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RECORD OF DECISION

for

1-80 & STATE STREET INTERCHANGE
SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
PROJECT NO. F-180-3(180)123

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is the Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT)
Record of Decision (ROD) for the proposed reconstruction of the
State Street Interchange on Interstate 1-80 (I-80) in the City of South
Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The purpose of the project is
to:

e Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street

e Improve operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and
State Street

e Support economic development through mobility
improvements

The majority of the environmental analyses conducted for the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) were completed with
oversight from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). FHWA
and UDOT have since executed an agreement (Memorandum of
Understanding between the Federal Highway Administration and
the Utah Department of Transportation Concerning State of Utah’s
Participation in the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Program
Pursuant To 23 U.S.C. 327, executed January 17, 2017) through
which FHWA has formally assigned its legal responsibilities for

complying with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to
UDOT. Therefore, this EIS is being processed in accordance with this
agreement and UDOT is the agency responsible for approving the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and decision
document. An opportunity for an additional public hearing was
provided from February 1, 2017 to February 15, 2017 to address the
change in NEPA approval authority. No requests for a public hearing
were received.

This ROD constitutes UDOT’s approval of 1-80 and State Street
Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond at Main Street, North
Side Only as described in the |-80 & State Street Interchange FEIS.
This decision is based on the information presented in the FEIS and
supporting technical documents; the associated project file; and
input received from the public and interested local, state, and
Federal agencies.

In making this decision, UDOT considered the expected impacts of
the project and alternative courses of action under NEPA, Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, and other
applicable laws, thereby balancing the need for safe and efficient



transportation with national, state, and local environmental
protection goals.

Further, UDOT is using the 1-80 & State Street Interchange Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), together with public and
agency input and comments received on that document, as the
basis for the issuance of a combined FEIS/Record of Decision (ROD),
in accordance with Section 1304(j)(2) of the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act (codified at 23 U.S.C. §139(n)(2)).

Section 1319(j)(2) directs the lead agency (in this case, UDOT), to
the maximum extent practicable, to expeditiously develop a single
document that consists of a FEIS and ROD, unless the following
conditions exist:

1. The FEIS makes substantial changes to the proposed action
that are relevant to environmental or safety concerns; or

2. There is a significant new circumstance or information
relevant to environmental concern that bears on the
proposed action or the impacts of the proposed action.

UDOT has determined that neither of the conditions specified in
Section 1304(J)(2) that would warrant separate issuance of the FEIS
and ROD are present in this case.

The intention to prepare a combined FEIS/ROD was stated on the
cover page of the DEIS, which was circulated to both agencies and
the public for review and comment.

The FAST Act, which was signed by President Obama on December
4, 2015, updates MAP-21 and any and all references to MAP-21 in
this combined FEIS/ROD are hereby amended.

2.0 DECISION

UDOT, pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.127,
finds that the requirements of NEPA and other applicable laws have
been satisfied for the construction and operation of the Selected
Alternative.

This ROD is based on UDOT’s involvement in, close monitoring of,
and independent evaluations of the process followed by the [-80
and State Street Interchange study team in setting forth and
considering the effects of the 1-80 and State Street Interchange
project and the available alternatives. This process included
preparing the DEIS (January 2016), the I-80 and State Street Traffic
Analysis Memorandums (October 2014 and December 2015) the
Preliminary Noise Analysis (December 2015), and the FEIS, including
the determinations and evaluations made in the FEIS.

This ROD describes the basis for the decision and the alternatives
considered, identifies the environmentally preferred alternative,
and documents the mitigation measures that will be implemented.
The environmental study conducted and the decision identified in
this ROD selects the preferred alternative for the State Street and I-
80 Interchange and is not intended to evaluate the 1-80 mainline.
The summary descriptions included in this ROD do not supersede or
negate any of the information, descriptions, or evaluations provided
in the environmental review documents, except what is expressly
noted below.



UDOT hereby approves the selection of [-80 and State Street
Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond at Main Street, North
Side Only, as identified in the FEIS. This approval constitutes UDOT'’s
acceptance of I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative 3N —
Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only (Selected Alternative)
and completes the approval process for the environmental
evaluation.

The Selected Alternative consists of the following transportation
improvements:

e Construct a Main Street westbound on-ramp with a
westbound frontage road between State Street and Main
Street (interchange configuration to remain similar to
existing configuration on the south side).

e Widen I-80 structure and add additional lanes on State
Street under structure.

e Construct free-flow right-turn lane on the eastbound off-
ramp.

e Eliminate right-turn on red light for the eastbound on-ramp.

e Realign curb so all traffic uses striped lanes (frontage road
access allowed from ramp lanes) for the eastbound on-
ramp.

3.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION (CHAPTER
1 OF THE FEIS)

The purpose of the project is to:

e Reduce congestion on 1-80 and State Street

e Improve operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and
State Street

e Support economic development through mobility
improvements

The project purpose would address the following project needs:

e Congestion on I-80 and State Street near the Interchange —
Segments of 1-80 and State Street will operate at failing
conditions by 2040.

e Operational and Safety Issues on 1-80 and State Street:

O Inside through-lane on northbound and southbound
State Street trapped at the left-turn lanes under the
I-80 bridge

O Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the State
Street/1-80 Interchange.

e Changing Land-Use Patterns and Additional Development —
Land use in the study area is changing and becoming more
diversified as a result of two major urban renewal areas
(Market Station and Central Pointe) located northwest of
the 1-80/State Street Interchange. These renewal areas will
cause an increase of vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic.



4.0 ALTERNATIVES (CHAPTER 2 OF THE FEIS)

4.1 Alternative Development

The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of
alternatives as part of this study. The agencies did not constrain the
list of alternatives by mode, ability to meet the purpose and need,
potential environmental impacts, or cost. The intent was to begin
with a broad listing of specific and independent actions that could
be performed.

The lead agencies presented the initial range of alternatives to the
public on November 19, 2014. This initial range assumed that all
funded projects included in the Wasatch Front Regional Council
(WFRC) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) would be
completed by 2040, except for improvements to the 1-80 and State
Street interchange.

The project team considered a wide range of alternatives including
the No-action Alternative, the Transportation System Management
(TSM) Alternative, the Transit Alternative, and several build
alternatives. These build alternatives included improvements to the
[-80 and State Street interchange.

e No-action Alternative: The No-action Alternative would
maintain I-80 and State Street in their current roadway
configurations. This alternative assumes that short-term
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that
maintain continued operation of the existing roadway
facilities would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative
assumes all other improvements included in the 2040 RTP
would be implemented.

e Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative:
The TSM Alternative includes activities that would improve

traffic flow. This alternative would focus on strategies to
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through
activities that include intersection improvements, turn
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering,
auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), and
access management to reduce conflicts.

e Transit Alternative: The Transit Alternative assumes
implementation of public transit improvements included in
WEFRC’s 2040 RTP. There is no difference between the No-
action Alternative and the Transit Alternative.

e 1-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives: The project
team developed several interchange alternatives to address
the congestion on State Street and the operational and
safety concerns at the 1-80/State Street Interchange. All
interchange alternatives would include widening the 1-80
bridge to accommodate three travel lanes on State Street in
each direction.

Variations of 8 interchange alternatives were examined for
the 1-80 and State Street interchange. These included a
single-point urban interchange (SPUI), a loop ramp, various
split diamond configurations, a diverging diamond
interchange (DDI), a continuous flow intersection (CFl),
conventional diamond interchange, and Thru-turns.

4.2 Alternatives Screening Process
The alternatives screening process evaluated the alternatives
described in the previous section.

e Level 1 — Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the
compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need.



e Level 2 — Environmental Screening: Screen alternatives
passing Level 1 Screening. These alternatives will be
screened based on critical environmental resources,
including impacts to residential relocations, commercial
relocations, and Section 4(f) properties.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS
evaluate all reasonable alternatives and discuss those alternatives
that were eliminated from further study. Reasonable alternatives
include those that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives
that have substantially greater environmental or other impacts,
based on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further
study.

Level 1 — Purpose and Need Screening

Interchange Alternatives

The purpose and need objectives for the Interchange alternatives
were:

e Provide LOS C or better for all intersections associated with
the State Street and 1-80 interchange and provide LOS D or
better on State Street near the interchange.

e Reduce crashes on State Street.

e Be consistent with South Salt Lake City’s economic
development and master transportation plans.

Alternatives that met all three elements of the project purpose
moved forward to Level 2 — Environmental Screening. Alternatives
that only meet one or two elements of the project purpose were
eliminated from further consideration.

Alternative 4 — Split Diamond at West Temple would not allow
vehicles traveling from southbound I-15 or eastbound SR-201 to exit
at State Street without being constructed in combination with one
of the Eastbound Weave Alternatives. Since it was previously
determined that none of the Eastbound Weave Alternatives would
meet the purpose and need of the project, Alternative 4 was
eliminated from further consideration.

All remaining Alternatives would reduce crashes on State Street and
would be consistent with South Salt Lake City’s economic
development and master transportation plans.

Alternatives that did not provide the required level of service at all
intersections associated with the State Street and I-80 interchange
were eliminated from further study and included the following:

e Alternative 2 - Loop Ramp, and

e Alternative 8 - Thru-Turns.

Alternatives that did not provide the required level of service on
State Street were eliminated from further study and included the
following:

e Alternative 5 - DDI,

e Alternative 6 - CFl, and

e Alternative 8 - Thru-Turns.

Six interchange alternatives meeting all three elements of the
project purpose, plus the no-action alternative, were carried
forward for further study and included the following:

e 1-SPUI

e 1A - Additional Exit at Main Street

e 3 —Split Diamond at Main Street

e 3N -Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only



e 3A-Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas Turnarounds
e 7 —Diamond Interchange.

Level 2 — Environmental Screening

The alternatives carried forward for further study were analyzed
through Environmental Resources Screening. The environmental
screening analysis included an inventory of existing critical
environmental resources located near the study area. The inventory
included residences, commercial structures, and Section 4(f)
resources (historic structures and public parks). It should be noted
that the environmental screening process is not a full environmental
analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of

alternatives was conducted for alternatives selected for detailed
study.

Screening factors included the number of residential and
commercial relocations and impacts to Section 4(f) properties
(public parks and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges,
and historic sites). Alternatives that did not have greater than de
minimis impacts moved forward for detailed study. Alternatives that
had greater than de minimis impacts were eliminated from further
consideration.

A summary of the environmental screening for interchange
alternatives is shown in Table 1.



Table 1 Level 2: Environmental Resources Screening (I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives)

# of # of Section 4(f)

. . . . Carry Forward to
# of Commercial Relocations | Residential Greater than De

Alternative . L. Detailed Study
Relocations Minimis Impact

I-80 and State Street Interchange

4 (KFC, TechnaGlass, House
1A — Additional Exit at Main Street of Blinds, and Emission 7 3 No
Time)

2 (House of Blinds and
3 — Split Diamond at Main Street L . 8 4 No
Emissions Time)

3A — Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas 2 (House of Blinds and

Turnarounds Emission Time)

Based on the results of the environmental resources screening, the SPUI; Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only; and Diamond
interchanges were carried forward for detailed study, along with the No-action alternative. The SPUI with an additional exit at Main Street, Split
Diamond at Main Street, and Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas Turnarounds were eliminated due to a greater number of residential
relocations and greater than de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources.
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4.3 Alternatives Selected for Detailed Study
The screening process identified alternatives that were carried
forward for detailed study:

e No-action Alternative — The No-action Alternative would
maintain 1-80 and State Street in their current roadway
configurations. This alternative assumes that short-term
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that
maintain continued operation of the existing roadway
facilities would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative
assumes all other improvements included in the 2040 RTP
would be implemented.

e 1 Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) — State Street and
all the ramps at the interchange to come to a single
signalized intersection.

e 3N Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only —
Interchange configuration to remain similar to existing
configuration on the south side. Construct a Main Street
westbound on-ramp with a westbound frontage road
between State Street and Main Street.

e 7 Diamond Interchange — Interchange configuration to
remain similar to existing configuration. Construct
additional lanes on State Street and move ramp
intersections further apart.

4.4 Identification of the Selected Alternative
Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was
identified as the Selected Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce
the travel demand on State Street by providing another
alternative (Main Street) to access westbound I-80

e In comparison to Alternatives 1 and 7, Alternative 3N better
satisfies the economic component of the purpose and need

by providing better access to the Urban Renewal Areas and
existing businesses

e Construction of Alternative 3N would allow for multiple
access points to a westbound frontage road.

e A more detailed traffic analysis of the Selected Alternative
was completed for the preparation of the Interstate Access
Change Request required by FHWA. The additional analysis
showed overall improvements to the LOS for the Selected
Alternative.

4.5 Environmentally Preferred Alternative
The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that

would cause the least damage to the biological and physical
environment and that would best protect, preserve, and enhance
historic, cultural, and natural resources. Interchange Alternative 3N
— Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only is both the
Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the Selected Alternative.

5.0 MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM FROM THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVE (CHAPTER 3 OF THE FEIS)
Many potential impacts were eliminated or reduced by adjusting
the alternative and/or avoiding sensitive resources. The few
remaining impacts associated with project construction and
operation will be minimized by following the current UDOT standard
specifications for road and bridge construction and by implementing
a variety of project-specific mitigation measures.

The environmental impacts of the Selected Alternative were
evaluated in a qualitative as well as quantitative manner in Chapter
3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences of the



FEIS. The FEIS evaluates both beneficial and adverse impacts and implemented. The following table summarizes these measures,

assigns mitigation measures where necessary. which are described in detail in the EIS. UDOT has determined that
‘ ' . ' the measures described below are appropriate to mitigate impacts
Implemer.\tmg th? Selected AItern.atlve will res.ult LLSLL _ and will be implemented. UDOT will administer implementation of
co.nstructlon-perlod (short-term) |mF>acts and |mF)acts associated all the mitigation measures described in the EIS and will ensure that
with long-term operation of the project. UDOT will ensure that all they are properly executed and enforced via the monitoring and
practical measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts related to . . . o
enforcement program discussed in Section 6.0, Monitoring and

the construction and operation of the Selected Alternative will be Enforcement Program, of this ROD.

Table 2 Mitigation Summary

Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Land Use
e Consistent with policies established in the South Salt Lake Future Land Use Plan, with
a focus on commercial, mixed-use and office land uses No mitigation required
e Full and partial acquisitions would not affect the land use characteristics of the study
area
Farmlands

No mitigation required
e NoImpact 8 g

Social Conditions

e Would not change neighborhood or community cohesion through the splitting of
neighborhoods, or the isolation of a portion of a neighborhood or an ethnic group

e Would not generate new development, nor is there an expectation that property | No mitigation required
values would change substantially within the study area

e Noimpact to the Granite School District Community Center

e Would not separate residents from community facilities




Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Environmental Justice

e Would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-
income populations in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order
6640.23A. No further environmental justice analysis is required

No mitigation required

Relocations
e Relocate two businesses
e Require 0.08-acres in right-of-way acquisition

UDOT will compensate persons from whom right-of-way acquisition is required. Any No mitigation required
right-of-way acquisitions will occur in accordance with federal, state, and local policies.
The acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended
(42USC §4601 as implemented in 49 CFR §24).

Economic Conditions

e Partial acquisition of property related to four businesses and would relocate two
businesses (represents less than 0.1 percent of study area acreage, taxable property
value, and market property value)

e Longterm redevelopment plans would continue to utilize study area as prime
location for commercial development

No mitigation required

Pedestrians and Bicyclists
e Approximately 500 feet of existing bike lane on Main Street would be temporarily No mitigation required
closed during construction

Air Quality
e Would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in the frequency or No mitigation required
severity of existing violations of the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS

10



Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Noise

e Noise levels would generally be the same as existing conditions

e 13 receptors would be considered impacted

e Two noise walls were analyzed and a 6-ft to 18-ft high wall would not reduce noise
levels by 8 dBA to 75% of first-row receptors; therefore, a noise wall was not
considered feasible and reasonable. No mitigation required

e A Sensitivity Analysis completed in May 2017 compared the noise analysis conducted
for the FEIS using the 2012 UDOT Noise Abatement Policy to a newer version of the
policy implemented on March 22, 2017. The Sensitivity Analysis showed that noise
abatement measures are not considered reasonable using the new policy and
therefore no changes are required to the environmental document.

e A new storm drain system will be constructed
that will comply with current UDEQ and UDWQ
standards as well as local discharge rates and

regulations.
e Impacted water rights will be handled through

Water Resources UDOT’s Right-of-Way acquisition process as
e Slight increase in impervious surface area needed.
e Not expected to impact water quality because the increase in flow would be|e Construction-related erosion and

controlled through a storm drain system sedimentation impacts will be managed
e Potential to impact up to 77 underground water wells, however a large number of through obtaining a Utah Pollution Discharge

the wells are located within the I-80 right-of-way and are considered inactive. Elimination System (UPDES) storm water

general permit from the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality (UDEQ), which will
include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) and an outline of Best
Management Practices (BMP) to be followed.

11



Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Wetlands

No mitigation required
e Noimpact 8 g

Floodplains

No mitigation required
e Noimpact 8 g

Wildlife

No mitigation required
e Noimpact g g

Threatened & Endangered Species

No mitigation required
e Noimpact g a

Archaeological and Architectural Resources

N itigati ired
e No historic properties affected © mitigation require

Section 4(f) Properties

N itigati ired
e No use to Section 4(f) properties © mitigation require

Paleontology

No mitigation required.
e Noimpact 8 g

Hazardous Waste

o . . No mitigation required
e Three sites in impact area would have an overall risk rating of “low” 8 d

e During the design phase, a landscaping plan
will be developed that is consistent with the
existing aesthetics of the 1-80 corridor

e Impacts to the City of South Salt Lake’s
entryway signage, lighting, and landscaping will
be restored

Visual Conditions

e Viewers of Roadway: New westbound on-ramp would shift retaining wall 16 to 26
feet closer to businesses and residences on northwest side of interchange

e Viewers Using Roadway: Removal of commercial properties at interchange corners
would create a noticeable “vacancy”

Invasive Species

. . . . . No mitigation required
e Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species 8 g

12



Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Wild and Scenic Rivers

No mitigation required
e Noimpact 8 g

Energy

e Construction energy requirements

e Similar operational energy requirements to the No-action Alternative
e Lower fuel consumption due to decreased congestion

No mitigation required

Construction

e Social Conditions: Area residents, commercial and retail businesses, governmental
and institutional properties, and commuters in study area would experience minor,
temporary inconveniences from noise, dust, and travel delays and detours during the
course of construction; access to all properties in area would be maintained (some
temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties.

e Economic Conditions: Businesses in the area would experience temporary
construction inconveniences from dust, noise, and traffic delays and detours
associated with roadway construction; access to all properties in the area would be | ¢ No mitigation is required for construction
maintained (some temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties); impacts, as such impacts are temporary in
could result in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents would be less nature.
willing to negotiate the construction area.

e Air Quality: Potential for temporary and minor fugitive dust impacts during
construction. A permit for air quality impacts during construction would be obtained
from the Utah Department of Air Quality (UDAQ) by the contractor. Fugitive dust
during construction would be mitigated and controlled in accordance with a fugitive
dust control plan to be developed in coordination with UDAQ. This plan would
include measures to minimize the extent of disturbed surface areas and restricting
construction activities during high-wind periods.

13



Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Construction (continued)

e Noise: Temporary inconvenience due to construction noise and vibration; extended
disruption of normal activities in the study area not anticipated since no one receptor
is expected to be exposed to construction noise of long duration. Construction noise
impacts would be minimized through adherence to UDOT Standard Specification
01355, Section 3.6 — Noise Control. The contractor would also be required to abide by
any and all local noise ordinances, including Salt Lake County’s Community Noise
Pollution Control Regulation which requires a permit to conduct construction or
demolition activities between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

e Water Resources: Potential for construction-related erosion and sedimentation
impacts. Construction-related erosion and sedimentation would be managed through
obtaining a Utah Pollution Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permit from the | e No mitigation is required for construction
Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ). This permit requires a Storm impacts, as such impacts are temporary in
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and for Best Management Practices (BMPs) nature.
to be followed during construction. Short-term impacts to water quality would be
minimized through implementation of UDOT’s BMPs from the Temporary Erosion and
Sediment Control Manual.

e Cultural Resources: Possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites

e Hazardous Waste Sites: Possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites. In
the event that any such resources are discovered, the contractor would be required
to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 — Environmental Protection, Part
1.13, in relation to the discovery of any historical, archaeological, or paleontological
objects, features, sites, and human remains.

e Visual Conditions: Temporary visual impacts in the study area due to construction
signs and barricades, work lights, exposed earth, and construction equipment.

14



Environmental Resource Impacts Mitigation and Project Commitments

Construction (continued)

e Invasive Species: Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species.
The contractor will abide by UDOT’s Special Provision 02926S — Invasive Weed
Control to minimize the spread and introduction of invasive species.

e Construction Phasing and Potential Detours: Would result in temporary access
closures and detours. The contractor would be required to prepare a detailed traffic-
control plan to maintain access to all commercial and residential properties
throughout the construction phase and would be required to submit the plan to
UDOT for approval prior to the commencement of construction-related activities (per
UODT Standard Specification 01554 — Traffic Control). The contractor would also be
required to provide an approved public involvement plan designed to notify the
traveling public and adjacent property owners of construction-related issues and
concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent property owners per
UDOT Standard Specification 01315.

e No mitigation is required for construction
impacts, as such impacts are temporary in
nature.

All practicable measures to minimize environmental harm have been incorporated into the decision, consistent with 40 CFR 1505.2(c).

6.0 MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

This Record of Decision represents a commitment to monitor and enforce the measures described in Section 5.0, Measures to Minimize Harm
from the Selected Alternative (Chapter 3 of the FEIS), to minimize harm to the surrounding environment. All of the mitigation measures listed in
Section 5.0 and identified in the EIS will be incorporated into the contract(s), plan(s), and specifications and will be monitored according to the
construction/post-construction monitoring plans. Enforcement of the contract provisions and monitoring of the project is the responsibility of
UDOT and of the selected UDOT Project Manager.

7.0 LIMITATION ON CLAIMS NOTICE (23 USC 139(L)(1))

FHWA, on behalf of UDOT, will publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant to 23 USC 139(1)(1), indicating that one or more federal
agencies has taken final action on permits, licenses, or approvals for this transportation project. After the notice is published, claims seeking
judicial review of those federal agency actions will be barred unless such claims are filed within 150 days after the date of publication of the
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notice, or within such shorter time period as is specified in the federal laws pursuant to which judicial review of the federal agency action is
allowed.

8.0 CONCLUSION

The selection of 1-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only as the Selected Alternative is
hereby approved.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are being or have
been carried-out by UDOT pursuant to 23 USC 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated January 17, 2017 and executed by FHWA and
UDOT.

