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LIDOT S.R. 73 PLANNING STUDY

8 Keeoing Utah Moving Pioneer Crossing Extension to Eagle Mountain Boulevard

STUDY AREA
- i

UDOT is conducting a planning study to identify transportation concepts that reduce
projected traffic congestion and travel delay on S.R. 73 from the Pioneer Crossing
Extension to Eagle Mountain Boulevard. UDOT expects to complete the planning
study this winter.

The study team is working with local governments to identify future transportation
solutions that are compatible with city plans and allow for land preservation of an
appropriate corridor. The team will also consider transit plans and potential bike path
and trail improvements.

Planning Study Timeline

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 1 PUBLIC MEETING
Sept. 3, 2015 Nov. 18, 2015
Ii September I October I November I December 4|
STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 2 STUDY COMPLETE
Oct. 22, 2015 Winter 2015

November 2015 A UDOT Study



Recommended Concept

The study team evaluated several possible concepts and a Freeway with Frontage
Roads concept performed the best because it addresses congestion, preserves access
and is compatible with possible transit, bike path and trail improvements.

Future Environmental Study

After this planning study, UDOT will conduct an in-depth environmental study that will
assess the impacts of alternatives and include a complete public process.

After careful consideration of the impacts, public input, technical data and existing
transportation and land use plans, UDOT will decide on a preferred alternative in
collaboration with local governments.

Your Input is Important
UDOT values your input and will use it to further refine concepts for
consideration in the future environmental study process.

Please provide your input on a comment form or in an email to
udotregion3@utah.gov before Dec. 2, 2015 with “S.R. 73” in the subject line.

November 2015 A UDOT Study
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S.R. 73 Planning Study Public Engagement Summary
1/7/16

Executive Summary

UDOT completed a six-month planning study, from Sept. 2015 to Jan. 2016, to
identify transportation concepts that reduce projected traffic congestion and
travel delay on Cory Wride Memorial Highway (S.R. 73) from the Pioneer
Crossing Extension to Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

Throughout the planning study process, UDOT met with a Stakeholder Working
Group twice, individual stakeholders as needed and the public at an open house.
Stakeholders helped the study team determine concepts that are compatible with
city plans and allow for land preservation of an appropriate corridor.

The study team was able to build stakeholder relationships that will foster a more
successful and efficient environmental study. All planning study concepts,
evaluations, feedback, contact information and recommendations will inform a
future environmental study process expected to begin mid-2016.

Stakeholder Working Group 1

UDOT held the first Stakeholder Working Group meeting, Sept. 3, 2015, at the
Eagle Mountain city council chambers. Eighteen stakeholders attended including
local officials, engineers, major property owners, school representatives,
planners and residents.

The study team educated attendees about the planning study and its purpose to
begin communication and land preservation in preparation for a future
environmental study. The team then presented transportation concepts, why
UDOT screened them from further study and why the Freeway with Frontage
Roads Concept is recommended. The team wanted to begin a dialog that would
cultivate a positive and transparent relationship with major stakeholders and
gather feedback on screening factors and other local considerations.

Key Feedback
e General acceptance of the study process and outcomes

e Interest in crossings, ROW impacts, phasing and timely land preservation

e Desire for recommended concept to accommodate both commuters and
those who make internal community trips

e Concern about improving arterials surrounding S.R. 73

e Some resident concern about noise



Stakeholder Working Group 2

UDOT held the second Stakeholder Working Group meeting, Oct. 22, 2015, at
the Eagle Mountain community development building, public works conference
room. Sixteen stakeholders attended including local officials, engineers, major
property owners, school representatives, planners and residents.

The study team showed more recent detail about the recommended Freeway
with Frontage Roads concept and gathered feedback. Detail included a possible
cross-section (shown both elevated and depressed) and three alignment options
overlaid on aerial maps. The team also updated stakeholders on study timing
and the upcoming public hearing so stakeholders could help inform and invite
others.

Key Feedback

e General preference to impact non-developed land over established land

e Interest in business access and how the recommended concept would
affect the economy

e Concern that leaving preserved land too long before construction begins
would deter businesses from Eagle Mountain

e Concern about properties that may be too close to the alignments and
specific feedback about how alignments would affect individual
stakeholders

e Alpine School District interest in discussing a land-swap and a trail

e Depressed cross-section preferred by some where possible

e Request that study team consider other area studies and roads (e.g., a
recently completed School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration
(SITLA) and Farmland Reserve study)

Mountainland Association of Governments Open House

Justin Smart attended the Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG)
open house, Oct. 29, 2015 at the Orem Senior Friendship Center, to educate
attendees about the study. The study team provided basic fact sheets and
displayed a board that showed how various transportation concepts were
evaluated along with a cross-section of the recommended Freeway with
Frontage Roads concept.

