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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A noise analysis was undertaken to identify and evaluate the potential noise impacts of the 
proposed project. The analysis was amended in February 2007 to include potential noise 
impacts of the proposed project for two commercial business properties that were previously 
assumed to be acquired as part of the right-of-way.  The first is Moab Desert Adventures 
(receptor 3A), located in between receptors 2 and 6 near the southern terminus of the project.  
The second is a commercial office building located at 550 North Main adjacent to receptor 13 
(the North Main Shopping Center).  For the purpose of this analysis, the four businesses located 
within the office building at 550 North Main are reflected as one commercial receptor.  
Additionally, the text in Table 5 in Chapter 11.6 regarding receptor 11 (Adventure Inn) was 
modified to identify the on-site residence within the Inn’s office building.  This hotel receptor 
(including the residence) is a Category B receptor site. 

This analysis identifies the basic fundamentals of noise, noise sensitive areas contiguous to the 
project, impact criteria prescribed by Federal Regulations and the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), UDOT recommended analysis procedures specific to this project, and 
assumptions used for traffic data. 

Additionally, it contains quantitative modeling results of the existing, design year No Build, and 
design year Build Alternative. A comparison of the predicted design year Build Alternative sound 
level environment is made to the existing and design year No Build environments and to the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and UDOT noise abatement criteria. Construction 
impacts are also described. 

Finally, the analysis includes noise abatement consideration measures and those likely to be 
incorporated in the project, related coordination, and an overall summary.  Noise issues for 
which no prudent solution is reasonably available are also discussed in detail.  Under UDOT 
R930-3-5 Noise Abatement Conditions (3) (e), Noise abatement shall not be planned for Land Use 
Category C.  However, the receptors must still be identified and analyzed according to UDOT policy.   

2.0 FUNDAMENTALS OF SOUND AND NOISE 

Sound is the vibration of air molecule waves similar to ripples on water.  When these vibrations 
reach our ears, we hear what we call sound.  Objects that move back and forth very rapidly, 
such as vocal chords when we speak produce these waves.  The rate at which these objects 
move is called their frequency.  Human ears can only hear sound waves with a frequency 
between approximately 20 cycles per second and 15,000 cycles per second.  The word “noise” 
is typically defined as unwanted sound.   

The loudness of sound is measured in units called decibels (dB).  However, since the human 
ear does not hear sound waves of different frequencies at the same subjective loudness, an 
adjustment (weighting) of the high- and low-pitched sounds is made to approximate human 
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Figure 1:  Common Outdoor and Indoor Noise Levels 

COMMON OUTDOOR 
NOISE LEVELS 

 NOISE 
LEVEL

 COMMON INDOOR 
NOISE LEVELS 

  (dBA)   
    110  

      
Jet Flyover at 1000 ft      
    100  

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 ft     Inside Subway Train (New York) 
      
Diesel Truck at 50 ft    90 Food Blender at 3 ft 

      
Noisy Urban Daytime     Garbage Disposal at 3 ft 
    80 Shouting at 3 ft 

      
Gas Lawn Mower 100 ft     Vacuum Cleaner at 10 ft 
    70  

Commercial Area     Normal Speech at 3 ft 
Heavy Traffic at 300 ft      
    60  

     Large Business Office 
Quiet Urban Daytime     Dishwasher Next Room 
    50  

     Small Theater, Large Conference 
Room 

Quiet Urban Night Time    40 Room (Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime      
     Library 
    30 Bedroom at Night 

Quiet Rural Nighttime     
 

 

    20 Concert Hall (Background) 

      
      
    10 Broadcast Studio 

      
      
    0 Threshold of Hearing 

Source:  FHWA, Highway Noise Fundamentals, September, 1980. 
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perception. When such adjustments to the sound levels are made, they are called “A-weighted 
levels” and are labeled “dBA.”  Figure 1 illustrates some common A-weighted noise levels. 

The dBA scale for measuring the intensity of sound is based on the logarithm or sound level 
pressure relative to a reference pressure.  Logarithmic scales are based on powers of ten, not 
linear like a ruler.  Generally, a 3 dBA change is the threshold on which a typical person can 
hear a change in the sound level environment, a 5 dBA change is considered noticeable and a 
10 dBA change in the sound level is equivalent to a doubling (or halving) of the sound level.  

Additionally, the level of highway traffic noise is never constant; therefore, it is necessary to use 
a statistical descriptor to describe the varying traffic noise levels.  The equivalent continuous 
sound level (Leq) (h) dBA is the statistical descriptor used in this report.  The Leq sound level is 
the steady A-weighted sound energy that would produce the same A-weighted sound energy 
over a stated period of time (1-hour (h), in this case) as a specified time-varying sound.  

3.0 LOCAL AREA LAND USES 

The land use immediately near the proposed project consists of a mixed use commercial, 
residential, and recreation. The density is heaviest in the southern part of the project area and 
rather sparse in the northern area. 

4.0 NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 772 (23 CFR 772) defines traffic noise impacts 
as “impacts which occur when predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed Noise 
Abatement Criteria (NAC), or when the predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the 
existing noise levels.”  Table 1 shows the UDOT and FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria reflecting 
UDOT’s approach criteria levels. UDOT considers a traffic noise level approaching the NAC if 
the noise levels at a receptor come within 2 dBA of the NAC, or if the project increases noise 
levels by 10 dBA. 

Potential substantial increase impacts at sensitive receptors were also analyzed.  UDOT’s 
substantial increase criteria impacts are defined as a 10 dBA (or more) increase over the 
existing condition.  For this project, a typical widening endeavor, there were no substantial 
increase criteria impacts as a result of the proposed improvements. 
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Table 1:  Noise Abatement Approach Criteria* 

HOURLY A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL - DECIBELS (dBA) 

Activity 
Category 

Leq (h) 
dBA* 

L10 (h) 
dBA* Description of Land Use Category 

A 55        
(exterior) 

 

58        
(exterior) 

 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance 
and serve an important public need and where the preservation of 
those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its 
intended purpose. 

B 65        
(exterior) 

68        
(exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and 
hospitals. 

C 70        
(exterior) 

73        
(exterior) 

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories 
A or B above. 

D - - Undeveloped lands. 
E 50        

(interior) 
53        

(interior) 
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

*Reflects UDOT’s approach criteria levels since a noise impact occurs at this level.  Either Leq(h) or L10(h) (but 
not both) may be used on a project. 

Note:  Tabulated sound levels are threshold values used to define impact and where abatement will be considered. 
Noise abatement will be designed to achieve a substantial noise reduction - not necessarily achieving the noise 
abatement criteria. 

Source:  Michael Baker., Jr., Inc., 23 CFR 772, and UDOT. 
 
 

5.0 NOISE LEVEL MEASUREMENTS 

Sound level measurements were made at 8 representative sites using a Metrosonics dB-312 
Sound Level Analyzer during peak traffic hours.  The calibration of the Sound Level Analyzer 
was checked with its complementing Metrosonics Acoustical Calibrator before and after each 
measurement was taken.  After samples of the noise level had been collected, the analyzer 
computed the Leq noise level for the period during which the samples were collected.  The field 
results are presented in Table 2. 

Measurements were performed for this project under the direction of current UDOT and FHWA 
guidance.  These field measurements were used to validate and calibrate the model to the 
predicted field conditions. 
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Table 2:  Measured Sound Levels  

Monitoring 
Site 

Number 

 

Land Use 

 

Location 

Measured 
Sound 
Level 
(dBA) 

Model 
Validated 

Sound 
Level (dBA) 

Variance 
Dominant 

Noise 
Source 

1 Recreational Lions Park 56 59 +3 US-191 

2 Recreational Riverside Oasis 
Campground 

61 63 +2 US-191, 
campground 
maintenance 

3 Recreational Slickrock 
Campground  & 
RV Park 

58 61 +3 US-191 

4 Residential 500 West, behind 
Denny’s 

60 57 -3 US-191, 
local traffic 

5 Residential, 
Resort, 

Restaurant 

Moab Springs 
Condos 

62 61 -1 US-191 

6 Residential, 
Commercial 

North Cermak 
Road 

55 52 -3 US-191 

7 Residential Mivida Drive 57 57 0 US-191, 
Local Traffic 

8 Residential Rosalie Court 59 59 0 US-191 

Source: Michael Baker Jr., Inc., Nov., 2005 

6.0 METHODOLOGY 

Estimates of the exterior noise levels at sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project 
were based on the FHWA approved Traffic Noise Model (TNM), version 2.5.  The modeling 
predicted the sound levels for the existing year, design year No Build, and design year Build 
Alternative.  In making these estimates, the traffic volume, fleet mix, operating speed, tree 
shielding, shielding from buildings, terrain, ground zones, and site elevation were considered. 

Category B receptors were analyzed as part of this project.  These receptors typically include 
picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, 
hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.   

Typically, commercial and industrial sites (Category C receptors) are not considered sensitive 
noise sites.  Typically, these establishments do not want to have their visibility blocked from the 
roadway for business purposes.  As a result, proposed mitigation when only in the form of noise 
barriers, may be unlikely and typically undesired.  Title 23 CFR 772.11(a) states that in 
determining and abating traffic noise impacts, primary consideration is to be given to exterior 
areas.  Abatement will usually be necessary only where frequent human use occurs and a 
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lowered noise level would be of benefit.  Additionally, under UDOT R930-3-5 Noise Abatement 
Conditions (3) (e), Noise abatement is not be planned for Land Use Categories C. 

Additionally, where no bonafide exterior sites existed at various Category B or C sites, the 
Category E criteria were applied.  Table 12 (page 117) in the FHWA Highway Noise 
Fundamentals Training Document identifies the representative outside to inside noise reduction 
for Category E receptors.  For open window scenarios, it is listed as 20 dBA.  For closed 
windows, it is listed as 30 dBA.  Since existence or non-existence of windows at these locations, 
the temperature, the season, and / or personal preference for open / closed windows varies for 
each location, a conservative 25 dBA value was used as an average between the two 
suggested values. 

Finally, estimates of the 65 and 70 dBA sound level contour were made for the design year 
Build Alternative for future planning purposes. 

7.0 ASSUMPTIONS FOR TRAFFIC DATA 

Traffic data was obtained from the traffic analysis conducted for the US-191 Colorado River 
Bridge Study, Project No. BRF-0191(23)128, dated October, 2004.  Paragraph b, Section 
772.17 of 23 CFR 772 states that, “in predicting noise levels and assessing noise impacts, 
traffic characteristics which will yield the worst hourly traffic noise impact on a regular basis for 
the design year shall be used.”  Since the level of highway traffic noise is normally related to the 
traffic volume, the traffic characteristics that yield the worst hourly traffic noise impact on a 
regular basis for the design year will be the peak hourly volume for the highest hour of the day.  
For planning purposes, the peak hour traffic volume was estimated to be 14% of the Average 
Daily Traffic (ADT). 

8.0 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

Approximately 70 receptor representing about 80 total receptors / dwelling units were modeled 
in the immediate vicinity of the project corridor.  These included second and third row receptors 
that may potentially be affected by the proposed improvement.  Of these 70 sites, approximately 
20 are commercial businesses, eight are motels, five are campgrounds and / or recreational 
parks, one church, and the rest are residential dwelling units. 