Date: 7 / | 7/ 7 Original Signed by:

—~Shafie Marshall

Deputy Director
Utah Department of Transportation

The following persons may be contacted for additional information:

Peter Tang, Project Manager Brandon Weston, Environmental Services Director
Utah Department of Transportation Utah Department of Transportation

2010 South 2760 West 4501 South 2700 West, Box 148450

Salt Lake City, Utah 84104 Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Telephone: (801) 887-3459 Telephone: (801) 965-4603
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Abstract:

UDOT proposes transportation improvements to the I-80 and State Street Interchange in South Salt Lake City, Davis County, Utah. Proposed
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

ES.1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates proposed
courses of action to satisfy transportation and safety goals at and
near the State Street Interchange on Interstate 80 (I-80) in the City of
South Salt Lake, Utah. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) are conducting
this EIS in accordance with the:

e National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

e Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act
- A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)

e Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)

e Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST)

In accordance with NEPA, this EIS will identify the Preferred
Alternative (which may be a No-action Alternative) that meets
the needs of the proposed action while minimizing impacts to the
human and natural environment. FHWA and UDOT will consider the
need for safe and efficient transportation; the social, economic, and
environmental impacts of proposed improvements; and federal and
state environmental protection goals.

ES.1.2 STUDY AREA

The study area is located in Salt Lake County and generally falls
within the City of South Salt Lake (see Figure ES-1). The study area
extends along I-80 from I-15 to 700 East and on State Street from
2100 South to 2700 South. 1-80 is a limited-access freeway that
runs east-west across the study area and State Street (US-89) is a
state highway that runs north-south through the study area. On
I-80, the logical termini for alternatives will be I-15 (the principal
north-south freeway in the State) on the west and 700 East (a
principal arterial) on the east. On State Street, the logical termini for
alternatives will be 2100 South and 2700 South. These termini are

an adequate distance apart to assess the environmental impacts on
a broad scope and are located at rational end points for proposed
transportation improvements. The proposed improvements have
independent utility since they would be usable and be a reasonable
expenditure, even if no additional transportation improvements in
the area are made. The identified study area is sufficiently broad
and does not restrict the consideration of a reasonable range of
alternatives that could meet the identified needs of the project.

ES.1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
The purpose of the project is to:

e Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street

e |Improve operational characteristics and safety on I-80 and
State Street

e Supporteconomicdevelopment through mobility improvements

ES.1.4 SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
The project would address the following project needs:

e Congestion on [-80 and State Street near the Interchange
— Segments of |-80 and State Street will operate at failing
conditions by 2040.

e QOperational and Safety Issues on I-80 and State Street:

¢ Inside through-lane on northbound and southbound State
Street trapped at the left-turn lanes under the I-80 bridge

e Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the State
Street/I-80 Interchange.

e Changing Land-Use Patterns and Additional Development —
Land use in the study area is changing and becoming more
diversified as a result of two major urban renewal areas (Market
Station and Central Pointe) located northwest of the I-80/State
Street Interchange. These renewal areas will cause an increase
of vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic.

For additional information, see Chapter 1: Purpose and Need.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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ES.2 ALTERNATIVES

ES.2.1 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of
alternatives as part of this study. The agencies did not constrain the
list of alternatives by mode, ability to meet the purpose and need,
potential environmental impacts, or cost. The intent was to begin
with a broad listing of specific and independent actions that could
be performed.

The lead agencies presented the initial range of alternatives to
the public on November 19, 2014. This initial range assumed
that all funded projects included in the Wasatch Front Regional
Council (WFRC) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) would be
completed by 2040, except for improvements to the I-80 and State
Street interchange.

The project team considered a wide range of alternatives including
the No-action Alternative, the Transportation System Management
(TSM) Alternative, the Transit Alternative, and several build
alternatives. These build alternatives included improvements to the
[-80 and State Street interchange.

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would maintain I-80 and State Street in
their current roadway configurations. This alternative assumes that
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities
that maintain continued operation of the existing roadway facilities
would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative assumes all other
improvements included in the 2040 RTP would be implemented.

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes activities that would improve traffic flow.
This alternative would focus on strategies to maximize the efficiency
of the existing system through activities that include intersection
improvements, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization,

|-80 & State Street
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ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS), and access management to reduce conflicts.

Transit Alternative

The Transit Alternative assumes implementation of public transit
improvements included in WFRC's 2040 RTP. There is no difference
between the No-action Alternative and the Transit Alternative.

I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives
The project team developed several interchange alternatives to
address the congestion on State Street and the operational and
safety concerns at the I-80/State Street Interchange. All interchange
alternatives would include widening the I-80 bridge to accommodate
three travel lanes on State Street in each direction.

Variations of 8 interchange alternatives were examined for the
I-80 and State Street interchange. These included a single-point
urban interchange (SPUI), a loop ramp, various split diamond
configurations, a diverging diamond interchange (DDI), a continuous
flow intersection (CFl), conventional diamond interchange, and
Thru-turns (see pages ES-4 and ES-5).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Truman Avenue.

Main Street

200 East

Burton Avenue
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Oakland Avenue

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Main Street
State Street
3
3
>

200 East

Oakland Avenue

SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE
(SPUI)

-

3

>

Main Street
State Street

West Temple

Oakland Avenue

Whitlock Avenue

ADDITIONAL EXIT AT MAIN STREET

No Action Alternative

The No-action alternative
would maintain I-80 and State
Street in their current roadway
configurations. Minor short-
term restorations that do not
interfere with the operation of
the existing roadways would be
ongoing.

1 Single Point Urban
Interchange (SPUI)

The SPUI would create a single
signalized intersection for State
Street and all left turn ramps.

1A Additional Exit at Main
Street

This alternative would construct
an additional eastbound off-
ramp on Main Street to allow
greater access. This alternative
would be done in combination
with SPUI or other interchange
alternatives.

Main Street
State Street
200 East

Oakland Avenue

Whitlock Avenue
Whitlock Avenue

LOOP RAMP

Burton Avenue

Main Street
State Street

Oakland Avenue

SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET

Burton Avenue

West Temple

Main Street
200 East

West Temple

Oakland Avenue

Whitlock A

SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET, NORTH
SIDE ONLY

2 Loop Ramp

A loop ramp would add access
to westbound 1-80 from Main
Street, construct an eastbound
off-ramp to loop back to State
Street to allow for a longer
weave, and construct a new
road between State Street and
Main Street.

3 Split Diamond at Main
Street

This alternative would construct
two frontage roads and two on
and off-ramps north and south
of 1-80 allowing for multiple
access points to South Salt Lake
City.

3N Split Diamond at Main
Street, North Side Only

This alternative would construct
a west-bound frontage road and
off-ramp north of I-80 to create
multiple access points to South
Salt Lake City. The interchange
configuration would remain the
same on the south side.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET WITH
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6 Continuous Flow
Intersection (CFI)

The CFI Alternative would allow
left-turn movement to cross
oncoming traffic and allow non-
signalized access to I-80.

7 Diamond Interchange

This alternative would move
ramp intersections farther apart
and place additional lanes on
State Street. The interchange
and roadway configurations
would remain the same.

8 Thru Turns

The creation of a thru-turn alter-
native would shift left turn move-
ment away from the intersection
to alleviate congestion. No left
turns would be allowed within
the intersection itself.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-5



I-80 & State Street
// ENVIRONMENTAL
Y /4 IMPACT STATEMENT
ES.2.2 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS
The alternatives screening process evaluated the alternatives

described in the previous section and in Chapter 2. The screening
process includes:

e Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the
compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need.

e Level 2 - Environmental Screening: Screen alternatives
passing Level 1 Screening. These alternatives will be screened
based on critical environmental resources, including impacts
to residential relocations, commercial relocations, and
Section 4(f) properties.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS
evaluate all reasonable alternatives and discuss those alternatives
that were eliminated from further study. Reasonable alternatives
include those that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives
that have substantially greater environmental or other impacts,
based on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further
study.

Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening

Interchange Alternatives
The purpose and need objectives for the Interchange alternatives
were:

e Provide LOS C or better for all intersections associated with
the State Street and I-80 interchange and provide LOS D or
better on State Street near the interchange.

Reduce crashes on State Street.
Be consistent with South Salt Lake City's economic
development and master transportation plans.

Alternatives that met all three elements of the project purpose
moved forward to Level 2 — Environmental Screening. Alternatives
that only meet one or two elements of the project purpose were
eliminated from further consideration.

Of the alternatives, three (Loop Ramp, Split Diamond at West
Temple, and Thru-Turns) would not provide the required level of
service at all intersections. These three alternatives were eliminated.

The Split Diamond at West Temple, DDI, CFl, and Thru-Turns would
also not provide the required level of service on State Street. This
eliminated the DDI and CFI from further consideration.

Six interchange alternatives, plus the no-action alternative, were
carried forward for further study.

Level 2 - Environmental Screening

The alternatives carried forward for further study were analyzed
through Environmental Resources Screening. The environmental
screening analysis included an inventory of existing critical
environmental resources located near the study area. The inventory
included residences, commercial structures, and Section 4(f) resources
(historic structures and public parks). It should be noted that the
environmental screening process is not a full environmental analysis
of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of alternatives was
conducted for alternatives selected for detailed study.

Screening factors included the number of residential and commercial
relocations and impacts to Section 4(f) properties (public parks and
recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites).
Alternatives that did not have greater than de minimis impacts
moved forward for detailed study. Alternatives that had greater than
de minimis impacts were eliminated from further consideration.

A summary of the environmental screening for interchange
alternatives is shown in Table ES-1.

ES-6
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Table ES-1 Level 2: Environmental Resources Screening (I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives)

. # of # of Section 4(f)
I-80 and State Street Interchange # of Commercial Residential Greater than De Carry Forward to

Alternative Relocations Relocations it T Detailed Study

4 (KFC, TechnaGlass, House of
Blinds, and Emission Time)

1A - Additional Exit at Main Street

2 (House of Blinds and

3 — Split Diamond at Main Street
Emissions Time)

3A - Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas 2 (House of Blinds and
Turnarounds Emission Time)

Based on the results of the environmental resources screening, the
SPUI; Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only; and Diamond
interchanges were carried forward for detailed study, along with
the No-action alternative. The SPUI with an additional exit at Main
Street, Split Diamond at Main Street, and Split Diamond at Main
Street with Texas Turnarounds were eliminated due to a greater
number of residential relocations and greater than de minimis
impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES-7
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ES.2.3 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

The screening process identified alternatives that were carried
forward for detailed study:

e No-action Alternative — The No-action Alternative would
maintain -80 and State Street in their current roadway
configurations. This alternative assumes that short-term
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that
maintain continued operation of the existing roadway
facilities would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative
assumes all other improvements included in the 2040 RTP
would be implemented.

e 1 Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) — State Street
and all the ramps at the interchange to come to a single
signalized intersection.

e 3N Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only —
Interchange configuration to remain similar to existing
configuration on the south side. Construct a Main Street
westbound on-ramp with a westbound frontage road
between State Street and Main Street.

e 7 Diamond Interchange — Interchange configuration to
remain similar to existing configuration. Construct additional
lanes on State Street and move ramp intersections farther
apart.

ES.2.4 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
After fully evaluating all agency and public comments on the
Draft EIS, FHWA and UDOT have identified 1-80 and State Street
Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond at Main Street, North
Side Only as the alternative which best meets the purpose and
need and includes measures to minimize impacts to environmental
resources; therefore, FHWA and UDOT have identified Alternative
3N as the Preferred Alternative.

Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was
identified as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the
travel demand on State Street by providing another alternative
(Main Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of
the purpose and need by providing better access to the Urban
Renewal Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

For additional information, see Chapter 2: Alternatives.

ES-8
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ES.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A summary of the affected environment, environmental consequences, and mitigation commitments for the various environmental resources analyzed
in the EIS can be found in Table ES-2. The No-action Alternative is used as the baseline for discussing impacts. For additional information, see Chapter 3:
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences.

Table ES-2 Comparison Summary of Alternatives

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Resource

No-action Alternative

e Changes in future

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 3N | Interchange Alternative 7

Consistent with policies established in the South Salt Lake Future Land Use Plan, with a

Mitigation

land use and . : !
. focus on commercial, mixed-use and office land uses e .
Land Use redevelopment in . S - No mitigation required.
Full and partial acquisitions would not affect the land use characteristics of the study
study area would
) area
continue
Farmlands e No impact No impact No mitigation required.
Would not change neighborhood or community cohesion through the splitting of
neighborhoods, or the isolation of a portion of a neighborhood or an ethnic group
Social e Noimpact Would not generate new development, nor is there an expectation that property values No mitigation required
Conditions P would change substantially within the study area 9 q '

No impact to the Granite School District Community Center
Would not separate residents from community facilities

Environmental

e No impact

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not cause disproportionately high and
adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in accordance with the

No mitigation required.

Justice provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23A. No further environmental justice
analysis is required.
Right-of- e No right-of-way Relocate four businesses | ¢ Relocate two businesses | ®  Relocate two businesses
Way and acquisition or Require 0.08-acres in e Require 0.08-acres in e Require 0.08-acres in No mitigation required.
Relocations relocations right-of-way acquisition right-of-way acquisition right-of-way acquisition

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Resource

Economic
Conditions

No-action Alternative

e Changes in future

land use and
redevelopment in
study area would
continue

Interchange Alternative 1

e Partial acquisition of

property related to three
businesses and would
relocate four businesses
(represents less than

0.1 percent of study
area acreage, taxable
property value, and
market property value)

e Closure of all frontage

road access would limit
access to South Salt
Lake Municipal Offices
and adjacent office
space

e longterm

redevelopment plans
would continue to
utilize study area

as prime location

for commercial
development

Interchange Alternative 3N

Partial acquisition of
property related to four
businesses and would
relocate two businesses
(represents less than 0.1
percent of study area
acreage, taxable property
value, and market
property value)

Long term
redevelopment plans
would continue to utilize
study area as prime
location for commercial
development

Interchange Alternative 7

e Partial acquisition of

property related to four
businesses and would
relocate two businesses
(represents less than
0.1 percent of study
area acreage, taxable
property value, and
market property value)

e longterm

redevelopment plans
would continue to
utilize study area

as prime location

for commercial
development

Mitigation

No mitigation required.

Pedestrians
and Bicyclists

e No impact

e No impact to pedestrian

and bicyclist facilities

Approximately 500 feet
of existing bike lane on
Main Street would be
temporarily closed during
construction

e No impact to pedestrian

and bicyclist facilities

No mitigation required.

Air Quality

e Would not result

in new violations
of the NAAQS,
increases in the
frequency or
severity of existing
violations of the
NAAQS, or delays
in attaining the
NAAQS

Would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in the frequency or severity

of existing violations of the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS.

No mitigation required.

ES-10
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Resource No-action Alternative | Interchange Alternative 1 | Interchange Alternative 3N | Interchange Alternative 7 Mitigation

e Noise levels would e Noise levels would e Noise levels would
generally be the same generally be the same as generally be the same
as existing conditions existing conditions as existing conditions No mitigation required.

e 12 receptors would be |e 13 receptors would be e 12 receptors would be
considered impacted considered impacted considered impacted

e Noise levels would
generally be the
same as existing
conditions

Noise

e Anew storm drain
system will be
constructed that will
comply with current
UDEQ and UDWQ
standards as well as
local discharge rates
and regulations.

e Impacted water
rights will be
handled through
UDOQOT's Right-of-Way
acquisition process.

e  Construction-
related erosion
and sedimentation
impacts will be
managed through
obtaining a Utah
Pollution Discharge
Elimination System
(UPDES) storm
water general
permit from the
Utah Department
of Environmental
Quality (UDEQ),
which will include
a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) and
an outline of Best
Management
Practices (BMP) to be
followed.

e  Drainage conditions e  Slight increase in_impervious surfacg area . .
Water would remain the Not expected to impact water quality because the increase in flow would be controlled
Resources came through a storm drain system

e  Could impact up to 77 underground water wells

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES-11
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Resource
Wetlands and

No-action Alternative

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 3N

Interchange Alternative 7

Mitigation

Waters of the | ¢ No impact e No impact No mitigation required.
u.s.
Floodplains | e No impact e No impact No mitigation required.
Wildlife e No impact e No impact No mitigation required.
Threatened &
Endangered | e Noimpact e No impact No mitigation required.
Species
Archaeological
and L . e .
Architectural e No Impact e No historic properties affected No mitigation required.
Resources
Section 4(f) | e No use to Section . . L .
Properties A(f) properties e No use to Section 4(f) properties No mitigation required.

Paleontology

e No impact

No impact

No mitigation required.

Four sites in impact area

Three sites in impact area

e Three sites in impact

Scenic Rivers

e No impact

No impact

Hazardous , area would have an I .
e No impact would have an overall would have an overall . . No mitigation required.
Waste . . . . . e overall risk rating of
risk rating of “low risk rating of “low low”
e Viewers of Roadway: Viewers of Roadway: During the design phase,
Appearance of study New westbound on-ramp | ¢  Viewers of Roadway: a  landscaping  plan
area would remain the would shift retaining wall Appearance of study will be developed that
same 16 to 26 feet closer to area would remain the | is consistent with the
e \Viewers Using businesses and residences same existing aesthetics of the
Visual . Roadway: Removal of on northwest side of e \Viewers Using I-80 corridor.
o e No impact . . . i
Conditions commercial properties interchange Roadway: Removal of
at interchange corners Viewers Using Roadway: commercial properties Impacts to the City of
would create a Removal of commercial at interchange corners | South Salt Lake’s entryway
noticeable “vacancy”; properties at interchange would create a signage, lighting, and
more “open” feel under corners would create a noticeable “vacancy” landscaping  will  be
I-80 bridge noticeable “vacancy” restored.
Invasive . . i . . . e .
Species e No impact e Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species. No mitigation required.
Wwild and

No mitigation required.

ES-12
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Resource No-action Alternative | Interchange Alternative 1 | Interchange Alternative 3N | Interchange Alternative 7 Mitigation

e No construction
energy
requirements

e Similar operation
energy
requirements
to Interchange
Alternatives

Construction energy requirements
Similar operational energy requirements to the No-action Alternative No mitigation required.
Lower fuel consumption due to decreased congestion

Energy

e  Social Conditions: Area residents, commercial and retail businesses, governmental
and institutional properties, and commuters in study area would experience minor,
temporary inconveniences from noise, dust, and travel delays and detours during the
course of construction; access to all properties in area would be maintained (some
temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties

e Fconomic Conditions: Businesses in the area would experience temporary construction
inconveniences from dust, noise, and traffic delays and detours associated with
roadway construction; access to all properties in the area would be maintained (some
temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties); could result in a
decrease in patronage and sales because residents would be less willing to negotiate the
construction area

No mitigation is required

for construction impacts,

Noise: Temporary inconvenience due to construction noise and vibration; extended as such impacts are

disruption of normal activities in the study area not anticipated since no one receptor is | temporary in nature.

expected to be exposed to construction noise of long duration

e Air Quality: Potential for temporary and minor fugitive dust impacts during construction
Construction | e No impact R

e Water Resources: Potential for construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts
e Cultural Resources: Possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites
®  Hazardous Waste Sites: Possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites

e  Visual Conditions: Temporary visual impacts in the study area due to construction signs
and barricades, work lights, exposed earth, and construction equipment

e Invasive Species: Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species

e Construction Phasing and Potential Detours: Would result in temporary access closures
and detours.

e
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES-13
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ES.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The potential for public controversy over this project was an
important factor in the decision to prepare an EIS. Coordination
with the public and municipalities has been ongoing and consistent
to help identify and anticipate any issues that may be controversial
with the project. Public input was taken on the purpose and need
for the project and on the range of alternatives to be evaluated,
which helped identify the issues that the public had with regards
to this project and their ideas as to possible solutions. There are no
known areas of controversy.

ES.5 UNRESOLVED ISSUES

There are no unresolved issues in connection with this EIS.

ES.6 OTHER REQUIRED GOVERNMENTAL
ACTIONS

e Storm Water General Permit for Construction Activities:
A permit which grants authorization to discharge under
the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES)
is required for projects that disturb more than one acre of
surface area during construction. As part of the requirements
for this permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) will be developed and incorporated into the final
design of this project. A Notice of Intent (NOI) form will be
submitted to the Utah Department of Water Quality (UDWQ)
prior to any construction. Upon completion of the proposed
project, a Notice of Termination (NOT) will be submitted to
the same agency.

e Air Quality Permit for Construction Activities: A permit
for air quality impacts during construction is required to
control fugitive dust and emissions. This permit will be
obtained from the Utah Department of Air Quality (UDAQ)
by the contractor prior to the start of construction.

e Temporary Noise Permit: A permit to conduct construction
or demolition activities between the hours of 10 p.m. and
7 a.m. This permit will be obtained from Salt Lake County if
night-time construction work is required.

ES-14
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CHAPTER ONE: PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will evaluate proposed
courses of action to satisfy transportation and safety goals at and
near the State Street Interchange on Interstate 80 (I-80) in the City of
South Salt Lake, Utah. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) are conducting
this EIS in accordance with the:

e National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

e Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act
- A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)

e Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)

e Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST)

In accordance with NEPA, this EIS will identify the Preferred
Alternative (which may be a No-action Alternative) that meets
the needs of the proposed action while minimizing impacts to the
human and natural environment. FHWA and UDOT will consider the
need for safe and efficient transportation and the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of proposed improvements; and federal
and state environmental protection goals. Chapter One: Purpose
and Need of this EIS will describe the transportation problems in the
study area and explain why the project is

necessary.
What are logical

termini?

1.1.1 STUDY AREA

The study area is located in Salt Lake
County and generally falls within the City
of South Salt Lake. The study area extends
along I-80 from I-15 to 700 East and on
State Street from 2100 South to 2700
South (see Figure 1-1). 1-80 is a limited-
access freeway that runs east-west across
the study area and State Street (US-89) is a

Logical termini are the
beginning and end
points of a project.

For roadway projects
logical termini are
usually interchanges
or intersections
where travel demand
changes.

state highway that runs north-south through the study area. On I-80,
the logical termini for alternatives will be 1-15 (the principal north-
south freeway in the State) on the west and 700 East (a principal
arterial) on the east (see Section 1.2.1 for definitions of “freeway”
and “principal arterial”). On State Street, the logical termini for
alternatives will be 2100 South and 2700 South. These termini are
an adequate distance apart to assess the environmental impacts on
a broad scope and are located at rational end points for proposed
transportation improvements. The proposed improvements have
independent utility since they would be usable and be a reasonable
expenditure, even if no additional transportation improvements in
the area are made. The identified study area is sufficiently broad
and does not restrict the consideration of a reasonable range of
alternatives that could meet the identified needs of the project.

1.1.2 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
The purpose of the project is to:

e Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street

* Improve operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and
State Street

e Support local
improvements

economic development through mobility

1.1.3 SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
The project would address the following project needs:

e Congestion on [-80 and State Street near the Interchange
— Segments of |-80 and State Street will operate at failing
conditions by 2040 (see Section 1.2.1 for more detail)

e Operational and Safety Issues on I-80 and State Street (see
Section 1.2.2 for more detail):

¢ Inside through-lane on northbound and southbound State
Street trapped at the left-turn lanes under the narrow [-80
bridge

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED
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e Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the State
Street/I-80 Interchange
e Changing Land-Use Patterns and Additional Development —
Land use in the study area is changing and becoming more
diversified as a result of two major urban renewal areas (Market
Station and Central Pointe) located northwest of the |-80/State
Street Interchange (see Figure 1-17). These renewal areas will
cause an increase of vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic (see
Section 1.2.3 for more detail).

1.1.4 PARTICIPANTS IN
PURPOSE AND NEED

DEVELOPMENT

In accordance with Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, the purpose and need
development process has included the
input of lead agencies, cooperating
agencies, participating agencies, and
the general public.