Individual Stakeholder Meetings

Eagle Mountain Mayor, Chris Pengra

Matt Parker and Justin Smart met with Mayor Pengra at the study’s outset. They
provided a brief overview of the study timeline, objective and process then
discussed the Mayor’s perspective on transportation issues and needs in his city.
The Mayor indicated his citizens were very aware of the need for improved



transportation options and welcomed the proactive look at future needs. He also
described the rapid growth facing the City over the coming three decades and
appreciated UDOT'’s efforts to both meet the needs that would create and to work
collaboratively with the City in doing so.

Fieldstone Homes

Matt Parker, Jeremy Christensen and Julene Thompson met with Fieldstone
Homes, Oct. 15, 2015 at their office in Draper, to coordinate development plans.
Fieldstone already had a design concept for their property ready to show the City
and all of the S.R. 73 study’s alignment concepts would impact that property. The
group discussed how Fieldstone could adjust their design to accommodate a
future project. Fieldstone was concerned about construction timing and access
restrictions along their property bordering the south side of S.R. 73 near Mt. Airey
Dr. They also asserted that all of the study’s alignment concepts would affect
their property about the same. UDOT recommended that Fieldstone contact
Region 3 Right of Way to discuss questions about access restrictions.

Public Meeting
The study team held an open house at Black Ridge Elementary School in Eagle
Mountain on Nov. 18, 2015. Approximately 65 people attended.

UDOT notified area residents about the meeting in a variety of ways including
postcards mailed to Eagle Mountain residents surrounding S.R. 73 and Ranches
Parkway and all Cedar Fort, White Hills and Fairfield residents. The postcard
arrived in homes around Nov. 7-9, 2015. Other notifications included the Eagle
Mountain City newsletter and social media, Region 3 social media and an email
to Saratoga Springs staff.

The intent of the public meeting was to show area residents the same information
shown to the Stakeholder Working Group: the recommended concept, how the
study team came to that concept, the preliminary cross-section and alignments
for that concept and general study update information.

The team wanted to gather specific feedback on alignment concepts based on
local knowledge and cultivate a positive and transparent relationship with the
public. The study team provided comment forms as well as an email address for
those who wished to send their feedback after the meeting. The team informed
stakeholders that UDOT values their input and will use it to further refine
concepts for consideration in a future environmental study process.

Key Feedback

Sixty-eight people left comments either on a comment form at the meeting or by
email during the comment period that ended Dec. 2, 2015. The following
summarizes major themes in the comments.



Cross Section Comments

Freeway with Frontage Roads concept and its width seems excessive
Previous traffic projections have not been met

Wide support for trails

Depressed cross section preferred where possible

Alignment Comments

Priority to occupied homes over proposed developments
Should avoid close proximity to school and playgrounds
Middle alignment has the least observed impacts

Specific Comments and Concerns

Environmental concerns focused on noise, animal habitat, and light
pollution

Numerous concerns about the tie-in with the Mountain View Corridor
Reluctance to believe traffic merits three freeway lanes and two frontage
lanes in each direction

Concern that frontage freeway system will disturb the rural lifestyle that
initially drew residents to the area e.g., tall sound walls would disrupt the
wide-open feel

Safety concerns about children that live near S.R. 73 or cross S.R. 73 to
get to school

Concern about fair compensation for property and losing property value
Concern that partial property acquisitions may impact zoning for livestock
ownership

Many requests to make study information available online and to send
notification when new information becomes available

Many cited an older plan to develop an east-west road north of S.R. 73
(around the Camp Williams property). They prefer this plan because it
would require fewer impacts. Many said they were told that the “Camp
Williams” road would be built so they made investment plans based on
that information

Many wanted to know why they were not told sooner about plans for S.R.
73 and asked about the legal ramifications of withholding that kind of
information
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From: julenethompson@utah.gov

Subject: S.R. 73 Corridor Study Stakeholder Workshop — Sept. 3

S.R. 73 Corridor Study Stakeholder Workshop Invitation
When: Thursday, Sept. 3, 2015, 4-5 p.m.

Where: Eagle Mountain City Offices, Council Chambers
1650 Stagecoach Run

The Utah Department of Transportation is conducting a study to identify
transportation concepts that may reduce projected traffic congestion and travel
delay on S.R. 73 from the Pioneer Crossing Extension to Eagle Mountain Blvd.
This planning study is in preparation for a formal environmental study.

The study team has identified you as a representative of your community and is
inviting several others from various interest groups within the community to learn
more about possible concepts to improve this vital corridor. At this workshop the
study team will review current study progress with workshop participants and
solicit your feedback on the concepts. Your participation is important and
appreciated.