There are nine receptors that have sound levels that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT 
criteria in the existing year.  These include one single family residence (2 Rosalie Court), two 
motels (Days Inn and Adventure Inn) and six commercial businesses (Moab Desert Adventures, 
Office Building at 550 North, Cycle Shop, Maverick Shop, Poison Spider, and Century 21).  
Table 3 shows the total number of receptors that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT criteria. 
Appendix A summarizes the existing sound levels at each receptor. 
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9.0  DESIGN YEAR NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENT 

There are ten receptors that have sound levels that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT 
criteria in the design year No Build condition. These include two motels, two single family 
residences and six commercial businesses. In addition to the receptors impacted in the existing 
year, the single family residence at 3 Rosalie Court is also impacted in the design year No Build 
condition.  On average, the increase over the existing condition is about 2 dBA (0-3 dBA range).  
Table 3 shows the total number of receptors that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT criteria. 
Appendix A summarizes the existing sound levels at each receptor. (Please note that these 
sound levels are rounded.) 

10.0  DESIGN YEAR BUILD ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENT 

There are 11 receptors that have sound levels that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT 
criteria in the design year Build condition. These include three motels, two single family 
residences, and six commercial businesses.  In addition to the receptors impacted in the design 
year no-build condition, the Hampton Inn is also impacted in the design year Build condition.  
Table 3 shows the total number of receptors that approach, equal, or exceed the UDOT criteria.  
Appendix A summarizes the existing sound levels at each receptor. (Please note that the sound 
levels in Appendix A are rounded.)   

The average sound level change is approximately 2 dBA (0-6 dBA range) over the No Build 
condition and approximately 4 dBA (0-8 range) over the existing year. These sound level 
changes are primarily the result of a combination of the following variables: minor alignment 
centerline shifts closer or farther away from noise sensitive sites, changes to the posted speed 
limit (depending on the section), the addition of through lane capacity, existing shielding, and 
the added reflective surface (additional lane, center turning lane, shoulders, bike trail, etc.).  
Figure 2 shows the analyzed receptor sites in the project area.   
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Table 3:  Receptors that Approach, Equal, or Exceed the NAC 

NAC Category Existing Year Design Year  
2030 No Build 

Design Year  
2030 Build*  

B 3 4 5 

C 6 6 6 

E 0 0 0 

Total 9 10 11 

 
*FHWA / UDOT NAC impacts only.  There are no predicted UDOT substantial increase criteria impacts. 
Source: Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

11.0  TRAFFIC NOISE ABATEMENT 

Steps should be taken to ensure that reasonable and feasible abatement measures are 
incorporated into the plans and specifications.  UDOT will typically not approve the 
environmental documentation and plans and specifications unless such measures are identified 
and incorporated to reduce or eliminate the noise impact on existing activities, developed lands, 
or undeveloped lands for which development is planned, designed, and programmed as of the 
date of environmental approval.   

Typically, commercial and industrial sites (Category C receptors) are not considered sensitive 
noise sites.  Though they were tabulated for total impacts, there were no bonafide exterior 
people activity area sites at these locations (parking lots do not count).  Additionally, these 
establishments typically do not want to have their visibility blocked from the roadway for 
business purposes.  As a result, proposed mitigation when in the form of noise barriers, may be 
unlikely and typically undesired.  Title 23 CFR 772.11(a) also states that in determining and 
abating traffic noise impacts, primary consideration is to be given to exterior areas.  Abatement 
will usually be necessary only where frequent human use occurs and a lowered noise level 
would be of benefit.  As a result, Category C receptors were dismissed from further abatement 
consideration.  And furthermore, under UDOT R930-3-5 Noise Abatement Conditions (3) (e), 
Noise abatement is not to be planned for Land Use Category C (commercial / industrial 
businesses operations). 

The following noise abatement measures have been considered according to FHWA guidelines 
at the impacted sensitive receptor locations for Type I noise projects (projects that add capacity) 
to reduce highway-generated noise impacts.  These include traffic management measures, 
alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments, acquisition of property rights for construction of 
sound walls, creation of buffer zones, sound insulation for public institutions, and construction of 
noise barriers or devices (including landscaping for aesthetic purposes) within the highway right-
of-way. 
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11.1 TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

Traffic management in the form of speed reduction, detours, truck restrictions, and exclusive 
lane designations is not practical abatement for this project.  Speed reduction is not considered 
effective because changes are already expected for both the design year no-build and build 
alternatives in various parts of the project area.  Comparably, truck detours and restrictions are 
not reasonable because it is an important north-south arterial.  As a result, it would not help to 
serve the need to move people, goods, and services in the area.  Exclusive lane designations 
for trucks and buses are also not effective for this project because making every heavier / louder 
vehicle use the right lane exclusively would move this sound level generation closer to the 
sensitive receptors. 

11.2 ALTERATION OF HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL ALIGNMENTS 

Modifications to the horizontal and vertical alignment would be bound by the engineering 
limitations required within the relative and reasonable right-of-way (existing and proposed) and 
the existing corridor that the project currently occupies. 

Horizontal modifications to reduce sound levels at impacted locations would require large shifts 
in the alignment, potential changes to the super-elevation, and would require a realignment of 
the cross-streets for proper approach angles, taking even more property.  In addition to the 
property acquisition, this would also require removing more buildings, which act as noise 
shielding for some residences in the study area that are farther removed from the immediate 
roadway.  The topography in the project area is also a constraint because of the steep slopes. 

Vertical alignment alteration was also not considered to be a feasible noise abatement measure.  
Depressing the roadway would also entail impacts similar to horizontal changes, such as 
property acquisition to maintain proper slopes and cross-street connections.  There would also 
be probable variances with the utilities and water features.  Elevating the roadway would only 
propagate the sound levels deeper into the residential areas and would reduce the effect of 
right-of-way shielding from existing trees or buildings. 

11.3 ACQUISITION PROPERTY RIGHTS FOR BARRIER CONSTRUCTION 

Much of the proposed project would be constructed in the existing right-of-way.  Where 
additional land is required, it is likely to incorporate enough property to integrate the necessary 
sloping.  As a result, no additional property for any proposed barrier construction is foreseen, if 
applicable.  If this condition changes, then the mitigation analysis would be reviewed to see if it 
creates a situation where additional land is needed.  Otherwise, it is anticipated that any 
planned reasonable and feasible barriers would be accommodated within the proposed right-of-
way. 

11.4 CREATION OF BUFFER ZONES 

The project corridor immediately near US-191 is a mix of commercial, residential and 
recreational land uses. Where active commercial or non-residential building areas already exist, 
then a buffer is already present to shield sensitive sites farther away from US-191.  Where 
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abutting residential or other sensitive areas exist, it is unlikely that commercial activities will be 
proposed in these areas and buffer zones cannot be proposed.  For non-planned or non-
permitted undeveloped land, it is suggested that commercial development be proposed in future 
land use zoning to create a buffer zone between US-191 and sensitive areas.  Nonetheless, in 
an effort to help create a buffer zone for future planning purposes of undeveloped land, the 
worst-case 65 and 70 dBA contours for the build alternative were developed for the two sections 
of US-191 that are proposed to operate at different speeds.   

Table 4 shows these distances.  The distances are from the proposed roadway centerline and 
are a straight-line distance estimate for planning purposes only.  They do not take into account 
sound level variations as a result of numerous local sound wave changing dynamics such as 
building shielding, terrain, tree zones, and ground zone changes (such as parking lots, for 
example).  It does, however, incorporate the effects of the additional noise reflective pavement 
proposed from the construction of center turning lanes, shoulders, and bike paths, as 
applicable.  Additionally, the distances are rounded to the nearest 10 feet for planning 
convenience purposes. 

Table 4:  Worst-Case 65 and 70 dBA Contour Distances (in feet) 

400 North to Colorado 
River Bridge 

Colorado River Bridge to 
Potash Road  Build Alternative 

Approximate distances to 65 dBA contour line / 70 dBA contour line* 

Year 2030 140 / 60 270 / 130 

Notes: 

* Distance measured from the proposed roadway centerline, rounded to the nearest ten feet, varies slightly based on 
typicals.  This is a straight-line estimate for planning purposes only.  It does not take into account sound level variations as 
a result of numerous local sound wave changing dynamics such as building shielding, terrain, tree zones, and ground zone 
changes.  It does, however, incorporate the effects of the additional noise reflective pavement proposed from the 
construction of center turning lanes, shoulders, and bike paths, as applicable. 

Source:  Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 

11.5 SOUND INSULATION FOR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 

There are zero (0) public institutions that meet this criteria.  Therefore, no further analysis is 
required for this type of abatement. 

11.6 NOISE BARRIERS 

UDOT is committed to providing feasible and reasonable noise abatement as a result of 
highway traffic noise.  In determining this feasibility and reasonableness, appropriate 
consideration shall be given to UDOT’s Traffic Noise Abatement policy (UDOT 08A2-1; revised 
March 8, 2004) and the June 1995 Policy and Guidance issued by the Federal Highway 
Administration regarding, "Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement."  
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A key measure of feasibility states that a noise barrier shall reduce traffic noise levels generated 
on the facility by a minimum insertion loss of 5 dBA at the closest receptor(s).  An insertion loss 
is defined as a decibel level reduction (loss) from an insertion of a barrier between the roadway 
and the sensitive receptors.   

This condition was achieved at two of the impacted site areas (receptors 17 and 20, both single 
family homes).  It was not achieved where cross-street and driveway access points had to be 
maintained.  The primary reason is that proposed noise abatement structures would be 
constrained by the need to maintain access to these cross-streets and / or driveways.  
Subsequently, resulting ‘gaps’ in proposed barriers would render them ineffective (not feasible) 
in an effort to meet the minimum goal of 5 dBA.  There would also be the need to maintain line-
of-sight safety requirements (sight triangles) in these cases. 

Based on the recent three-year cost index that UDOT uses to estimate noise barrier costs, the 
square foot outlay is estimated to be approximately $14 per square foot, not including ancillary 
costs such as right-of-way, landscaping, utilities, structure mounted barriers, etc.  The UDOT 
cost limit per benefited receptor is approximately $25,000 for reasonableness.  The two 
impacted feasible receptor sites did not meet UDOT’s cost-reasonableness criteria. 

The mitigation consideration assessments are discussed in Table 5.  Additionally, areas that 
were deemed to not be feasible under UDOT policy are also discussed. 
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Table 5.  Preliminary Noise Abatement Mitigation Summary 

RECEPTORS EVALUATION COMMENTS 

1-Days Inn at 
pool 

The motel has direct access to US-191.  The exterior people activity is at the pool, which is ~35-40 
feet from the edge of pavement.  The pool area also abuts the motel driveway.  Current peak hour 
sound levels are 66 dBA and the predicted design year No Build Alternative is 67 dBA as a result of 
the increased traffic volumes and the proposed posted speed change.  With the design year Build 
Alternative, there is no change in the number of through lanes, posted speed or traffic volumes in 
front of this receptor.  It is in the current four-lane section.   Therefore, the sound levels are 
predicted to remain at 67 dBA.  

Nonetheless, driveway access would need to be maintained and a continuous noise barrier would 
restrict access to these receptors.  Gaps in a noise barrier would satisfy the access requirements 
but the resulting non-continuous segments would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible 
reduction of 5 dBA for the impacted receptor.  There would also be safety line-of-sight requirements 
for the access point.  Furthermore, as a commercial entity, it is not typical that any such 
establishment would desire to have its view blocked from the general public for business reasons. 

5-Hampton Inn at 
pool 

The motel has direct access to US-191.  The exterior people activity is at the pool, which is ~70 feet 
from the edge of pavement.  The pool area is also ~80 feet from the motel's driveway and is 
surrounded by the motel's internal circulation road.  Current peak hour sound levels at this proposed 
motel are 63 dBA and the predicted design year No Build Alternative sound level is 64 dBA as a 
result of the increased traffic volumes and the proposed posted speed change.   