Cooperating Agencies
are defined as any
Federal agency, other
than a lead agency,
that has jurisdiction by
law or special expertise
with respect to any
environmental impact
involved in a proposed
project or project
alternative (40 CFR
1508.5).

e Lead Agencies: FHWA and
UDOT are the joint lead agencies
for the 1-80 and State Street EIS.
Lead agencies are responsible for
supervising the preparation of
the EIS.

e Cooperating Agencies: The
following agencies have accepted

Participating Agencies
could be Federal, State,
tribal, regional, and local
government agencies

Cooperating Agency status (see
Chapter 4):

e Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation

Participating Agencies: In
accordance with SAFETEA-LU,
UDOT and FHWA extended
invitations to agencies and

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED

that may have an interest
in the study. Participating
agencies participate

in the NEPA process,
provide input, identify
issues of concern, and
participate in the scoping
process.
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government entities to be participating agencies. The following
agencies are participating agencies (see Chapter 4):
e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
South Salt Lake City
Granite School District
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)

The lead agencies have used several methods to obtain input for the
project purpose and need, including:

¢ Sending agency scoping letters soliciting specific concerns

¢ Holding agency and public scoping meetings on September 9,
2014

¢ Providing an opportunity for public comment on the study
hotline and website

See Chapter 4 for a summary of agency and public comments.

1.1.5 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING EFFORTS
Transportation planning is an on-going process to identify needs
and projects to maintain an adequate transportation system.
WFRC, UDOT, and the City of South Salt Lake are responsible for
transportation planning in the study area.

Wasatch Front Regional Council

Metropolitan Planning

Planning for the project began as part of WFRC's regional planning
efforts. Consistent with federal law, WFRC is responsible for
developing 30-year regional transportation plans that are limited
by available and committed funding. These plans are based on a
comprehensive, region-wide transportation systems analysis. This
analysis addresses all modes of transportation, including highways,
transit, trucking, rail, air, pedestrian, and bicycle.

Planned Improvements within Study Area
An interchange upgrade on I-80 at State Street is identified in Phase
1 of WFRC's 2015-2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This

1-3
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project is part of WFRC's overall plan to address congestion in the study area and provide for an

adequate transportation system. All projects on the 2040 RTP in or near the study area are described
in Tables 1-1 and 1-2.

Planned Improvements in Project Vicinity
WEFRC’s 2040 RTP lists the following planned highway and transit projects in the project vicinity (see
Tables 1-1 and 1-2 and Figures 1-2 and 1-3).

Table 1-1 WFRC’s 2015-2040 RTP Planned Highway Improvements in Project Vicinity

Future
No. of
Lanes

Future
Functional
Classification

Existing
No. of
Lanes

Phase
Financed*

[\ ETo)

8 Street

Project Limits

Type

East-West Facilities

1 | SR-201 Freeway 't\(/')‘jlfj1”5ta'” View Corridor | ¢ 6+HOV' | Widening 2
2 | 2100 South | Minor Arterial I-15 to 1300 East 4 4 Operational? 2
3 |I-80 Freeway 1300 East to [-215 (East) 6 8 Widening 2
3300 5/ o .| 1-215 (West) to Highland .
4 3500 < Principal Arterial Drive 4 4 Operational 2
North-South Facilities
5 | Redwood Rd | Principal Arterial | SR-201 to 6200 South 6 6 Operational 1
Davis County Line to . . _
6 |I-15 Freeway Utah County Line Varies Varies | Operational 1
600 North to Bangerter 8+2 . —
7 |15 Freeway Highway HOT? 8+4HOT? | Widening 3
8 | State Street | Principal Arterial | 600 South to I-215 6 6 Operational 2
9 | 900 East Collector 3300 South to 4500 2 2 | Operational 1
South
10 | 1300 East Minor Arterial 13.00 South to Van 4 4 Operational 1
Winkle Expressway
Spot Facilities
19 |80 - @ State Street - - Upgrade 1
Interchange P9

What is the WFRC?

WFRC has been the designated
metropolitan planning
organization (MPO) for the
Wasatch Front Urban Area

since 1969 and is responsible
for developing and maintaining
a region-wide, long-range
transportation plan for Salt
Lake, Davis, and western Weber
counties. WFRC works in close
cooperation with UDQT, the
UTA, the Utah Division of Air
Quality (UDAQ), and the cities
and counties located within its
region to develop regional plans
that include new transportation
facilities and upgrades to the
existing transportation systems
and infrastructure.

" High Occupancy Vehicle Lane —
A high occupancy vehicle lane is a
restricted traffic lane reserved for the
exclusive use of vehicles with a driver
and one or more passengers.

2 Operational — Traffic operation
improvements without additional
through-lane capacity.

3 High Occupancy/Toll Lane -

A high occupancy/toll lane is a
restricted traffic lane that gives
travelers in single-occupant vehicles
access to HOV lanes.

4 Phases

e Phase 1: 2015-2024

e Phase 2: 2025 to 2034
e  Phase 3: 2035 to 2040

1-4 CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED



|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

1300 South
e Salt Lake City
+~
d
w
o
S
%
A N
SR-201 g 2100 South
(V]
2
a
West Valley '
City : ? S
<
=
T
e,
o
&
K South Salt Lake City
Q
§ Holladay
(2
3300 South a
: Moo A
Legend
O ©
> P .
3 + ko Upgrade
° Q W
gl g S BN Widening
S u
0 Operational
Taylorsville Murray \_ J

Figure 1-2 WFRC’s 2015-2040 RTP Planned Highway Improvements in Project Vicinity

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED 1-5



|-80 & State Street
ENVIRONMENTAL
_/AMPACT STATEMENT

Table 1-2 WFRC's 2015-2040 RTP Planned Transit Improvements in Project Vicinity

M; P Project Description Filr:giiz d
1 2100 South/1700 South Corridor Enhanced Bus 2
2 girlééil:?)mop (S Line Upgrade & Extensions — Line Upgrade and Streetcar 12
3 3300 South/3500 South Corridor Bus Rapid Transit/Enhanced Bus 2
4 3900 South/4100 South Corridor Enhanced Bus 2
5 Redwood Road Corridor Bus Rapid Transit 2
7 State Street Corridor Bus Rapid Transit 2
8 500 East Corridor Enhanced Bus 2
9 900 East Corridor Enhanced Bus 2
10 1300 East Corridor Enhanced Bus and Bus Rapid Transit 2
11 Highland Drive Corridor Enhanced Bus 3
12 SLC - Foothill Drive - Wasatch Drive Corridor Bus Rapid Transit 1
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Bicycle System
WFRC’s 2040 RTP includes the Regional Bicycle Plan for Salt Lake,
Weber, and Davis counties, which was developed cooperatively by city
and county planners, engineers, parks and recreation departments,
planning commissions, and local bicycle advisory committees.

Bicycle facilities are identified as Class 1, 2, or 3, depending on the
design of the facility (see Figure 1-4).

The Regional Bicycle Plan incorporates individual community plans
and identifies facilities for bicycle travel within street rights-of-way,
as well as separate paths or trails that will need to be included when
improvements are being considered and constructed. Although
bicycle facilities are mostly local in nature, the Regional Bicycle Plan
for the Wasatch Front Urban Area identifies an integrated regional
network of bicycle routes from Herriman City in southern Salt Lake
County to Pleasant View in northern Weber County. The bicycle
routes identified on the 2040 RTP in the study area are shown on
Figure 1-4. Currently there are only Class 2 facilities within the study
area, with no plans to include bicycle facilities along State Street (it
should be noted that other UDOT and County bicycle plans do not
include any facilities along State Street).

Unified Transportation Plan

UDOT, the WFRC, and other metropolitan planning organizations in
Utah have created Utah's Unified Transportation Plan 2011-2040.
The Unified Plan is an executive summary of five individual agency
plans, including WFRC's RTP, and contains a comprehensive project
list including all major capacity projects anticipated through 2040.
Therefore, any project that is listed on the WFRC RTP is also listed
on the Unified Plan, and is officially recognized as a planned project
by UDOT.

1.2 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

The “needs” for the project are the transportation deficiencies
the project is intended to address. The needs for this project are
discussed in the following sections.

1.2.1 CONGESTION ON I-80 AND STATE STREET
Level-of-Service

Transportation agencies use
d qua“tative measurement FREE FLOW. Low volumes and no delays
known as “level-of-service” |
(LOS) to measure the quality
of the traffic flow rate. LOS
characterizes  the  traffic |
operations of a facility in
factors such as speed, average

Am |

STABLE FLOW. Speeds restricted by travel
conditions, minor delays

b=

STABLE FLOW. Speeds and maneuver-

travel delay, travel times, ability closely controlled because of higher
and freedom to maneuver. |C |volumes
LOS ranges from A to F, with y W

LOS A representing the best
operating conditions (little or
no congestion or delay) and
LOS F representing the worst-
operating conditions (extreme
congestion and delay with long
traffic queues and stop-and-go
traffic). If a roadway exhibits
LOS E or LOS F conditions, it is
considered failing.

STABLE FLOW. Speeds considerably affected
by change in operation conditions. High
density traffic restricts maneuverability,

D | volume near capacity

UNSTABLE FLOW. Low speeds, considerable
delay, volume at or slightly over capacity

E

o e iy SO
FORCED FLOW. Very low speeds, volumes
exceed capacity, long delays with stop-and-

) F | go traffic

When planning for future

improvements, a roadway m
should have adequate capacity

to handle the anticipated traffic flow rate, and should provide for
a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT's Roadway Design Manual of
Instruction states that roadway designers should provide LOS C or
higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. The
proposed project is within an urbanized area and, therefore, streets
should operate at LOS D or better during peak hours, if possible.

1-8
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Other factors that influence congestion on roadways include spacing between traffic signals,
number of street access points (business and residential driveways), design deficiencies,
traffic crashes, and amount of queuing storage space at intersections. Congestion and delay

measurements are based upon field observations, data collection from traffic counters, and
data obtained from the UDOT Traffic Operations Center.

Existing (2014) Conditions

1-80

For freeways, such as I-80, the Highway Capacity Manual calculates LOS based on density.
Density is defined as the average number of vehicles that occupy one mile of road space and
is expressed in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/in).

Figures 1-5 and 1-6 show the LOS for each freeway segment in the study area for both the
a.m. and p.m. peak period. As shown in these figures, most of the freeway segments within
the study area currently exhibit acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) with the exception of
eastbound [-80 to the west of State Street during the p.m. peak period. This area operates
at LOS E and LOS F, or failing conditions. This is because of high volumes of traffic and a very
short weave area between I-15 and State Street.

Merge, Diverge, and Weave Segments of a Freeway

A merge segment is the area of
entering traffic 1,500 feet after an on-
ramp.

A diverge segment is the area of exiting

traffic 1,500 feet before an off ramp.

%
1 ’?e,,,p‘

A weave segment is an area where
both merging and diverging occur.

How are freeways defined?

Freeways have complete control of access
and are designed to provide the greatest
mobility for regional traffic.

What is the Highway Capacity Manual?

The Highway Capacity Manual is a
publication of the Transportation Research
Board of the National Academies of
Science in the United States. It contains
concepts, guidelines, and procedures for
computing the capacity and level of service
of various highway facilities, including
freeways, highways, arterial roads,
roundabouts, signalized and unsignalized
intersections, rural highways.

LOS and Corresponding Densities

The table below describes the LOS for
freeway segments and the corresponding
densities for basic freeway segments and
merge/diverge/weave segments.

Density (pc/mi/In*)

LOS for
Freeway
Segments

Merge/
Diverge/
Weave

Basic

<11 <10
>11-18 >10-20
>18-26 >20-28
D >26-35 >28-35
E >34-45 >35
F Demand Exceeds Capacity

*passenger cars per mile per lane
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State Street
For arterial streets, such as State Street (a principal arterial), LOS is based on the percentage
of vehicles traveling at free flow speed. For example, if more than 85 percent of vehicles are
traveling at free flow speeds on a roadway segment, that segment is operating at LOS A

conditions. Conversely, if less than 30 percent of vehicles are traveling at free flow speeds,
the roadway segment would operate at LOS F, or failing conditions.

Generally, the cross-section on State Street is seven lanes (three travel lanes in each direction
with a center turn lane); however, as State Street crosses under I-80, the narrow bridge limits
the cross-section to two travel lanes and two left-turn lanes in each direction (see Figure
1-14 for a figure of the lane configurations under the State Street bridge). This bottleneck
causes vehicles on State Street to travel below acceptable speeds, and segments of State
Street are failing in both the north and southbound directions (see Figures 1-7 and 1-8).

State Street at the I-80 Interchange Looking South

Summary of 2014 Conditions Analyses
The following is a summary of trafficissues in the study area under existing (2014) conditions.

e Eastbound [-80 west of State Street is failing during the p.m. peak period. This is
because of high volumes of traffic and a very short weave area between I-15 and State
Street.

e Arterial speeds are below acceptable values and segments of State Street are failing in
both the north- and southbound directions during peak periods.

How are arterials defined?

Principal arterials serve the major centers of
activity of metropolitan areas and provide
for long trips.

Minor arterials connect and serve the

urban principal arterial system, provide
trips of moderate length, placing emphasis
on land access, and offer movement
within communities without penetrating
identifiable neighborhoods.

LOS and Percent of Vehicles Traveling
at Free Flow Speed

The table below describes the LOS for
arterial segments and the corresponding
percentage of average travel speed
compared to free flow speed (the average
speed a motorist would travel if there were
no congestion or other adverse conditions).

LOS for
Arterial
Segments

Percent of Vehicles Traveling

at Free Flow Speed

>85%
>67-85%
>50-67%
D >40-50%
E >30-40%
<30%

1-12
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Future (2040) No-action Conditions
Future (2040) traffic conditions were analyzed using traffic volumes generated from WFRC'’s
Travel Demand Model (TDM), version 7 (released December 23, 2010), and compared
to version 8 of the same model, released on June 17, 2015. The results of the sensitivity
analysis showed version 7 had a slightly higher average traffic volume when compared to
version 8 (see Appendix B). This slight change in traffic volumes would not alter or otherwise

influence the alternatives analysis or change the recommendations contained in this EIS.
Therefore, the traffic volumes generated from TDM, version 7 are considered valid.

The No-action condition assumes that all funded projects included in the 2040 RTP would
be completed by 2040, except for improvements to the I-80 and State Street Interchange.
Additionally, the No-action condition includes short-term minor restoration types of activities
(safety and maintenance improvements, etc.) that maintain continuing operations of the
existing roadways. These improvements include activities such as adding or lengthening
left-turn pockets, signal phasing changes, and adding dual left-turn lanes if receiving lanes
already exist.

1-80

Figures 1-9 and 1-10 show the LOS for each freeway segment in the study area for both
the a.m. and p.m. peak period in 2040 under the No-action condition. As shown in these
figures, 1-80 would fail in both the eastbound and westbound directions. Westbound [-80
east of State Street is expected to function at LOS F during the a.m. period, while the
existing failing conditions on eastbound I-80 west of State Street would worsen during the
p.m. peak period.

What is WFRC's Travel Demand Model?

WEFRC maintains a travel demand
forecasting model for Salt Lake, Davis,
Weber, Tooele, Morgan, and Box Elder
Counties. The travel demand model
predicts future travel demand based on
projections of land use, socioeconomic

patterns, and transportation system
characteristics. Travel model output is used
to evaluate transportation corridors where
future travel demand is likely to exceed the
capacity of the facilities in the corridor and
to identify and assess projects that meet
travel demand.

LOS and Corresponding Densities

The table below describes the LOS for
freeway segments and the corresponding
densities for basic freeway segments and
merge/diverge/weave segments.

Density (pc/mi/In*)

LOS for
Freeway
Segments

Merge/
Diverge/
Weave

E 4

<1 <10
>11-18 >10-20
>18-26 >20-28
D >26-35 >28-35
E >34-45 >35
F Demand Exceeds Capacity

*passenger cars per mile per lane

1-14
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State Street
As shown in Figures 1-11 and 1-12, arterial speeds are below acceptable values and segments
of State Street would fail in both the north- and southbound directions under the No-action

condition. Poor LOS is anticipated for roadway segments on State Street approaching the
[-80 interchange in both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

Summary of 2040 No-action Conditions Analyses
The following is a summary of traffic problems in the study area under 2040 No-action
conditions.

e |-80 would operate at LOS F, or failing conditions, in both the eastbound and
westbound directions.

e Poor LOS is anticipated for roadway segments on State Street approaching the [-80
interchange in both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

For more information on the Existing and No-action Conditions analyses, see the /-80
State Street Interchange EIS Traffic Analysis: Existing 2014 and Future 2040 No-action
Memorandum in Appendix B.

1-80 Eastbound and Westbound Weave Areas

As noted above, I-80 would operate at failing conditions in both the eastbound and
westbound directions under the 2040 No-action condition (see Figures 1-9 and 1-10). For
the eastbound direction, this is a result of inadequate distances for traffic merging from
northbound 1-15 to eastbound [-80 and from eastbound SR-201 and southbound [-15 to
State Street. In the westbound direction, 1-80 has a complex layout with a diverge point
located directly after a weave area. In 2040, the increased traffic on I-80 would cause this
weave area to operate at failing conditions during the a.m. peak hour.

During the alternatives development and analysis phase of this EIS, the project team
considered a wide range of alternatives to address the eastbound and westbound needs.
All of the I-80 eastbound and westbound weave alternatives operated at failing conditions
in 2040 because of the high volumes of traffic on I-80 and the interaction between I-80,
I-15, SR-201, State Street, and 700 East. To address the 1-80 eastbound and westbound
weaves, corridor wide and system-to-system analyses would need to be conducted for I-80,
I-15, and SR-201. These analyses have been determined to be well-beyond the scope of this
EIS, but will be further evaluated as part of other projects and studies. Therefore, this EIS
will not address the failing conditions on I-80 in the eastbound and westbound weave areas.

LOS and Percent of Vehicles Traveling
at Free Flow Speed

The table below describes the LOS for
arterial segments and the corresponding
percentage of average travel speed

compared to free flow speed (the average
speed a motorist would travel if there were
no congestion or other adverse conditions).

LOS for
Arterial Percent of Vehicles Traveling
Seg- at Free Flow Speed
ments
A >85%
B >67-85%
C >50-67%
D >40-50%
E >30-40%
F <30%

1-16
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Minor improvements on |-80 that would increase the speeds through
the weave areas (minor ramp modifications at I-15, ramp metering,
etc.) could be considered through lower level NEPA clearances.
For more information on the eastbound and westbound weave

alternatives, see the Eastbound and Westbound Weave Alternatives
Memorandum in Appendix B.

1.2.2 OPERATIONAL AND SAFETY ISSUES ON 1-80 AND

STATE STREET

The [-80 State Street Interchange EIS Traffic Analysis identified the
following specific operational and safety issues within the study
area:

e “Trap” left-turn lanes on State Street under the I-80 structure
e Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the |-80/State Street
Interchange

“Trap” Left-Turn Lanes

In the study area the cross-section on State Street is seven lanes
(three travel lanes in each direction with a center turn lane); however,
as State Street crosses under 1-80, the narrow bridge limits the cross-
section to two travel lanes and two left-turn lanes in each direction.
This bottleneck causes congestion in the 2014 a.m. peak period as
vehicles approach 1-80 (see Figure 1-7). In 2040, traffic will increase
and worsen the existing bottleneck condition, causing State Street
to fail at the interchange in both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods
(see Figures 1-11 and 1-12).

Westbound I-80

A

On-Ramp

Vehicles that do
not merge to the
right are “trapped”
and must make

a left-turn onto
westbound |-80

[\/ehicles traveling )
in the inside thru
lane must merge

to the right to
travel through the
[-80 interchange
and continue to
northbound State

A : Oakland Avenue
+~
]
L
~
(V5]
1] o
® @
@ L
(=)
3
[Legend )
Thru Lane
s Trap Lane
l mmmmm Right-Turn Lane
—o0
Left-Turn Lane
*This same scenario exists in

Gtreet )

Qhe southbound direction Y,

Figure 1-13 “Trap” Left-Turn Lane in Northbound Direction
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In addition to causing congestion on State Street at the interchange, the bottleneck requires
that vehicles traveling in the inside through lane must merge to the right to travel through
the I-80/State Street Interchange to continue on State Street. Vehicles that do not merge to
the right are “trapped” and must make a left turn onto 1-80 (see Figure 1-13). The merging
maneuver that is required for vehicles in the inside through lane on State Street slows traffic
and increases the likelihood of crashes, especially when drivers are unfamiliar with the area.

“Trap” Left-
Turn Lane

State Street at the I-80 Interchange Looking Northbound

Safety Analysis

Based on information obtained from the UDOT Safety Management System, State Street,
between Burton Avenue and Oakland Avenue (the cross-streets immediately north and
south of the interchange), had a total of 164 crashes in the years from 2008 to 2012 (46 Severity Description
percent angle, 31 percent front to rear, 2 percent head on, 13 percent sideswipe, and 8
percent single vehicle). Two of the crashes were considered severe (had severity index ratings
of 4 or 5).

Severity Index

No Injury

Possible Injury

Non-Incapacitating Injury

Incapacitating Injury
Fatal
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Frontage Road Conflicts
Frontage road connections exist at the
[-80 and State Street Interchange at the
northwest and southwest quadrants.
These connections substantially
increase the number of crossing conflict
points (see Figure 1-14). Additionally,
right-turns on red lights are permitted

for the northbound to eastbound and
southbound to westbound right-turn

What are Conflict
Points?

Conflict points are points

at which a roadway
user can cross, merge,
or diverge with another
roadway user.

movements, which create

legal, uncontrolled crossing movements.

Crossing conflict points pose more dangers to vehicle occupants

because crashes in these areas general

impacts have higher rates of fatalities and serious injuries (Severity

index ratings of 4 or 5) because there i

ly involve side impacts. Side

s comparatively little vehicle

protective structure to safeguard occupants in the struck vehicle.

Safety Analysis

As discussed in the previous section, State Street, between Burton

Avenue and Oakland Avenue, had a total of 164 crashes in the years

from 2008 to 2012. Two of the crashes
severity index ratings of 4 or 5).

[-80 Westbound
On-Ramp

were considered severe (had

Frontage
Road

State Street

I-80 Westbound On-Ramp and Frontage Road Looking West

Burton Avenue

Right-turns on
a red light are
permitted, creating
legal, uncontrolled
crossing movements

Frontage road
connection
substantially
increases the
number of
conflict points

Frontage
Road -y

[The movement from\
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1-80 off-ramp to @
the frontage road
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southbound State
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~
o ("Legend )
~
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®
A mmmmm Right-Turn Lane

Left-Turn Lane
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Figure 1-14 Frontage Road Connection (Northwest Quadrant)
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1.2.3 CHANGING LAND-USE PATTERNS
UDOT'smissionistoinnovate transportation solutions that strengthen
Utah’s economy and enhance quality of life. UDOT recognizes that it
plays a role in creating and managing a transportation system that
supports economic growth.

The City of South Salt Lake has approved two urban renewal areas
(URAs) within or near the study area: Central Pointe and Market
Station (see Figure 1-15). These URAs are intended to improve the
economic viability of the City of South Salt Lake.

Central Pointe

The current principal land uses in the Central Pointe area include
commercial, industrial, manufacturing, and a small number of
residences.