Please email udotregion3@utah.gov or call Julene Thompson at 801-231-0595
to RSVP for the workshop. Please respond by Aug. 27, if possible.


http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001xnax0ov0KYv1Jnh2LyU-6rIyu4BTcB6xm_V2LKTkHxCDLcuZ6-yi2hQCbasLLRkuZ4egRiFZrFkgULIgjee-WF-NXzxozqLJa9u1T80DVELvqUEL0KzLNtU0UMx7pB27O09_6QUGX6gqYZV-4VgN8sZkePxrgpJA&c=xqP1StM2Sln8f5grRJ_mrFNHGb-nVuX_zi3gJXnwXDCasi2VVKE3-w==&ch=AIvlnjsbtQaNtYuFwW7gzlDwpEkHcJlL0KQ7pSH2jEbSQpQrYuq4SA==

S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop 1 Sign-In Sheet

Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers - Sept. 3, 2015 - 4-5 p.m,

Name Title Qrganization Initials
Chris Trusty City Engiheer Eagle Mountain Cb?
Steve Mumford Clty Planner Eagle Mountain S”ﬁﬂ

John Linton

Planning Commission Chair

Eagle Mountain

Chris Pengra

Mayeor

Eagle Mountain

Adam Bradley

City Council Member

Eagle Mountain

Kimher Gabryszak

Planning Director

Saratoga Springs

Jeremy Lapin

City Engineer

Saratoga Springs

Howard Antderson

Mayor

Cedar Fort

Glen Tanner County Engineer Utah County

Troy Herold School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) T M

Shawn Eliot Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG} S

Tim Herath Mountainland Association of Governments {(MAG) VH

Liz Cramer Federa! Highway Administration (FHWA) .;E/(?
L

The Ranches Master HOA

Scot Hazard

Property Owner !

A

Derek Farnes

Routing Supervisor

Alpine School District Transportation Dept., - East

Darren Beck

Director

Rockwell Charter High School

Tele Wightman

General Manager

The Ranches Golf Course

=<
D
/

Paul Raymond

Real Estate and income

Camp Wiltiams

Allen Martin

Eagle Mountain City Center Resident

Lew Swain

Property Owner

Roger Barrus

Farmlsnd Reserve




m S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop
Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers

MW AVE keeping Utah Moving Sept 3’ 2015’ 4_5 pm

AGENDA
1. Introduction and Welcome — 5 min.

Justin Smart, Consultant Facilitator and
Chris Pengra, Eagle Mountain Mayor

2. Background —5 min.
Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager

3. Transportation Concept Review and Evaluation — 20 min.
Ed Rock, Consultant Project Manager

4. Discuss Preferred Concept — 20 min.
Ed Rock and Justin Smart

5. Next Steps — 5 min.
Justin Smart, Consultant Facilitator

CONCEPT DISCUSSION



1. What is your general impression of the concepts?

2. What do you see as the pros and cons of the recommended concept?

3. How important is access to you?

4. Are there additional factors we should consider or study more closely in this
planning study or the in-depth environmental study?
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S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop

September 3, 2015

MBI HKeeping Utah Maving

Welcome




09/03/2015

Study Area

Planning Study Timeline

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 1 PUBLIC MEETING
Sept. 3, 2015 Late Cct. or Early Nov. 2015
: September : October : November : Decernber }
STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 2 STUDY COMPLETE
L.ate Sept. or Early Oct. 2015 Winter 2018




09/03/2015

Potential Transportation Concepts
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No Build
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Reversible Lanes
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*Reversible Lanes controlled by overhead signals (shown out of scale)
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No Build
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Reversible Lanes
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Widened and New Arterials
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Limited-Access Freeway
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Evaluation Factors
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Freeway with Frontage Roads
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Recommended Concept

Freeway with Frontage Roads
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Concept Discussion

* What is your general impression of the concepts?

* What do you see as the pros and cons of the recommended
concept?

* How important is access to you?

» Are there additional factors we should consider or study more
closely in this planning study or the future environmental study?

S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop

September 3, 2015

LIPOT

MBI HKeeping Utah Maving
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m S.R. 73 Planning Study
Stakeholder Workshop 1 Summary

MW AVE keeping Utah Moving

Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
Sept. 3, 2015, 4-5 p.m.