This receptor is in the existing four-lane to two-lane transition zone.  With the design year Build 
Alternative, the northbound travelway is moved slightly closer to the motel, resulting in a predicted 
sound level of 65 dBA, a 1 dBA increase over the No Build Alternative.   

Nonetheless, driveway access would need to be maintained and a continuous noise barrier would 
restrict access to this site.  A gap in the noise barrier would satisfy the access requirements but the 
resulting non-continuous segments would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible 
reduction of 5 dBA for the impacted receptor.  There would also be safety line-of-sight requirements 
for the access point.  Furthermore, as a commercial entity, it is not typical that any such 
establishment would desire to have its view blocked from the general public for business reasons. 

3A-Moab Desert 
Adventures 

 

6-Cycle Shop 

 

7-Maverick Shop 

 

9-Poison Spider 

 

10-Century 21 

These five adjacent commercial businesses each have multi-access points to US-191 and the travel 
lanes are very close to the businesses.  There are no exterior people activity areas at these sites 
(parking lots do not count).  Therefore, if an exterior to interior conversion was made (a 25 dBA 
subtraction), then none of these receptors would be impacted according to the Category E interior 
approach criteria of 50 dBA.  Current exterior peak hour sound levels are ~70-71 dBA and the 
predicted design year No Build Alternative sound levels increase by approximately one dBA.  There 
is no change in the number of through lanes in front of these receptors since it is in the current four-
lane section.   These sound levels are predicted to have a predicted increase of 0-<1 dBA.   

Nonetheless, driveway access would need to be maintained and a continuous noise barrier would 
restrict access to these receptors.  Gaps in a noise barrier would satisfy access requirements but 
the resulting non-continuous segments would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible 
reduction of 5 dBA for the impacted receptor.  There would also be safety line-of-sight requirements 
for the numerous access points.  Furthermore, as commercial entities, it is not typical that any such 
establishments would desire to have their view blocked from the general public for business 
reasons.  Additionally, under UDOT R930-3-5 Noise Abatement Conditions (3) (e), Noise abatement 
shall not be planned for Land Use Category C. 
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Table 5.  Preliminary Noise Abatement Mitigation Summary (continued) 

RECEPTORS EVALUATION COMMENTS 

11-Adventure 
Inn Moab Motel 

The motel has direct access to US-191 and may be partially taken as part of the right-of-way 
requirements.  There is no exterior people activity at this location, but there is an on-site residence 
located within the Inn’s office building.  Current peak hour sound levels are 70 dBA at the building’s 
nearest location to US-191 and the predicted design year No Build Alternative is 71 dBA.  (The rear 
building is not predicted to have a noise impact.)  This receptor is at the northern end of the current 
four-lane to two-lane transition zone.   The design year build alternative sound levels are predicted 
to remain at 71 dBA.  The office location is unshielded, but the sound levels at the on-site residence 
area are shielded by the office and other hotel building.  Existing sound levels for the residence 
were calculated to be 60 dBA, and the No Build and Build sound levels were predicted to be 61dBA. 

Nonetheless, if this property is not acquired, driveway access would need to be maintained and a 
continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these receptors.  Gaps in a noise barrier would 
satisfy access requirements but the resulting non-continuous segments would not be sufficient to 
achieve the minimum, feasible reduction of 5 dBA for the impacted receptor.  There would also be 
safety line-of-sight requirements for the access point.  Furthermore, as a commercial entity, it is not 
typical any such establishment would desire to have its view blocked from the general public for 
business reasons. 

13A Office 
Building at 550 
North Main 

The four commercial businesses currently within this single office building have direct access to US-
191 and the travel lanes are very close to the building.  There are no exterior people activity areas at 
these sites (parking lots are not considered an activity area).  Therefore, if an exterior to interior 
conversion was made (a 25 dBA subtraction), then none of these receptors would be impacted 
according to the Category E interior approach criteria of 50 dBA.  Current exterior peak hour sound 
levels are 70 dBA and the predicted design year No Build Alternative sound levels increase by 
approximately one dBA. This receptor is at the northern end of the current four-lane to two-lane 
transition zone.   These sound levels are predicted to have an increase of 0-<1 dBA over the No-
Build Alternative.   

Nonetheless, driveway access would need to be maintained and a continuous noise barrier would 
restrict access to this receptor site.  Gaps in a noise barrier would satisfy access requirements but 
the resulting non-continuous segments would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible 
reduction of 5 dBA for the impacted receptor.  There would also be safety line-of-sight requirements 
for the numerous access points.  Furthermore, as commercial entities, it is not typical that any such 
establishments would desire to have their view blocked from the general public for business 
reasons.  Additionally, under UDOT R930-3-5 Noise Abatement Conditions (3) (e), Noise abatement 
shall not be planned for Land Use Category C. 

17 & 20, 

Residences; 

3 Rosalie Court, 
2 Rosalie Court 

These two residences are located at the end of the Rosalie Court cul-de-sac with no direct access to 
US-191 and their back or side yards abutting US-191.  An initial eight-foot high and 800-foot long 
barrier was analyzed to cover flanking around the barrier.  It was possible to achieve the minimum 
barrier insertion sound level reduction of 5 dBA for both sites (6 dBA and 8 dBA for Sites 17 and 20, 
respectively.).  These two homes were the only ones able to get the minimum reduction because the 
others were farther away.  The other non-impacted homes had predicted reductions ranging from 1-
4 dBA.  But at a total cost of ~$88,700, the cost per benefited receptor was $44,350, which is above 
UDOT’s cost reasonableness value of $25,000. 

Shorter barrier lengths were investigated with the eight-foot height to bring the cost down and still 
meet the minimum reduction.  (Lower barrier heights would not have achieved the minimum.)  
However, the shortest length needed to meet the minimum 5 dBA reduction for the two impacted 
homes was 500 feet.  At a cost of ~$56,100, the cost per benefited receptor was $28,050, which is 
above UDOT’s cost reasonableness policy criteria.  Furthermore, the TNM Line of Sight analysis 
indicates that this barrier dimension would not mitigate for truck exhaust stack noise, though the 
barrier would still reduce the noise by the minimum 5 dBA by mitigating the tire and engine noise 
sources. 

Source:  Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
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11.7 CONCLUSIONS 

In accordance with UDOT’s Traffic Noise Abatement policy (UDOT 08A2-1; revised March 8, 
2004)), noise abatement walls are not proposed for this project for the following reasons.  
Generally: 

• The minimum decibel reduction goal of 5 dBA can not be achieved at most impacted 
locations. 

• Where the minimum 5 dBA reduction was achieved, the predicted costs were above the 
UDOT cost reasonableness criteria for benefited receptors. 

• Direct access to driveways and cross-streets must be maintained and can not be restricted 
with noise barriers placed across these ingresses and egresses. 

• Line-of-sight safety requirements must be maintained and can not be compromised for 
those vehicles that would be turning from the driveways and/or side streets onto US 191. 

12.0  CONSTRUCTION NOISE ABATEMENT 

The potential for temporary increases in the sound level environment because of construction 
activities is expected to occur at the studied receptor sites.  Although temporary, there will be 
occurrences where construction noise is perceptible to the general public.  This analysis is 
consistent with Federal Regulation 23 CFR 772 - Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic 
Noise and Construction Noise and Utah Code 72-6-111 and 112.   

Generally, the control, timing, and phasing of construction noise will be governed by UDOT 
construction specifications.  The project falls within a “noise sensitive zone” (the land enclosed 
within a 1,500 foot radius circle of any receptor) as defined by UDOT construction standard 
specification Section 01355 (Environmental Protection) Part 1.8 Noise and Vibration Control.  
This specification states that the contractor will be required to prohibit construction activity in a 
noise sensitive zone if the sound level within 10 feet of the nearest receptor exceeds 95 dBA in 
daytime (from 7 am to 9 pm) or 55 dBA in nighttime (from 9 pm to 7 am), as well as Sundays 
and State Holidays.   

Construction noise levels would not be continuous for any given receptor but would be 
intermittent and vary by location.  For example, a receptor may experience noise due to removal 
/ excavation, drainage installations, and paving operations at different timeframes during the 
construction.  Furthermore, these disruptions could occur while these activities are performed in 
a northbound direction, and then again for construction in the southbound direction.  These 
individual disruptions should be for a limited period of time. 

Table 6 shows the typical sound levels for construction equipment normally used in highway 
construction operation. 
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Table 6:  Typical Construction Equipment Noise 

Equipment 
Typical Noise Level (Leq dBA) 

50 Feet from Source 
Earth Moving 
Front Loader 
Back Hoe 
Dozer 
Scraper 
Grader 
Truck 
Paver 
Scarifier 
Shovel 

 
85 
80 
85 
89 
85 
88 
89 
83 
82 

Materials Handling 
Concrete Mixer 
Concrete Pump 
Crane, Mobile 
Crane, Derrick 

 
85 
82 
83 
88 

Stationary 
Pump 
Generator 
Air Compressor 

 
76 
81 
81 

Impact 
Pile Driver (Impact) 
Pile Driver (Sonic) 
Jackhammer 
Rock Drill 

 
101 
96 
88 
98 

Other 
Saw 
Vibrator 
Compactor 
Pneumatic Tool 
Roller 

 
76 
76 
82 
85 
74 

Source:  EPA, Northeast Corridor Improvement Project and other measured data. 



 

 

APPENDIX A 

PREDICTED EXTERIOR SOUND LEVELS (dBA) EXISTING AND DESIGN YEAR 
CONDITIONS 
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Receptor # and Location 2005 
Noise 
Level 

2030 No 
Build 
Noise 
Levels 

2030 
Build 
Noise 
Levels 

2030 Noise 
Level with 
Abatement 

Reasonable 
and 

Feasible? 

1-Days Inn at pool 66 67 67 N/A N/A 
2-Jeep Rental 68 69 69 N/A N/A 
3-A&B Auto 66 67 68 N/A N/A 
3A-Moab Desert Adventures 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
4-Expedition Shop 69 69 69 N/A N/A 
5-Hampton Inn at pool 63 64 65 N/A N/A 
6-Cycle Shop 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
7-Maverick Shop 71 72 72 N/A N/A 
8-Church of Christ 56 57 58 N/A N/A 
9-Poison Spider 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
10-Century 21 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
11-Adventure Inn Moab Motel 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
12-Hummer Tours 67 68 69 N/A N/A 
13-North Main Shopping Center 62 63 66 N/A N/A 
13A-Office Building at 550 North Main 70 71 71 N/A N/A 
14-Rock Shop 66 67 68 N/A N/A 
15-Residence;  Cermak Drive 57 59 62 N/A N/A 
16-Residence;  Cermak Drive 54 56 60 N/A N/A 
17-Residence;  3 Rosalie Court 64 66 67 62 No 
18-Residence;  4 Rosalie Court 58 60 61 N/A N/A 
19-Residence;  5 Rosalie Court 56 59 61 N/A N/A 
20-Residence;  2 Rosalie Court 65 67 68 62 No 
21-Residence;  1 Rosalie Court 58 61 63 N/A N/A 
22-Residence;  646 Mivida Drive 57 59 61 N/A N/A 
23-Residence;  654 Mivida Drive 57 60 62 N/A N/A 
24-Residence;  Mivida Drive 55 58 60 N/A N/A 
25-Residence;  Hobbs Street 57 60 61 N/A N/A 
26-Residence;  Hobbs Street 57 59 61 N/A N/A 
27-Residence;  Hobbs Street 58 60 62 N/A N/A 
28-Residence;  Hobbs Street 58 61 62 N/A N/A 
29-Residence;  Hobbs Street 58 60 62 N/A N/A 
30-Residence;  Hobbs Street 58 60 61 N/A N/A 
31-Residence;  Hobbs Street 58 60 60 N/A N/A 
32-Residence;  Hobbs Street 55 58 59 N/A N/A 
33-Residence;  Marcus Court 56 58 59 N/A N/A 
34-Residence;  350 Marcus Court 60 63 64 N/A N/A 
35-Residence;  Marcus Court 59 62 63 N/A N/A 
36-Residence;  Marcus Court 57 60 61 N/A N/A 
37-Residence;  Marcus Court 56 58 60 N/A N/A 
38-Riverside Inn at pool 57 59 62 N/A N/A 
39-Super 8 Motel at pool 58 61 62 N/A N/A 
40-Denny's 65 68 68 N/A N/A 
41-Residence;  Westwood Avenue 54 56 59 N/A N/A 
42-Residence;  N 500 W 59 61 63 N/A N/A 