Because the Central Pointe TRAX station and the S-Line (see Table
1-2 and Figure 1-3) will be within the Central Pointe URA, the
Central Pointe URA will promote Transit Oriented Development
and mixed-use development. Over time, retail, office, mixed-use,
and high-density residential development will make up a large
percentage of the Central Pointe URA's acreage. Table 1-3 describes
the projected redevelopment within the Central Pointe URA (Central
Pointe Project Area Plan, adopted October 2011).

Table 1-3 Central Pointe URA Projected Redevelopment

Type Projected Redevelopment

Existing Projected
e 40 residential units e 2,000 multi-family

Residential

e 100 persons

Population density of
1.21 persons per acres

residential units

e 5,000 persons

e Population density of
63 persons per acre

Retail

Additional 790,000 square feet of retail space

Office

Additional 230,000 square feet of office space

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Market Station

The Market Station area is primarily low-density commercial/light
industrial area that will be redeveloped into a high density mixed-
use retail/office and residential neighborhood. Presently, there are
no occupied dwelling units within the Market Station area and the
current retail/commercial population is limited as well. Table 1-4
describes the projected redevelopment within the Market Station
URA (Central Pointe Project Area Plan, adopted October 2011 and
Market Station Official Urban Renewal Project Area Plan, March
2008).

Table 1-4 Market Station URA Projected Redevelopment

Type Projected Redevelopment

Residential Existing Projected

e 0 residential units e 140 multi-family units
Retail e Additional 150,000 square feet of retail space
Office e Additional 100,000 square feet of office space

Growth within the Study Area

As a result of changing land uses and redevelopment, the number
of households and total population is expected to increase in the
study area through 2040. Total population within the study area is
expected to increase by 8,625 persons, with households increasing
by 4,326 units.

Table 1-5 Projected Growth within the Study Area*

Households Population

2012 Total 2,348 5,344
2040 Total 6,674 13,969
Difference 4,326 8,625
% Growth 184% 161%

*Based on 21 selected Traffic Area Zones within the study area, adjusted
for proposed redevelopment information provided by South Salt Lake City

e
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What is an urban renewal
area (URA)?

A URA is an economic
development tool that allows
cities to allocate a specified
portion of the property

taxes from new growth in a
specific geographic location.
Cities can use the property

taxes to promote economic
development in the area,
including funding such things
as public infrastructure,
development incentives, and
land acquisition. The primary
purpose of a URA is to
improve economic viability in a
community.

A

300 West

West Temple

2100 South

Main Street

State Street

200 East
300 East

Legend
I Central Pointe URA
I Varket Station URA

Figure 1-15 Urban Renewal Areas
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Travel Demand

WEFRC allocates expected growth by 2040 to Traffic Analysis Zones
(TAZs) across multiple counties, but growth in any given locale may
not match with local expectations for that area. As discussed above,
South Salt Lake is aggressively pursuing major redevelopment in the
study area. The City’s proposed plans for commercial square footage
were reviewed and converted into either retail, industrial, or other
jobs (usually office jobs), and placed into the relevant TAZs. The
City is also planning substantial new dwelling units, which were
converted into households and people for use in the model. In
that effort, it was assumed that the redevelopment would entirely
replace existing uses, and not be additive to existing uses (see 1-80
State Street Interchange EIS Traffic Analysis: Existing 2014 and
Future 2040 No-Action Memorandum in Appendix B).

Conclusion

Land uses within the study area will include denser patterns of
development and will result in slightly increased travel demand
within the study area. In order for the URAs to be economically
viable, adequate transportation access will be required.

|-80 & State Street
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1.3 OBJECTIVES AND GOALS

1.3.1 PURPOSE AND NEED OBJECTIVES
The project team developed specific objectives to measure an
alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need.

Table 1-6 Purpose and Need Objectives

Purpose Objective

e Provide LOS C* or better at the
State Street and 1-80 Interchange

e Provide LOS D or better on State
Street near the State Street and
[-80 Interchange

Reduce congestion on 1-80 and
State Street

Improve safety and operational
characteristics on 1-80 and
State Street

Reduce crashes on |-80 and State
Street

Be consistent with South Salt Lake
City's economic development and
master transportation plans

Support local economic
development through mobility
improvements

*The State Street and |-80 Interchange will operate at LOS C or better
under the 2040 No-action conditions; therefore, an interchange alternative
needs to operate at LOS C or better to meet the purpose and need for the
project.

1.4 SUMMARY OF PROJECT PURPOSE AND
NEED

1.4.1 PROJECT PURPOSE
The purpose of the proposed action is to:

e Reduce congestion on |-80 and State Street
Improve operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and
State Street

e Support local
improvements

economic development through mobility

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED
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1.4.2 PROJECT NEEDS
The project would address the following project needs:

e (Congestion on [-80 and State Street near the Interchange
— Segments of I-80 and State Street will operate at failing
conditions by 2040

e QOperational and Safety Issues on I-80 and State Street:

e Inside through-lane on northbound and southbound State
Street trapped at the left-turn lanes under the narrow I-80
bridge

o Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the State
Street/I-80 Interchange

e Changing Land-Use Patterns and Additional Development —
Land use in the study area is changing and becoming more
diversified as a result of two major URAs (Market Station and
Central Pointe) located northwest of the [-80/State Street
Interchange (see Figure 1-15). These renewal areas will cause
an increase of vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic.

D e
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CHAPTER TWO: ALTERNATIVES

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 describes the range of
alternatives, including all “reasonable
alternatives” under consideration and FRIEREEEGEIRSEINELS
those “other alternatives” that were [RGUNEEECHELIE
eliminated from detailed study (23 alternatives to the
CFR 771.123()). In accordance with [eiehiukeheBeiEs
the Federal Highway Administration’s
(FHWA) Technical Advisory T6640.8a and
the Utah Department of Transportation’s
(UDOT) Environmental Process Manual
of Instruction, this Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) considered the No-action,
Transportation  System  Management
(TSM), Transit, and build alternatives.

2.2 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of
alternatives as part of this study. The agencies did not constrain the
list of alternatives by mode, ability to meet the purpose and need,
potential environmental impacts, or cost. The intent was to begin
with a broad listing of specific and independent actions that could
be performed.

23 CFR 771.123 (C)

the reasons why
other alternatives,
which may have
been considered,
were eliminated from
detailed study.

2.2.1 AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

In accordance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) and
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST), cooperating and
participating agencies of the |-80 and State Street EIS will have the
opportunity to provide input on the initial range of alternatives as
well as the screening criteria by reviewing a draft of Chapter Two:
Alternatives.

The project team held a public meeting on November 19, 2014
to discuss the initial range of alternatives, the screening process,
and conceptual layouts of build alternatives. At this meeting the
public had opportunity to review maps of alternatives and provide
comment and input. Input consisted of questions and concerns from
the public, but the comments did not result in additional alternatives
or major modifications to existing alternatives. The project team
used all comments regarding alternatives to evaluate and refine the
range of alternatives.

2.2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The alternatives development
process included  evaluating
potential solutions to meeting PRI INlfelo=NelNialN o] (o) elor=le
the project purpose. Each [BEEIHElNER(E

alternative assumes that all |8
funded projects included in
the Wasatch Front Regional
Council (WFRC) 2040 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) would
be completed by 2040, except
for improvements to the 1-80
and State Street interchange.
The project team considered a
wide range of alternatives including the No-action Alternative, the
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, the Transit
Alternative, and several build alternatives. These build alternatives
included improvements to the I-80 and State Street interchange.
The following sections describe the alternatives considered.

What is the Project Purpose?

Reduce congestion on |-80
and State Street

Improve operational
characteristics and safety
on I-80 and State Street
Support local economic
development through
mobility improvements

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES
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No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would maintain 1-80 and State Street in their current roadway
configurations. This alternative assumes that short-term minor restoration (safety and
maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing roadway facilities

would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative assumes all other improvements included in
the 2040 RTP would be implemented.

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes activities that would improve traffic flow. This alternative would
focus on strategies to maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that
include intersection improvements, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp
metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), and access management
to reduce conflicts.

Transit Alternative

The Transit Alternative assumes implementation of public transit improvements included
in WFRC’s 2040 RTP (see Figure 1-3 in Chapter 1). There is no difference between the No-
action Alternative and the Transit Alternative.

2-2 CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES
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I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives

The project team developed several interchange alternatives to address the congestion on
State Street and the operational and safety concerns at the 1-80/State Street Interchange.
All interchange alternatives would include widening the I-80 bridge to accommodate three
travel lanes on State Street in each direction. The alternatives are described in Table 2-1 and
Figures 2-1 through 2-11.

Table 2-11-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives

1-80 AND STATE STREET
INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 2-3
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u SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUI)

Truman Avenue

Burton Avenue

State Street and all
left-turn ramps at the
Interchange to come

to a single signalized LEGEND
intersection I-80 Eastbound

"q'; "q-; [ 1-80 Westbound

g g [ Ramps

2 2 I Surface Streets

< :;E' Bypass Ramps

S (VY [==] Bridge

0 [ state Street Bridge

Figure 2-1 Interchange Alternative 1 — Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)
2-4
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ADDITIONAL EXIT TO MAIN STREET

Truman Avenue

2360 South Burton Avenue

“-‘T—‘a

Construct additional eastbound
off-ramp on Main Street to allow
greater access (in combination
with SPUI or other interchange LEGEND
alternatives)

|-80 Eastbound

> i

8 8 [ 1-80 Westbound

g =2 I Ramps
I Surface Streets

S 3

g g Bypass Ramps
[===] Bridge
[ state Street Bridge

Figure 2-2 Interchange Alternative 1A — Additional Exit to Main Street
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a LOOP RAMP

Add access to westbound Burton Avenue
[-80 from Main Street New

diverge
point

Truman Avenue

) ———— Eastbound off-ramp
— - to loop back to State
Street to allow for

longer weave

Provides longer
weave area between
[-15 and State Street

Current
diverge
point

Construct new road

Whitlock Avenue
between State Street
and Main Street LEGEND
[-80 Eastbound
[ 1-80 Westbound
- - [ Ramps
g g I Surface Streets
",;." "u'm' Bypass Ramps
g ] [===] Bridge
0 g g [ State Street Bridge

Figure 2-3 Interchange Alternative 2 — Loop Ramp
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a SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET

- \ Truman Avenue
Construct westbound

frontage road between

State Street and Main
Construct Main Street to allow for

2360 South Street westbound multiple access points to
on-ramp South Salt Lake City

@ State Street
westbound off-ramp

|

—
]
State Street
eastbound on-ramp
Construct Main Street Construct eastbound
eastbound off-ramp frontage road between
to allow for improved Main Street and State
access to South Salt Street to allow for LEGEND
Lake City multiple access points to 1-80 Eastbound
© oL South Salt Lake City . W 180 Westbound
g_ g 8 [ Ramps
S S
IE 'lu-; v I Surface Streets
"J; g 3 Bypass Ramps
é g £ [===] Bridge
0 [ State Street Bridge

Figure 2-4 Interchange Alternative 3 — Split Diamond
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W SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE ONLY

Construct westbound
frontage road between
State Street and Main
Street to allow for
multiple access points to
South Salt Lake City

Truman Avenue

2360 South

Construct Main
Street westbound
on-ramp

B
@

B e iy —
=2 -

State Street
westbound off-ramp

Interchange
configuration
remains the same

on the south side LEGEND

[-80 Eastbound
[-80 Westbound

Ramps

Surface Streets

Bypass Ramps

Main Street

Bridge
State Street Bridge

West Temple
T

A

Figure 2-5 Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond, North Side Only
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SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET WITH TEXAS TURNAROUNDS

Construct westbound
frontage road
between State Street [Construct free-flow ]

Truman Avenue

and Main Street turnarounds

2360 South .
Construct Main State Street
Street westbound westbound off-ramp
on-ramp

|
]

State Street
eastbound on-ramp

___J_—

|

Construct Main Street

eastbound off-ramp c — LEGEND
to allow for improved onstruct eastboun

[-80 Eastbound
access to South Salt frontage road
Lake City between Main Street I-80 Westbound
and State Street Ramps

Surface Streets

Bypass Ramps

Main Street

Bridge
State Street Bridge

West Temple
State Street
11E0RN1]

A

Figure 2-6 Interchange Alternative 3A — Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas Turnarounds
CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES
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u SPLIT DIAMOND AT WEST TEMPLE

Construct West e \
Temple westbound Construct westbound

on-ramp frontage road between
State Street and West
Temple to allow for
2360 South multiple access points to
South Salt Lake City

State Street

Construct West -
Temple eastbound Construct eastbound
off-ramp frontage road between LEGEND
West Temple and State
Street to allow for
multiple access points to
South Salt Lake City

[-80 Eastbound
[-80 Westbound

Ramps

Surface Streets

Bypass Ramps

Bridge
State Street Bridge

300 West
West Temple
11E0RN1]

A

Figure 2-7 Interchange Alternative 4 — Split Diamond at West Temple
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a DIVERGING DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Northbound and
southbound State
Street to cross at
signals to allow
for non-signalized
access to 1-80

Allows for non- Truman Avenue
signalized right and
left turns to and from

the interchange ramps

2360 South Burton Avenue

LEGEND

P
Northbound and .80 Eastbound
- southbound State -eb kastboun
g Street to cross at [ 1-80 Westbound
S signals to_alloyv [ Ramps
g for non-signalized B Surface Streets
S access to I-80
(1] 4 J Bypass Ramps
S [===] Bridge
0 [0 state Street Bridge

Figure 2-8 Interchange Alternative 5 — Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
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a CONTINUOUS FLOW INTERSECTION

Left-turn movement to
cross oncoming traffic Truman Avenue

to allow non-signalized
access to 1-80

2360 South Burton Avenue

LEGEND

Left-turn movement to

Surface Streets

=~

$ cross oncoming traffic I-80 Eastbound
& to allow non-signalized I-80 Westbound
< access to 1-80 Ramps

S

Bypass Ramps

Bridge
State Street Bridge

1l

L
g
&
hd
g

Figure 2-9 Interchange Alternative 6 — Continuous Flow Intersection (CFl)
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DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Truman Avenue

Move ramp

2360 South intersections
farther apart

Burton Avenue

©

Add additional
lanes on State

Interchange Street
configuration
remains the same
LEGEND
[-80 Eastbound
[ 1-80 Westbound
‘5 E [ Ramps
g S I Surface Streets
(V) W
o o Bypass Ramps
5 "é [===] Bridge
0 = wn [ state Street Bridge

Figure 2-10 Interchange Alternative 7 — Diamond Interchange
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u THRU-TURNS

Thru-turn shifts left
turn movement away
from intersection to
alleviate congestion

Truman Avenue

2360 South Burton Avenue

No left-
turns

Thru-turn shifts left
turn movement away LEGEND
from intersection to 1-80 Eastbound

alleviate congestion 1-80 Westbound

Ramps

Surface Streets

Bypass Ramps

Bridge
State Street Bridge

Main Street

A

Figure 2-11 Interchange Alternative 8 — Thru-Turns
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2.3 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

The alternatives screening process will evaluate the alternatives
described in the previous sections. The screening process for the I-80
and State Street Interchange EIS includes:

e Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the
compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need.

e Level 2 - Environmental Screening: Screen alternatives
that are found acceptable in Level 1 Screening. These
alternatives will be screened based on critical environmental
resources, including impacts to residential relocations,
commercial relocations, and Section 4(f) properties.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS
evaluate all reasonable alternatives and discuss those alternatives
that were eliminated from further study. Reasonable alternatives
include those that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives
that have substantially greater environmental or other impacts, based
on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further study.

2.3.1 LEVEL 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING

The first screening process will evaluate the compatibility of the
alternatives with the purpose and need. The purpose of the project
consists of three elements:

e Reduce congestion on |-80 and State Street

e Improve operational characteristics and safety on |-80 and
State Street

e Support local
improvements

economic development through mobility

The project team developed specific objectives to measure an
alternative’s ability to meet the three elements of the project purpose
(see Section 1.3 in Chapter 1 of this EIS). Alternatives that meet all
three elements of the project purpose will move forward to Level
2 — Environmental Screening. Alternatives that only meet one or
two elements of the project purpose will be eliminated from further
consideration.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

TSM Alternative

The elements of this alternative are included in the projects identified
inthe 2040 RTP. These elements would help reduce congestion on [-80
and State Street, but would not be sufficient in themselves to make
noticeable improvements. Additionally, because the TSM alternative
focuses on strategies to maximize the efficiency of the existing
system, and does not include any new construction, this alternative
would not improve safety and operational characteristics on 1-80 and
State Street, and it would not support local economic development
through mobility improvements. Therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration because it would not meet
the three elements of the project purpose; however, elements of this
alternative will be incorporated into build alternatives.

Transit Alternative

The effectiveness of a transit alternative can be determined by
the reduction of peak hour volumes on |-80 and State Street. An
effective transit alternative would shift travel from automobiles to
transit, reducing the number of vehicles on the road. The Transit
Alternative assumes implementation of public transit improvements
included in WFRC’s 2040 RTP (see Figure 1-3 in Chapter 1). The peak
hour volumes for the Transit Alternative would be the same as the
No-action Alternative; therefore, the Transit Alternative would not
reduce congestion on [-80 and State Street. Additionally, the Transit
Alternative would not improve safety and operational characteristics
on I-80 and State Street, and it would not support local economic
development through mobility improvements. Therefore, this
alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it
would not meet the three elements of the project purpose; however,
the Transit Alternative will be incorporated into all build alternatives.

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES
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I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives
The project team developed specific objectives to measure an 1-80

and State Street Interchange alternative’s ability to meet the three
elements of the project’s purpose (see Table 2-2).

Table 2-2 Purpose and Need Objectives (Interchange)

Purpose Objective

e Provide LOS C* or better for all
intersections associated with the
State Street and I-80 Interchange
Provide LOS D or better on State
Street near the State Street and
[-80 Interchange

Reduce congestion on 1-80 and
State Street o

Improve safety and operational
characteristics on 1-80 and
State Street

Support local economic

Reduce crashes on State Street

Be consistent with South Salt Lake
development through mobility | City's economic development and
improvements master transportation plans

*All intersections associated with the 1-80 and State Street Interchange will

operate at LOS C or better under the 2040 No-action conditions; therefore,

an interchange alternative needs to operate at LOS C or better (for all
intersections) to meet the purpose and need for the project.

Provide LOS C or Better at I-80 and State Street Interchange

To meet the “Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street” element of
the project purpose, an I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative
needs to provide LOS C or better for all intersections associated with
the I-80 and State Street Interchange in 2040. As shown in Table
2-3 and Figure 2-12, the No-action Alternative, and Interchange
Alternatives 1, 1A, 3, 3N, 3A, 5, 6, and 7 provide LOS C or better for
all intersections associated with the I-80 and State Street Interchange.

Table 2-3 2040 Intersection LOS

I-80 and State Street
Interchange
Alternatives

Overall LOS Cor
Interchange | better for all
LOS intersections

North | South
LOS LOS

2-loopRamp D C____C_____No_

4 — Split Diamond at No
West Temple'

8 — Thru-Turns F D F No

"1-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative 4 — Split Diamond at West Temple
would not allow vehicles traveling from southbound I-15 or eastbound SR-201
to exit at State Street without being constructed in combination with one of the
Eastbound Weave Alternatives. Since it was previously determined that none
of the Eastbound Weave Alternatives would meet the purpose and need of the
project, Interchange Alternative 4 is not considered a viable alternative; therefore,
Interchange Alternative 4 has been eliminated from further consideration.
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Figure 2-12 2040 Intersection LOS by Interchange Alternative
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Provide LOS D or Better on State Street
To meet the “Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street” element  and Figure 2-13, Interchange Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 3, 3N, 3A, and 7
of the project purpose, an 1-80 and State Street Interchange  all provide LOS D or better on State Street during the PM peak hour,

Alternative also needs to provide LOS D or better on State Street  in 2040.
near the |-80 and State Street Interchange. As shown in Table 2-4

Table 2-4 2040 State Street Arterial PM LOS
State Street Arterial PM LOS

I-80 and State Street Interchange Southbound Northbound LOS D or

better on

Alternative Street Carto| WBI-80to | EBI-80to | 2700 South = EBI-80to | WBI-80to | state Street
WB 1-80 EB 1-80 2700 South to EB I-80 WB 1-80 Street Car

4 — Split Diamond at West Temple’ - --- --- --- --- --- No
5 — Diverging Diamond Interchange r £ C D £ e NG
(DDI)

6 — Continuous Flow Intersection (CFl) E F B D F C No

8 — Thru-Turns F F C D B E No

11-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative 4 — Split Diamond at West Temple would not allow vehicles traveling from southbound I-15 or eastbound SR-201 to exit
at State Street without being constructed in combination with one of the Eastbound Weave Alternatives. Since it was previously determined that none of the Eastbound
Weave Alternatives would meet the purpose and need of the project, Interchange Alternative 4 is not considered a viable alternative; therefore, Interchange Alternative 4
has been eliminated from further consideration.
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Figure 2-13 2040 Arterial LOS by Interchange Alternative
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Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening Results (Interchange)
A summary of the Level 1 — Purpose and Need Screening for the  elements of the project purpose and will move forward to Level 2 —
I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives is shown in Table ~ Environmental Resources Screening.

2-5. Highlighted rows indicate I-80 and State Street Interchange
Alternatives that met all three elements of the project purpose.

Although the No-action Alternative fails to meet the purpose and
need for the project, it will move forward for detailed study because it
Based on Level 1 — Purpose and Need Screening, 1-80 and State  satisfies the NEPA “no-action” requirements and provides a baseline
Street Interchange Alternatives 1, 1A, 3, 3N, 3A, and 7 met all three  to compare impacts of build alternatives.

Table 2-5 Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening (I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives)
Purpose and Need Objectives

Be Consistent with Recommended
Economic Development for Further
and Master Analysis
Transportation Plans®

I-80 and State Street Interchange LOS C or LOS D or Reduce

Alternatives better for all better on Crashes on
intersections | State Street State Street?

No-action Alternative

2~ Loop Ramp L No e Ve Y _________No

4 — Split Diamond at West Temple' --- --- No
5 — Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) Yes No Yes Yes No
6 — Continuous Flow Intersection (CFI) Yes No Yes Yes No
8 — Thru-Turns No No Yes Yes No

"1-80 and State Street Interchange Alternative 4 — Split Diamond at West Temple would not allow vehicles traveling from southbound I-15 or eastbound SR-207 to exit
at State Street without being constructed in combination with one of the Eastbound Weave Alternatives. Since it was previously determined that none of the Eastbound
Weave Alternatives would meet the purpose and need of the project, Interchange Alternative 4 is not considered a viable alternative; therefore, Interchange Alternative 4
has been eliminated from further consideration.

2 All build alternatives would address the “trap” left-turn lanes and frontage road conflicts (see Section 1.2.2 in Chapter 1) and would therefore likely reduce the number
of crashes.

3 All build alternatives would be consistent with economic development and transportation plans because they provide improved access to the URAs and existing businesses.