STAKEHOLDER ATTENDEES

Chris Pengra, Eagle Mountain Mayor

Chris Trusty, Eagle Mountain City Engineer

Steve Mumford, Eagle Mountain Planning Director

John Linton, Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Chair

Kimber Gabryszak, Saratoga Springs Planning Director

Jeremy Lapin, Saratoga Springs City Engineer

Howard Anderson, Cedar Fort Mayor

Glen Tanner, Utah County Engineer

Troy Herold, School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA)
Shawn Eliot, Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG)

Tim Hereth, Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG)

Liz Cramer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Scot Hazard, Property Owner

Derek Farnes, Alpine School District Transportation Department (East) Routing
Supervisor

Darren Beck, Rockwell Charter High School Director

Allen Martin, Eagle Mountain City Center Resident

Lew Swain, Property Owner

Roger Barrus, Farmland Reserve

STAKEHOLDERS INVITED

Adam Bradley, Eagle Mountain City Council Member
Representative from The Ranches HOA

Tele Wightman, The Ranches Golf Course General Manager
Paul Raymond, Camp Williams Real Estate and Income

STUDY TEAM ATTENDEES

Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager

Ed Rock, Consultant Project Manager

Jeremy Christensen, Consultant Engineer
Tiffany Pocock. Consultant Design Engineer
Lindsay Mabry, Consultant Public Involvement



e |van Hooper, Consultant Traffic Engineer

e Rich Crossley, Consultant Planning

e Justin Smart, Consultant Public Involvement

e Julene Thompson, Consultant Public Involvement

KEY OUTCOMES
e General acceptance of process and outcomes
e Interest in crossings, ROW impacts, phasing and timely land preservation
e Concern about having a concept that accommodates both commuters and
those who make internal community trips
e Concern about improving arterials surrounding S.R. 73
e Some resident concern about noise

AGENDA
1. Introduction and Welcome
Justin Smart, Consultant Facilitator
Chris Pengra, Eagle Mountain Mayor

e Justin Smart

o Welcomed stakeholders and thanked them for coming.

o Expressed appreciation for participants’ willingness to learn about
this study on S.R. 73 and share knowledge about the area and
community.

o Led introductions around the room.

o Explained the agenda, ground rules and brief process overview.

o Introduced Mayor Pengra.

e Mayor Pengra
o Eagle Mountain is growing fast. It is so important to take a fresh
look at planning.
o Itis obvious that Cory Wride Highway (S.R. 73) won’t be a two-
lane highway for much longer.
o Steve Mumford and other Eagle Mountain Staff have been
working hard on planning the area so it will be ready.

2. Background
Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager



Planning Study and Environmental Study

e Study goal is to come up with a recommended concept to improve this
area.

e The study area is along S.R. 73 from the Pioneer Crossing Extension to
Eagle Mountain Blvd.

e Planning study is meant to identify a corridor to be preserved for a future
improvement as early as possible. Costs are going up.

e This study will be followed by a more in-depth environmental study that
will look at impacts associated with improvements in more detail.

e This planning study will last about three months.

e Christ Trusty asked if this was a planning study only, then an
environmental study would come, followed by construction. Matt said
that was right and that UDOT is trying to prepare for a NEPA
environmental study.

3. Transportation Concept Review and Evaluation
Ed Rock, Consultant Project Manager

e Ed explained that he is with Parsons Brinckerhoff, the firm UDOT hired
to work on this planning study. They also work on the Mountain View
Corridor so they are very familiar with this area.

e This area has outgrown this two-lane arterial. Study team is stepping
back and doing due diligence to consider several possible concepts.

e All of the traffic projections assume the Mountainland Association of
Governments’ (MAG) plans will be implemented through 2040. LOS F is
gridlock.

e Ed explained each of the four study concepts and how they rated on four
different criteria: Traffic Congestion, ROW required, Access
Compatability and Transit/Trail Compatibility.

o No-Build
= This is a baseline based on 2040 traffic conditions if no
changes are made.
o Reversible Lanes
o Widened and New Arterials
= Steve Mumford asked if this would widen S.R. 73 too or
just arterials.
= Ed explained multiple arterials would be widened in this
concept.
o Limited-Access Freeway (Traditional Freeway)



= Ed explained why the graphic shows that the freeway is
depressed.

= This concept requires less land but doesn’t have a lot of
access.

o Freeway with Frontage Roads

= This concept functions like 2100 North.

= The concept performs the best. It has a large footprint but
good access.

= Christ Trusty asked how many lanes it would be. Ed said
that they assumed six lanes east of The Ranches and four
west of The Ranches.

= This concept will take care of S.R. 73 but what about
surrounding arterials? MAG explained that if they could put
a Freeway on Pony Express that would be best but they
can’t. We're past that point. As the area grows people will
take the faster facility.

4. Discuss Recommended Concept
Ed Rock and Justin Smart

e Ed and Justin opened up the discussion for questions and concerns.

e Rockwell Charter High School wanted to know about impacts to the
school. They said that their parking lot is right next to the road. They said
that access to the school and access in general is important to them.

o Ed said the study team will lay out a potential footprint of the
recommended concept.

e Someone asked how the recommended concept compares to MVC.

o There is a lot of local traffic on the south part of MVC.
o The freeway with frontage roads concept would function a lot like
2100 North in Lehi.