 

A-2 

43-Black Oil Co. 58 60 62 N/A N/A 
44-Residence;  US-191 60 62 64 N/A N/A 
45-Arthur Taylor House-Restaurant-
Planned hotel  57 59 61 

 
N/A N/A 

46-Moab Springs Dwelling Units; front 61 63 64 N/A N/A 
47-MSDU; front 55 57 58 N/A N/A 
48-MSDU; front 54 57 58 N/A N/A 
49-MSDU; second row 53 55 57 N/A N/A 
50-MSDU; second row 51 53 56 N/A N/A 
51-MSDU; second row 50 52 56 N/A N/A 
52-MSDU; second row 50 53 56 N/A N/A 
53-MSDU; second row 51 53 57 N/A N/A 
54-MSDU; second row 51 53 57 N/A N/A 
55-MSDU; second row 51 53 57 N/A N/A 
56-Red River Raft 62 64 65 N/A N/A 
57-Bucks Grillhouse 61 63 64 N/A N/A 
58-Slick Rock Campground & RV Park 
at pool  61 63 64 

 
N/A N/A 

59-Butch Cassidy Waterpark 57 59 62 N/A N/A 
60-Holiday Inn Express 57 59 61 N/A N/A 
61-Aarchway Inn at pool 48 50 50 N/A N/A 
62-Moab Valley River Camp Park at 
pool/recreation area 57 60 61 

 
N/A N/A 

63-Lions Park at pavillion 57 60 62 N/A N/A 
64-Canyonlands By Night Tours 56 58 61 N/A N/A 
65-Riverside Oasis Campground & RV 
Park 55 57 63 

 
N/A N/A 

66-Motel 6 at pool 60 62 63 N/A N/A 
67-Bank-Credit Union 63 66 67 N/A N/A 
68-Anasazi Real Estate 63 65 67 N/A N/A 
69-Proposed Motel  57 59 61 N/A N/A 

Note1:   Shaded areas indicate receptors that equal or exceed UDOT’s approach criteria for either 
NAC B (65 dBA) or NAC C (70 dBA) categories.  There are zero (0) predicted substantial increase 
criteria impacts. 

Note2:   Sound level values are rounded off. 

N/A = Not Applicable for reasonableness and/or feasibility reasons such as access restrictions, line of 
sight (safety), additional right-of-way required, and/or cost per benefited receptor. 
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Table D-1 Consultation with Agencies and Other Interested Parties 

Date From To Date of Response Regarding 

2/13/2004   HDR Federal and State 
Agencies (list with 
letter)  
 

2/19/2004 
2/20/2004 
2/23/2004 
2/24/2004 
2/24/2004 
3/2/2004 
3/4/2004  
3/9/2004 
3/16/2004 
3/24/2004 
3/26/2004 
4/2/2004 
4/21/2004  

Initiate Scoping 
 

2/13/2004 UDOT Historic 
Preservation 
Groups (list with 
letter) 

NA Cultural 

2/19/2004 Division of 
Radiation Control  

HDR NA Defer to USDOE 

2/20/2004 Division of Wildlife 
Resources  

HDR NA Defer to USFWS 

2/23/2004 UDOT SHPO NA Cultural 

2/23/2004 DAQ  HDR NA Defer to UDOT 

2/24/2004 USACE  HDR NA Defer to Division of 
Water Rights 

2/24/2004 DAQ  HDR NA No comments 

2/26/2004 FHWA Tribal Governments 
(list with letter)  

3/2/2004 
4/5/2004 

Cultural  

3/2/2004 The Hopi Tribe FHWA 8/11/2004 Cultural  

3/2/2004 Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Mining  

HDR NA Colorado River 
Arches National Park 
Scott Matheson 
Wetland Preserve  

3/4/2004 USACE  HDR NA Waters of the United 
States  

3/9/2004 EPA  HDR NA Will not be participating  

3/16/2004 The Nature 
Conservancy 

HDR NA Scott Matheson 
Wetland Preserve 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 



Date From To Date of Response Regarding 

3/24/2004 Resource 
Development 
Coordinating 
Committee 
(RDCC) 

HDR NA Cultural 
Pedestrians and 
Bicyclists 
 

Received 
3/26/2004 

Division of 
Forestry, Fire, and 
State Lands 

HDR NA Scott Matheson 
Wetland Preserve 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

4/2/2004 USFWS HDR NA Threatened and 
Endangered Species  

4/5/2004 The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah 

FHWA 8/11/2004 Cultural  

4/21/2004 DAQ HDR NA Remove name from 
mailing list 

6/17/2004 Individual [Jones] Study Team  NA Bypass  

8/11/2004 UDOT Tribal Governments 
(list with letter) 

8/20/2004 Cultural  

8/11/2004 UDOT USDOE 
BLM 
Arches National 
Park 

NA Cultural 

8/20/2004 The Hopi Tribe UDOT NA Cultural  

11/15/2005 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Adjacent Property 
Owners (list on file) 

NA Re-initiate project 
Property surveys 

11/29/2005 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Local Entities  
(list with letter) 

NA Re-initiate project 
 

11/30/2005 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Federal and State 
Agencies  
(list with letter) 

12/20/2005 
1/10/2006 
2/23/2006  

Re-initiate project 
 

12/7/2005 UDOT Historic 
Preservation 
Groups (list with 
letter) 

12/13/2005 Cultural 

12/13/2005 Utah Historic Trails 
Consortium 

UDOT 5/12/2006 Cultural 

12/14/2005 FHWA Tribal Governments 
(list with letter) 

12/19/2005 
12/27/2005 
1/25/2006 

Cultural  

12/19/2005 The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah 

FHWA 5/12/2006 Cultural  

12/20/2005 RDCC  Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

1/31/2006 Air Quality 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

12/20/2005 USDOE Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Moab UMTRA Site 



Date From To Date of Response Regarding 

12/27/2005 The Hopi Tribe FHWA 5/12/2006 Cultural  

1/10/2006 
 

Quintstar 
Management, Inc. 

Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Design (Drainage, 
capacity, median, bike 
path, driveways)  
1/29/2004 letter to City 
Council (attached) 

1/25/2006 Southern Ute 
Indian Tribe 

UDOT NA Cultural  

1/31/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

RDCC NA Response to letter 
dated 12/20/2005 

2/14/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Federal and State 
Agencies and 
Other Interested 
Parties (entire 
project mailing list 
on file) 

2/27/2006 
4/17/2006 

Focus Workshop 

2/27/2006 U.S. Coast Guard  Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc.  

NA Colorado River 

3/3/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc 

Utah Natural 
Heritage Program 

3/14/2006 Threatened and 
Endangered Sensitive 
Species 

3/14/2006 Utah Natural 
Heritage Program 

Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Threatened and 
Endangered Sensitive 
Species 

3/29/2006 Moab [Olsen] Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Medians 
Trails 

3/31/2006 Moab [Olsen] Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Medians 
Trails  

4/17/06 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Individual [Tangren] Received 5/1/2006 Traffic Report 
Project Handout 
(Response to Phone 
Request) 

Received 
5/1/2006 

Individual 
[Tangren] 

Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

5/17/2006 Bypass 

5/12/2006 UDOT Utah Historic Trails 
Consortium 
The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah  
The Hopi Tribe 
BLM 
USDOE 
Division of Wildlife 
Resources 
Arches National 
Park 
(list with letter) 

5/30/2006 Cultural 

5/17/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Individual [Tangren] NA Response to letter 
received 5/1/2006 



Date From To Date of Response Regarding 

5/19/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Arches National 
Park 

Concurred 
1/17/2007 

Section 4(f) 

5/19/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Division of Wildlife 
Resources 

Concurred 
9/12/2006 

Section 4(f) 

5/22/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Grand County Concurred 
2/12/2007 

Section 4(f) 

5/30/2006 The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah 

UDOT 7/27/2006 Cultural  

5/30/2006 The Nature 
Conservancy  

Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

Meeting held 
6/21/2006 

Scott Matheson 
Wetland Preserve 

6/7/2006 Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

EPA 6/13/2006 Glen Canyon Aquifer 

6/13/2006 EPA Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Glen Canyon Aquifer 

7/20/2006 FHWA USFWS 10/10/2006 
(located in 
Appendix B) 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species  

7/27/2006 UDOT The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah  

7/28/2006 Cultural 

7/28/2006 The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah 

UDOT  NA Cultural 

8/10/2006 UDOT SHPO Concurred 
9/26/2006 

Cultural 
Section 4(f) 

9/26/2006 USACE Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

NA Waters of the United 
States 

11/30/2006 UDEQ Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

See Appendix E Comment on Draft EA 

12/29/2007 RDCC Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

See Appendix E Comment on Draft EA 

1/2/2007 Moab  Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. 

See Appendix E Comment on Draft EA 

2/5/2007 The Hopi Tribe UDOT NA Cultural 

3/1/2007 ACHP FHWA  NA Cultural 

 





































































































































































 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

6955 Union Park Center, Suite 370 
Midvale, Utah  84047 
(801) 255-4400 Fax (801) 255-0404  
 
 
To: 

 
  

Bud Tangren 

 
 

 
Project: 

 
 US-191, Colorado River 

 
 

 
 3114 Charleston Blvd.  

 
 
Re: 

 
 Traffic Report and Project Handout 

 
 

 
 Las Vegas, NV 89104  

 
 
 

 
  

 
Attn: 

 
  

 
 

 
Date: 

 
 April 17, 2006 

  
 

 
X    We are forwarding the following: Attached Under Separate Cover  

 
 
NO. COPIES 

 
TITLE OR DESCRIPTION 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1  
1 

  
Traffic Report  
Project Handout – Proposed Build Alternative 

 
 

  
  
THESE ARE TRANSMITTED as checked below:  
 
X   As requested No exception taken Revise and resubmit 
   For review and comment Rejected - See remarks Submit specified items 
   For your information Proceed subject to corrections noted   

 
 

  
Bud, 
 
Attached is the information you requested.  Please let me know if you have further questions.  
 
Thanks,  
Lorraine Richards 

 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL  





















































 



 































Table E-1 - Detailed Responses to Comments Received on the Draft EA  

No. Comment Response 

#1 The Utah Division of Water Quality staff has reviewed the referenced Environmental Assessment Report. It is our 
opinion that applicable water quality standards may be violated unless appropriate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) are incorporated to minimize the erosion-sediment load to the Colorado River or any adjacent waters or dry 
washes during project activities and operation of the facilities.  We strongly recommend that appropriate water quality 
parameters be monitored for effectiveness of sediment control and other applicable BMPs. 

Potential impacts from runoff during construction or during long-term operation of the bridge and road may include the 
degradation of water quality, increased quantities and intensities of peak flows, channel erosion, cause an inability of 
streams to achieve ecological balance and regain their designated beneficial uses. Emphasis in design should avoid 
concentration of storm water to fewer drainage locations.  The intent should be to allow or mimic the natural flow 
patterns to the degree possible. 