2-20 CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES



|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
5555555555, £ '1PACT STATEMENT /Amm

w
O
4
<
I
(8
[+
=
zi
=2
I
xz
-
4T
w
= -
<
,‘E
()
[a)
p4
<
o
P

LEVEL 1
PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING

Figure 2-14 Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening Summary
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2.3.2 LEVEL 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES SCREENING
The alternatives that passed the Level 1 —Purpose and Need Screening
will go through Level 2 — Environmental Resources Screening. The
environmental screening analysis included an inventory of existing
critical environmental resources located near the study area. The
inventory included residences, commercial structures, and Section
4(f) resources (historic structures and public parks). It should be noted
that the environmental screening process is not a full environmental
analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of
alternatives was conducted for alternatives selected for detailed

study (see Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences).

Screening Factors

Residential and Commercial Relocations
Potential residential relocations are designated when:

e There is a direct impact to the structure (construction of the
proposed roadway crosses the existing structure), or

e the roadway is close to the residential structure footprint
AND requires the acquisition of right-of-way, or

e the alternative would remove access to the property.

Potential commercial relocations are designated when:

e There is a direct impact to the structure (construction of the
proposed roadway crosses the existing structure), or

e the alternative would remove access to the property, or
the acquisition of right-of-way would prohibit the operation
of the business.

The screening process will quantify the number of residential and
commercial relocations for each alternative.

Section 4(f)

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49
USC §303 and 23 USC 8§138) requires avoidance of impacts to
public parks and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl! refuges,

and historic sites  unless:
(1) there is no prudent and
feasible avoidance alternative
and all possible planning has
been done to minimize harm
to the Section 4(f) properties
as a result of the project, or
(2) if the project would have
a de minimis impact on the

property.

As per 23 CFR §774.17, a
de minimis impact to historic
sites, is one where the
project would have a “no adverse effect” or “no historic properties
affected” determination under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. This means that either the project would have no
impact on the historic property (e.g., no right-of-way is required), or
that the impacts to the historic property are minor (e.g., minor right-
of-way acquisition).

Historic Structure
(a Section 4(f) property)

For historic sites, an alternative would likely have a “greater than de
minimis impact” if there was the potential for an “adverse effect”
determination under Section 106.

Several of the alternatives evaluated in this section would include
Section 4(f) de minimis impacts. However, since a de minimis impact
determination does not require an avoidance alternative analysis,
discussion of the screening process will only address Section 4(f)
properties that would likely have a greater than de minimis impact
as a result of an alternative.

Alternatives that do not have greater than de minimis impacts will
move forward for detailed study. Alternatives that have greater than
de minimis impacts will be eliminated from further consideration.

2-22
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I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives

A summary of the Level 2 — Environmental Resources Screening for
the I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives is shown in Table
2-6 and Figure 2-15. Highlighted rows indicate I-80 and State Street
Interchange Alternatives that will move forward for detailed study.

Level 2 - Environmental Screening Results (Interchange)

Based on Level 2 — Environmental Resources Screening, I-80 and State
Street Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 will be carried forward
for detailed study. I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives 1A,

I-80 and State Street Interchange
Alternative

1A - Additional Exit at Main Street

Table 2-6 Level 2: Environmental Resources Screening (I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives)

# of Commercial Relocations

4 (KFC, TechnaGlass, House of Blinds,
and Emission Time)

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL

MPACT STATEMENT AN
3, 3A, 5, and 6 will not move forward for further study because they
would require additional residential and commercial relocations and
would have Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts.

As discussed above, Section 4(f) requires the avoidance of Section
4(f) properties unless there is no prudent and feasible avoidance
alternative or if the project would have a de minimis impact on
the property. Therefore, alternatives that have only Section 4(f) de
minimis impacts were moved forward for detailed study.

# of
Residential
Relocations

# of Section 4(f)
Greater than De
Minimis Impact

Carry Forward to
Detailed Study

No

3 — Split Diamond at Main Street

3A - Split Diamond at Main Street with Texas
Turnarounds

2 (House of Blinds and Emissions Time)

2 (House of Blinds and Emission Time)

2
=
o 2
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RESOURCES
SCREENING

Figure 2-15 Level 2: Environmental Resources Screening Summary
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Figure 2-16 Environmental Impacts by Interchange Alternative
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2.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR DETAILED 2.4.2 BUILD ALTERNATIVES
STUDY This EIS will carry the following I-80 and State Street Interchange
The screening process identified Alternatives through for detailed study:
alternatives that will be carried What's Detailed Stu,d_y? e 1 Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) — State Street
forward for detailed study. lzserspembaiedaFenezgfr:o;?g and all the ramps at the interchange to come to a single

and  environmental  effects signalized intersection (see Figure 2-33).

2.4.1 NO-ACTION B * 3N Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only
ALTERNATIVE “detailed study” will be - In'.[ercha'nge configuration to remain similar to existing
The  No-action  Alternative BERENZCRNEE[E e configuration on the south side. Construct a Main Street

would  maintain  |-80  and
State Street in their current
roadway configurations.  This
alternative assumes that short-

westbound on-ramp with a westbound frontage road
between State Street and Main Street (see Figure 2-34).

e 7 Diamond Interchange - Interchange configuration to
remain similar to existing configuration. Construct additional

Why was the No-action

/ _ Alternative Selected for . .
term minor restoration (safety EEASERIOTIE: lanes on State Street and move ramp intersections farther

and maintenance) activities that apart (see Figure 2-35).

maintain  continued operation s " s . . .

of ;he Iexisting oadwa ?acilities satisfies the NEPA “No-action The screening process identified the above 1-80 and State Street

would be ongoing yThe No- LIS ERRIENEERERS  |nterchange Alternatives as meriting detailed study because the
: LR ELEERERE. e rnatives met the purpose and need for the project and had fewer

action  Alternative assumes all EENICEICHENES residential and commercial relocations and no Section 4(f) greater
other improvements included L 9
than de minimis impacts.

in the 2040 RTP would be implemented. All of these activities
would likely have some environmental impacts. Each project would
undergo evaluation as part of the NEPA process to identify detailed
effects of these activities. See Chapter 3: Affected Environment
and Environmental Consequences for discussion of general effects
associated with the No-action Alternative.

The No-action Alternative
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Purpose and Need Compliance
Making improvements only to the State Street and I-80 interchange
would meet the project’s purpose and need because these
improvements would reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street,
improve operational characteristics and safety on |-80 and State
Street, and would support local economic development through
mobility improvements (see Table 2-7).

Table 2-7 Project Purpose and Need Compliance
I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives 1,

Purpose

Reduce
congestion on
[-80 and State
Street

3N, and 7 Purpose and Need Compliance

Provides an interchange where all intersections
operate at LOS C or better (prevents back-ups,
and associated congestion, on I-80 mainline)
Provides a State Street facility that operates at
LOS D or better near the State Street and 1-80
Interchange by widening the 1-80 structure over
State Street and eliminating the bottleneck
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Figure 2-17A Screening Summary
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Purpose

Improve safety
and operational
characteristics
on I-80 and
State Street

I-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives 1,
3N, and 7 Purpose and Need Compliance

e Eliminates “trap” left-turn lane on State Street by
widening the I-80 structure over State Street

e Addresses the frontage road conflicts by either
eliminating the frontage road connection or by
not allowing for a right-turn on red light for the
northbound to eastbound and southbound to
westbound right-turn movements

Support local
economic
development
through mobility
improvements

e  Provides improved access to the URAs and
existing businesses, and are consistent with
economic development and transportation plans

Independent Utility

The |-80 and State Street Interchange Alternatives would have
independent utility since they would be usable and be a reasonable
expenditure, even if no additional transportation improvements in
the area are made.

LEVEL 2:
ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCES
SCREENING
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2.5 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

After fully evaluating all agency and public comments on the
Draft EIS, FHWA and UDOT have identified I-80 and State Street
Interchange Alternative 3N — Split Diamond at Main Street, North
Side Only as the alternative which best meets the purpose and
need and includes measures to minimize impacts to environmental
resources; therefore, FHWA and UDOT have identified Alternative 3N
as the Preferred Alternative.

Alternative 3N provides LOS C or better for all intersections at the
[-80 and State Street Interchange and provides LOS D or better near
the State Street and I-80 Interchanges. It eliminates the “trap” left-
turn lane on State Street and addresses the frontage road conflicts
by not allowing for a right-turn on red light for the northbound to
eastbound and southbound to westbound right-turn movements.
Additionally, in comparison to Alternatives 1 and 7, Alternative 3N
better satisfies the economic component of the purpose and need
by providing better access to the URAs and existing businesses.

ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

a
> W
X
Euw
w i
Oy
o

ALTERNATIVE

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City.

Alternative 3N minimizes impacts to environmental resources because
it would only relocate two commercial properties (House of Blinds
and Emissions Time) and it would have no residential relocations and
no Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts.

Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was
identified as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce
the travel demand on State Street by providing another
alternative (Main Street) to access westbound 1-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component
of the purpose and need by providing better access to the
Urban Renewal Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road
that would allow for multiple access points to South Salt
Lake City

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Figure 2-17B Screening Summary
CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES
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SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUI)

2360 South

Burton Avenue

Arctic [N State Street and left-
Spas | |NAK; turn ramps at the

Interchange to come
to a single signalized

Techna Salt Lake | intersection
Valley
Close frontage Glass Dealership
road connection U \

Add additional
lanes on State

Street under
structure
—— ~ 7

Widen [-80 structure

to accommodate
additional lanes on @
State Street

Emission
Time

House of
Blinds

Ramada Inn
Granite

School Distric|
Community
Center

LEGEND

I Commercial Relocations

Residential Relocations

e Main Street

®  Section 4(f) Greater than De Minimis Impact

Figure 2-18 Alternative 1 — Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)
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2360 South

Construct Main Street
westbound on-ramp

West Temple
Main Street

LEGEND

I Commercial Relocations

CA

Residential Relocations

Section 4(f) Greater than De Minimis Impact
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W SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE ONLY

Construct westbound
frontage road between State
Street and Main Street to
allow for multiple access
points to South Salt Lake City

Burton Avenue

Salt Lake
Valley
Dealership

Potentially
Construct
U-Turn lane

Widen |-80 structure
and add additional
lanes on State Street
under structure

Emission ¥ Realign curb so all traffic

Time i —
Construct free-flow KFC | uses striped lanes
- House of frontage road access
right-turn lane .

Blinds allowed from ramp lanes

Gr ani?e . Ramada Inn

School D/str/c :
Community |8 Eliminate right-turn
Center 4 on red light

State Street == — =

Figure 2-19 Alternative 3N — Split Diamond, North Side Only
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DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

2360 South Burton Avenue
Arctic S0
Spas Move ramp
Eliminate right-turn intersections
on red light Salt Lake farther apart
Realign curb so all traffic uses fechna valley

Glass Dealership

striped lanes — frontage road
access allowed from ramp lanes

Widen [-80 structure
to accommodate
additional lanes on
State Street

Add additional
lanes on State
Street under
structure

Emission \\\} ' Realign curb so all traffic uses

Construct free-flow Time | : striped lanes — frontage road
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% Blinds Eliminate riaht-t
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= Center
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A

Figure 2-20 Alternative 7 — Diamond Interchange
2-30

®  Section 4(f) Greater than De Minimis Impact
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CHAPTER THREE: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

3.1.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing conditions were identified based on literature and data
file searches; coordination with local, state, and federal agency
personnel; and field investigations. Additional details relating
to the technical research performed in the preparation of this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which are not fully discussed
in this document, are included in the Technical Report (see Appendix
A) and other project records.

3.1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC §4321
et seq.) requires consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts plus measures to mitigate the impacts. These impacts are
described and generally illustrated as follows:

e Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the
same time and place (40 CFR §1508.8). These are discussed in
each resource area subsection.

DIRECT IMPACTS

Several acres of farmland are removed to make room for
construction of a new road.

e Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in
time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably
foreseeable (40 CFR §1508.8). Indirect effects are generally
not quantifiable but can be reasonably predicted to occur.
These impacts are described in each resource area subsection.

INDIRECT IMPACTS

As a result of improved access, a commercial development
replaces much of the farmland along the corridor a few years
after the construction of the new road.

e Cumulative impacts are the impacts to the environment
which result from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions (40 CFR §1508.7). These are addressed in
Section 3.28 of this chapter.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

N~
-0
-
/

The combined impacts of construction of the new road,
construction and planned construction of other roadway
projects, and private development transforms this rural, agricul-
tural town into an urban, commercial center.

3.1.3 STUDY AREA

The study area, for the purposes of this chapter, is defined as the
limits shown in Figure 1-1 Study Area in Chapter 1 of this EIS. For
individual resources the study area varies, depending upon individual
resource characteristics. Unless otherwise noted, the study area for
each resource is the study area defined in Figure 1-1 Study Area.
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3.2 LAND USE
The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Technical Advisory
T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental
and Section 4(f) Documents, recommends that the land use analysis
should identify the current development trends and the State and/
or local government plans and policies on land use and growth in
the area which would be impacted by the proposed project. These
plans and policies are normally reflected in the area’s comprehensive

development plan, and include land use, transportation, public
facilities, housing, community services, and other areas.

Zoning maps, general plans, and master plans are used to show
current and planned land uses within the study area. Zoning maps
are used to show how the land within each municipality is currently
zoned, while general plans and master plans are used to show
proposed future land uses. Local governments develop these maps
and plans and use them to identify community goals and priorities,
and to assist in decision-making procedures.

This section includes a review of existing and future land uses within
the study area, and describes potential land use impacts resulting
from the proposed action. The study area, for the purposes of
assessing social and economic impacts, includes the area from 1-15
to 500 East, and from 2100 South to 2700 South. This study area
helps to address indirect impacts and provides further understanding
of impacts on surrounding land uses.

3.2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The study area is located within the municipal boundaries of South
Salt Lake City. Therefore, the City was contacted regarding land
use, zoning regulations and transportation planning. In addition,
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) is responsible for preparing
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Wasatch Choice for
2040 Vision Plan. This Vision serves as the foundation for a variety
of plans and implementation activities including the RTP. Finally, the

City's redevelopment plans for the area were reviewed for future
land use goals and objectives relative to the study area.

Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) Regional

Transportation Plan

The WFRC RTP is the Salt Lake-West Valley and the Ogden-Layton
Urbanized Areas’ fiscally constrained plan for highway, transit, and
other facility improvements. The most recent adopted plan is the
2015-2040 RTP. The 2015-2040 RTP identifies the 1-80/State Street
interchange for upgrade.

3-2
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South Salt Lake Existing and Future Land Use Plans

Existing Property Type Classifications

Parcels within the project area are primarily commercial and residential in nature. There are
currently 2,015 parcels, totaling 581.14 parcel acres, within the study area. Roadways and Va;;"t
other easements are generally not classified with a specific property type and will increase the

overall acreage included in the study area, as shown in the following zoning analysis.

Residential

Table 3-1 Existing Parcel Classification

Total Total Commercial
Acreage Parcels 40%

Residential 181.90 1,295.00
Industrial 54.67 109.00
Commercial 231.55 419.00 Figure 3-1 Existing Parcel
Vacant 16.17 82.00 Classification
Agricultural/Forest/Mining - -
Other 96.85 110.00
Total 581.14 2,015.00

. s . Office
Existing Zoning

Utah Code authorizes municipalities to plan for future growth and development as outlined
in the Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management Act (UCA 10-9a-102). South Salt
Lake City’s General Plan (2009), specifically the Land Use Elements outlines the goals and
objectives of the City regarding existing and future land use. Current zoning data illustrates Resi;éi/r:tial Con;T;rcial
the distribution of property types, with residential and commercial zoning comprising 68

percent of the total and industrial zoning comprises a larger percentage than what is shown
in the parcel classification, at 26 percent of the total. Existing zoning classifications are shown
in Figure 3-3 and described in Table 3-2.

Industrial
Mixed 27%
Future Land Use >%
The South Salt Lake City Future Land Use Plan, last updated in 2010, indicates that the future , o ,
land uses within the study area will continue to promote redevelopment toward commercial, Figure 3-2 Existing Zoning
mixed-use and office land uses. The future land uses are shown in Figure 3-4 and described Classification
in Table 3-3.
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Table 3-2 Existing Zoning Descriptions
Code Title Description Category | Acres
CcC gg;::ﬁc;rrcial The purpose of the corridor commercial district is to promote high quality, well designed business, office and retail establishments. Commercial | 107.12
General The purpose of the commercial general (CG) district is to allow more intense business activity in order to improve the economic base
CG . of the city without detriment to the environmental character and quality of the district. Provide space for the many highly diverse Commercial | 104.01
Commercial . . ) S X )
types of commercial activity needed to serve people and industry and to maintain and strengthen the economic base of the city.
The purpose of the commercial neighborhood (CN) district is to provide an area for neighborhood-oriented businesses which support
Neighborhood residential areas surrounding the district. The district may serve as a buffer between residential and business/commercial districts.
CN Cor?wmercial The CN district designation is intended for commercial developments that will not generate high vehicle traffic. It is intended Commercial 13.36
that businesses in this district will enhance and be compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods through architecture,
development, and site design.
East Streetcar The East Streetcar Neighborhood District is established to facilitate the redevelopment of the East Streetcar Neighborhood in a
ESN . manner compatible with the South Salt Lake City General Plan and the East Streetcar Master Plan. Redevelopment in this corridor will | Mixed Overlay
Neighborhood o . . . . ) X .
be transit-oriented and will preserve the land values and integrity of surrounding single-family neighborhoods.
Light The purpose of the light industrial district is to designate appropriate locations where warehousing and industrial uses with minimal
9"t | Industrial objectionable characteristics may be established, maintained and protected. The regulations of this district are designed to promote a | Industrial 201.77
Industrial ) . 4 . . o2 . .
high level of environmental quality by uses which do not contribute to the deterioration of environmental quality.
The purpose of the mixed use (Mixed) district is to provide and encourage a mixture of compatible uses that will enhance the vitality
Mixed Mixed Use and diversity of the area. Development should accommodate and respect surrounding land uses by providing a gradual transition Mixed 35.60
from more intensive uses to lower density residential uses that are adjacent to a potential mixed use site.
North North District. Established to facilitate the redevelopment of commercial properties between 2100 S. and I-80 and between States
L North District | Street and Main Street. This mixed use district will provide for high density housing with supporting commercial and retail uses. The Commercial | Overlay
District . o i ) . )
intent of the district is also to aid in the creation of a healthy pedestrian environment.
The purpose of the professional office (PO) district is to provide a zone for uses which are conducted in an office environment. The
zone is not intended to contain uses engaged solely in merchandising, retailing, warehousing, or manufacturing. Uses within the PO
PO Professional district shall serve to enhance the vitality of the city and be compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. The district may act as a Office 790
Office buffer between residential neighborhoods and transit corridors or commercial uses. Developments adjacent to residential uses should '
be architecturally compatible while mitigating impacts regarding height, hours of operation, lighting and traffic on surrounding
residential neighborhoods.
Single Family . . . o . . . . . . .
R-1 Residential The purpose of this zone is to provide for low density single family, residential housing neighborhoods. Residential 265.82
Total 735.59
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Figure 3-3 Existing Zoning within and adjacent to the Study Area
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Table 3-3 Future Land Use Plan Descriptions
Code Title Description Category
CcC gg;::ﬁc;rrcial The purpose of the corridor commercial district is to promote high quality, well designed business, office and retail establishments. Commercial
General The purpose of the commercial general (CG) district is to allow more intense business activity in order to improve the economic base of
CG . the city without detriment to the environmental character and quality of the district. Provide space for the many highly diverse types of Commercial
Commercial . o : 2 . .
commercial activity needed to serve people and industry and to maintain and strengthen the economic base of the city.
New CG New Gengral Area may convert from existing land uses to General Commercial Conver5|o‘n to
Commercial Commercial
The purpose of the commercial neighborhood (CN) district is to provide an area for neighborhood-oriented businesses which support the
CN Neighborhood | residential areas surrounding the district. The district may serve as a buffer between residential and business/commercial districts. The CN Commercial
Commercial district designation is intended for commercial developments that will not generate high vehicle traffic. It is intended that businesses in this
district will enhance and be compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods through architecture, development, and site design.
New Conversion to
New CN | Neighborhood | Area may convert from existing land uses to Neighborhood Commercial Neighborhood
Commercial Commercial
The East Streetcar Neighborhood District is established to facilitate the redevelopment of the East Streetcar Neighborhood in a manner
ESN East Streetcar | compatible with the South Salt Lake City General Plan and the East Streetcar Master Plan. Redevelopment in this corridor will be transit- Mixed
Neighborhood | oriented and will preserve the land values and integrity of surrounding single-family neighborhoods. Land uses and regulations for buildings
and site development in the East Streetcar Corridor District are established in the East Streetcar Form Based Code.
Light The purpose of the light industrial district is to designate appropriate locations where warehousing and industrial uses with minimal
9Nt | industrial objectionable characteristics may be established, maintained and protected. The regulations of this district are designed to promote a high Industrial
Industrial . ; X . Co . .
level of environmental quality by uses which do not contribute to the deterioration of environmental quality.
The purpose of the mixed use (Mixed) district is to provide and encourage a mixture of compatible uses that will enhance the vitality and
Mixed Mixed Use diversity of the area. Development should accommodate and respect surrounding land uses by providing a gradual transition from more Mixed
intensive uses to lower density residential uses that are adjacent to a potential mixed use site.
New New Mixed - . Conversion to
Mixed Use Area may convert from existing land uses to Mixed Use Mixed Use
North North District. Established to facilitate the redevelopment of commercial properties between 2100 S. and 1-80 and between States Street and
District North District | Main Street. This mixed use district will provide for high density housing with supporting commercial and retail uses. The intent of the district | Commercial
is also to aid in the creation of a healthy pedestrian environment.
The purpose of the professional office (PO) district is to provide a zone for uses which are conducted in an office environment. The zone
is not intended to contain uses engaged solely in merchandising, retailing, warehousing, or manufacturing. Uses within the professional
PO Professional office (PO) district shall serve to enhance the vitality of the city and be compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. The district may act Office
Office as a buffer between residential neighborhoods and transit corridors or commercial uses. Developments adjacent to residential uses should
be architecturally compatible while mitigating impacts regarding height, hours of operation, lighting and traffic on surrounding residential
neighborhoods.
New Conversion to
New PO | Professional Area may convert from existing land uses to Professional Office !
X Office
Office
Single Family . . . L . . . . . . .
R-1 Residential The purpose of this zone is to provide for low density single family, residential housing neighborhoods. Residential
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Figure 3-4 Future Land Uses within and adjacent to the Study Area
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South Salt Lake City Redevelopment Plans
There are two major existing redevelopment areas in the study area:
Central Pointe Urban Renewal Area (URA) and Market Station URA
(see Figure 1-17 in Chapter 1). The objective of these areas is to
encourage the redevelopment of nearly 120 acres of underutilized
property into mixed use retail, office and residential neighborhoods.
In addition to these established URAs, the City and the South Salt
Lake Redevelopment Agency (RDA) is in the process of analyzing
the creation of new Streetcar Community Development Area
(CDA) located on the northwest side of the City - beginning at the
intersection of State Street and Utopia Avenue, and ending at 500

East. The proposed Streetcar CDA runs along both sides of the Sugar
House Streetcar line.

General changes to future land uses, as well as the redevelopment
proposed within the specific redevelopment project areas will
generate more trips on roadways and increase pedestrian activity.
In addition to the existing and proposed redevelopment areas, the
Central Pointe TRAX station and Parley’s Trail also surround the study
area, generating more trips and pedestrians. The following describes
the land use changes anticipated within the redevelopment areas.

