

US 1 Capacity Potential Benefit at grade L At-grade intersections with managed lanes will require additional 

signal phasing if managed lanes aren't accompanied by grade 

separations. Additional phasing will create additional intersection 

delay.

Existing direction travel flows range from 51%-49% to 60%-

40% splits

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes should 

exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant directional imbalance 

(e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). If warranted, reversible lanes 

can use right-of-way more efficiently and economically. Source:  

FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes 

should exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant 

directional imbalance (e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). 

Source:  FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Turns to/from side street may need to be removed due to skew 

and turns being completed from differing lanes

Capital Costs Benefit L Require reconstruction of each signalized intersection to 

accommodate both directions of flow.  For arterial application, 

would require median repurposing.

Right of Way Impact Benefit M Use existing lanes and median where applicable.  May need to 

increase to provide proper turning radii.

Business Access Impact Benefit L Left-turns from non-signalized intersections would be removed

Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #
Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

No

No

No

Tier 1 Assessment Advance to Tier 2 

Conceptual Engineering 

Alternatives?

Need: Reduce effects of daily traffic congestion

1
Grade Separated 

Intersections

Managed Lanes   2

Reversible Lanes  3

Many intersections signals are operating over capacity 

(v/c ratio = 1.2 - 2.0)

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1

H Bypass signals and conflicting traffic

PM conditions are the worst; AM conditions are still bad Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

H Remove through traffic from the intersection

Most signals are timed for US 1 throughput - will be 

difficult to get more throughput out of signal timing

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of large ramps, tunnels and/or bridges

Congested peak will spread Right of Way Impact Benefit L Have to purchase large segments of developed land to allow for 

ramps

Business Access Impact Benefit L Ramps may restrict access to corner businesses

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

H Long-distance through traffic will be improved. Average vehicle 

delay at signalized intersections accompanied by grade separation 

will be improved.

Less than 10% of trips are travelling through the corridor Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Sidestreets are not targeted by this improvement

Capital Costs Benefit L Construction of new lanes, access points, and control devices

Right of Way Impact Benefit L Expansion of the existing roadway

Business Access Impact Benefit L Through traffic on managed lanes will have reduced access to 

roadside conveniences such as fast food and gas stations. Local 

traffic will have similar access to businesses.

US 1 Capacity Potential Benefit at grade L At-grade intersections with managed lanes will require additional 

signal phasing if managed lanes aren't accompanied by grade 

separations. Additional phasing will create additional intersection 

delay.

Existing direction travel flows range from 51%-49% to 60%-

40% splits

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes should 

exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant directional imbalance 

(e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). If warranted, reversible lanes 

can use right-of-way more efficiently and economically. Source:  

FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes 

should exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant 

directional imbalance (e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). 

Source:  FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Turns to/from side street may need to be removed due to skew 

and turns being completed from differing lanes

Capital Costs Benefit L Require reconstruction of each signalized intersection to 

accommodate both directions of flow.  For arterial application, 

would require median repurposing.

Right of Way Impact Benefit M Use existing lanes and median where applicable.  May need to 

increase to provide proper turning radii.

Business Access Impact Benefit L Left-turns from non-signalized intersections would be removed

76.7 percent of people in the study area commute by 

Single Occupancy Vehicle

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

M Increases person throughput, but congestion still exists.

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

M Increases person throughput, but congestion still exists.

Capital Costs Benefit H Capital costs to modify signalized intersections to accommodate 

alternative modes is low.

Right of Way Impact Benefit H Maintain the same facilities

Business Access Impact Benefit M Maintain the same access points, slight decrease due to people's 

inability to choose to stop if using transit

Many access points Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

M Less signal delay

Many intersections are skewed/diagonal; Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

M Some side streets will have more traffic, and some will have less 

due rerouting traffic.

Capital Costs Benefit H Closing median openings.  Removing signals.

Right of Way Impact Benefit H Not expanding the roadway

Business Access Impact Benefit M Some business accesses will be closed and served by a re-routed 

trip or u-turn.  However, diverted routes result in more pass-by 

business potential along US 1 or on side streets.

Adequate network is needed to support diverted trips; 

need space for alternative intersections

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

H Remove left turns from the signal cycle

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

M Some alternatives benefit the side-street, but some movements 

to/from side-street may limit access and cause increased traffic 

on alternative routes.

Capital Costs Benefit H Removing left-turns has a low cost.  Few opportunities to install 

alternative intersections due to space.  If alternative intersections 

are used, then capital costs will increase.

Right of Way Impact Benefit H Not expanding the roadway

Business Access Impact Benefit M Cannot make left turns to access sidestreets and businesses, but 

increases pass-by business traffic potential on side streets.

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L Saturated conditions not likely to disappear.

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Saturated conditions not likely to disappear.

Capital Costs Benefit M

Right of Way Impact Benefit L

Business Access Impact Benefit L

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

H

Capital Costs Benefit H

Right of Way Impact Benefit H

Business Access Impact Benefit H

1
Grade Separated 

Intersections  
No

Less than 10% of trips are travelling through the corridor
2 Managed Lanes   

Potential to manage congestion along US 1 for 

shorter distance trips

L Long-distance trips are less than 5%, so reduction of traffic in 

general purpose lane is low yielding little capacity benefit.
No

3 Reversible Lanes  No

1

1

Yes

2

3

4

Same as Objective 1 for Tier 1 Analysis

See Ped-Bike Safety Strategies and Tier 1 Evaluation

No

No

No

Increase signal efficiency by 

organizing/ reducing where 

left turns and right turns 

from US 1 can occur 

(alternative intersections 

(median u-turn intersections, 

left turns, use existing 

network, develop low-speed 

jughandles, etc. 