The Division of Water Quality requests the following conditions be included in the final Environmental Assessment 
Report (EA), as follows: 

1. Whenever a construction project causes the water turbidity in an adjacent surface water to increase by 10 
NTU’s or more, the responsible party shall notify the Division of Water Quality.  

2. The responsible party shall not use any fill material that may leach organic chemicals (e.g., discarded 
asphalt) or nutrients (e.g., phosphate rock) into the receiving water.  

3. The responsible party shall protect any potentially affected fish spawning areas.  

4. Coffer Dams are encouraged to be used to divert flow around instream construction activities and to reduce 
sediment loading to the river. Efforts should be made to control petroleum hydrocarbons (oil, antifreeze, 
diesel fuel, etc.) from entering the river from heavy equipment working from temporary barges.  

5. The following permits from our Division are required during the construction phase of the project, as 
identified by the draft EA:  

a. Construction activities that grade one acre or more per common plan are required to obtain 
coverage under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Storm Water General 
Permit for Construction Activities, Permit No. UTR100000. The permit require the development of 
a storm water pollution prevention plan to be implemented and updated from the commencement 
of any grading activities at the site until final stabilization of the project. A fact sheet describing the 
permit requirements and application procedures is located on our web site waterquality.utah.gov  

b. Dewatering activities, if necessary during the construction, may require coverage under the 
UPDES General Permit for Construction Dewatering, Permit No. UTG070000. The permit requires 
water quality monitoring every two weeks to ensure that the pumped water is meeting permit 
effluent limitations, unless the water is managed on the construction site.  

6. In addition to these permitting requirements, the Division of Water Quality requires the submission of plan 
elements for permanent storm water runoff control and treatment. The plan should identify where the 

Appropriate BMPs will be incorporated to minimize the erosion-
sediment load to the Colorado River, adjacent waters, and dry 
washes.  Water quality parameters will be monitored to evaluate 
the effectiveness of sediment control and BMPs.  The hydraulic 
analysis will be completed during design and the drainage design 
will be developed to avoid concentration of storm water and mimic 
natural flow patterns where reasonable to do so.  The following 
requested conditions have been added to Section 3.9.8: 

• The DWQ will be notified if water turbidity in 
adjacent surface water is increased by 10 NTU’s or 
more as a result of the construction activities.  

• As part of the Section 402 permitting process, a 
SWPPP will be developed and incorporated in the 
design plans and construction contract documents.  
Plan elements for permanent storm water runoff 
control and treatment that are included in the 
SWPPP will be submitted to and reviewed by the 
DWQ. 

• Dewatering activities, if necessary during the 
construction, may require coverage under the 
UPDES General Permit for Construction Dewatering 
(Permit No. UTG070000).  This permit requires water 
quality monitoring to ensure pumped water is 
meeting permit effluent limitations, unless the water 
is managed on the construction site.  

The remaining requested conditions are already captured in 
existing commitments stated in Section 3.9.8 and Section 3.14.6.   
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additional runoff from the bridge and road expansion will be discharged to in addition to the detention ponds 
identified in the draft EA. The plan should also include BMPs for revegetation with native plants in disturbed 
areas and a buffer strip along the road to filter petroleum, sediments and other contaminants from entering 
waters of the State. 

Thank you for the opportunity to partner with UDOT on this project.  If you have any questions, please contact Shelly 
Quick at (801) 538-6516.  

#2 Good maps and different potential plans for road with paths or medians options.  

The present Main Street Hwy 191 section on the north end of town, specifically where 400 North connects to Main, is 
difficult to make a left turn from 400 North onto Main due to change of two lanes to one just to the north of 400 North. 

The comment regarding the maps and plans is appreciated. 

The Preferred Alternative will improve the operation of this 
intersection.  This alternative provides two travel lanes and a 
center turn lane through this section, eliminating the taper from 
two lanes to one that currently occurs just north of 400 North. 

#3 The proposed plan shows responsiveness to comments made in original scoping.  The cross-section from 600 North 
to Bridge now shows a detached meandering trail on the east side.  Thank you.  I look forward to further cooperation. 

No response necessary. 

 

#4 Thank you for looking at this project and not affecting all of the businesses from Century 21 to Canyon Voyages! Some 
issues that I see: 1) 4 Lanes = faster speeds into town. The traffic needs to be slowed down from 500 N – 400 N.  2) 
How will you enter the highway from 500 N and 400 N. There needs to be STOP LIGHTS. *This will also slow down 
the traffic* 3) Where and what do you do when the bike lane ends? Now where do I go? Have the city continue the 
bike lanes through town from 400 N and off of Main Street. 4) Major drainage issues need to be fixed behind La 
Hacienda. Main Street gets flooded way to often. Storm drains need to be installed with this project.  Thanks for the 
time. 

1) The design speed of the section from 400 North to the Colorado 
River Bridge would match the design speed of the Moab Main 
Street Project, which is 40 mph.   

2)  During design, these intersections will be evaluated to 
determine if a signal is warranted, based on UDOT signal 
warrant criteria.   

3) Figure 1-3 identifies trails planned by Moab City.  Shoulders will 
be designed to accommodate use by bicyclists.   

4)  As recognized in the Draft EA, Moab, Grand County, and 
UDOT are working jointly to address existing drainage problems 
and flooding concerns independent of this project.   

#5 To start, let me explain our situation. We recently closed on a property located at 415 N Main, a property which has 
been marked for removal. We closed on this building on November 15th, 2006. We showed a formal interest in this 
property at the beginning of 2006 and put in an offer through our Realtor. From that point, until closing, not one person 
that we dealt with in the buying process told us anything about a proposed road widening project, or even that access 
maybe required to our property by people involved in the project to make surveys (as intimated in the letter dated 15th 
November 2005, sent to property owners). If we had known anything about this, we would never have bought the 
property which has meant that we have invested our lifesavings to further our future, business, and livelihood. We 

FHWA and UDOT deeply regret that the commenter was unaware 
of the proposed project and its associated impacts prior to the 
purchase of this business property.  As part of the community 
outreach for this project (explained in Chapter 6), UDOT has 
placed paid advertisements in local and statewide newspapers 
and mailings were sent to individuals on the project mailing list, 
which included property owners adjacent to US-191.  Information 
about the limits of the project, the proposed widening, and that 
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learnt about this through the owners of The Adventure Inn, whose property is also marked for displacement. 

We purchased this property to operate our business from. We run a Rock Climbing and Canyoneering Guide Service 
called Moab Desert Adventures, and we employ up to 8 people. We plan to have the shop open in February ready for 
the Spring season. We found ourselves in a situation where we are stuck with a building we could not sell, and any 
investments we make in the building will not be realized, and our hopes and dreams for our future and our business 
being destroyed. From the moment we found out, we have endeavored to find out as much as possible about the 
project, and try to get the decision reversed. We have had great support from City officials including the Mayor and 
David Olsen from the Planning and Development department, and the Chamber of Commerce, to save our building, 
and we have been told by UDOT and Michael Baker Inc. that our building will remain intact, and that there is no need 
to remove it. The only problem seems to be with the awning. 

We would like to make the following comments on the project as a whole: 

• We want to resolve this situation with the minimum amount of impact to everybody, especially us as our 
business, financial future and livelihood depend on our investment. From talking with Lorraine Richards and 
the engineers at Michael Baker Inc and Myron Lee at UDOT, it seems that we can come to a solution where 
our building will remain intact and not be removed. This is obviously the course we want to go. 

• In our discussions with Michael Baker Inc and UDOT, it has been stated that after closer inspection into our 
situation, the awning could possibly be encroaching on UDOT ROW. Michael Baker Inc has said that they 
will order a survey to clarify the property boundaries. Our awning would possibly need to be removed or 
altered so that it doesn't interfere with the sidewalk. We have been told that if the preferred build alternative 
plan is approved, then our awning would have to be taken care of, but our building would remain intact. The 
required measurements of road lanes, shoulder and sidewalk are within the ADA standards, and therefore it 
is not necessary to remove our building. 

• Aside from the human factor involved in this, which you cannot put a value on because of the destruction it 
will cause in the lives of those affected - loss of income, loss of business, ruination of future and livelihood, 
stress related issues etc, having to acquire a building is a costly exercise. You can save yourselves a lot of 
money, and keep our lives intact at the same time by keeping buildings intact. 

• We have been told quite categorically, that our building will remain intact. It does not need to be removed. 
This is obviously the solution which we want, and we are moving forward with our business on this premise, 
so it would be very unfair after telling us this, to decide otherwise. We have the support of the Mayor of 
Moab, and David Olsen from the Planning and Development Department for the City of Moab. 

• One of the main problems that has arisen in this process is the lack of communication, and the lack of 
knowledge that people in Moab had of this project. The road widening phase of the project has been hidden 
under the auspices of the Colorado Bridge replacement, and it seems that nobody knew exactly what was 
involved in the road widening phase of the project. We have spoken with members of the City, who are very 
concerned about our situation. They have stated that they were ill informed about the intention of removing 
properties. In future it would be more ethical to present all the information to avoid situations like the one we 

there would be potential displacements involved, have been 
included in handouts sent with mailings to adjacent property 
owners.  Information regarding property ownership was obtained 
from County Records.  All project-related notices for this property 
since the beginning of the EA study efforts have been to the 
property address of 415 N Main. None of these notices were 
returned except the follow-up  reminder postcard notice that was 
sent in December 4, 2006 for the Public Hearing.  By this time, the 
new property owners had heard about the project from other 
individuals who had received the public hearing notice and project 
handout and had already initiated discussions with the project 
team.  Since the new owners had just secured the property in 
November, earlier notice was not possible because they were not 
recorded as owners in the County Records.   Once the project 
team was aware of the situation, the new owners were added to 
the project mailing list, a copy of the public hearing notice and 
project handout was provided, and discussions continued. 

The analysis typically conducted for an EA is a worse-case 
scenario based on preliminary data and is intended to cover the 
extent of what potential impacts could be.  The impacts are 
generally presented from a broader perspective since ROW 
acquisition and final design are not part of the EA process and 
because individual property owners can change from time to time.  
The subsequent ROW and design processes then allow for the 
evaluation of each property in much greater detail, which often 
leads to incorporating design details that further minimize impacts 
in coordination with the property owner at that time.   

Better communication is necessary with property-owners 
potentially displaced by the project and UDOT is committed to 
finding more effective communication tools.  In regards to the 
property at 415 N Main that was vacant during the time of the 
previous analysis, project team members have participated in 
additional discussions with the new property owners as part of the 
Chamber of Commerce luncheon and the Public Hearing on 
December 12, 2006. Baker representatives also met on-site with 
the new property owners on December 13, 2006. In these 
meetings, it was determined that the building itself could stay with 
modifications to the awning.  As such, this building is not 
potentially displaced and the document has been modified 
accordingly.  The employment information and service type for this 
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have had to face. I would not want anybody to have to go through this nightmare. Also, any letters sent out 
to property owners should be certified to ensure delivery, and proper research should be done to establish 
who owns a building. 

• In section 3.3.5 of the EA it states build alternatives were discussed with Stakeholders. No one has more at 
Stake than the owners of the buildings to be removed. We have yet to be officially notified! 

• Your alternatives for this plan are very cut and dried - build or no build, with no option in between. You are 
not offering up any other options, when it seems that there are some other options, which can have a less 
detrimental and devastating effect on those businesses marked for removal. 