¢ Allen Martin said the preferred concept is right on. We just need to
accommodate what is already here. Most businesses won'’t put
corporate offices here because of the location.

e Historically the study area was very commutable. This study seeks to
address that.

¢ Kimber Gabryszak said there are two target groups: commuters and
residents that run errands. Could we look at them separately? Could we
implement something like the S.R. 92 commuter lanes? We don’t want to



make it hard for people to stay in Eagle Mountain or Saratoga Springs.
Freeways can become a barrier to residents.

o The study team said that they could consider it. The frontage road
concept and its overall cross-section are similar but the frontage
road concept provides better access.

o The study team explained that the balance for commuters and
non-commuters is the frontage roads. It is important for the road
to be depressed in certain areas so something could go over it.
Cross streets are imperative to making the overall traffic flow
within the community.

o How often can you cross the whole facility to maintain
connectivity? This will be looked at in more detail.

e Someone asked if we are planning to improve other arterials that are not
in the study area. They said they were less concerned about their non-
commute trips than their commute trips.

o The future environmental process will look at community impacts.
Improving commutes will take pressure off other arterials.

e What major collectors are cities planning?

e Chris Trusty said he is interested to know what the golf course thinks of
the recommended concept and that noise on S.R. 73 is a residential
concern.

e Steve Mumford talked about preserving right of way and that it’s
expensive.

o The study team said that they hope to have a cost for the
recommended concept at the end of this planning study.

e What about phasing? The study team is looking at that.

e There were concerns about current and future property owners. The
study team is looking at current and future right of way preservation.

e Scot Hazard asked when the environmental study would start.

o The team explained that is to be determined.

5. Next Steps
Justin Smart

e Thanked the group for a good discussion.
e Next steps are to refine the preferred concept and make a footprint of
what it could look like for the second workshop.



e Study team will be in contact with stakeholders about when the next
workshop will be. The hope is this group could come to the second
meeting or send a representative from each organization or community.

e After the second workshop the study team plans to hold a public meeting
in late-October or early-November to show concepts and listen to
feedback.

e Please stay in touch any time about the study. Contact information is on
the handout.

6. Submitted Comment
e Allen Martin, Eagle Mountain City Center Resident

o What is your general impression of the concepts? Very well done

o What do you see as pros and cons of the recommended concept?
The recommended concept is just what we need but there will be
some unhappy people who own property near S.R. 73 so we
need to buy property as soon as possible before even more
development takes place.

o How important is access to you? | think access will be fine with
any of the concepts. It won’t matter to go a little further east or
west to get to an access point. This will likely be a minor issue.

o Are there additional factors we should consider or study more
closely in this planning study or the in-depth environmental study?
Corridor preservation through land acquisition is the urgent issue.
Once the land has been purchased there will be flexibility in the
phases of construction.
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4. SR-7/3 WORKSHOP #2

4.1. Sign-in Sheet
4.2. Agenda

4.3. Presentation
4.4. Summary




S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop 2 Sign-In Sheet

Eagle Mountain Community Development Building, Public Works Conference Room - Oct. 22, 2015 - 4-5 p.m.

Name

Title

Organization

Initials

Chris Trusty

City Engineer

Eagle Mountain

- Steve Mumford

City Planner

Eagle Mountain

John Linton

Planning Commission Chair

Eagle Mountain

Chris Pengra

Mayor

Eagle Mountain

Adam Bradley

City Council Member

Eagle Mountain

Kimber Gabryszak

Planning Rirector

Saratoga Springs

.
—
“a

Jeremy Lapin

City Engineer

Saratoga Springs

/
>

W

Howard Anderson

Mavyor

Cedar Fort

<

Glen Tanner County Engineer Utah County

. Elise Erier School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration {SITLA)

" |Troy Herold School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration {SITLA} TT-“%
Shawn Eljot Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) N
Tim Hereth Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) <% -
David Cox Federa! Highway Administration (FHWA)

The Ranches Master HOA
Scot Hazard Property Owner

Derek Farnes

Routing Supervisor

Alpine School District Transportation Dept. - East

Darren Beck

Director

Rockwell Charter High School

Tele Wightman

General Manager

The Ranches Golf Course

Paul Raymond

Real Estate and Income

Camp Williams/Utah National Guard

e Eod gl P ]

Camp Williams/Utah National Guard

Allen Martin

Eagle Mountain City Center Resident




Lew Swain

Property Owner

Roger Barrus

Farmland Reserve

OB

Stan Smith Property Owner
David Dunn Resident
Glen Allred Developer

Ronches HOA Loned

o Dayelay




S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop 1 Sign-In Sheet {Internal)

Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers - Sept. 3, 2015 - 4-5 p.m,