ATSC implementation within 

the next year or two (IBI to 

verify current status)

7

8

Signing/marking & 

enforcement (e.g., don't 

block the box)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Maybe - coordinate current 

ATSC activities with FDOT 

Traffic Operations

1

Adaptive Traffic Signal Control (ATSC) is typically not 

effective in saturated conditions; do not have off-peak 

data to justify this strategy in the off-peak

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

1
Grade Separated 

Intersections

Managed Lanes   2

Reversible Lanes  3

4

Reduce single occupant 

vehicle trips (by increasing 

car pooling, transit, and 

bicycle and pedestrian trip 

making 

5
Consolidate/reduce access 

points  

6
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Following the development of the Preliminary Conceptual Alternatives Strategies, an additional strategy was identified for consideration. This strategy, known as the “Boulevard concept” included the development of 

a "Boulevard" along US 1 between south of 42nd Street and S. Red Road.  The concept included reconfiguration of the right-of-way along US 1 to include the space currently occupied by Ponce de Leon Avenue and 

US 1. This strategy was developed to address Needs 1 and 2; the Tier 1 analysis for this strategy is included below.   
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difficult to get more throughput out of signal timing
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Business Access Impact Benefit L Ramps may restrict access to corner businesses
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street trips 

L Sidestreets are not targeted by this improvement
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Business Access Impact Benefit L Through traffic on managed lanes will have reduced access to 
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traffic will have similar access to businesses.

US 1 Capacity Potential Benefit at grade L At-grade intersections with managed lanes will require additional 

signal phasing if managed lanes aren't accompanied by grade 

separations. Additional phasing will create additional intersection 
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Existing direction travel flows range from 51%-49% to 60%-
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Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1 

L To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes should 

exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant directional imbalance 

(e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). If warranted, reversible lanes 

can use right-of-way more efficiently and economically. Source:  

FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

To warrant reversible lanes, peak-period traffic volumes 

should exhibit or anticipated to exhibit significant 

directional imbalance (e.g., 70/30 percent, Reference 40). 

Source:  FHWA Freeway Management Handbook

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Turns to/from side street may need to be removed due to skew 

and turns being completed from differing lanes

Capital Costs Benefit L Require reconstruction of each signalized intersection to 

accommodate both directions of flow.  For arterial application, 

would require median repurposing.

Right of Way Impact Benefit M Use existing lanes and median where applicable.  May need to 

increase to provide proper turning radii.

Business Access Impact Benefit L Left-turns from non-signalized intersections would be removed

Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #
Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

No

No

No

Tier 1 Assessment Advance to Tier 2 

Conceptual Engineering 

Alternatives?

Need: Reduce effects of daily traffic congestion

1
Grade Separated 

Intersections

Managed Lanes   2

Reversible Lanes  3

Rating Explanation 

Ponce intersections operate above LOS D in peak except 

42nd Street

Potential to reduce signal related delay for trips 

along US 1

M Would likely reduce delay at some signals and would increase 

delay at the signals at the endpoints

All US 1 intersections operate below LOS D in am or pm 

peak

Potential to reduce signal related delay for side 

street trips 

L Sidestreets would experience worse delay at the frontage roads 

(formerly Ponce de Leon)  and would have fewer crossing 

opportunities with the through lanes

Congested peak will spread Capital Costs Benefit L Reconstruction of the entire roadway with major intersections at 

the endpoints

Right of Way Impact Benefit L Likely to require purchase of land at the endpoints

Business Access Impact Benefit L Through/mainline lanes will restrict access to businesses from 

opposite sides of US 1

4 Boulevard Concept No

2 Boulevard Concept No

2
Boulevard Concept Provides opportunity for trips without using US 1 

(or mainline of US 1)

M Some local trips would be accommodated (those that stay within 

the Boulevard segment) and others would not No

Same as Objective 1

9 Boulevard Concept

Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #
Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

No

Tier 1 Assessment Advance to Tier 2 

Conceptual Engineering 

Alternatives?

1

Same as Objective 1

2

3

4

Obj #
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TRAFFIC CONGESTION STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED FOR TIER 2 CONCEPTUAL 

ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVES 

Strategies that are recommended to advance into the Tier 2 Conceptual Engineering 

Alternatives include items 4 through 8 listed above.  Grade separated intersections were not 

recommended to advance because of their potential for high capital costs, high right-of-way 

costs and adverse business impacts. Managed lanes were not recommended to advance 

because of their potential high capital costs, high right-of-way costs, and adverse business 

impacts and because the type of trip that is served by managed lanes (longer 

distance/through trips) is not the type of trip that is using US 1 in the study area.  

Reversible lanes were not recommended to advance because the directional flow of traffic in 

the US 1 corridor is not significant enough to be effective. The Federal Highway 

Administration’s Freeway Management Handbook recommends a directional imbalance of 

70/30 to warrant reversible lanes; US 1 directional travel ranges from 51/49 to 60/40.  