• Moab is a small community, and the removal of businesses, and the affects that it will have on people's lives 
is very detrimental to the community as a whole. Moab is not like a large city where something like this can 
get swallowed up and easily disappear. This sort of action will have a serious rippling affect. 

• In the EA Chapter 3 page 7 - you state "secondary effects are not anticipated because land development is 
severely constrained by the limited amount of developable land." How in that case do you justify the removal 
of businesses from the inventory that will not be able to relocate because of restricted development 
opportunities? 

• In Chapter 3.3.8 in the EA it states "Relocation services and benefits will be administered through UDOT's 
Relocation Assistance Program". What do you propose to do when there is not a like for like building 
available, in a location that is as good as the current location? 

• In Chapter 3.4.1 of the EA it states that the largest employment sectors are leisure and hospitality. How then 
do you justify removing businesses which are in this sector? Ours being a rock climbing and canyoneering 
guide service? 

• In Chapter 3.4.2 it is stated that heavy traffic congestion limits accessibility to the businesses located on US 
191 ... There is no traffic congestion. Traffic slows down as it should on entering a town, but rarely does it 
ever come to a stand still. The worse time is during Jeep Safari Week. 

• It is also stated in this chapter that temporary employment loss will be 25 people. We employ up to 8 people. 
How can it be a temporary loss of employment for business owners like us, who could get put out of 
business? What do you suggest that we do instead? 

• It also states that these businesses do not provide retail goods. We plan on doing retail. 

• Myron Lee stated that UDOT has to follow a process for such plans, which cause the least amount of impact 
to buildings and businesses as possible. That is why there is a public meeting so people can air their 
opinions. He said it could be decided to make the road lanes narrower, put the bike path somewhere else 
etc to avoid the loss of businesses and buildings. How is it then that it has got to the stage where a huge 
Draft EA has been produced costing an inordinate amount of money, (which is more like the size of an 
Environmental Impact Survey), that has involved detailed surveys of land, properties, easements, tax 

business was not considered in the previous analysis because this 
information was not yet available.  City representatives have been 
involved throughout the process.  The Chamber of Commerce 
will continue to be coordinated with during the design 
process.  

In response to the comment pertaining to traffic congestion, traffic 
is currently operating at LOS D during peak hours, and in the 
future would operate at LOS E.  As explained in the EA, LOS D 
and E are unacceptable LOS conditions for this type of facility and 
result in inconvenience and delay for motorists due to inadequate 
capacity.  These motorists include potential business patrons.  

Some of the tools that have been used to present the information 
about this project include general public notices, individual 
mailings, a project website, and meetings with City staff and 
council.  In addition to the Public Hearing, which is a formal stage 
of the environmental process to solicit input from the public on the 
proposed alternative, each property owner was sent a letter 
inviting them to participate in the March 2006 workshop to review 
information about the Preliminary Build Alternative.  In response to 
comments received from property owners who participated in this 
workshop, additional features were incorporated into the Preferred 
Alternative to minimize impacts to their properties.  These 
changes included modifications to the typical section width and 
use of design features such as retaining walls.  City and County 
representatives also participated in this workshop.  Following this 
workshop, the City participated in a field review that was held to 
help address issues identified from this workshop.  Electronic files 
and maps showing the extent of impacts have been shared with 
City staff and the consultant for the bike path. 

Though only one build alternative is evaluated in the EA, the 
alternative development process reviewed possible shifts in the 
alignment and modifications to the elevation of the roadway have 
been incorporated as part of the Build Alternative to further 
minimize property impacts.  Since it is UDOT’s goal to cause the 
least disruption as possible, only the alternative with the least 
impact was presented in the document.  Details such as the 
removal of the awning are typically handled as part of the ROW 
and design process, in coordination with the property owner.   
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income, possible relocation locations of which there are none, maps showing the removal of buildings, and 
only now are you asking for public comment? It has been suggested to us, by various officials including the 
Property Rights Ombudsman, that once a project has got this far, and proposed plans are included in an EA, 
it is highly unlikely that these will be changed. It seems like you are just going through the motions to 
appease the public, but their comments are going to be worthless. 

• If it is your policy to cause as little impact to buildings and businesses as possible, why are other 
alternatives, such as the removal of our awning, not discussed in the plan? Why are your plans so black and 
white? 

• If you are concerned, as you say, about the impact caused on properties, why don't you produce other 
alternatives in your plan that would cause less impact? Why leave it to this late stage to get opinions from 
the public, who have been blindsided by exactly what is happening, and really don't have much time to 
research  

• We are not against the vision of providing a better gateway for the North end of Moab, and for providing bike 
paths and pedestrian walkways, but we are against the removal of business and buildings to enable this 
project to happen. Your plan, as stated already, is very cut and dried with only 2 options. The Build 
Alternative is going to cause extensive disruption in people's lives when their businesses are ruined, and 
their futures and livelihoods devastated. If you understood how Moab operated more, you would know that it 
is not just a matter of moving to another location and starting over. In the build alternative, it would seem that 
there should be options:  

a.   Do the road lanes and turning lanes have to be as wide as 12'? 

b.   Does the shoulder need to be 8'? 

c.   Does the walkway need to be 6'? 

d.   Can the bike path and walkway go another route? 

A. With regards to the properties on the East Side of the road, The Adventure Inn and 550 N Main which 
houses 4 businesses, could other alternatives be looked at? What about raising the bike path and sidewalk 
on an elevated walkway/bikeway which would give extra space, and possibly allow for the road to be 5 lanes 
at that point without having to knock these buildings down. Surely, being able to keep these buildings, and 
the businesses, would be the best way to go, so that people's lives are not ruined. It could even be a 
cheaper alternative. 

B. We support Phase 1 of the project, the replacement of Colorado Bridge. 

C. Whilst we think Phase 2 of the project, the road widening from 400 North to Potash Road, has some good 
points, the human impact cost is too high to give full support. If alternatives can be made to avoid the impact 
to buildings, then it would get full support. 

Comments from the public have been solicited from the beginning 
of the project and are an important part of the process.  
Comments have had a meaningful influence on this project.  For 
example, the typical section was modified and the bike path does 
not extend through this section as a result of the comments 
received as part of the March 2006 workshop.   

Other comments expressed will require further consideration 
during the ROW and design process.  In regard to the properties 
on the east side of the road, during the ROW acquisition and 
design processes, UDOT will communicate clearly with each of 
these affected property owners so that they may assist in 
developing fair, equitable, and workable solutions to the 
outstanding design and location challenges of this project.  
At that time, UDOT and the property owner will consider 
whether the use of design features, variations of the typical 
section width, and/or reconfiguration of the business 
structure can be used to avoid displacement of either 
business building and how best to minimize impacts to these 
properties.   

UDOT will continue to seek solutions that would avoid economic 
impacts to businesses in any sector, including leisure and 
hospitality.  And, UDOT would only need to acquire the portion of 
the property that is required for construction of the project.  
However, to acquire property, UDOT must fairly compensate 
property owners, and in some cases, fair compensation may result 
in full acquisition of a property and/or relocation of an existing 
business.  Because of this potential situation, the properties at 512 
N Main and 550 N Main are shown as potentially displaced, but 
subject to further review during design.  Property acquisition and 
relocation assistance, if necessary, would be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and the 
State of Utah Relocation Program.  

On a regional level, private land use development is constrained 
by the high percentage of public lands and environmental 
considerations, as explained in the EA.  However, this does not 
mean that individual parcels or properties are not available for 
lease, sale, development, or redevelopment.  The survey of real 
estate options completed in April 2006 provides a “snapshot” of 
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the real estate market at a single point in time.  Specific relocation 
sites are not identified in the EA since options available in the 
future would likely be different.  The EA acknowledges the 
challenges associated with the relocation of the Adventure Inn due 
to the limited hotel/motel real estate options in Moab.  Additionally, 
the remaining lands associated with both properties that are 
identified as potential displacements could be redeveloped either 
by the existing property owner or a new owner; however, the 
property at 550 N Main is more constrained because of its limited 
size.  Should relocation be determined necessary, a UDOT 
relocation counselor would work with each business to minimize 
economic harm to these businesses and increase the likelihood of 
them being able to relocate back into the affected community.  As 
there is the potential that either of these businesses may chose to 
not re-establish within the community, Section 3.4.3 identifies the 
potential economic impact to the community.  When considered in 
context of the overall economic sustainability of Moab, the 
economic impacts would likely be minimal.       

#6 I have recently learned of the UDOT road widening project in Moab.  I have lived in Moab for ten years, and have 
watched the community grow and expand.  Moab depends on its small business owners, particularly the young, 
motivated people who work hard to earn their future here.  I am writing for several reasons. 

First, I would like to express support for your decision to leave 415 North Main intact, but to suggest that it is very 
difficult for its owners to move forward with their business planning without a written guarantee of the verbal promise.  
[The property owners] are highly respected and well-known members of this community.  It would be unfortunate to 
hinder them in their efforts to move forward with plans to further a business which is extremely beneficial to Moab's 
economy and tourism.  The purchase of a building on Main Street is a big move for small business owners, and each 
day that they are halted in their planning represents a loss of money and progress which can hurt a small business in 
its growing phase. 

Second, I want to strongly advocate the No Build alternative, as I understand it.  I feel that it would be terrible to 
destroy any buildings which are being run as small businesses in Moab, as this would be very damaging to the 
individuals who have worked so hard to build them.  The Adventure Inn, in particular, is owned by a young couple who 
have devoted everything they have to their business.  To me, it would be unthinkable to strip them of their years of 
work.  I am less familiar with the personal situation of the owners of 550 N Main, but I assume that they too would be 
highly aggrieved to lose their property and their business investments.  I strongly urge you to support the No Build 
alternative.  The road lines could be made slightly narrower, and the bike path could be started north of [the] rock 
shop, to save space in the road widening.  The bike path that snakes around the center of Moab, circuitously and not 
beside the road, is much more pleasant and safe than it would be if it were next to a 4-lane highway. 

If the No Build Alternative proves impossible, I urge you to remove only parts of the buildings, and take the 

See response to Comment #5.   
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responsibility to rebuild the removed portions on the backs of the buildings.  Not only would this be the most fair 
approach, but it would be the best for Moab's economy as well, as it would leave well-established small businesses 
intact. 

Above all, as a compassionate community member, as well as a fair-minded business person, I urge you to make a 
reasonable decision as soon as possible, so these people can go on with their lives and their business plans.  This 
type of unforeseen situation can be an irreparable blow to a small business owner, or it can be an opportunity for the 
State of Utah to demonstrate fairness and responsibility to its taxpayers. 

#7 I am writing regarding my friends' business space, which may be in jeopardy, because of this "highway enlargement" 
plan proposed, or rather implemented.  I am also writing because of my concern of the Moab community & its' future. 

This is a letter from the heart, so if your looking for statistics or anger, you will have to look at others'. 

I have been a resident of Moab, off & on for over 10 years.  Inherently, from Chicago, & then to Durango, & Telluride.  
So, I have seen population impact...& am fully conscious of environmental impacts.  (I once was going to major in 
Environmental Biology...but traded it ten years later for Environmental/Architectural Design & Building.) 

Moab....such an amazing place! The heart of the best "Parks" in the US.  No wonder, it's compared to Rome & Paris!  
What better place for a walmart & a huge 4-lane highway!  Does the community "need" it or does "Walmart" want it?  I 
know there are many of us that are very tired of that trip to GJ.  Especially the older we get & more children we have to 
make the necessity more convenient.  Which, I totally can relate to w/my (2) year old!  Am I willing to risk losing any 
character & class the community can w/hold from closing out a Walmart & more traffic...No!  Just to get this 
straight...you are not widening the highway for the intense traffic that may occur here a few weeks a season..you have 
your own incentive reasons' I'm sure. 