Central Pointe URA

The current principal land uses in this area include commercial,
industrial, manufacturing and a small number of residences. Buildings
in the area are generally commercial and industrial structures,
with some detached single-family structures, duplexes and small
apartment complexes throughout the area. There are approximately
40 residential units located within the 81 acres that comprise this
URA. With an average household size of 2.46, this results in an
estimated population density of 1.21 persons per acre. The property
within the Central Pointe URA is underutilized and not generating
full beneficial tax base to the Community. As mixed-use and Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) communities are developed, a variety
of higher density housing options will become available, thus

increasing population densities. With an average household size of
2.46 it is estimated that population for this area will increase by
5,000 residents, increasing the population density to 63 persons
per acre. Because of the centralized location and the proximity to
the Central Pointe TRAX station and the Sugar House Streetcar, the
Central Pointe area will promote TOD and mixed-use development.
Generally, future land uses will include retail, mixed-use, office, high
density residential, and transit oriented development. In order to
redevelop this area, the RDA and the City have identified the need to
construct infrastructure improvements that enhance transportation
and create better utilization of land. The Central Pointe URA is
projected to add 230,000 square feet of office space, 790,000
square feet of retail space and 2,000 multi-family units.

Market Station URA

Current uses and previous uses of recently vacated buildings within
the Market Station URA include the following: lumberyard, a bar,
fast food restaurant, office space, and automobile sales. Over 50
percent of the Market Station URA project area consists of a vacated
lumberyard, automobile sales facilities, including the associated
surface parking and service areas, and other surface parking lots.
The remainder of the URA project area consists of one- to two-
story office buildings, a bar, fast food restaurant, small-scale retail
businesses and the related surface parking areas. The entire area is
bordered by paved roads. It is anticipated that many of the buildings
and other structures presently existing within the URA project area
will be removed by the RDA or one or more developers and replaced
with new construction as part of the proposed urban renewal of the
project area. The entire project area is currently zoned as Corridor
Commercial overlaid with the North District zoning designation. The
City's Land Use and Development Code explains that the purpose
of the Corridor Commercial Zone is “to promote high quality, well
designed business, office and retail establishments.” Redevelopment
within the Market Station URA is expected to add 140 multi-family
units, with 100,000 square feet of office and 150,000 square feet
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of retail space. Upon completion of the proposed urban renewal,
population densities will increase for all uses resulting in a dramatic
shift from the present low-density commercial/light industry use to
an urban mixed-use neighborhood of retail/office space and much
needed owner-occupied residential units.

The Central Pointe and Market Station URAs have been created to
encourage mixed-use developments including office, residential and
retail spaces. The types of land uses within the Central Point and
Market Station URAs will include denser patterns of development
and will result in increased travel demand within the study area. In
order for the URAs to be economically viable, adequate transportation
access will be required. The RDA and the City desire to maintain a
high-quality transit oriented development as a focal point to the City.

Streetcar CDA

This area currently consists primarily of commercial and industrial
land with some vacant or underutilized property not generating full
beneficial tax base to the City or other taxing entities. This area is
designated as a transit oriented development. Currently, there is very
limited residential development within the area which mostly consists
of older homes on quarter-acre lots and a multi-family housing
complex. The Streetcar CDA is being reviewed by the RDA and the City
as an area within South Salt Lake City that presents an opportunity
to strengthen the economic base of the City and capture the future
economic value that will come with the Sugarhouse Streetcar line
through the investment of private capital. The area suffers from a
lack of social connectivity and vitality. There are very few residential
units. There are currently no parks, libraries, or other social gathering
places in the Streetcar CDA project area. The proposed Streetcar CDA
will add nearly 160,000 square feet of miscellaneous commercial and
1,400 multi-family residential units. This area in particular will serve
as a focal point to the City and will receive a substantial increase in
foot traffic on a daily basis after the completion of the Streetcar line,
which will create both opportunity and increased service demand.
The property encompasses approximately 23.98 acres of land.
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Projections

As a result of changing land uses and redevelopment, the number of
households and total population is expected to increase in the study
area through 2040. Total population within the study area is expected
to increase by 8,625 persons, with households increasing by 4,326
units. Based on the traffic area zone (TAZ) data, the study area is
projected to experience a slight reduction in overall jobs through
2040. However, the development of new retail opportunities will
likely result in increased sales tax revenues for the community, as
well as other induced economic effects. As shown above, the types
of land uses within the Central Point and Market Station URAs, as
well as the proposed Streetcar CDA, will include denser patterns of
development and will result in increased travel demand within the
study area. In order for the URAs to be economically viable, adequate
transportation access will be required.

Table 3-4 Projected Growth within Study Area

2012 Total | 2040 Total | Difference
Households 2,348 6,674 4,326
Population 5,344 13,969 8,625
Total Employment 13,188 12,840 (348)
Retail Employment 3,428 4,151 723
Industrial Employment 2,186 959 (1,227)
Other Employment 7,575 7,730 155

Based on 21 Selected Traffic Area Zones within the study area, adjusted for proposed
redevelopment information provided by the City.
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Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Facilities
There are currently four parks and recreation related facilities within
the study area. A park, known as Lion’s Pride Park, currently serves as
a 1-acre dog park at 350 East Robert Avenue. The park was converted
toits current use in 2011 at a cost of approximately $25,000. The city
put up a fence and added some canine playground equipment such
as a hoop to jump through and concrete tubes. In addition, the park
has two pavilions and restrooms. The Columbus Community Center
also has 0.5 acres of turf and event lawn, as well as a courtyard. This
space is leased to South Salt Lake City. The City also maintains 0.11
acres of open space at approximately 200 East Whitlock Avenue.
This site includes a paved trail that connects Whitlock Avenue to the
parking to the north, turf area, as well as benches. In addition, there
is a 0.2 acre recreation site located at approximately 2200 South 500

East that the City will utilize for a community garden or plaza area.
Improvements to this site have not been completed at this time.

Within the surrounding community South Salt Lake City owns and
maintains several parks including South Gate Village Park, Fitts
Community Park, Paul Workman Ball Park, Harmony Park and
General Holm Park.

Parley’s Trail is a paved bicycle and pedestrian trail, currently under
construction, which follows the I-80 corridor from the mouth of
Parley’s Canyon to the Sugar House Business District. Two parallel
alignments are proposed for the connections between Fairmont Park
in Sugar House and the Provo-Jordan River Parkway. Overall, the trail
will be approximately 8 miles long. Parley’s Trail will be the major
east-west connector trail through Salt Lake City and South Salt Lake
City at the mouth of Parley’s Canyon.

Planned Parks

South Salt Lake City’s Parks Master Plan identifies several new parks,
including a new park facility within the study area. The location of
this facility has not been determined at this time.

Frontage Roads

Frontage roads exist within the study area and provide access to
adjacent residences and businesses. Frontage roads are accessible
from State Street on the north side of I-80 west of State Street and
on the south side of I-80 east of State Street. Frontage roads are
inaccessible and closed from State Street on the north side of 1-80
east of State Street, and on the south side of 1-80 west of State
Street. Access to these frontage roads is maintained via 200 East and
300 East on the north, and via Main Street and West Temple on the
South.

100-Foot Buffer Parcel Analysis

A comparison of parcels within a 100-foot buffer of the affected
roadways illustrates that a large percentage of the land that could be
affected by proposed improvements is commercial property.

Table 3-5 Distribution of Property Values within 100-Foot Buffer of
Affected Roadways

Lot Use Market Value | % of Total | Taxable Value | % of Total
Residential $15,606,700 9% $8,525,925 1%
Commercial $139,552,440 84% $64,390,075 83%
Industrial $4,916,100 3% $4,769,500 6%
Other $6,451,500 4% - 0%
Total $166,526,740 100% $77,685,500 100%
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3.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Environmental consequences related to land uses should assess the

consistency of the alternatives with the comprehensive development
plans adopted for the area.

No-action Alternative

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to existing and projected
land uses from the No-action Alternative. It is anticipated that the
changes in future land use and redevelopment to the area would
occur regardless of the build or no-action scenarios. The mechanisms
to stimulate proposed redevelopment within the area have already
been established and adopted to facilitate the redevelopment of
these areas. Additionally, the area is already supported by an existing
interchange.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would be consistent with
policies established in the South Salt Lake Future Land Use Plan,
with a focus on commercial, mixed-use and office land uses. Thus,
no direct impacts on land uses are anticipated from Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7. There are a limited number of parcels in
the study area that would require full acquisitions or relocations to
construct Interchange Alternative 1, 3N, and 7. There are also several
parcels that would be impacted by partial acquisition (see Section
3.6 Right-of-Way and Relocations). However, these acquisitions and
relocations would not affect the land use characteristics of the study
area.

Interchange Alternative 1 would require the closure of frontage
road access from State Street on the north side of I-80 west of
State Street and on the south side of I-80 east of State Street (see
Figure 2-33). Interchange Alternatives 3N and 7 would allow for all
existing frontage road access to remain open (see Figure 2-34 and
Figure 2-35). The closure of the frontage roads under Interchange
Alternative 1 would not affect the land use characteristics of the
study area.

Indirect Impacts

Commercial and residential development would likely occur in
this area without roadway improvements; however, Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 may induce a more rapid rate of growth
due to a slight improvement in overall access to the area.

Mitigation
No mitigation is necessary.
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3.3 FARMLANDS

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)(7 USC 84201-4202 as
implemented in 7 CFR §658.2a) requires federal agencies to identify
and account for adverse effects of their programs and policies on the
preservation of farmlands, including identifying potential alternatives
to lessen potential adverse impacts. Under the FPPA, the definition
of prime, unique or statewide important farmland excludes land
already in or committed to urban development. Federal programs
are also required to comply with State, local and private programs
aimed at preserving farmland.

In Utah Code Annotated, Title 17, Chapter 41, the State of Utah
allows for the formation of Agricultural Protection Areas (APAs).
Areas so designated are protected for the production of commercial
crops, livestock, and livestock products.

3.3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
According to the 2010 Census, the study area is within the limits of
the Salt Lake City — West Valley City Urbanized Area and within the
municipal boundaries of South Salt Lake City, which qualifies as being
committed to urban development under the FFPA; therefore, there
are no identified prime, unique, or statewide important farmlands
within the study area.

Agricultural Protection Areas (APAs)
There are no designated APAs within the study area.
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3.3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not result in any impacts to
farmlands.

Interchange Alternatives
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not result in any impacts
to farmlands.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.4 SOCIAL CONDITIONS
This section discusses considerations related to potential social
impacts, including community character and cohesion; public
facilities, services, and utilities; and recreation. The community social

characteristics were analyzed for the Salt Lake County region and
the study area.

3.4.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Community and Neighborhood Social Conditions:

2010 Census Data

The U.S. Census Bureau establishes geographies for conducting
census studies. At the local level, these geographies are defined
by state, county, city, census tract, block group, and block. For this
analysis, the demographic study area includes: Census Tract 1114
(GEO Id. 1400000US49035111400) and Census Tract 1115 (GEO
Id. 1400000US49035111500) (see Figure 3-6). Census data provides
the most detailed information regarding household characteristics,
such as age, income, race, household size, etc.

Gender

According to the 2010 Census, Census Tract 1114, has a larger
percentage of the population identified as female, at nearly 50
percent (see Tables 3-6 and 3-7). This is slightly higher than the City’s
distribution of female population, but proportionate to the County.

Table 3-6 Gender Characteristics
Total

Location Tract . Male Female
Population
1114 7,051 3,578 3,473
Study Area
1115 1,575 1,045 530
South Salt Lake 23,732 13,085 10,647
Salt Lake County 1,032,226 519,200 513,026
Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey
Table 3-7 Gender Characteristics as Percent of Total
Location Tract Total_ Male Female
Population
1114 100% 50.7% 49.3%
Study Area
1115 100% 66.3% 33.7%
South Salt Lake 100% 55.1% 44.9%
Salt Lake County 100% 50.3% 49.7%
Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

3-14

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

2100 South

900 West
State Street
700 East

Census Tract:
111400

Census Tract:
111500

2700 South

Figure 3-6 Census Study Area
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Race
According to the 2010 Census, Census Tract 1114, has a larger percentage of the population identified as Asian. Overall, the area is

predominantly White Alone, with over 70 percent of the population, similar to the City. However, there is less in this category than compared
to the County at 86 percent (see Tables 3-8 and 3-9).

Table 3-8 lllustration of Race Characteristics

Black or American i

. Total White . . . Hawaiian and | Some Other Two or Hispanic or
Location Tract . African Indian and Asian . .
Population | Alone . . Other Pacific Race More Races Latino
American | Alaska Native

Islander

1114 7,051 5,129 85 0 854 0 689 294 2,218
Study Area

1115 1,575 1,221 50 24 25 7 207 41 510
South Salt Lake 23,732 17,557 624 329 1,332 58 2,811 1,021 7,847
Salt Lake County 1,032,226 | 887,588 16,684 7,887 34,277 16,106 43,143 26,541 176,023

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Table 3-9 Illustration of Race Characteristics as Percent of Total

. Black or American Nzﬂ:ive . .
. Total White . . Hawaiian and | Some Other Two or Hispanic or
Location Tract . African Indian and A .
Population | Alone . . Other Pacific Race More Races Latino
American | Alaska Native Islander
114 100% 72.7% 1.2% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 9.8% 4.2% 31.5%
Study Area
1115 100% 77.5% 3.2% 1.5% 1.6% 0.4% 13.1% 2.6% 32.4%
South Salt Lake 100% 74.0% 2.6% 1.4% 5.6% 0.2% 11.8% 4.3% 33.1%
Salt Lake County 100% 86.0% 1.6% 0.8% 3.3% 1.6% 4.2% 2.6% 17.1%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey
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Age

Census data regarding age illustrates a population of predominately 15-34 years of age, with 35-59 years of age comprising the second
largest category. The study area shows a larger percentage of population from 15-59 years of age when compared to Salt Lake County, but
a smaller percentage of the population 60-84 years of age (see Tables 3-10 and 3-11).

Table 3-10 Age Characteristics

Location Tract Total_ 0-14 Years Sl 60-84 years
Population Years
1114 7,051 1,746 2,917 1,748 501 139
Study Area
1115 1,575 194 741 529 111 -
South Salt Lake 23,732 5,181 9,889 6,472 1,923 267
Salt Lake County 1,032,226 254,103 332,229 312,918 121,539 11,437

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Table 3-11 Age Characteristics as Percent of Total

Location Tract Total_ 0-14 Years 60-84 years
Population
1114 100% 24.8% 41.3% 24.8% 7.1% 2.0%
Study Area
1115 100% 12.3% 47.0% 33.6% 7.0% 0.0%
South Salt Lake 100% 21.9% 41.7% 27.2% 8.1% 1.1%
Salt Lake County 100% 24.6% 32.2% 30.3% 11.8% 1.1%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Disability

Disability is defined by the Census as “a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting 6 months or more that made it difficult to perform
certain activities such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering.” Data regarding disability in the study area
illustrates a larger percentage of disabled persons within the ages of 18-64 (see Tables 3-12 and 3-13). This is not surprising given that
the age demographics of the study area reflect a smaller percentage of population over 60 years. However, there is not a disproportionate
number of persons within the overall disabled population when compared to the City or the County as a whole.
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Table 3-12 Disability Characteristics

Total
Location Tract Total_ Disabled e 7
Population - years
Population

1114 6,947 641 26 39 377 199
Study Area

1115 1,242 183 - 26 129 28
South Salt Lake 21,529 2,424 26 175 1,687 536
Salt Lake County 1,022,540 87,795 696 8,141 48,622 30,336

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Table 3-13 Disability Characteristics as Percent of Total

Total
Location Tract Total_ Disabled ety 3
Population : years
Population

114 100% 9.2% 0.4% 0.6% 5.4% 2.9%
Study Area

1115 100% 14.7% 0.0% 2.1% 10.4% 2.3%
South Salt Lake 100% 11.3% 0.1% 0.8% 7.8% 2.5%
Salt Lake County 100% 8.6% 0.1% 0.8% 4.8% 3.0%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Household Size

Household size varies for each Census tract. South Salt Lake City's average household size
is 2.55 persons, whereas the County is at 2.98 persons. The study area shows a higher
household size in Tract 1114 when compared to the City, whereas Tract 115 is lower relative
to the City (see Table 3-14).

Income

Income demographics show the study area is on par with, or slightly better than the City,
but below the County in median household income and per capita income. Median Family
income is lower relative to the City for Tract 1114 (see Tables 3-15 and 3-16).
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Table 3-14 Household Size

. Household
Location i
Size

1114 2.65
Study Area

1115 2.03
South Salt Lake 2.55
Salt Lake County 2.98

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey




Table 3-15 Income

Median Per Capita Median
Location Tract | Household P Family
Income

Income Income

114 $33,181 $16,080 $31,190
Study Area

1115 $41,611 $21,221 $41,458
South Salt Lake $36,345 $16,836 $36,084
Salt Lake County $59,626 $25,905 $69,591

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Table 3-16 Income as a Percent of Total

Median Per Capita Median
Location Tract Household P Family
Income
Income Income
Study A 1114 91% 96% 86%
udy Area

1115 114% 126% 115%

South Salt Lake 100% 100% 100%
Salt Lake County 164% 154% 193%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Community and Neighborhood Social Conditions:

Community Social Survey

Several neighborhoods have developed primarily east of State Street.
Commercial or industrial parcels abut State Street, serving as a buffer
between residential properties and the transportation network.
There are no neighborhood developments that directly access State
Street or I-80 and there are no primary residential dwellings adjacent
to State Street. There are several public education facilities that
have direct access to State Street by way of the existing alignment:
Granite School District Administrative Offices, Woodrow Wilson
Elementary School, Granite Community Center and the Granite
Technical Institute. In addition to these facilities, there are several
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neighborhood, community and public facilities within the study area
(see Figure 3-7).

Education Facilities

Granite School District Administrative Offices provide
administrative services and support to the large network of public
education facilities and students within the Granite School District
Boundaries.

Woodrow Wilson Elementary School was rebuilt as part of the
Granite Education Center in 2005. The original Woodrow Wilson
Elementary School was opened in 1925 in South Salt Lake. Wilson is
a culturally diverse Title | school serving refugees and students from
over 25 countries. The school enrolls approximately 730 students
(Kindergarten through 6th grade). The school offers two full day and
four half-day sessions of kindergarten and four sessions of preschool
for three and four year old children. Woodrow Wilson has several
bus stops in the study area as shown in Figure 3-8. In addition,
Cottonwood Senior High School has several bus stops in the study
area, although the facility itself is not located within the study area.

The Granite Technical Institute offers courses that are
targeted at high-demand industries, including Health Science &
Technology, Engineering, Information Technology, Biotechnology/
Biomanufacturing, Culinary Arts, Aviation, Agriculture, Cosmetology/
Barbering, and Home Building/Construction.

The District is currently looking at the possibility of expanding its
campus with an additional building for the Granite Technical Institute.
This new building would be located in the north end of the existing
parking lot and be approximately 4-6 stories with a parking deck to
replace parking stalls and to accommodate additional growth.
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Granite School District Community Center provides numerous
and varied services, activities, classes and workshops for the parents

and families in the community. This facility is located at approximately
2460 South State Street.

Neighborhood and Activity Centers
Other community or neighborhood facilities within the study area
include:

The Rock Church located at 195 West 2100 South
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints located at
2300 South 300 East
The Center For Spiritual Living at 332 Bugatti Drive
Hser Ner Moo Community Center at 479 East 2250 South
The Columbus Community Center (operated by South Salt
Lake City): 2531 South 400 East

e Granite Community Center (Family Center): About 2466
South US-89

e St. Ann Catholic Church and Kearns-Saint Ann Catholic
School: 450 East 2100 South

These facilities do not have direct access to State Street or I-80 and
are not adjacent to these roadways.

The Columbus Community Center, operated by South Salt Lake City,
is located within the study area. Located at 2531 South 400 East,
the Center is a community landmark and a vital gathering place. Salt
Lake County also operates the Columbus Library at the Community
Center. The Library plans and sponsors numerous events and
activities throughout the year such as art exhibits, book sales, story-
time readings for kids, book clubs for seniors and adults, and more.

Public Services

South Salt Lake Fire Station 41 is located within the study are at 2600
South Main Street. This station serves as the headquarters station.
The Fire Chief, Deputy Fire Chief, Platoon Battalion Chief, and the

Fire Training Chief all have offices at Station 41. Responses from
Station 41 are handled by a fire engine staffed with three firefighters
and an ambulance staffed with two firefighter/paramedics.

Salt Lake City Offices are located at 220 East Morris Avenue. This
location currently houses the City’s administrative services including
business licensing, planning, economic development, justice court,
human resources, legal, and legislative divisions.

Granite School District Police Department, is located at 2500 South
State Street, within the School District Administrative facilities. The
Department has 16 full-time, sworn officers, 22 part-time sworn
officers and nine civilian employees, staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week.

Recreation Resources

As discussed in Section 3.2 Land Use, there are currently four parks
and recreation facilities within the study area, including Lion’s Pride
Park, 0.5 acres of turf and event lawn at the Columbus Community
Center, open space at approximately 200 East Whitlock Avenue, and
a recreation site located at approximately 2200 South 500 East, that
the City will utilize for a community garden or plaza area.

Additionally, Parley’s Trail, a paved bicycle and pedestrian trail which
is currently under construction, is within the study area.

3.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

There are no direct or indirect impacts to social conditions from the
No-action Alternative.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not change
neighborhood or community cohesion through the splitting of
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neighborhoods, or the isolation of a portion of a neighborhood or
an ethnic group. The Interchange Alternatives would not generate
new development, nor is there an expectation that property values
would change substantially within the study area.

Interchange Alternative 1, 3N, and 7 may result in partial acquisition
of the Granite School District Community Center property. The
partial acquisition would be a narrow strip from the east side of the
property (approximately 0.01 acres). This facility provides services,
activities, classes and workshops for the parents and families in the
community and is located at approximately 2460 South State Street
(see Figure 3-7). One of the District’s primary concerns for their
campus is parking availability. Due to existing demand, the District’s
existing parking infrastructure is at capacity. None of the Interchange
Alternatives would reduce the total parking of the District’s facilities
or impact the operation or function of the Community Center.

The other community facilities are geographically removed from the
intersection improvement area and would not be directly impacted
by Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 (see Figure 3-7). Thus there
is no foreseeable risk of separating residents from other community
facilities.

Indirect Impacts

Commercial and residential development would likely occur in
this area without roadway improvements; however, Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 may speed up growth due to a slight
improvement in overall access to this area.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and low-Income Populations, signed
by the President on February 11, 1994, directs federal agencies to
take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on

the health or environment of minority and low-income populations
to the greatest extent possible and permitted by law.