NEED: REDUCE AUTO CRASHES 

The US 1 corridor has some of the highest crash rates in the District. From 2011 to 2015, 

there were a total of 7,092 crashes and 13 fatal crashes in the 8-mile corridor from SW 88th 

Street/Kendall Drive to I-95. Crashes per year along the corridor have been steadily 

increasing over the five-year study period. The highest crash type was rear end, with 

sideswipe and angle as the second and third highest crash types, respectively. The peak crash 

period coincides with the peak congestion period, between 3:00 and 7:00 pm. Congestion is 

an important factor in the prevailing rear-end crash types as well as the relatively low fatality 

rates of those involving bicycles and pedestrians given congestion yields slower vehicular 

speeds. None of the fatal crashes occurred during the peak period. Ten (10) of the fatal 

crashes occurred during dark-lighted conditions (occurring at nighttime in areas that are 

illuminated by streetlamps).  Almost 20% of the crashes occurred during wet pavement 

conditions, which is slightly higher than the average in the District.  

 

The strategies that were considered to meet this need are outlined in detail in the following 

table. In summary, the strategies include: 

1. Improve existing lighting 

2. Change signal phasing from permissive to protected only left turn phasing 

3. Innovative Intersections 

4. Change median opening type along US 1 

5. Provide business access from side streets and share access 

6. Resurface roadway 

7. Refurbish pavement markings and striping; revise stop bar angles to reduce/eliminate 

skew (and increase visibility) 

8. Improve Signal Visibility 
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Objective 1: Reduce or eliminate fatal and severe injury crashes

Objective 2: Reduce Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes
Objective 3: Reduce the number of potential conflict points along US 1

Rating Explanation 

10 fatal crashes (or 76.9%) occurred under dark-lighted 

conditions

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L-M

Potential to reduce PDO crashes M Current RRR Projects: 27th to I-95 and 27th - 32nd

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H Backplates, signal bulb maintenance, programmable signal bulbs

Potential to minimize capital cost M-H

Crashes under nighttime conditions are higher than the 

district-wide average of 30% for some crash types

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

H

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Yes

Crashes under wet pavement conditions (19.7%) are 

higher than the district-wide average of 15%

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 17
Change median opening 

type

Innovative Intersections

High frequency of lane departure crashes reported in 

addition to skewed or unconventional intersection 

geometry at several locations

Improve Signal Visibility3

Same as Objective 13

3 Innovative Intersections Yes

2 Yes

2

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  (could 

vary by time of day)

Yes

Improve Existing Lighting Yes

Yes

Yes

Refurbish Pavement 

Markings and Striping; 

Revise Stop Bar Angles to 

Reduce/Eliminate Skew 

(and increase visibility)

Need: Reduce auto crashes

Obj 

#
Key Relevant Data/Observations

Strat 

#

Type of Strategies 

Considered

Tier 1 Assessment

Improve Existing Lighting1 Yes

Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

Change median opening 

type

1

2

5
Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

Yes

6 Innovative Intersections

4
Change median opening 

type
Yes

4

Advance to Conceptual 

Engineering 

Alternatives?

3

Resurface the Roadway1

Yes

1

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

2

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Following the development of the Preliminary Conceptual Alternatives Strategies, an additional strategy was identified for consideration. This strategy, known as the “Boulevard concept” included the development of 

a "Boulevard" along US 1 between south of 42nd Street and S. Red Road.  The concept included reconfiguration of the right-of-way along US 1 to include the space currently occupied by Ponce de Leon Avenue and 

US 1. This strategy was developed to address Needs 1 and 2; the Tier 1 analysis for this strategy is included below.   

 

 

Objective 1: Reduce or eliminate fatal and severe injury crashes

Objective 2: Reduce Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes
Objective 3: Reduce the number of potential conflict points along US 1

Rating Explanation 

10 fatal crashes (or 76.9%) occurred under dark-lighted 

conditions

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L-M

Potential to reduce PDO crashes M Current RRR Projects: 27th to I-95 and 27th - 32nd

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H Backplates, signal bulb maintenance, programmable signal bulbs

Potential to minimize capital cost M-H

Crashes under nighttime conditions are higher than the 

district-wide average of 30% for some crash types

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

H

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Yes

Crashes under wet pavement conditions (19.7%) are 

higher than the district-wide average of 15%

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 17
Change median opening 

type

Innovative Intersections

High frequency of lane departure crashes reported in 

addition to skewed or unconventional intersection 

geometry at several locations

Improve Signal Visibility3

Same as Objective 13

3 Innovative Intersections Yes

2 Yes

2

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  (could 

vary by time of day)

Yes

Improve Existing Lighting Yes

Yes

Yes

Refurbish Pavement 

Markings and Striping; 

Revise Stop Bar Angles to 

Reduce/Eliminate Skew 

(and increase visibility)

Need: Reduce auto crashes

Obj 

#
Key Relevant Data/Observations

Strat 

#

Type of Strategies 

Considered

Tier 1 Assessment

Improve Existing Lighting1 Yes

Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

Change median opening 

type

1

2

5

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

Yes

6 Innovative Intersections

4
Change median opening 

type
Yes

4

Advance to Conceptual 

Engineering 

Alternatives?