Okay, I know this is not about Walmart...but I am certain that a road widening project is not for the "Moab Community."   
It is for those that will either profit from it.  More than likely, it has nothing more to do w/Moab, other than those 
revenue dollars that pass through here every year.  If you proceed as you are...you will ruin what Moab has to offer. 

My letter is to convince you to change w/etiquette.  Maintain the home & businesses, as they are..  All over the country 
towns are developed relentlessly, fast & efficient...they are disappeared as towns we once knew.  As the highway will 
prevail in its' planned arrangement..pay some respect to the community in which you are interrupting.  We are here, & 
here's my voice.  You build a bigger highway & people/traffic will come...inevitably.  Just do it with class.  Which Moab 
does not exactly have a reputation for...maybe we can change that, too! 

We have the opportunity to do this change w/class for the people who have lived here forever & for the people who lay 
down there souls to protect it...because they lived elsewhere & saw what happened.  Please give these business 
owners a right to Moab.  They were not planning on "your" plan.  Their lives & your dignity depends on it now. 

I adhere to the prospects of Moab.  I would love to have more businesses here offering more easily available goods.  I 
would just rather see Moab benefit from this. 

I think your bike path is a great hit.  but, I know the traffic that will follow your lead.  So, Do Not ever say your doing it 

UDOT is working with community leaders to develop a project that 
serves the travelers along US-191 and also benefits Moab.  The 
purpose of and need for improvements to the Colorado River 
Bridge and US-191 are presented in Chapter 1 of the EA. 
Comment #5 responds to the remaining comments. 
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for the community.  Take your traffic through Moab...just leave us alone as much as possible! 

I'm not sure what else I can say here to help you to consider taking responsive action to the communities addresses.  I 
know I do not speak for the entire community, though I hope I can merely guide you w/a conscious concern. 

I hope there can come a balance that adheres to the proceeding development w/dignity & integrity for Moab & all of us 
who live here. 

That's all...proceed as you will.  I'm not specific here because you know what you need to do..to pay the business 
owners' respect...just do it. 

#8 I wish to submit my comments on the proposed lane expansion at the north end of the main street of Moab Utah as a 
part of the Colorado River Bridge project. I  have lived in Moab for over ten years, owned businesses, worked in both 
the tourist service, and the construction industries in and  around Moab, and I am concerned about the impact which 
may occur to  local businesses due to the proposed "build alternative" in the  Colorado River Bridge project. 

I appreciate the need to accommodate the volume of traffic which is passing through Moab in ever increasing 
numbers.  I am certain however, that this traffic can be accommodated with minimal expansion of the north end road 
width, and consequently a minimal impact on the hard working and vital businesses at that end of town.  I am sure that 
the project can be achieved in such a way that the businesses impacted by the expansion can be left substantially 
intact in both property and frontage appeal. 

I would like to urge those who will consider the planning and execution of this plan to make every possible allowance 
for the needs of the businesses in the impact zone.  If buildings are to be selected for removal, then it seems 
imperative that the owners should be paid FAIR market value in a timely manner and should not be left on the line 
waiting for the final plan approval to receive compensation.  Those buildings which may be slightly encroaching on the 
proposed expansion, but whose total removal is not essential to the process should be given the opportunity to be 
amended not demolished. 

Progress for the town of Moab, its industry, aesthetics and efficiency should not come at the cost of the lively hoods of 
those who have strived hard to help build it in the first place.  Thank you for considering my suggestions. 

See response to Comment #5.   

 

 

#9 1)  It is a mystery to me why bicycles and pedestrians require a separate bridge to cross the Colorado River. For the 
cost, it would seem that adding pedestrian and bicycle lanes to the highway bridge would cost significantly less than 
constructing two separate bridges.  I have heard that the revenue streams are separate for these projects, but WHAT 
A WASTE of taxpayer money, time, effort, and materials to construct two separate spans for one simple purpose.  My 
suggestion is to revisit this "forgone conclusion" and consider combining these two projects into one shared span. 

2)  The typical roadway from 400 N to approximately 600 N is extremely wide given the fact that this proposal will 
decimate some businesses and the buildings they are housed in.  If the proposed demolition properties were part of 
some national chain I might feel differently, but it is extremely hard to bear that this proposal will destroy livelihoods 
and lifeworks.  My suggestion is to revisit this proposal to design a roadway that is as narrow as allowable to protect 

1) Separating the bicycle and pedestrian facility from roadway 
traffic will benefit the trail system.  The costs have been 
considered as part of each project. 

2 & 3) See response to Comment #5. 
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business properties from being ruined. 

3) If it does appear inevitable that some businesses on the east side of Main Street require removal, pay a FAIR 
PRICE--not just for bricks and mortar but for destroying the livelihood of the business owners.  Do it swiftly and do it 
right...no bloodbath for these fine citizens. 

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions. 

#10 I understand the need for the project and that there are times during such projects when a few property owners might 
have to make some sacrifices for the good of the whole community.  I am aware of the potential conflict with [the] 
building [on the west side of US-191] and the Adventure Inn.  As for [the building on the west side], as I understand it, 
the actual building could remain as is with the awning being the only part being in conflict with the highway expansion.  
If the decision is to go ahead with your project then I would hope that this in fact would be the case with [this] building 
and that only the awning would have to be removed.  As for the Adventure Inn I have been told that they would lose 
part of their building.  I hope that during the subsequent planning processes that all options are explored in regards to 
this situation so as to either avoid this altogether or to properly compensate [the owners of the Adventure Inn] in a 
timely manner. 

I am not to familiar with the rest of the project but would also hope that there are plans to include bike trails. Thanks for 
your time. 

See responses to Comments #3, 4, and 5. 

 

 

 

 

   

#11 Thank you for taking time to consider concerns voiced by Moab business owners who may be affected by proposals 
associated with the US-191 Colorado River Bridge Project. 

According to the Draft Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternative anticipates widening portions of the Highway 
191 within Moab City limits, and mentions the displacement of several businesses. 

The City understands that design and engineering standards sometimes necessitate making decisions that have 
repercussions on landowners.  That said, the City would like to strongly encourage UDOT to look at options that will 
allow the project to proceed while preserving access and use by these property owners.  We also ask that every effort 
be made to communicate clearly with the affected property owners so that they may assist in developing fair, equitable 
and workable solutions to the design and location challenges of this project.   

Thank you again for your consideration.  

See responses to Comments #5 and 7. 

#12 On or around the 6th of December 2006, it came to my attention as I was readying for a two week holiday departing 
Monday the 11th of December, and it happened just as I am describing, that the Colorado River Bridge Project in 
Moab Utah directly involved my husband and myself. Our commercial building @ 550 N. Main Moab (described as the 
Moab Realty building) was slated for removal in the later phase of the project for which currently there was no funding. 
Since it is obvious that this is neither the right time or the right forum for the type of comments that need to be made 
concerning my property as well as my neighbors property, the adjoining property to the south known as The Adventure 
Inn, who's home, business and future have been anonymously slated for removal or disfigurement as the Engineers 

Most of these concerns are addressed in the responses to 
Comments #4 and 5.  In regards to the properties located on the 
west side of US-191, each business along US-191 is important to 
the community.  As such, the alternative development process 
focused on reducing the number of business buildings potentially 
taken, regardless of their location in relation to the right of way.   

As stated in the response to Comment #5, UDOT will 
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pencils lightly danced over the pages of drawings reconfiguring the landscape to include all their desires without a 
consideration of the real human cost or the logistics of such designs, I will confine my comments to that which should 
be submitted to this site at this date although I have been erroneously directed to voice my concerns here by both 
Lorraine Richards and Karen Stein. I have no real concerns about the project of the Colorado River Bridge widening 
and rebuild, it is antiquated and needs to be repaired. Marrying the four lanes from the bridge through town again 
seems to be a viable consideration. Someone has suggested a light be placed at the 400 intersection to slow traffic 
before it continues its journey through the heart of town, while not necessary, and not offensive, it should be 
considered that such a stop would create greater pollution considerations for that intersection. Quite an extensive 
study has been made over the last couple years, several hundred pages of economic and environmental studies to be 
more specific. It interests me to note a few things at this point: with the 2 properties previously described so integral an 
aspect in the completion of the project and with the Public Forum that took place on Dec. 12th wherein there were full 
color blown up posters of the properties, how is it that the owners of these properties were never given a name or a 
face and more specifically never alerted to the inclusion of their properties as the cost of this project. The City was 
urged to consider the financial impact of their revenues when considering the demise of these to properties wherein it 
was described that in the case of the 550 building they would only lose the revenues of property taxes and in the case 
of The Adventure Inn, the 12.25% tax collected on the rent of each room of their 30 room establishment would quickly 
be replaced by another hotel to be built in the future and that the owners could simply relocate to Green River and 
replace their motel. It was further described that after the "TAKINGS", and after the project was complete, the 
remaining "Prime Real-estate" (which there would be plenty) would be sold by UDOT for commercial use and it follows 
that the City would then reclaim its tax revenues as well as the "Project" getting a little help offsetting the construction 
costs. This really concerns me, since when did UDOT get out of the road building business and into buying or should I 
say "TAKING" real-estate and reselling it? My biggest concern is the basic nuts and bolts of this project and it's 
considerations or lack there of. Simply speaking, there is a deficit of land required to achieve the continuum of four 
lane from the bridge through town. Of course there is the road-right-of-way already established that provides the 
necessary land to achieve this goal. However, it seems that the west side of main across from the aforementioned 
properties where the Century 21 building, the Poison Spider building and the Maverick Station are situated are all 
encroaching on that Right-of-Way. These sites are clearly in violation and encroaching as well as the little triangular 
building further south. I was told a decision was made to take the deficit from the east side of the road where larger 
parcels of land could be taken and condemned and later resold instead of from the encroaching, violating side of the 
road where the parcels are so small that they would be used entirely with nothing left to resell and offset the cost of the 
project. I am not going to debate the merits of the decision to displace the east side of the road nor what you can or 
cannot do as far as "Taking" for the "greater good", but speaking from the point of view of someone who has already 
had to sacrifice my land,hopes and dreams for the "greater good" in a previous taking here in Moab, I can safely say 
this wreaks of impropriety and unfairness. To take from the side that is not encroaching and allow the violators who 
knowingly built and encroached within the last 12 years,to not be held accountable, is not fair. Also, to attempt to slate 
our properties for removal without even bothering to notify us in any way in a timely fashion is shameful. As previously 
mentioned, this is not the time or forum for further comment but I urge you to consider what I have set forth and amend 
your design requirements for the completion of the property accordingly.  

Thank You For Your Consideration, 

communicate clearly with this property owner so that they 
may assist in developing fair, equitable, and workable 
solutions to the remaining design and location challenges of 
this project.  UDOT and the property owner will work together 
to consider whether the use of design features, variations of 
the typical section width, and/or reconfiguration of the 
business structure can be used to avoid displacement of this 
business building and how best to minimize impacts to this 
property.   
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#13 I wish to comment briefly on just one aspect of this project. I have not had the chance to review the EA ad as I am 
traveling, will not have the opportunity before the comment period ends. I am a resident of Moab. 

I do not feel that any phase of bridge-widening or road-widening should be commenced unless funds and plans for 
restoration of disturbed roadsides are firmly in place. I also strongly believe that only plants native to the particular 
area impacted should be used in revegetation efforts. The highway 191 widening completed north of Moab a couple 
years ago created an ongoing nightmare of weed infestation of the disturbed roadsides. The weeds are spreading onto 
adjacent National Park Service and BLM lands.  If the same restoration practices (or lack thereof) are implemented 
with Phase 1 of this project, weeds generated will also spread to private lands, the county’s Lion’s Park, and down the 
Colorado River. If there is not enough money to include native plant restoration in this project, I think there’s just not 
enough money for the project – perhaps the money should be spent instead on cleaning up the weed problem from 
the last UDOT project.  