Fundamental Environmental Justice principles include:

e To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects, including
social and economic effects, on minority populations and
low-income populations

e To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially
affected communities in the transportation decision-making
process

e To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or substantial delay
in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income
populations

On June 14, 2012, the Federal Highway Administration issued
Order 664023A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, which
reaffirm the principles of Title VI and related statutes, NEPA, 23
U.S.C. 109(h), and other Federal environmental laws, emphasizing
the incorporation of those provisions with the environmental and
transportation decision-making processes. This Order includes the
following definitions:

1 www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm

Low-Income means a Table 3-17 lllustration of Poverty Guidelines

person whose median .

household income is at PeFrS°’]|5 in Poverty Guideline

or below the Health and amily

Human Services (HHS)

poverty guidelines. The 1 311,770

2015 Poverty Guidelines 2 15,930

for the 48 contiguous 3 20,090

states and the District of :

Columbia are shown in 4 24,250

Table 3-17. 5 28,410
o 6 32,570

th;]gc?;!ty means a person - 36,730

' 8 40,890

Source: Department of Health and Human
Services.

e Black: a person having
origins in any of the
black racial groups of
Africa

e Asian American: a
person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far
East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent

e American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having
origins in any of the original people of North America, South
America (including Central America), and who maintains cultural
identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition;
or

e Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: people having
origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa,
or other Pacific Islands

¢ Hispanic/Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or origin,
regardless of race

For families with more than 8 persons, add $4,160
for each additional person.

Low income and minority populations are defined in FHWA Order
6640.23A as follows:
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Low-Income Population means readily identifiable group
of low-income persons who live in geographic proximity, and,
if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who
would be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program,
policy, or activity.

Minority Population means any readily identifiable groups
of minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and
if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who
will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program,
policy, or activity.

This section of the report discloses any detrimental, as well as
beneficial, impacts to low-income and minority populations based
on the No-Build Alternative and the Build Alternative. This analysis
has been completed in compliance with Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act and Executive Order 12898.

Other regulations related to environmental justice include:

DOT Order 5610.2(a): reaffirms the principles of Title VI and
related statutes, NEPA, 23 U.S.C. 109(h), and other Federal
environmental laws, emphasizing the incorporation of
those provisions with the environmental and transportation
decision-making processes.
23 CFR 771, FHWA Environmental Impact And Related
Procedures: provides the policies and procedures for
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended, and the regulation of the Council on
Environmental Quality, 40 CFR 1500 — 1508.
49 CFR 24 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended,
has the following objectives:

(a) To ensure that owners of real property to be
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acquired for Federal and federally-assisted projects
are treated fairly and consistently, to encourage and
expedite acquisition by agreements with such owners,
to minimize litigation and relieve congestion in the
courts, and to promote public confidence in Federal
and federally-assisted land acquisition programs;
(b) To ensure that persons displaced as a direct result
of Federal or federally-assisted projects are treated
fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons
will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of
projects designed for the benefit of the public as a
whole; and
() To ensure that Agencies implement these
regulations in a manner that is efficient and cost
effective
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, enacted as part of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination on the basis of
race, color, and national origin in programs and activities
receiving federal financial assistance.
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3.5.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Population

According to 2010 Census Tract Data, South Salt Lake City’s
population was 23,732. Within the study area the population was
8,626 (see Table 3-18).

Table 3-18 Population Characteristics

Table 3-20 Income as Percent of Total

Median Per Capita Median
Location Tract | Household P Family
Income

Income Income

1114 91% 96% 86%
Study Area

1115 114% 126% 115%
South Salt Lake 100% 100% 100%
Salt Lake County 164% 154% 193%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Location Uil
Population
1114 7,051
Study Area
1115 1,575
South Salt Lake 23,732
Salt Lake County 1,032,226

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Low-Income Populations

Income demographics show the study area is on par with, or slightly
higher than the City, but below the County in median household
income and per capita income. Median Family income is lower

relative to the City for Tract 1114 (see Tables 3-19 and 3-20).

Table 3-19 Income

Median Per Capita Median
Location Tract | Household P Family
Income

Income Income

1114 $33,181 $16,080 $31,190
Study Area

1115 $41,611 $21,221 $41,458
South Salt Lake $36,345 $16,836 $36,084
Salt Lake County $59,626 $25,905 $69,591

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

According to the FHWA, “low-income” is defined as “a person
whose household income is at or below the Department of Health
and Human Services poverty guidelines.” Average household sizes in
the area range from 2.03 persons to 2.65 persons, with the average
for the City at 2.55 persons per household. Low income would be
defined in the study area as households with an income range of
$15,930 to $20,090, based on average household sizes and the
2015 Poverty Guidelines for the 48 contiguous states and the District
of Columbia. The Census Tracts within the study area have median
family incomes that are higher than the poverty threshold.

A comparison of free and reduced lunch populations within the
Study Area shows that Wilson Elementary has a higher percentage
of students in this program, at 85 percent, when compared to other
schools in the school district. This ranks Wilson Elementary as the
10th highest school out of 90 schools within Granite School District
based on students participating in the free and reduced lunch
program, suggesting lower income levels in the study area.

Minority Populations

There are roughly 25 percent non-white populations in South Salt
Lake City. According to the 2010 Census, Census Tract 1115 has a
slightly higher percentage of population classified as “white”. Tract
1114, has a larger percentage of the population identified as Asian.
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Overall, the area is predominantly White Alone, with over 70 percent of the population, similar to the City. However, there is less in this
category than compared to the County at 86 percent. A comparison of race as percent of total shows these areas have a slightly lower
percentage of Hispanic or Latino within the population when compared to the City, but not when compared with the County as a whole
(see Tables 3-21 and 3-22).

Table 3-21 Minorities/Non-White

Black or American il
. Total White . . . Hawaiian and Some Two or Hispanic
Location Tract . African Indian and Asian T .
Population Alone ] . Other Pacific | Other Race | More Races | or Latino
American | Alaska Native
Islander
1114 7,051 5,129 85 0 854 0 689 294 2,218
Study Area
1115 1,575 1,221 50 24 25 7 207 41 510
South Salt Lake 23,732 17,557 624 329 1,332 58 2,811 1,021 7,847
Salt Lake County 1,032,226 887,588 16,684 7,887 34,277 16,106 43,143 26,541 176,023

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Table 3-22 Race Characteristics as Percent of Total

. Black or American szcive . .
. Total White . . Hawaiian and Some Two or Hispanic or
Location Tract . African Indian and . .
Population Alone ] . Other Pacific | Other Race | More Races Latino
American | Alaska Native Islander
114 100% 72.7% 1.2% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 9.8% 4.2% 31.5%
Study Area
1115 100% 77.5% 3.2% 1.5% 1.6% 0.4% 13.1% 2.6% 32.4%
South Salt Lake 100% 74.0% 2.6% 1.4% 5.6% 0.2% 11.8% 4.3% 33.1%
Salt Lake County 100% 86.0% 1.6% 0.8% 3.3% 1.6% 4.2% 2.6% 17.1%

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey
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3.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, mandates that all
Federal actions be reviewed to determine if there are disproportionate
effects on minority or low-income populations. FHWA Order
6640.23A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations defines disproportionately

high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations as
an adverse effect that:

(1) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a
low-income population; or

(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-
income population and is appreciably more severe or greater
in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered
by the nonminority population and/or non-low-income
population.

No-action Alternative

Under this alternative, there would be no capacity, safety, or
operational improvements. This alternative has both positive and
negative effects to the minority and low-income populations in
the study area. No minority or low-income populations would have
direct adverse impacts as a result of the No-action Alternative.
Conversely, the benefits of reduced congestion and improved access
to 1-80, would not be available to the minority and low-income
populations. Effects would be experienced by all residences in the
community regardless of race or income; therefore, there would
not be a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and
low-income populations. In accordance with the provision of EO
12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23A, no further Environmental Justice
analysis is required.

Interchange Alternatives

In general, Interchange Alternative 1, 3N, and 7 would have positive
impacts on all populations in the study area, including minority and
low-income populations. Reduced congestion, safety improvements,
and improved access to I-80 would benefit the entire community.

Impacts as a result of Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7, as
described in other sections of this document, would be felt by all
populations along the corridor.

Relocations

The principal difference in the impacts between the three Interchange
Alternatives is relocations. There would be no residential relocations
required for Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7; however, the
Interchange Alternatives would impact the following businesses:

¢ Interchange Alternative 1wouldrelocate KFC, TechnaGlass,
House of Blinds, and Emissions Time.

¢ Interchange Alternative 3N would relocate House of
Blinds and Emissions Time.

¢ Interchange Alternative 7 would relocate House of Blinds
and Emissions Time.

None of the above businesses are minority-owned; neither do they
primarily serve minority or low-income populations. Therefore,
relocating the above businesses would not impact minority or low-
income populations.

Air Quality

As noted in Section 3.9, Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would
not result in new violations of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), increases in the frequency or severity of existing
violations of the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS. Further,
the alteration of the interchange configuration and improvements on
State Street would reduce traffic congestion which would improve
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the air quality, resulting in a positive impact on all populations in
the study area, including the children who attend Wilson Elementary
School.

Noise

Traffic noise impacts have been identified under Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7. No populations in the study area
would experience increased noise; therefore there would not be a
disproportionate impact to minority and low-income populations.

Conclusion

Based on the above discussion and analysis, Interchange Alternatives
1, 3N, and 7 would not cause disproportionately high and adverse
effects on any minority or low-income populations in accordance
with the provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23A. No
further environmental justice analysis is required.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.6 RIGHT OF WAY AND RELOCATIONS
Where property acquisition is necessary, land owners are compensated
under the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 USC 84601 as

implemented in 49 CFR §24). If any persons are displaced as a result
of a federal or federally assisted program, assistance will be provided.

UDOT will compensate persons from whom right-of-way acquisition
is required. Any right-of-way acquisitions will occur in accordance
with federal, state, and local policies. The acquisition and relocation
program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended (42USC §4601 as implemented in 49 CFR §24).

This relocations section will use the following definitions to analyze
the impacts of relocations:

e Relocation: Occurs when an existing structure would be
within the right-of-way of an alternative and the residents or
business would need to relocate.

e Potential Relocation: A situation in which a property would
be directly affected by the project and an existing structure
(excluding porches and garages) would be close to the
proposed right-of-way, but it is not clear whether the entire
property needs to be acquired. By the end of the right-of-way
acquisition phase, UDOT will determine whether each potential
relocation is a full relocation or a strip take. This determination
depends on an independent valuation of the property that
includes any project-related damage to buildings.

e Partial Acquisition: Generally occurs when a property is
located within the proposed right-of-way, but the right-of-way
does not encroach upon the existing structure. For this type of
impact, only a strip of land would need to be acquired. As with
potential relocations, UDOT could refine partial acquisitions
during the right-of-way acquisition phase.

3.6.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The study area is located within the City of South Salt Lake. This city
is extensively developed and urbanized and within the study area
there are approximately 200 residences and 50 businesses. Many
of these properties were developed based on narrower right-of-
way widths. Subsequently, a widened and improved roadway would
require additional right-of-way from several properties.

3.6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would not require any additional right-
of-way acquisition or the relocation of any residences or businesses.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Relocations

The construction of Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 could
require the relocation of businesses (see Table 3-23). None of the
alternatives would require the relocation of any residences.

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Construction of Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would require
right-of-way acquisition from adjacent parcels (see Table 3-24). None
of the Interchange Alternatives would require right-of-way from any
residences.
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Table 3-23 Businesses Which May Require Relocation by Alternative

|-80 & State Street

Interchange
Address Business R:I):apceat?:m 1Alternatives
2390 S. State Street, South Salt Lake City | Techna Glass Direct Relocation X
2432 S. State Street, South Salt Lake City | Emission Time Proximity | Potential Relocation | X X X
2432 S. State Street, South Salt Lake City | House of Blinds Proximity | Potential Relocation | X X X
2435 S. State Street, South Salt Lake City | KFC/A&W Direct Relocation X

Table 3-24 Right-of-Way Acquisition

Interchange Alternatives

# of Parcels Affected by

Partial Acquisitions

Total Partial
Acquisitions (Acres)

1 - SPUI 5 0.08

3N - Split Diamond North 7 0.08

7 - Diamond 7 0.08
Indirect Impacts

Commercial and residential development would likely occur in this area without roadway improvements;

however, Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 may induce a more rapid rate of growth due to a slight
improvement in overall access to the area. Other relocations and right-of-way acquisitions may occur

as a result of this development.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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Figure 3-9 Relocations
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3.7 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

This section addresses the current economic climate and the direct and indirect impacts of Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 that could
occur in the study area.

3.7.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Regional Setting

Salt Lake County labor market conditions are continuing to follow State and National trends, with year-to-year increases over the last three
years. Job growth occurred across all but the mining industry group, which witnessed a 6.9 percent decline. The largest growth occurred
in professional/business services, leisure/hospitality, trade and healthcare, which experienced a 6.3 percent increase. Average nonfarm
employment growth in 2013 was 3.3 percent (see Figure 3-10). The 20,011 new jobs increased total employment to 623,940. In addition,

seasonally adjusted unemployment rates for Salt Lake County are lower when compared to the State and Nation (see Table 3-25 and Figure
3-11).
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Construction in Salt Lake County continues to mend following the recession. Residential building activity experience positive gains for the
past three years (see Figure 3-12). However, changes in total construction value show much more stagnant growth.

New Dwelling Units New Construction Value

50%

50% 3% 8% 50%
40% —
30% —
20% —
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0% = 0%
-10% — e
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Figure 3-12 Change in Dwelling Units and Construction Values

The stabilization, improvement and expansion in the Salt Lake County labor market since mid-year 2010 have been reflected in gross taxable
sales (see Figure 3-13). For 15 consecutive quarters, second quarter 2010 through fourth quarter 2013, Salt Lake County year-over sales tax
collections have been positive. Total year over change for Salt Lake County in total taxable sales was 2.8 percent for 2013.
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Figure 3-13 Year-toYear Change in Gross Taxable Sales
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Population
2013 population estimates for South Salt Lake show the City with approximately three percent of the total County population (see Figure

3-14). The Governor’s Office of Management and Budget shows the City will decrease slightly as a percent of total through 2030 (see Figure
3-15).

Draper

South Salt Lake

West Valley

Taylorsville

3%

City
14%

Y

5%

) i

Salt Lake
City

‘

Figure 3-14 Population Estimates (Utah
Department of Workforce Services)

Employment

Using adjusted Traffic Area Zone (TAZ) data, the study area is projected to experience a slight reduction in overall jobs through 2040 (see
Table 3-26). However, the development of new retail opportunities will likely result in increased sales tax revenues for the community, as

well as other induced economic effects.

Table 3-26 Traffic Area Zone (TAZ) Demographic Data

Households

Population

Total
Employment

Retail
Employment

South Salt Lake

2%

Figure 3-15 2030 Population Projections

Industrial
Employment

West Valley
City

Other
Employment

2012 Total 2,348 5,344 13,188 3,428 2,186 7,575
2040 Total 6,674 13,969 12,840 4,151 959 7,730
Difference 4,326 8,625 (348) 723 (1,227) 155
Salt Lake o o

County 242,705 146,040 e0% 96,665 40%

Based on 21 Selected Traffic Area Zones within the study area, adjusted for proposed redevelopment information
provided by the City.

D
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Table 3-27 South Salt Lake Largest Employment Centers

Type of Business En;g:‘c;yeee

Marriott Guest Services Property Lessors 500-999

Utah Transit Authority Public Transportation 500-999

Salt Lake County — Sheriff's Office Public Safety Office 500-999

Select Portfolio Servicing Mortgage Services 500-999

Granite School District Public Educatipn 400-499
Office

Seaboard Foods Food Manufacturing 250-399

RC Willey RFitfnltsr;]?r:rg]; 250-399

Westech Engineering Inc. I\/Iachin_ery 250-399
Manufacturing

Bimbo Bakeries USA, Inc. Wholesale Bakery 250-399

Exelis Technical Research 150 -249

Source: Department of Workforces Services, South Salt Lake City 2014 Comprehensive
Financial Report

Income Statistics

Income demographics show the study area is on par with, or slightly
better than the City, but below the County in median household
income and per capita income. Median Family income is lower
relative to the City for Tract 1114 (see Table 3-28).

Table 3-28 Income

Median Per Capita Median
Location Tract Household P Family
Income

Income Income

1114 $33,181 $16,080 $31,190
Study Area

1115 $41,611 $21,221 $41,458
South Salt Lake $36,345 $16,836 $36,084
Salt Lake County $59,626 $25,905 $69,591

Source: US Census 2008-2012 American Community Survey
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Retail Sales

Total retail sales conditions have improved over the last three years,

with positive gains since 2010. Total retail sales in South Salt Lake

City equaled 1.29 billion dollars in 2013 (see Table 3-29).

Table 3-29 Historic Retail Sales

Year South Salt Lake | % Change | Salt Lake County | % Change
2008 1,478,772,117 20,518,879,927
2009 1,161,187,572 21% 18,286,629,369 1%
2010 1,127,865,679 -3% 18,498,826,082 1%
2011 1,183,346,824 5% 19,672,227,812 6%
2012 1,246,932,888 5% 21,387,821,486 9%
2013 1,290,468,867 3.5% 21,986,132,639 2.8%

Business Activity

According to 2010 business license data, the study area supports a
large portion of the City’s commercial activity, with approximately
574 business within the study area, or 24 percent of the 2,378 total
businesses. The percentage is slightly higher when comparing retail
related business activity only, with approximately 28 percent of the
City’s retail related business located within the study area.
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Figure 3-16 Business License Data
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Total businesses include retail, office, industrial, and other business
activity. The largest business categories include retail and office

related businesses. Some businesses, due to address inaccuracies or
other limiting factors, were not analyzed.

A comparison of parcel data illustrates the commercial concentration
within the study area. Commercial and industrial related property
accounts for 49 percent of the total study area parcels (see Table
3-30 and Figure 3-17).

Table 3-30 Property Acreage by Property Type

Property Type Tract Percent
Residential 181.90 31%
Industrial 54.67 9%
Commercial 231.55 40%
Vacant 16.17 3%
Agricultural/Forest/Mining - 0%
Other 96.85 17%
Total 581.14

Vacant
3%
Commercial

40%

Residential
31%

Industrial
9%

Figure 3-17 Property Acreage by Property Type

There are two major redevelopment areas in the study area: Market
Station URA and Central Pointe URA. The objective of these areas is
to encourage the redevelopment of nearly 120 acres of underutilized
property into mixed use retail, office and residential neighborhoods.
This will generate more trips on roadways and increase pedestrian
activity. In addition, the Central Pointe TRAX station, the S-Line
(Sugar House Streetcar) and Parley’s Trail also surround the study
area, generating more trips and pedestrians.

The Central Pointe and Market Station URAs have been created to
encourage mixed-use developments including office, residential and
retail spaces. The types of land uses within the Central Point and
Market Station URAs will include denser patterns of development
and will result in increased travel demand within the study area.
The Central Pointe URA is projected to add 230,000 square feet of
office space, 790,000 square feet of retail space and 2,000 multi-
family units. The increase in residential population is expected to be
approximately 5,000 residents. The Market Station URA is expected
to add 140 multi-family units, with 100,000 square feet of office
space and 150,000 square feet of retail space. Additionally, the
proposed Streetcar CDA will add nearly 160,000 square feet of
miscellaneous commercial and 1,400 multi-family residential units.
For the URAs to be economically viable, adequate transportation
access will be required.

Property Values

A comparison of property values shows approximately 45 percent of
the market value within the study area is commercial/industrial based
property, with 37 percent residential related property. 17 percent of
the value is associated with other property types including exempt
property, government land and buildings, schools and churches (see
Table 3-31 and Figure 3-18).
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Table 3-31 Distribution of Property Values by Property Type

100-Foot Buffer Parcel Analysis
A comparison of parcels within a 100-foot buffer of the affected

Property Type Market Value ;/;t:'; Taxable Value roadways illustrates that a large percentage of the land that could
be affected by proposed improvements is commercial property (see
Residential $221,274,510 37% $120,464,327 31% | Table 3-32 and Figure 3-19).
Industrial $37,720,000 6% $37,577,943 10%
X . . Table 3-32 Distribution of Property Values within 100-Foot Buffer of
Commercial $232,121,740 39% $225,469,489 58% Affected Roadways
Vacant $4,938,680 1% $4,596,726 1%
Agricultural/Forest/ B 0% B 0% Lot Use Market Value | % of Total | Taxable Value | % of Total
Mining
Other $99,862,100 17% $3,185,820 1% | | Residential $15,606,700 9% $8,525,925 1%
Total $595,917,030 |  100% |  $391,294,305 | 100% | | commercial $139,552,440 | 84% $64,390,075 83%
Industrial $4,916,100 3% $4,769,500 6%
Other $6,451,500 4% - 0%
Vacant Total $166,526,740 |  100% $77,685,500 |  100%

1%

Residential
37%

Commercial
39%

Industrial
6%

Figure 3-18 Distribution of Market
Values by Property Type
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3.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

There are no direct or indirect impacts to economic conditions from
the No-action Alternative. It is anticipated that the changes in future
land use and redevelopment to the area would occur regardless of the
build or no-action scenarios. The mechanisms to stimulate proposed
redevelopment within the area have already been established and
adopted to facilitate the redevelopment of these areas. Additionally,
the area is already supported by an existing interchange.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not adversely affect
the economic viability of South Salt Lake City or the County. The
Interchange Alternatives would not generate new development,
nor is there an expectation that property values would change

Table 3-33 Interchange Alternative 1 Acquisitions and Relocations
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/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

substantially as a result of the Interchange Alternatives. However,
there may be several partial property acquisitions or full relocations,
which would affect individual businesses within the study area.

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 1 would result in a partial acquisition of
property related to three businesses or entities: Salt Lake Valley
Chrysler, Dodge, Jeep & Ram, Ramada Inn and Granite School
District’s community center. Techna Glass, KFC/A&W, and House
of Blinds/Emission Time would require full relocation. Relocations
and partial acquisitions represent less than a tenth of a percent (0.1
percent) of the study area acreage, taxable property value (or the
value of the property used to determine annual property taxes) and
market property value (or the estimated market value of the property
before adjustments). See Table 3-33.

Property Location Acres Taxable County Business Business Type Acreage
Value Assessed Value Impacted
16191570300000 2371 S State St 0.18 $141,800 $141,800 Salt Lake Valley No Impact
16191570310000 | Rim Enterprises Llc 2375 S State St 0.15 $160,800 $160,800 Chrysler, Dodge, | Car Dealership No Impact 0.05
16191570320000 2375 S State St 041 |$320,700 | $320,700 Jeep & Ram Partial Acquisition
16193040260000 | Crossroads Hospitality Llc 2455 S State St 1.95 $4,650,700 | $4,650,700 Ramada Inn Hotel & Lodging Partial Acquisition | 0.02
Municipal Building Authority Granite School . . . o

16193030214002 Of Granite School District 2500 S State St 7.43 - $19,921,400 District Public Education Partial Acquisition | 0.01

11.59
1.99%

Total $6,958,300

1.78%

$26,879,700
4.51%

Percent of Study Area
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Interchange Alternative 3N

Interchange Alternative 3N would result in a partial acquisition of property related to four businesses or entities: Salt Lake Valley Chrysler,
Dodge, Jeep & Ram, Ramada Inn, Granite School District’s community center, and KFC/A&W. House of Blinds/Emission Time would require
full relocation. Relocations under this alternative represent less than 0.1 percent of the study area acreage, taxable property value and
market property value (see Table 3-34).