3

Resurface the Roadway1

Yes

1

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Objective 1: Reduce or eliminate fatal and severe injury crashes

Objective 2: Reduce Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes
Objective 3: Reduce the number of potential conflict points along US 1

Rating Explanation 

10 fatal crashes (or 76.9%) occurred under dark-lighted 

conditions

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L-M

Potential to reduce PDO crashes M Current RRR Projects: 27th to I-95 and 27th - 32nd

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H Backplates, signal bulb maintenance, programmable signal bulbs

Potential to minimize capital cost M-H

Crashes under nighttime conditions are higher than the 

district-wide average of 30% for some crash types

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

H

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Yes

Crashes under wet pavement conditions (19.7%) are 

higher than the district-wide average of 15%

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 17
Change median opening 

type

Innovative Intersections

High frequency of lane departure crashes reported in 

addition to skewed or unconventional intersection 

geometry at several locations

Improve Signal Visibility3

Same as Objective 13

3 Innovative Intersections Yes

2 Yes

2

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  (could 

vary by time of day)

Yes

Improve Existing Lighting Yes

Yes

Yes

Refurbish Pavement 

Markings and Striping; 

Revise Stop Bar Angles to 

Reduce/Eliminate Skew 

(and increase visibility)

Need: Reduce auto crashes

Obj 

#
Key Relevant Data/Observations

Strat 

#

Type of Strategies 

Considered

Tier 1 Assessment

Improve Existing Lighting1 Yes

Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

Change median opening 

type

1

2

5
Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

Yes

6 Innovative Intersections

4
Change median opening 

type
Yes

4

Advance to Conceptual 

Engineering 

Alternatives?

3

Resurface the Roadway1

Yes

1

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Objective 1: Reduce or eliminate fatal and severe injury crashes

Objective 2: Reduce Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes
Objective 3: Reduce the number of potential conflict points along US 1

Rating Explanation 

10 fatal crashes (or 76.9%) occurred under dark-lighted 

conditions

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L-M

Potential to reduce PDO crashes M Current RRR Projects: 27th to I-95 and 27th - 32nd

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to reduce PDO crashes H Backplates, signal bulb maintenance, programmable signal bulbs

Potential to minimize capital cost M-H

Crashes under nighttime conditions are higher than the 

district-wide average of 30% for some crash types

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce PDO crashes

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

M-H

Potential to minimize capital cost H

Potential to decrease auto delay L

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

H

Potential to minimize capital cost L-M

Potential to decrease auto delay H

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1

Potential to minimize capital cost

Potential to decrease auto delay

Yes

Crashes under wet pavement conditions (19.7%) are 

higher than the district-wide average of 15%

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 1

Same as Objective 17
Change median opening 

type

Innovative Intersections

High frequency of lane departure crashes reported in 

addition to skewed or unconventional intersection 

geometry at several locations

Improve Signal Visibility3

Same as Objective 13

3 Innovative Intersections Yes

2 Yes

2

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  (could 

vary by time of day)

Yes

Improve Existing Lighting Yes

Yes

Yes

Refurbish Pavement 

Markings and Striping; 

Revise Stop Bar Angles to 

Reduce/Eliminate Skew 

(and increase visibility)

Need: Reduce auto crashes

Obj 

#
Key Relevant Data/Observations

Strat 

#

Type of Strategies 

Considered

Tier 1 Assessment

Improve Existing Lighting1 Yes

Tier 1 Evaluation Measures

Change median opening 

type

1

2

5
Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

Yes

6 Innovative Intersections

4
Change median opening 

type
Yes

4

Advance to Conceptual 

Engineering 

Alternatives?

3

Resurface the Roadway1

Yes

1

Change signal phasing from 

permissive to protected only 

left turn phasing  

2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Potential to reduce or eliminate fatal and severe 

injury crashes

M-L

Potential to minimize capital cost L

Potential to decrease auto delay M
Reduces delay for throughput for a short distance, but increases 

delay at the ends of the Boulevard and for the local access roads

2 8 Boulevard Concept Potential to reduce PDO crashes

M Reduces some conflict points, but increases congestion and likely 

congestion-related crashes at local access roads and at the ends 

of the Boulevard

No

Potential to reduce the number of conflict points 

along US 1
M

Reduced conflict points on the mainline and increased conflict 

points crossing the local and mainline roadways

Potential to minimize capital cost L Rebuilding US 1 would have very high capital costs

Potential to decrease auto delay M
Reduces delay for throughput for a short distance, but increases 

delay at the ends of the Boulevard and for the local access roads

No

5 Boulevard Concept No

3

1

4 Boulevard Concept
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AUTO SAFETY STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED FOR TIER 2 CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING 

ALTERNATIVES 

Based on the Tier 1 analysis, all of these strategies are recommended to be included in the 

Tier 2 Conceptual Engineering Alternatives. Because the conditions along the corridor and the 

geometry of the intersections along the corridor vary widely, the strategies will be tailored to 

the locations where the specific safety conditions occur.  

NEED: INCREASE SAFETY AND CONVENIENCE FOR PEDESTRIANS 
& BICYCLISTS 

There were 61 pedestrian and 52 bicycle crashes over the five-year period of 2011 to 2015, 

resulting in five (5) of the 13 fatal crashes that occurred in the corridor. Sidewalks are 

provided along the corridor on both sides of US 1 with some exceptions; there are some 

stretches of US 1 where there is a gap on either side of the sidewalks and north of SW 19 

Street the sidewalks are no longer provided on either side of US 1. The M-Path, a shared use 

path, runs along the north side of US 1 under the Metrorail line. Sidewalks and bicycle facilities 

along the southern portion of US 1 and connecting to US 1 are generally in poor shape. There 

is a noted lack of shade, and sidewalks are directly adjacent to the road throughout much of 

the corridor. Pedestrians were observed crossing mid-block. This could be due to distances 

between crossings, long signal lengths, or inconvenient crossing locations. 