In the last six months the U.S. DOE has disturbed a substantial roadside area of US 191, near the proposed project 
area, in order to remove a top layer of contaminated soil. They replaced the removed soil with weed-free reject sand 
and generated a good list of native plants – to be re-seeded in the disturbed area. (I do not know if they have seeded 
the area yet.) I suggest their list as a good one for this immediate area. Whichever species list UDOT chooses, I 
suggest that they have a Moab-area botanist (not a plant grower or nursery) review the list before it is finalized. 
Botanists with the National Park Service or Bureau of Land Management could be utilized.   

Thank you for your consideration,  

Plants native to the area will be incorporated into the design.  
Section 3.15.3 specifies mixes will be free of noxious weeds and 
other invasive plant species.  The NPS and BLM will have the 
opportunity to review the re-vegetation plan during the design 
process.   

#14 The Resource Development Coordinating Committee (RDCC) has reviewed this proposal.  The Division of Air Quality 
comments: 

Based on the information provided, the proposed bridge and roadway construction project on US-191 from 400 North 
in Moab City to SR-279 in Grand County, will not require a permit. However, if any “non-permitted” rock crushing 
plants, asphalt plants, or concrete batch plants are located at the site, an Approval Order from the Executive Secretary 
of the Air Quality Board will be required for operation of the equipment, including all equipment not permitted in Utah. 
A permit application, known as a Notice of Intent (NOI), should be submitted to the Executive Secretary at the Utah 
Division of Air Quality at 150 North, 1950 West, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84116 for review according to Utah Air Quality 
Rule R307-401. Permit: Notice of Intent and Approval Order.  The guidelines for preparing and NOI are available on-
line at: http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Permits/FORMS/NOIGuide8.pdf

In addition, the project is subject to R307-205-5, Fugitive Dust, since the project could have a short-term impact on air 
quality due to the fugitive dust that could be generated during the excavation and construction phases of the project.  
An Approval Order is not required solely for the control of fugitive dust, but steps need to be taken to minimize fugitive 
dust, such as watering and/or chemical stabilization, providing vegetative or synthetic cover or windbreaks. A copy of 
the rules may be found at: www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r307/r307.htm

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review this proposal. Please direct any other written questions 
regarding this correspondence to the Resource Development Coordinating Committee, Public Lands Section, at the 

Section 3.6.3 has been changed to reflect the correct rule (R307-
205-5). R307-309-4 does not apply to this area.  If an asphalt or 
concrete batch plant is required, an Approval Order will be 
obtained from the Executive Secretary at the Division of Air 
Quality. 
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above address or call the Director, Jonathan G. Jemming, at (801) 537-9023 or Carolyn Wright at (801) 537-9230.  

#15 I don’t think you should remove 612 N. Main (Adventure Inn) buildings. They have been working hard to make their 
business successful in hope of retiring.  UDOT could not reimburse them for their 5 years of hard work by 
compensating them for street value.  Because you will be affecting this family’s livelihood, I say – find another option. 
Put in a light at 400 North for traffic congestions.  It is terrible there anyway.  

How can you write an EIS for such a large project and not notify the people, especially directly affected, of such a 
large scale project? How would you like it if someone did this to you? In your neighborhood?  I think the 3 businesses 
directly affected are crucial to our community in Moab and I think you’ll be “displacing” them elsewhere if you proceed 
in the same vein.  

What went well? You had good pictures – GIS maps that were informative of our intentions. 

How can we improve? I received a “Nov 2006 US-191, Colorado River Public Hearing” handout in the mail at work. 
After glancing over it, my eye caught “vacant commercial building…to be removed.”  I thought this would be a 
DISGRACEFUL way to find out that I’d be losing my business. Come to find out, it’s one of my best friends (their 
business). No one NOTIFIED her! This flyer was the only way to find out the intention of UDOT.  

See responses to Comments #5 and 7. 

In response to the need for a light at 400 North, major 
intersections will be evaluated further during design based on 
UDOT signal warrant criteria.  

 

 

#16 [Verbal Comment] 

The property that I have is at 497 North Main Street.  It's Poison Spider Bicycles. It's my understanding that the 
existing curb and gutter will be left in place and the construction will be toward the -- I believe what would be the west 
side of the road. If that is the case and it's not going to impact physical dimensions of our property, of our lot, what I 
would like to make sure is that the storm drainage from that area is dealt with in a more -- in a better manner because 
currently, there is absolutely no storm drainage there. In fact, most all the drainage from the road and from our, you 
know, roof on our building, but also from the hill side, it runs down into our lot. We only have a French drain in our 
parking area.  So we are trying to deal with not only the water collection that we should be responsible for, but also the 
water collection coming off of the roadway. And occasionally -- I don't know the name of the canyon.  It's the water that 
comes down and floods the Hacienda Restaurant.  Occasionally, water from that hill side will come all the way into our 
property at 497.    

So I think the city has been quite remiss in providing storm drainage.  And with this project, you know, this sounds like 
it's going to be a 30 or 40-year project. I think the storm drainage for that side of the road should be dealt with.  That's 
pretty much our major concern from the property at 497 North Main.  Thank you….  

We are in a unique place on the road because it climbs to our property and then it lays dead flat right there. So you 
know, what they have all thought is whatever curb and gutter is going to be there is just deal with it.  All it does is pools 
it like a lake.  Anything coming down pushes that lake right up into our property…. 

We were hoping that was going to happen with the current or most recent road construction.  And you know, the city 
engineer said, Well, we'll see what we are going to do.  I had no idea it was going to be a temporary reconstruction. 
Really, what we are talking about here today is more of the permanent fix for that road.  So I could see where at that 

The existing curb and gutter would likely be replaced; however, no 
additional right of way is required from this property.  A temporary 
construction easement would be necessary to restore the 
driveway access to this property.   

As recognized in the Draft EA, Moab, Grand County, and UDOT 
are working jointly to address existing drainage problems and 
flooding concerns independent of this project.  The conceptual 
layout of the Preferred Alternative has identified potential 
detention basins and roadside ditches to handle the increased 
runoff associated with proposed improvements. 
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time it kind of was a little evasive….   

#17 [Verbal Comment] 

I have a concern on one of the displays.  The 400 North to 600 North existing diagram is wrong.  It's incorrect.  It 
doesn't show the number of lanes that are there right now.  It only shows two lanes. There are really two parking 
lanes, three driving lanes and a center turn lane existing right now in that area. It only shows two driving lanes and not 
much else.  So I'd like to have that corrected.  It makes it look really bad now.  It's not that bad now.  

The other thing I want to comment on is I'm hoping that the parking in the 400 North to 600 North area doesn't 
disappear all together, the on-street parking.  That is a pretty important parking area for the businesses that are there.  
And some of those businesses get pretty busy. They have some off-street parking, but not enough for the business 
they have at the Poison Spider bike shop.  They need some Main Street parking. I hope it still is there.  It looks like it 
probably is as part of the shoulder on the diagram along with a bike lane, which could be helpful as well.  I'm hoping 
that is taken into consideration. 

The third thing is I hope that there is consideration being given to stop lights perhaps as far out as where Denny's is on 
the way into town. That would be a good place to slow traffic town with a stop light to begin with and to kind of 
delineate the edge of town. Then a traffic light at 400 North would definitely be another consideration to once again 
slow those trucks down as they are coming into town and slow them down even before as they know that the stop light 
is coming up. I don't know if there's a possibility of putting a stop light at the bridge itself where Highway 128 comes 
out.  That's the river road.  The river road is quite a busy road in the summer and lots of commercial river trip traffic, as 
well as just people sightseeing. On busy times, it's really hard to turn left from the river road coming into Moab.  I don't 
know if we can put a stop light on a bridge where cars would be stopped on a bridge, but just one other thing in the 
comments. 

One more thing is I think the stop lights would also help slow down the truck -- the traffic going out of town from the 
last stop light, which is at the Poplar Place at 1st North. If there were another one or two stop lights, it would still feel 
like you are in town as you are driving north.  A lot of people, trucks and cars, we are out of here.  I think that's another 
real good reason to put -- considering putting stop  lights in. 

The diagram does not accurately reflect this section between 400 
North and 600 North because it serves as a taper from the four-
lane section in Moab, and the two-lane section to the north.  The 
two southbound lanes start in this section, and the two northbound 
lanes coming out of town taper to one lane along the curved 
section.  A note has been added to the Figure stating that it does 
not accurately reflect conditions through this taper section.  The 
shoulders, lanes, median, and sidewalk are typically narrower 
than the proposed widths. 

On-street parking within the shoulder area will be reviewed as part 
of the design process, in coordination with property owners and 
tenants. 

Traffic-related comments are addressed in the response to 
Comment #4. 

 

 

 

 

 

#18 [Verbal Comment] 

I think this procedure is very, very good.  The procedure is good…. 

I really appreciate this opportunity to express and to give my input.  I have lived in Moab almost 30 years now.  In 1977 
I moved to Moab, so I know Moab. From my view about this north corridor, in 2004 I wrote a letter to the mayor and 
Moab city manager.  At that time, there was a north corridor transportation hearing.  I wrote a detailed letter about the 
north corridor.  

Basically, after I read this, this project background, most of my ideas are already in here.  I'm very happy….  

Like I don't have to say it. It's already here.  Basically, the four-way traffic with middle lane, the safe turn, all those 

See response to Comment #16. 
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points, bicycle trail, all those ideas are already in here.  

One thing I think is missing compared with my recommendation and this project plan is the flood water, taking care of 
the flood water because without taking care of the flood water, the highway really is not done, not complete.  

In 2001, there's a big mud slide and a flood.  It covered the highway.  The city and the county worked very diligently for 
quite a few days to clean it up. Really, on the north -- on that side, on this north corridor, if you get a storm come down, 
the water really comes down quickly. This highway right now, the saturation is -- didn't take care of any problem.  So 
this letter I wrote to the city at that time, I hope the city address to the UDOT that they need to take care of this in the 
future.  

So my recommendation is the most natural and economic way is build -- construct a very scientific lane and well-built 
drainage, the water, all the way going to the Colorado River on the hill side, which is the east side.  

Even more important design now even before the bridge and before that because at least with design because people 
are talking about it. As a matter of fact, already with this bicycle trail, if one day the bicycle trail done, then we need to 
dig big trenches.  You know, we ruin the bicycle trail. I know somebody said -- we would like some holes under the 
highway drain to the other side. Okay, well, that's already happened in some place, but that created trouble because 
we look at the big picture.  We take care of the water all the way to the Colorado River.  We do not flood the 
neighboring business.  That's better.  

One day you took the holes and drain the water into the other side and the flood -- the water need to be taken care of 
anyway. It's public money.  We are in the design stage.  We have the opportunity while we do not design now.  

For some reason, I think this project didn't even mention the flood and drain.  So that's why I come here to give my 
input.  

In the future, I would like -- if I have a chance, I would work for the city and county and the DOT to continue to give my 
two cents, my little efforts.  That's fine….  

#19 [Verbal Comment] 

I work for the City of Moab and we have been working with UDOT and Michael Baker since the beginning of this. I 
think the process has been fair and they have taken our input and made adjustments when we have asked them to.  I 
feel it's a good project. 

The City’s involvement and input throughout the process is greatly 
appreciated. 
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