Name

Title

Organization Initials

N -

r i ¥

TN

PRI YNV

Matt Parker Project Manager unoT 4
Ed Rock Project Manager Consultant /
Jeremy Christensen Project Engineer Consultant

“|Tiffany Pocock Consultant
Lindsay Mabry Public Involvemeant Consultant \/
Brent Schvaneveldt uDoT \/
Craig Hancock UnoT
Brian Phillips ubpoT
Justin Smart Public Involvement Consultant ‘\/
lulene Thompson Public Involvemeant Consultant {/}f
lvan Hooper PE Consultant \ /
Bill Hereth

Rich Crossley




m S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop
. _ Eagle Mountain Community Development Building
MW AVE keeping Utah Moving .
Public Works Conference Room
Oct. 22, 2015, 4-5 p.m.
AGENDA
1. Introduction — 5 min.

Welcome and Agenda Review - Justin Smart, Consultant Facilitator
Process Overview - Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager

2. Proposed Cross Section and Preliminary Alignment Concepts — 25 min.
Jeremy Christensen, Consultant Project Engineer

3. Feedback on Alignment Concepts — 30 min.
Jeremy Christensen and Justin Smart

4. Next Steps
Justin Smart

DISCUSSION



1. What are your reactions to the cross sections? Are the right transportation
elements being addressed?

2. What is your general impression of the alignment concepts?

3. Based on your local knowledge, are there additional factors along these
alignments that we should consider or study more closely?
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S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop

October 22, 2015
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Study Area

Concept Evaluation

Traffic
Congestion

No Build
Concept

Reversible Lanes
Concept

Widened and
New Arterials
Concept

Limited-Access
Freeway Concept

Freeway with
Frontage Roads
Concept

Right-of-Way
Required

Access
Compatibility

Evaluation Factors

Transit/Trail
Compatibility

0o e

10/15/2015



Planning Study Timeline

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 1 PUBLIC MEETING
Septes 2015 Nov. 18, 2015
},— September I October : November { December —J
STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 2 STUDY COMPLETE
Oct, 22, 2015 Winter 2015

Proposed Cross Section — Elevated

445" Right of Way

10/15/2015



10/15/2015

Proposed Cross Section — Depressed

445 Right of Way.

Navigating Frontage Roads




Preliminary Alignment Concepts

Alignment Discussion

* What are your reactions to the potential cross sections?
* Whatis your general impression of the alignment concepts?

» Based on your local knowledge, are there additional factors along
these alignments that we should consider or study more closely?

10/15/2015
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S.R. 73 Planning Study Stakeholder Workshop

October 22, 2015

MW Kecping Utah Moving




m S.R. 73 Planning Study
Stakeholder Workshop 2 Summary

AW ANE Heeping Utah Moving . . g
Eagle Mountain Community Development Building
Public Works Conference Room

Oct. 22, 2015, 4-5 p.m.

STAKEHOLDER ATTENDEES
e Chris Pengra, Eagle Mountain Mayor
e Chris Trusty, Eagle Mountain City Engineer
e Steve Mumford, Eagle Mountain Planning Director
e John Linton, Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Chair
e Kimber Gabryszak, Saratoga Springs Planning Director
e Jeremy Lapin, Saratoga Springs City Engineer
e Howard Anderson, Cedar Fort Mayor
e Troy Herold, School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA)
e Tim Hereth, Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG)
e Derek Farnes, Alpine School District Transportation Department (East) Routing
Supervisor
e Jon Barclay, Ranches HOA Board
e Darren Beck, Rockwell Charter High School Director
e Allen Martin, Eagle Mountain City Center Resident
e Roger Barrus, Farmland Reserve
e Paul Raymond, Camp Williams Real Estate and Income
e Captain Earl Simmons, Camp Williams/Utah National Guard

STAKEHOLDERS INVITED
e Adam Bradley, Eagle Mountain City Council Member
e Tele Wightman, The Ranches Golf Course General Manager
e Shawn Eliot, Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG)
e David Cox, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
e Glen Allred, Developer, Property North of S.R. 73
e Scot Hazard, Property Owner
e Lew Swain, Property Owner
e Stan Smith, Property Owner
e David Dunn, Resident

STUDY TEAM ATTENDEES



e Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager

e Brent Schvaneveldt, UDOT Engineer

e Ed Rock, Consultant Project Manager

e Jeremy Christensen, Consultant Engineer

e Lindsay Mabry, Consultant Public Involvement

e Ivan Hooper, Consultant Traffic Engineer

e Justin Smart, Consultant Public Involvement

e Julene Thompson, Consultant Public Involvement

KEY OUTCOMES

e Feedback about how alignments would affect individual stakeholders and
information about other area studies and roads

e General preference to impact non-developed land over established land

e Interest in business access and how the recommended concept would affect
the economy

e Concern that leaving preserved land too long before a project is built will deter
businesses from coming to Eagle Mountain

e Concern over properties that may be too close to the recommended concept

AGENDA
1. Introduction

Welcome and Agenda Review - Justin Smart, Consultant Facilitator

e Welcomed stakeholders, thanked them for coming and led introductions.

e Explained the agenda, ground rules and brief process overview.

e At our last workshop, we introduced the study and talked about the pros
and cons of several potential concepts to improve S.R. 73. We then
explained why the Freeway with Frontage Roads concept looks the most
promising to improve traffic conditions while minimizing impacts.