 

On-street bike lanes do not exist along US 1, there are no designated bike facilities along the 

east side of the corridor, and crossings of US 1 are difficult. Therefore, bicycle access to 

destinations on the east side of the corridor is limited. There are currently well-utilized bicycle 

facilities near the study area, including those on Old Cutler Road and Bayshore Drive. The 

lack of connectivity between US 1 and these facilities, as well as to and across US 1, was 

another frequent issue raised by stakeholders. 

Traffic volumes and off-peak speeds along the roadway are high, causing US 1 to act as a 

barrier between the neighborhoods and destinations on the east side of the corridor and those 

on the west side.  

The Underline Framework Plan identified the need for improvements to cross US 1 and has 

identified grade separated pedestrian/bicycle crossings for five intersections and other types 

of improvements for almost every intersection along the corridor.   

The strategies that were considered to meet this need are outlined in detail in the following 

table. In summary, the strategies include: 

1. Pedestrian overpasses for crossing US-1 

2. Signal timing adjustments to meet MUTCD 

prescribed single-stage crossing 

3. Refuge islands through cross-walk/crossing 

zone 

4. Streetscape Improvements 

5. Increase personal safety through security 

cameras (coordinate opportunities to do 

this with Project Advisory Team (PAT) 

members) 

13. Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) 

14.  Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (HAWK) 

15.  Full signal 

16.  Ped in-ground lighting 

17. Eliminate Right-turn-on-red (RTOR) 

18.  Leading pedestrian/bicycle intervals (LPI/LBI) 

19.  Eliminate Permissive Left-turns 

20.  Pedestrian countdown signals 

21.  High visibility crosswalks and signage 
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6. Change intersection geometry to shorten 

travel pathways 

7. Remove channelized free-flow right turn 

lanes along US 1 or add control where skew 

requires channelization 

8. Lower progression speed to reduce off-peak 

speeds  

9. Create parallel walking and biking route 

with pedestrian and bicycle scale 

wayfinding along the east of US 1 

10.  Create shared use path (10' min) or wider 

sidewalk adjacent to US1 on east side and 

where M-Path is separated from US 1 

11.  Ped connections across US-1 at 1/4-mile 

intervals; priority at Metrorail and UM; daily 

shopping and job locations (hospital); areas 

with high bus transfers 

12.  High visibility crosswalks and signage 

22.  Separated bike facility along east side of US 1 

(may be achieved through parallel network 

rather than on-street bike lane) 

23.  Local street network connections to support 

access to M-Path 

24.  Connected system of protected bike lanes on 

local and FDOT cross streets 

25.  Frequent safe/comfortable/convenient 

crossings of US 1 to M-Path (controlled, low-

stress) using bike focused (green in conflict 

areas) signing and marking (include bike 

boxes) 

26.  Informative way-finding system 

27.  Quality bike storage/parking at stations and 

perhaps other areas 

28.  Expand Bikeshare locations  
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Potential to increase pedestrian convenience L Complicated landings and elevation reduces convenience for 

pedestrians

Potential to increase pedestrian convenience; 

Compliance % at existing locations

Magnitude of cost L Strategy requires substantial capital and maintenance cost Magnitude of cost at specific locations; 

Maintenance costs

ROW impacts L Narrow sidewalks leave limited landing options ROW impacts at specific locations

Non-compliant ped intervals at tested locations; ped-

heads (& buttons for actuated) required in median for two-

stage crossing; 

2

Signal timing adjustments to 

meet MUTCD prescribed 

single-stage crossing

Potential to increase pedestrian comfort in 

completing crossing 

H Adequate crossing time to complete crossing in one phase is 

important for ease of pedestrian use and comfort

Yes Potential to increase pedestrian 

safety/complete crossing;  Potential to increase 

traffic delay

Medians currently do not extend through the pedestrian 

crossing zone at intersections
3

Refuge islands through cross-

walk/crossing zone

Potential to reduce pedestrians in crosswalk 

during FDW phase

M May encourage riskier crossing behavior causing pedestrians to 

be caught midway

Yes Is space available to accommodate 6' (?) 

prescribed (ADA) minimum refuge width at 

intersections where needed; Presence of refuge 

islands

Linear footage of tree coverage and/or 

grass/vegetated buffer between sidewalk and 

travel lanes

H Improves pedestrian comfort along the corridor; Traffic calming 

effects

Yes Maintenance costs; Design locations for new 

projects (likely redevelopment by others)

Potential to increase pedestrian comfort M  Addresses pedestrian personal security need Yes Identify locations; field 

operations/measurements needed
Integrate real and perceived personal safety 

need into the design processes using Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles

M Addresses pedestrian and bicyclist personal security need Maybe Discuss with PAT

Installation and maintenance costs; potential to 

integrate with local existing camera 

system/existing fiber system

M Addresses comfort in the vicinity of M-Path Maybe Discuss with PAT

Intersection geometry 

changes to shorten travel 

pathways

Reduced crossing distance and time H Shortening the travel pathways for pedestrians at intersections 

will reduce time and distance pedestrians need to cross and 

increase the attractiveness of crossing at intersections

Yes Potential to increase intersection traffic delay; 

Potential to reduce ped/bike-vehicle crashes 

that occurred in locations with channelized right 

turn conditions

Remove channelized free-

flow -RT lanes along US-1 or 

add control where skew 

requires channelization

Potential to reduce delay for pedestrians; 

Potential to increase pedestrian safety;  

H Particularly effective at intersections where skew favors high 

right turn speeds; 

Yes

High, off-peak speeds 7
Lower progression speed to 

reduce off-peak  speeds 

Potential to reduce mid-block speeds H Effective management of traffic speeds, particularly between 

intersections that are closely spaced

Yes Travel time and intersection delay

Narrow sidewalks and lack of buffer 8

Create parallel walking and 

biking route with pedestrian 

and bicycle scale wayfinding 

along the east of US 1

Potential to connect destinations off of US 1 H A parallel route can fulfill pedestrian and bicycle needs without 

costly ROW impacts along US 1

Yes ROW impacts at select locations

Booker street up to Bird Rd example shows optimal width 

that diminishes to Bird Road
9

Create shared use path (10' 

min) or wider sidewalk 

adjacent to US1 on east side 

and where M-Path is 

separated from US 1

Potential ROW impacts; cost M  Provides buffer to traffic improving pedestrian comfort, but 

there is limited ROW to implement

Yes Identify range of clear path and buffers widths 

present; buffers to traffic; sidewalk width; buffer 

between ped and traffic

1

6

Skewed intersections encourages high turning speeds  

and intersection geometry reduces visibility of 

pedestrians across US 1 and side streets 

4
Poorly maintained streetscape and lack of shading; 

inadequate pedestrian scale lighting

Streetscape Improvements

Increase personal safety 

through security cameras - 

coordinate opportunities to 

do this with PAT members
5

Column design; perceived security; presence of existing 

security cameras?

High ped crashes, low fatality rates corridor-wide; highest 

crash locations in the vicinity of UM and I-95 ramps; 

design of Vizcaya overcrossing perceived as "unsafe"

1

Pedestrian overpasses for 

crossing US-1

Yes

Need: Increase safety and convenience for pedestrians and bicyclists

Rating Explanation Y/N Evaluation Measure
Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #

Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measure 

Objective 1: Increase convenience, comfort and safety for pedestrians crossing and travelling along US 1 by maintaining low and consistent travel speeds of traffic using US 1

Objective 2: Provide frequent and safe at-grade pedestrian crossings at appropriate locations

Objective 3: Increase the visibility and anticipation of pedestrian and bicyclists accessing the M-Path/Underline, corridor transit station and corridor destinations crossing locations by motorists
Objective 4: Eliminate gaps in reaching destinations for bicyclists

Tier 2 Conceptual AlternativesTier 1 Assessment
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Need: Increase safety and convenience for pedestrians and bicyclists

Rating Explanation Y/N Evaluation Measure
Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #

Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measure 

Objective 1: Increase convenience, comfort and safety for pedestrians crossing and travelling along US 1 by maintaining low and consistent travel speeds of traffic using US 1

Objective 2: Provide frequent and safe at-grade pedestrian crossings at appropriate locations

Objective 3: Increase the visibility and anticipation of pedestrian and bicyclists accessing the M-Path/Underline, corridor transit station and corridor destinations crossing locations by motorists
Objective 4: Eliminate gaps in reaching destinations for bicyclists

Tier 2 Conceptual AlternativesTier 1 Assessment
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED FOR TIER 2 CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVES 

Based on the Tier 1 analysis, all of these strategies were recommended for Tier 2 Conceptual Engineering Alternatives except items 5, 13 and 14 listed above. For item 5, the opportunity to use existing cameras will 

be explored with the PAT, but it is generally not a strategy that FDOT would implement. Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) and Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (HAWK) are not recommended because they 

typically have low yield compliance from drivers on six-lane roadways. Some of these strategies can be implemented by FDOT and others are best implemented by DTPW or the local municipalities. 

No bicycle accommodation on US 1 itself and bicycle 

accommodation absent completely on east side
1

Separated bike lanes along 

east side of US 1 

Potential ROW and/or property impacts L Potential ROW and/or property impacts Yes Explore connections using existing network and 

key locations along US 1

Lack of direct bicycle access to and across US 1 2

Local street network 

connections to support 

access to M-Path

Potential for greater bike network miles; 

continuous/seamless connections; number of M-

Path connections

H Increases safety and comfort of short trips to M-Path by bicycle Yes Potential comfort and safety for bicyclists; 

impacts to traffic 

Lack of direct bicycle access to and across US 1 3

Connected system of 

protected bike lanes on local 

and FDOT cross streets

Potential comfort and safety for bicyclists H Increases safety and comfort of short trips across US 1 by 

bicycle

Yes Potential comfort and safety for bicyclists; 

impacts to traffic 

Limited access points to the M-Path by bicycle 4

Frequent 

safe/comfortable/convenient 

crossings of US 1 to M-Path 

(controlled, low-stress) using 

bike focused (green in 

conflict areas) signing and 

marking (include bike boxes)

Average spacing to reach neighborhoods from M-

Path

H High return for bicyclist, but could nagatively impact traffic 

operations;

Yes Potential to give bicyclists safe and convenient 

access to M-Path; traffic delay impacts; relative 

cost

Lack intuitive bicycle wayfinding along US 1 and the 

surrounding neighborhood
5

Informative way-finding 

system

Potential to move bicyclist to local street network 

and focus bike crossings at key intersections 

targeted for bike crossing improvements

H Maximizes investments in local street network Yes Potential to give bicyclists safe and convenient 

access to M-Path and parallel Alternative to US 

1,  relative cost

Lack of bike parking at transit stations 6

Quality bike storage/parking 

at stations and perhaps 

other areas

Potential to increase bicycle use for local trips; H Removes barriers to biking to a location if bicycles are 

accommodated

Yes Potential locations that are destinations for 

short-neighborhood trips

Lack of bike parking at key businesses and destinations 7

Bikeshare location 

expansion University; 