Process Overview - Matt Parker, UDOT Project Manager

¢ While no funding is yet allocated, improving this road is a high priority
item in this region’s Long Range Transportation Plan prepared by the
Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) and UDOT.

e UDOT is conducting this preliminary planning study to identify possible
transportation concepts that could reduce projected traffic congestion

and travel delay on S.R. 73 from the Pioneer Crossing Extension to



Eagle Mountain Blvd. well into the future (at least through the year
2040).

We want to work with people and learn as much about the area as we
can as early as possible to avoid unnecessary impacts in the future and
help landowners prepare for a project.

After reviewing your feedback we plan to hold a public meeting Nov. 18
at Black Ridge Elementary School and hope to complete this study
this winter.

After this study, UDOT plans to conduct a more in-depth environmental
study. The environmental study will more fully assess the impacts of
possible alternatives, include a complete public process and include
analysis of technical data and existing transportation land use plans.
After the environmental process is complete UDOT will recommend a
preferred alternative.

There is currently no funding identified for the environmental study.

This study is a collaborative effort. The study team has been working
with local governments to ensure that the recommended transportation
concept is compatible with city plans and allows for land
preservation of an appropriate corridor.

2. Proposed Cross Section and Preliminary Alignment Concepts
Jeremy Christensen, Consultant Project Engineer

Jeremy reviewed the cross sections, including individual elements,
widths and need for both depressed and elevated. Depressed sections
work where drainage isn’t a problem.

UDOT has a philosophy of integrated transportation so we made sure to
create alignments that could accommodate transit, bike lanes and trails
now or in the future. We ruled out dedicated Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
because it would require too many impacts. A center-running BRT line
would be too hard to get to and would limit additional lanes to
accommodate future growth.
Jeremy explained the three preliminary alignment concepts: north, south
and middle.

o This is a rough outline to help us begin the conversation about

possible impacts.

o The golf course was a constraint.

Each alignment would affect about 90 properties.

o Jeremy described the methodology used with regard to
engineering/design constraints and the determination of north,
south and middle alignments

O



o Jeremy discussed key locations for access and areas that
generate the most traffic.

o Jeremy showed the Mountain View Corridor frontage roads video
to demonstrate the function of the frontage roads concept.

3. Feedback on Alignment Concepts
Jeremy Christensen and Justin Smart

The team asked stakeholders to look at the questions on the back of the
agenda and write answers.
o What are your reactions to the typical sections? Are the right
transportation elements being addressed?
o What is your general impression of the alignment concepts?
o Based on your local knowledge, are there additional factors along
these alignments that we should consider or study more closely?

Discussion

Mayor Pengra mentioned that SITLA and Farmland Reserve just
completed a draft study of the area early this week. SITLA has a
proposed north-south corridor on the west end of the study area.

Roger Barrus hopes we can look at that study. The study group already
sent it to UDOT and MAG. Shawn Eliot from MAG is looking at it.

Mayor Pengra asked if it would make sense to put in smart metering
(managed motorways). Would it change our numbers? Ed said it could
be considered in the EIS. Ivan explained that it may not be a good fit in
this study area. We would need more room for ramps. Matt said that the
planning study we are conducting now is more high level but that we’ll
make sure to bring the smart metering comment forward during the EIS.
The School prefers the southern option.

Some said the middle alignment makes it so you don’t have to reroute
residents like in the southern alignment.

Many preferred the alignments that affect the paper lots more than those
that affect established properties.

Jon Barclay said The Ranches will lose their entrance no matter what
alternative we choose. He said they would like to preserve their
entrance.

Saratoga Springs said that we’'re missing a major road on the east end
of the study area that they would like the study team to consider.
Stakeholders said that the study team should frame well the need for a
project on S.R. 73 at the public hearing. They will want to know the
timeline. Also let them know that MAG recommends improvements to
the study area between 2015-2024.




Alpine School District wants to show the maps to more people. They
want to discuss a land-swap and a trail. We said that we’d prefer to
distribute the maps after the public meeting.