Metrorail stations, 

downtown Coral Gables, 

downtown South Miami and 

other key locations

Potential to extend the reach of transit and 

increase bicycle usage

H Extends the "first mile, last mile" options for transit, provides 

travel flexibility for short trips

Yes Coordinate with PAT; Potential to increase 

biking for short-distance one-way trips, Station 

ROW impacts

4

Need: Increase safety and convenience for pedestrians and bicyclists

Rating Explanation Y/N Evaluation Measure
Obj # Key Relevant Data/Observations Strat #

Type of Strategies 

Considered
Tier 1 Evaluation Measure 

Objective 1: Increase convenience, comfort and safety for pedestrians crossing and travelling along US 1 by maintaining low and consistent travel speeds of traffic using US 1

Objective 2: Provide frequent and safe at-grade pedestrian crossings at appropriate locations

Objective 3: Increase the visibility and anticipation of pedestrian and bicyclists accessing the M-Path/Underline, corridor transit station and corridor destinations crossing locations by motorists
Objective 4: Eliminate gaps in reaching destinations for bicyclists

Tier 2 Conceptual AlternativesTier 1 Assessment
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NEED: IMPROVE ACCESS TO METRORAIL, METROBUS AND 
CORRIDOR DESTINATIONS BY ALL MODES 

The US 1 corridor has extensive transit coverage that provides travel along the corridor, to 

the corridor, and to regional destinations beyond the study area. Transit accommodations 

within the corridor consist of local bus service, Metrorail, and premium bus service on the 

South Dade Busway that is separated from general traffic (this connects to Metrorail and 

provides service south of the study area). All of these services are schedule-based, with peak 

hour frequencies of 8 to 30 minutes and off-peak frequencies of 8 to 60 minutes. Miami-Dade 

County also operates demand-based paratransit and the University of Miami and area 

municipalities are operating shuttles serving their constituent populations.  

Many Metrorail riders access the service by driving and parking at park and ride lots. In some 

cases, these lots are near or over capacity, particularly the lot at the Dadeland South Station.  

Beyond the half-mile buffer near the Busway and Metrorail routes, most areas are served only 

by local bus service. When local bus service is included, within an acceptable walking access 

radius of a quarter of a mile, transit coverage is relatively complete within the study area. 

Local bus service is not as frequent as premium transit service, so premium transit trips that 

are accessed by local transit are likely to have longer wait times than those accessed by 

bicycle or walking.   

Transit stations are bounded by roadways and other physical obstacles (such as fences and 

landscaping) that often act as barriers to transit access. The high traffic volumes and 45 mph 

speed limit on US 1 add to the challenge of safe crossings by bicyclists and pedestrians. Bike 

lanes and bike facilities do not exist for safe travel to transit stations, other than the M-Path 

(future Underline) which runs only on the west side of US 1. There is poor or no pedestrian 

connectivity within park and ride lots and between the lots and the stations, forcing 

pedestrians to walk in the street.  

Despite the extensive transit coverage in and near the corridor, only 5.5 percent of study area 

commuter trips are made by transit.   

The strategies that were considered to meet this need are outlined in detail in the attached 

table and include the following. Many of the strategies would be implemented by local 

governments or entities other than FDOT.   

1. Smart Parking technology management (space reservation, tracking, fare collection) 

2. Advanced parking signage (i.e. on Kendall drive and US-1 south of Dadeland) to 

maximize use of off-site parking 

3. Manage parking pricing to incentivize access by non-auto modes  

4. Develop policy to structure parking at 70% full as part of TOD redevelopment planning 

with off-peak sharing of parking supply 

5. Support expansion of local circulators to major destinations including along US 1; 

shuttles from new park & Ride lot locations/shared use shopping centers 

6. Increase/improve bike parking at Metrorail Stations 

7. Improve connectivity to regional trails that are adjacent and/or run parallel to the 

corridor within the bikeshed 

8. Improve intersections adjacent to Metrorail Stations with high-visibility crosswalks, 

pedestrian refuge areas and pedestrian signal heads 

9. Remove exclusive right-turns or slow down right turn access to cross-streets along 

corridor  

10. Add lighting along M-Path corridor between Metrorail Stations  
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11.  Add way-finding along corridor providing directions to Metrorail Stations and daily 

destinations  

12.  Increase pedestrian and bicycle access to the M-Path and Metrorail Stations from 

adjacent neighborhoods, commercial and retail locations 

13.  Complete Streets/Network Treatments on local roads adjacent to and connecting to 

Metrorail Stations  

14.  Increase the number of pedestrian access points between Metrorail and adjacent 

destinations along US 1 between stations 

15.  Add Citi-bike to all stations in combination with expanded marked bicycle network 

16.  Provide seating and shade at bus zones within all Metrorail Stations  

17.  Provide bus passenger load zones/stations on PM Peak transfers from Metrorail to 

buses.   

18.  Provide transit preferential treatments for local buses to access Metrorail  

19.  Sign and enforce "Don't block the box" 
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TRANSIT ACCESS STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED FOR TIER 2 CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVES 

All of these strategies could advance into the Conceptual Engineering Alternatives; this is dependent upon which agency is able to implement them. Some of these strategies were also identified to address the 

previous need (Increase safety and convenience for pedestrians and bicyclists). Some of these strategies can be implemented by FDOT and others are best implemented by DTPW or the local municipalities. One of 

the next steps will be to explore which of these strategies could be implemented by the different partners.   

There are many land use strategies (such as minimizing setbacks, requiring multimodal access and facilities, etc.) that local governments can take to improve multimodal access to destinations along US 1 and to 

transit stops. While these actions may not be under the purview of FDOT, they will be explored through upcoming Project Advisory Team (PAT) meetings.



20 

 

RECOMMENDED STRATEGIES TO ADVANCE TO TIER 2  

The list of recommended alternatives are mostly intersection-focused, highlighting the 

recommended path forward as localized treatments that work toward common objectives. 

Each of these alternatives meet an identified need through the location-specific application of 

high-potential strategy families:  

• Signalization & Lighting Modifications  

• Pavement & Markings Modifications  

• Lane & Geometry Modifications  

• Bicycle/Pedestrian Treatments  

• Other: transit-focused or innovative solutions (including Park-n-Ride elements) 

 

All strategies are assessed under the Tier 2 evaluation to determine their benefit, impact and 

cost as well as the agency responsible for implementing the strategy.  

Two of the strategy families – Signalization & Lighting Modifications and Pavement & Markings 

Modifications – may be classified as corridor-wide applications with a high confidence of 

implementation. The strategies under the umbrella terms, summarized in Figure 2, are largely 

minor improvements; many are recommendations to implement best practices or to bring 

conditions up to standard practice. 

Figure 2. Corridor-Wide Strategies 

 

The remainder of the strategy families and the general strategies they encompass are 

summarized in Figure 3. These are strategies for consideration by FDOT and partner agencies 

as improvements at select locations within the Study Area. 

 

 

Signalization & Lighting 
Modifications

Pedestrian countdown 
signals

Improve existing 
lighting

Pavement & Markings 
Modifications

Signing/marking & 
enforcement (i.e. don’t block 

the box)

Resurfacing

Refurbish pavement 
markings; revise stop bar 
angles to increase visibility
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Figure 3. Location-Specific Strategies to Consider 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signalization Modifications

Leading pedestrian 
intervals

New Signalized (mid-
block crossing & 
intersections)

Adjust signal timing to 
provide adequate 

pedestrian crossing times

Use signal timing to 
reduce off-peak travel 

speeds

Improve signal visibility

Lane & Geometry Modifications

Right-turn restrictions 

Right-turn 
channelization 

removals

Left-turn restrictions and 
reassignment (alternative 

intersections)

Consolidate/reduce/ 
organize access points & 

median openings
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Figure 3. Location-Specific Strategies to Consider (continued) 

 

Based on the Tier 1 screening results, the following Tier 2 strategies will be assessed from an 

operational perspective in the following evaluation and analysis: 

• No-Build 

• Leading Pedestrian Interval 

• New Signalized Intersections 

• Right or Left Turn Restrictions 

• Removal of Channelized Right Turns 

• Removal of Turn Lanes 

• Shift Turn Channel Striping 

• Modified Signal Phasing/Timings  

• Alternative Intersections 

 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Treatments

Provide pedestrian overpasses

Create parallel walking and bicycling 
routes (with wayfinding) along the 

east side of US 1

Local street network connections to 
support access to the Underline

Create shared use path or wider 
sidewalks on east side of US 1 

In-ground pedestrian lighting

Quality bike storage/parking at 
transit stations and other areas

Expand bikeshare locations 

Improve connectivity to regional 
trails within bikeshed of corridor

Other

Smart Parking technologies and 
signage

Add lighting along the Underline 
between Metrorail Stations

Provide seating and shade at 
bus stops near Metrorail 

Stations

Provide bus passenger load 
zones/stations on PM peak 
transfers from metro rail to 

buses
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In addition to the intersection operational assessment, the following strategies types will be 

assessed under the Tier 2 evaluation: 

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS 

Pedestrian and bicycle related improvements will be evaluated against performance measures 

identified in and related to the purpose and need task. 

SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 

Safety related improvements will be evaluated against performance measures identified in 

and related to the purpose and need task. National practices will be followed to help the 

Department identify, where possible, the effectiveness of safety strategies. 

ACCESS MODIFICATIONS 

In addition to assessment movement restrictions at intersections, overall access management 

related improvements throughout the corridor will be evaluated against performance 

measures identified in and related to the purpose and need task. Strategies will focus around 

median recommendations/alterations at unsignalized access points.  

PARK-N-RIDE LOTS IMPROVEMENTS 

Park-n-Ride related improvements will be evaluated against performance measures identified 

in and related to the purpose and need task. 

OTHER 

Other improvements such as TSM&O, TDM, and land use policy and regulation will no longer 

be included as part of the study due to other agencies leading those efforts separately. 

COORDINATION WITH PARALLEL EFFORTS 

Within the extents of the study area, two Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation (RRR) 

projects are programmed for construction on US 1 within the next five years, with one RRR 

project on the candidate resurfacing list. The Tier II recommended alternatives were reviewed 

for opportunities to implement the improvements within the design of the two programmed 

RRRs and also to incorporate into the scope of the candidate RRR. 

As a result of this coordination, several strategies were evaluated and approved for inclusion 

in the design of the programmed RRR projects during the project study period. 

 