John Linton (I think) said the corridor preservation plan is not a good
selling point for businesses they want to bring into Eagle Mountain.
Weeds will take over the land and it will look bad until something is built.
At what point is being too close to a home considered an impact?
Howard Anderson said it seems like the depressed option wouldn’t work.
We said that I-215 is depressed around 2000 East. It would be a
challenge. This design is still very conceptual.

Jeremy Lapin asked about access for the recommended concept.
Jeremy C. explained that it is a general rule to keep accesses limited to
five per mile. There would not be business accesses off the frontage
roads. Accesses have to be to a dedicated city street.

Jeremy L. asked what the economic impacts would be for the
recommended alternative. The study team said that these freeway with
frontage roads designs are all over Texas and Arizona. They only have
city street accesses to businesses and they have generally been
successful.

4. Next Steps
Justin Smart

Thank you for a good discussion. We will refine these alignments and
plan to hold a public meeting on Nov. 18 at Black Ridge Elementary to
listen to feedback from surrounding residents and property owners.
Please stay in touch with us about the study any time. Our contact
information is on the handout.
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5. SR-/3 PUBLIC MEETING
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5.1. Public Meeting Postcard
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TAKE PART IN THE S.R. 73 PLANNING STUDY

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is conducting a planning study to identify transportation
concepts that could reduce the projected traffic congestion and travel delay on S.R. 73 from the Pioneer
Crossing Extension to Eagle Mountain Boulevard. UDOT expects to complete the planning study this winter.

UDOT invites you to an open house to discuss
transportation concepts and provide input in preparation m
for a future environmental study that will more fully

assess potential impacts. MRS reeping Utsh Moving

658 North 1500 West
The study team is working with local governments to Orem, Utah 84057

identify concepts that are compatible with city plans
and accommodate potential transit, bike and trail
improvements.

WHEN: Wednesday, Nov. 18, 2015, 5:30 - 7:30 p.m.

¢ WHERE: Black Ridge Elementary School,
9358 North Sunset Drive, Eagle Mountain

. PHONE: 801-231-0595

P<I EMAIL: udotregion3@utah.gov




S.R. 73 PLANNING STUDY PUBLIC MEETING

UDOT Is conducting a planning study to identify transportation concepts
that reduce projected traffic congestion and travel delay on S.R. 73 from the
Pioneer Crossing Extension to Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

The study team is working with local governments to identify future
transportation solutions that are compatible with city plans and allow for
land preservation of an appropriate corridor. The team will also consider
transit plans and potential bike path and trail improvements.

LIO7T

AWAVEAY Aeeping Utah Moving




Mountain View
Corridor Extension
(Future)
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STUDY AREA

STUDY AREA
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PLANNING STUDY TIMELINE

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 1 O PUBLIC MEETING
Sept. 4, 2015 Nov. 18, 2015
— September + October —'7 November 4'7 December ——
STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 2 STUDY COMPLETE*
Oct. 22, 2015 Winter 2015

* After this planning study and when funding is identified, UDOT will conduct an in-depth environmental study that will assess the
iImpacts of possible alternatives, include a complete public engagement process and decide a preferred alternative.

MWAVA Aeeping Utah Mo



CONCEPT EVALUATION

Widened and Limited-Access Freeway with
No Build Reversible Lanes New Arterials Freeway Frontage Roads

Concept Concept Concept Concept Concept

Traffic
Congestion

Right of Way
Required

Access
Compatibility

Evaluation Factors

Transit/Trail

Compatibility

RECOMMENDED
CONCEPT

(&/> o/ &

MWAA HKeeping Utah Moving




NO BUILD CONCEPT

CONCEPT EVALUATED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED

* Falls to solve congestion issues
2040 Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Congestion 0 g (all east-west roadways
- R “heavily congested”)
Peak Hour Congestion % _§ Access
Heavily Congested =) BN compatibitty . .
Congested =\ S  No right of way required
Approaching Congested % 2 5 ity
Minimal Delay Y e - No change in access
130,000 | Daily Traffic Volume =) :
ossroadh  No trail or transit component
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REVERSIBLE LANES CONCEPT

CONCEPT EVALUATED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED

Peak Hour Congestion
Heavily Congested
Congested
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Minimal Delay
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®

2
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\ 15,000 |
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Ranches Parkway
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*Reversible Lanes controlled by overhead signals (shown out of scale)




WIDENED AND NEW ARTERIALS CONCEPT

CONCEPT EVALUATED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED

= | @ * Fails to solve congestion issues
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LIMITED-ACCESS FREEWAY CONCEPT

CONCEPT EVALUATED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED

= | @ * Improves traffic flow but still
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2040 Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Congestion
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RECOMMENDED CONCEPT

FREEWAY WITH FRONTAGE ROADS

 Only concept that adeqguately
addresses congestion

* Large footprint but access is
oreserved; fewer right of way

impacts than Limited-Access
Freeway

Compeat