Table 3-34 Interchange Alternative 3N Acquisitions and Relocations

Property Location Acres EYEL [ County Business Business Type Acreage
Value Assessed Impacted
Value
16191570300000 2371 S State St 0.18 $141,800 $141,800 Salt Lake Valley No Impact
16191570310000 | Rim Enterprises Lic 2375 S State St 0.15 | $160,800 | $160,800 gg;ygsfr]eep o | Car Dealership | No Impact 0.04
16191570320000 2375 S State St 0.41 $320,700 $320,700 Ram ’ Partial Acquisition
16193040260000 | Crossroads Hospitality Lic 2455 S State St 1.95 $4,650,700 | $4,650,700 Ramada Inn Hotel & Lodging | Partial Acquisition | 0.01
Municipal Building Authority Granite School . . . -
16193030214002 Of Granite School District 2500 S State St 7.43 - $19,921,400 District Public Education | Partial Acquisition | 0.01
16193040250000 | Cook, Dawn H; Tr 2435 S State St $658,600 | $658,600 KFC/ARW ;aeztt;g;‘it Partial Acquisition
Total 11.19 | $6,251,500 | $26,172,900
Percent of Study Area 1.93% | 1.60% 4.39%

Interchange Alternative 7

Interchange Alternative 7 would result in a partial acquisition of property related to four businesses or entities: Salt Lake Valley Chrysler,
Dodge, Jeep & Ram, Ramada Inn, Granite School District’s community center, and KFC/A&W. House of Blinds/Emission Time would require
full relocation. Relocations under this alternative represent less than 0.1 percent of the study area acreage, taxable property value and
market property value (see Table 3-35).
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Table 3-35 Interchange Alternative 7 Acquisitions and Relocations

Property Location

Acres

Taxable
Value

County
Assessed
Value

Business

|-80 & State Street
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Acreage
Impacted

16191570300000 2371 S State St 0.18 $141,800 $141,800 Salt Lake Valley No Impact
1619157031000 | Rim Enterprises Lic 2375 S State St 0.15 | $160,800 | $160,800 ggggfr]eep o | Car Dealership | No Impact 0.04
16191570320000 2375 S State St 0.41 $320,700 $320,700 Ram Partial Acquisition
16193040260000 | Crossroads Hospitality Lic 2455 S State St 1.95 $4,650,700 | $4,650,700 | Ramada Inn Hotel & Lodging | Partial Acquisition | 0.01
Municipal Building Authority Granite School . . . -
16193030214002 Of Granite School District 2500 S State St 7.43 - $19,921,400 District Public Education | Partial Acquisition | 0.01
16193040250000 | Cook, Dawn H; Tr 2435 S State St 0.69 $658,600 $658,600 KFC/A&W ;ZSSE[;S;?“ Partial Acquisition | 0.02
Total 11.19 | $6,251,500 | $26,172,900
Percent of Study Area 1.93% | 1.60% 4.39%
Conclusion

The Interchange Alternatives may result in the total relocation of one to four businesses, with partial acquisition of several other properties.
Partial acquisition of the Salt Lake Valley Used Car Dealership may lead to a loss of stalls to display cars, thus impacting their business. The
study area supports a large portion of the City’s commercial activity, with approximately 574 business within the study area, or 24 percent
of the 2,378 total businesses within South Salt Lake City. Total businesses include retail, office, industrial, and other business activity. The
percentage is slightly higher when comparing retail related business activity only, with approximately 28 percent of the City’s retail related
business located within the study area. However, relocations will not have a substantial impact on taxable sales within the community or the
City's property tax base. Long term redevelopment plans will continue to utilize this area as a prime location for commercial development.

Indirect Impacts
Commercial and residential development would likely occur in this area without roadway improvements; however, the Interchange
Alternatives may induce a more rapid rate of growth due to a slight improvement in overall access to this area.

Closure of all frontage road access under Interchange Alternative 1 would limit access to South Salt Lake Municipal Offices and the adjacent
office space. Property owners have indicated that this inconvenience may result in challenges when attracting future tenants. In addition,
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KFC/A&W has indicated that any closure to the frontage road on
the south-east corner of the interchange would substantially limit
the ability of the business to remain feasible. The Ramada Inn has
indicated that the relocation of KFC/A&W would have a negative
impact on the hotel, as this restaurant is a primary destination for
hotel guests. Similarly, the closure to the frontage road on the south-
west corner of the interchange would reduce access to the businesses
on this corner of State Street (Emission Time and House of Blinds) as

well as to other businesses west of House of Blinds. The Interchange
Alternatives would result in the relocation of these businesses.

Other access limitations under Interchange Alternative 1 include the
closure of frontage road access (2400 South) west of State Street
on the north side of I-80 and east of State Street on the south side
of 1-80. This would eliminate the access to frontage roads from
State Street. However, this option does not eliminate access to the
developments in this area. Adjacent businesses would continue to
maintain access to Main Street, 2360 South, and West Temple on
the north, and Morris Avenue, Oak Land Avenue, and 300 East on
the south. Overall, the closure of frontage road access from State
Street would not have a measurable impact on adjacent businesses.

Interchange Alternatives 3N and 7 would allow for all existing
frontage road accesses to remain open.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.8 PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS

3.8.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Pedestrian and Bicyclist Facilities

Sidewalks

Sidewalks are located on the east and west sides of all north-south
streets that intersect the study area. Pedestrian crossing facilities are
located at every major intersection within the study area, including
the intersections of Morris Avenue and State Street, and 2400 South
and State Street. The intersection of 700 East and |-80 contains
crossing facilities that permit pedestrian access on the east and west
sides of the intersection in a north-south direction; however, crossing
is not permitted in an east-west direction. All major intersections
within or surrounding the study area (i.e. 700 East and I-80, 300 East
and Morris Avenue, and State Street and Morris Avenue) contain
crossings that comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
of 1990 (see Figure 3-20).

Paved, Shared Trails

As of 2015, the closest paved, shared path is the Jordan River Parkway
Trail, located along the Jordan River west of 900 West in South Salt
Lake, Utah. The Jordan River Parkway Trail is located approximately
1.5 miles west of the I-80 and State Street Interchange, and is outside
the study area.

Parley’s Trail is a paved bicycle and pedestrian trail which follows
the 1-80 corridor from the mouth of Parley’s Canyon to the Sugar
House Business District (see Figure 3-20). Two parallel alignments
are proposed for the connections between Fairmont Park in Sugar
House and the Provo-Jordan River Parkway. Overall, the trail will be
approximately 8 miles long. Parley’s Trail will be the major east-west
connector trail through Salt Lake City and South Salt Lake City at the
mouth of Parley’s Canyon.
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Bicyclist Facilities
Existing bike lanes are located on Main Street and 300 East (see
Figure 3-20).

According to the Wasatch Front Regional Council 2040 Regional
Transportation Bicycle Priority Plan, several proposed bike lanes will be
constructed in the study area (see Figure 3-20). One of the bike lanes
will be constructed on West Temple, and another will be constructed
on Main Street at 2100 South (connecting to the existing bike lane)
and will connect to another existing bike lane at the intersection of
Main Street and 3900 South in the City of South Salt Lake.

The bicycle compatibility index (BCl) as published by the Wasatch
Front Regional Council is used to evaluate the compatibility of
specific roadways to accommodate both motorists and bicyclists. A
model analyzes variables such as the number of lanes and direction
of traffic, traffic volume, speed limit, presence of sidewalks, bicycle
lanes, curb lanes, and type
of roadside development (to
name a few).

Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI)

Level Compatibility Level'
Extremely High
Very High

Moderately High

According to the Draft
Bicycle Compatibility Index,
a Level A is considered the
highest rating, or has an
extremely high compatibility
level. The BCI rated 300
West a Level D, West Temple
a Level C, Main Street a Level
B, and State Street a Level D.

Moderately Low

Very Low

Extremely Low

'Qualifiers  for compatibility level
pertain to the average adult bicyclist

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3-43



1-80 & State Street

// ENVIRONMENTAL
WY /4 IMPACT STATEMENT

Data for this figure were obtained from WFRC and
show self-selected priority systems from the local
communities, as well as priorities selected through the
Utah Collaborative Active Transportation Study process.

Parley’s
Trail

Study Area
Existing Bike Lane

Proposed Bike Lane

Pedestrian Crossing Facilities
at Major Intersections
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3.8.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

Direct Impacts

The No-action Alternative would not involve any immediate
construction of new pedestrian or bicycle facilities; however, it
would include all of the planned bicycle facilities identified in the
WFRC 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Bicycle routes and
any pedestrian facilities that are proposed in connection with future
roadways would be constructed as part of those projects. Paved,
shared trails, that are proposed as separate from roadway projects,
would be dependent upon project sponsorship and funding.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 1 includes modifying the existing [-80
and State Street Interchange to a Single Point Urban Interchange
(SPUI). There are no existing or planned bicycle facilities along State
Street; therefore, Interchange Alternative 1 would have no impact
to bicyclist facilities. Pedestrian crossing facilities that comply with
the ADA would be provided at the interchange to connect to the
existing sidewalks on State Street; therefore, Interchange Alternative
1 would have no impact to pedestrian facilities.

Interchange Alternative 3N

Interchange Alternative 3N includes constructing a westbound
frontage road between State Street and Main Street, as well as
constructing awestbound|-80 on-ramp at Main Street. Approximately
500 feet of the existing bike lane on Main Street would be temporarily
closed during construction (see Figure 3-21). During construction,
bicyclists could use West Temple and other roadways to access the
study area. Following completion of the interchange, the bike lane
would re-open. Pedestrian crossing facilities that comply with the
ADA would be provided at the interchange to connect to the existing
sidewalks on State Street and sidewalk would be constructed along
the frontage road; therefore, Interchange Alternative 3N would have
no impact to pedestrian facilities.
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500 feet of Main Street bike
lane would be temporarily

Main Street

closed during construction

State Street

Legend
0 s [xisting Bike Lane

Figure 3-21 Interchange Alternative 3N Bike Lane Impacts

Interchange Alternative 7

Interchange Alternative 7 includes widening the existing [-80
structure to accommodate additional lanes on State Street and
moving the ramp intersections further apart. There are no existing or
planned bicycle facilities along State Street; therefore, Interchange
Alternative 7 would have no impact to bicyclist facilities. Pedestrian
crossing facilities that comply with the ADA would be provided
at the interchange to connect to the existing sidewalks on State
Street; therefore, Interchange Alternative 7 would have no impact
to pedestrian facilities.

Indirect Impacts
There would be no indirect impacts to existing or planned pedestrian
and bicycle facilities as a result of the Interchange Alternatives.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.9 AIR QUALITY
Air quality is assessed on both the regional and project levels. The

regional level analysis for this EIS includes Salt Lake County, Utah.
The project level analysis encompasses the project study area.

3.9.1 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 (42 USC §7401
et seq.) established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for airborne pollutants. The six criteria pollutants addressed
in the NAAQS are carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM),
ozone (O,), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO,).
Particulate matter is broken into two categories: particulate matter
with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM, ) and particulate
matter with a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM, ,). The current
NAAQS are shown in Table 3-36.

Table 3-36 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Primary/ Level Averaglng V|ola_t|on_
Secondary Time Determination
Carbon . 9 ppm 8-hour Not to be exceeded
Monoxide | Primary
more than once per year
(CO) 35 ppm 1-hour
Primary/ Rolling
Lead (Pb) y 0.15 pg/m3 | 3-Month Not to be exceeded
Secondary
Average
Primary/ 53 ppb Annual Annual mean
, Secondary
Nitrogen :
Dioxide 98th percentile of
(NO.) . i 1-hour daﬂ_y maximum
P Primary 100 ppb 1-hour concentrations,
averaged over 3 years

Pollutant Primary/ Level Ave.raglng Vlola_tlon_
Secondary Time Determination
Particulate Primary/ Not to be exceeded
Matter y 150 yg/m3 | 24-hour more than once per year
Secondary
(PM,,) on average over 3 years
Primary 12.0 yg/m3 | Annual Annual mean, averaged
over 3 years
Particulate Annual mean, averaged
Matter Secondary | 15.0 yg/m3 | Annual over 3 years
(PM, )
Primary/ 98th percentile,
Secondary 35 pg/m3 24-hour averaged over 3 years
0.075 ppm Annual fourth-highest
Primary/ (2008) 8-hour daily maximum 8-hour
o ©) Secondary 0.070 ppm concentration, averaged
zone :
3 (2015) over 3 years
Revoked in 0.12 pom 1-hour Not to be exceeded
1997 14 PP more than once per year
99th percentile of
. 1-hour daily maximum
Sulfur Primary 75 ppb 1-hour concentrati%ns
Dioxide averaged over 3 years
(50,)
Not to be exceeded
Secondary | 0.5 ppm 3-hour
more than once per year

Source: EPA (as of March 29, 2016 (https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naags-table)

Note: Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by volume, parts per billion
(ppb), and micrograms per cubic meter of air (ug/m3). Primary standards set limits to protect public
health, including the health of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.
Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased
visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

If the levels of the criteria air pollutants exceed the NAAQS, then the
area is designated a non-attainment area and the State is required
to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP sets allowable
emissions levels to be met and identifies control strategies to meet
the NAAQS for those specific criteria pollutants that experienced
exceedances. All proposed transportation projects must conform to
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the SIP. The Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR. parts 51 and 93)
sets forth the standards and guidelines for determining conformity
of a proposed transportation project with the SIP.

Air Toxics

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are NAAQS,
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also regulates air
toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including
on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes),
area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary source (e.g., factories
or refineries). Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the
188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. MSATs are compounds
emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic
compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the
fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics
are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary
combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear
or from impurities in oil or gasoline.

In 2001, EPA issued its first MSAT Rule, which identified 21 MSAT
compounds as being hazardous (40 CFR §80 and §86). According to
the EPA Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis
in NEPA (2012), the seven compounds with significant contributions
from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale
cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment
(NATA) are:

Acrolein

Benzene

1,3-butadiene

Diesel exhaust particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic
gases (diesel PM)

Formaldehyde

Naphthalene

Polycyclic organic matter (POM)
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Greenhouse Gases

The issue of global climate change is an important national and
global concern that is being addressed in several ways by the federal
government. The transportation sector is the second-largest source
of total greenhouse gases (GHGs) in the United States and the
largest source of carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions, the predominant
greenhouse gas. In 2013, the transportation sector was responsible
for 33.4% of all CO, emissions produced in the United States,
according to the U.S. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Report: 1990-
2013. The principal anthropogenic (human-made) source of carbon
emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels, which accounts for about
82.5% of anthropogenic emissions of carbon worldwide and 93.7%
in the US in 2013.

3.9.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Climate

The study area is located in South Salt Lake City in Salt Lake County
and is at an elevation of approximately 4300 feet above mean sea
level. The climate is characterized as subhumid, with dry summers
and wet winters. The Rocky Mountain range to the east and
northeast help block cold waves from polar highs and the Great
Salt Lake, located to the west of South Salt Lake City, contributes
to precipitation and lake-effect snow. Salt Lake County experiences
large variations in temperatures between the seasons. Summers are
hot, frequently reaching above 100 degrees Farenheit (38 degrees
Celsius) while winters are cold and snowy, but rarely frigid. Salt
Lake County frequently experiences severe inversion events during
the winter months. The surrounding mountain ranges trap cold air
and pollution from inversion conditions within the Salt Lake Valley
and decrease air quality.

Attainment Status

For this project, the study area for air quality analysis was limited to
the immediate vicinity of the State Street/I-80 Interchange, as the
area where transportation improvements would be implemented.
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According to the WFRC Air Quality Memorandum #34 dated May
7, 2016 (see Appendix B for Air Quality Memorandum and FHWA
concurrence), the study area for air quality concerns is located in a
nonattainment area for particulate matter (PM,  and PM_,). It is not
in a nonattainment or maintenance area for carbon monoxide, as

the State Street-1-80 interchange is located just outside of the Salt
Lake City CO maintenance area.

Existing Air Quality Data

The Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) maintains a network of air
quality monitoring stations throughout the area. In general, these
monitoring stations are located where there are known air quality
problems, usually in or near urban areas or close to specific emission
sources. Other stations are located in remote areas to provide an
indication of regional air pollution levels. Data from Salt Lake City
Monitoring Station # 49-035-3006 (located at 1675 South 600 East,
Salt Lake City) was used to compile air quality data for the years
between 2010-2014, as the closest station to the project area. See
also the Utah Air Quality Monitoring Network Five-year Network
Assessment, issued by UDAQ in June 2015.

Table 3-37 NAAQS Pollutant Concentrations at Salt Lake Monitoring
Station #49-035-3006

Pollutants 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

8-hour (ppm)
1-hr (ppm) 45 3.1 12.46 3.13
NO, 1-hr (ppb) 57.0 57.0 54.0 62.0
0, 8-hr (ppm) .065 .075 .078 077
PM,, | 24-hr(ug/m3) | 278 86 78 110
PM,. | 24-hr (ug/m3) | 49.9 38.5 26.0 58.8

Source: UDAQ website at http:/www.airmonitoring.utah.gov/dataarchive/index.htm. Accessed on
December 21, 2015.

Note: Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm), parts per billion (ppb), and
micrograms per cubic meter of air (ug/m3).

3.9.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

Vehicle emission rates would continue to improve due to increasingly
tougher EPA regulations regarding vehicle emissions, which would
help to improve air quality in the study area. There would be no
construction activities so there would be no temporary increase
in particulate matter related to such activities. The No-action
Alternative would have a slight increase in per vehicle emissions due
to continuing congestion and delay in the project area; however,
the increase from the congestion would be more than offset by the
improved vehicle emission rates.

Interchange Alternatives

Transportation Conformity

A regional level analysis looks at the Long-Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) to see that all of the projects included in the LRTP, including
the proposed project, conform to the control strategies and emissions
levels set in the SIP. An individual project is said to conform to the
SIP if, both by itself and in combination with the other planned
transportation projects in the plan, it would not result in any of the
following conditions (see 40 CFR 93.116):

New violations of the NAAQS
Increases in the frequency or severity of existing violations of
the NAAQS

e Delays in attaining the NAAQS

Utah does not currently have an approved SIP for PM, .. Because Utah
does not currently have an approved SIP for PM, , interim conformity
requirements apply, which require that future NOx emissions (a
precursor to PM, ) and primary particulate emissions not exceed
2008 levels. NOx is a generic term for the mono-nitrogen oxides
NO and NO, (nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide) and are produced
from the reaction among nitrogen, oxygen and even hydrocarbons
(during combustion), especially at high temperatures.

3-48

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



An interchange upgrade on I-80 at State Street is identified in
Phase 1 of WFRC's 2015-2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
(a financially-constrained long-range plan). This project is part of
WFRC’s overall plan to address congestion in the study area and
provide for an adequate transportation system.

Based on the air quality conformity analysis conducted by the WFRC
for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and the Air Quality
Memorandum #34 dated May 7, 2016 (see Appendix B), all the
transportation projects in the 2015-2040 RTP conform to the SIP or
the EPA interim conformity guidelines.

For PM,, the Air Quality Memorandum #34 demonstrates that
projected mobile source emissions are within the emissions budget
defined in the SIP for Salt Lake County. For PM, ., the Air Quality
Memorandum #34 demonstrates that projected mobile source
emissions of NOx in the five-county PM, . non-attainment area are
less than 2008 NOx and that direct particle emissions of PM, . are
also less than 2008 PM, . emissions, which is what is required under
the interim conformity requirements that are currently applicable to
this area. Further, with support from WFRC, the Utah Division of Air
Quality has been developing a new plan (or a new section of the
SIP) to reduce PM, . related emissions to the point that the Wasatch
Front Region will once again be in compliance with national PM, .
standards. The improved vehicle emission technology and national
standards enacted in 2004 and 2007 respectively will be instrumental
in the DAQ plan to achieve the new PM, . standard.

Project Level Analysis

Project level analysis is performed when a project is located in a non-
attainment or maintenance area for CO or PM, //PM, .. Project level
analysis may consist of either a qualitative or quantitative analysis.

Carbon Monoxide
A hot-spot analysis is required for CO if:
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e A location is currently in a non-attainment or maintenance
area and the project is experiencing LOS D or worse, or

e A location is currently in a non-attainment or maintenance
area and the project is expected to result in LOS D or worse
in the design year

The study area is not located in a non-attainment area for CO;
therefore, no project level (“hot spot”) analysis is required under
transportation conformity rules. Further, the intersections in the
study area currently operate at LOS C and are expected to operate at
LOS C after construction of the project.

Particulate Matter

A quantitative analysis for PM, and PM, . is only required for a
“project of air quality concern” (see 40 CFR Section 93.123(b)(1)).
No hot-spot analysis is required for projects that qualify as exempt
(which are those projects consistent with 40 CFR 93.126 or 40 CFR
93.128) or for non-exempt projects that are not determined to be
projects of air quality concern since the EPA has determined that
these remaining projects would not have an adverse impact on air
quality and meet the requirements of the CAA without further local
analysis.

Projects of air quality concern are certain highway and transit projects
that involve a significant level of diesel vehicle traffic or any other
project that is identified in the PM, . or PM,  SIP as a localized air
quality concern, such as:

i) new or expanded highway projects that have a significant
number of or significant increase in diesel vehicles;

ii) projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service
D, E, or F with a significant number of diesel vehicles, or
those that will change to Level-of-Service D, E, or F because
of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of
diesel vehicles related to the project;

iii) new bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a
significant number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single
location;
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iv) expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points

that significantly increase the number of diesel vehicles
congregating at a single location; and

v) projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of

sites which are identified in the PM,. or PM, —applicable

implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.

The FHWA provided examples of projects that would not be
considered projects of air quality concern. See the Transportation
Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM, ; and
PM, . Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas, issued March 2006.
These examples included:

e Any new or expanded highway project that primarily services
gasoline vehicle traffic (i.e., does not involve a significant
number or increase in the number of diesel vehicles), including
such projects involving congested intersections operating at
Level-of-Service D, E, or F;

e An intersection channelization project or interchange
configuration project that involves either turn lanes or slots,
or lanes or movements that are physically separated. These
kinds of projects improve freeway operations by smoothing
traffic flow and vehicle speeds by improving weave and
merge operations, which would not be expected to create or
worsen PM, . or PM,  violations; and,

e Intersection channelization projects, traffic circles or
roundabouts, intersection signalization projects at individual
intersections, and interchange reconfiguration projects that
are designed to improve traffic flow and vehicle speeds, and
do not involve any increases in idling. Thus, they would be
expected to have a neutral or positive influence on PM, . or
PM, , emissions.

This project is not exempt under either 40 CFR 93.126 or 40 CFR
93.128. Further, this project does not qualify as a project of air quality
concern since it would not result in a significant increase in diesel
traffic in the study area. The project is not expected to influence the
vehicle mix in the study area nor attract a significant number of new

diesel vehicles to the area. The project involves improvements to the
[-80 and State Street Interchange (which primarily services gasoline
vehicle traffic) to address specific traffic congestion issues due to
“trap” turning lanes and other roadway configuration concerns. The
project is intended to improve traffic flow and vehicle speeds while
reducing idling. Additionally, the I-80 and State Street Interchange
does not connect to a major freight, bus, or intermodal terminal.
Therefore, this project is not a project of air quality concern. Since
the project has been determined to not be a project of air quality
concern, no hot-spot analysis is required for conformity purposes.
Construction-Related Fugitive Dust

Construction-related dust is not identified in the Utah SIP as a
Contributor to the PM, / non-attainment area. Therefore, there is no
conformity requirement for construction dust. Section 93.122(e) of
40 CFR reads as follows:

“For areas in which the implementation plan does not identify
construction-related fugitive PM, S as a contributor to the non-
attainment problem, the fugitive PM,  emissions associated
with highway and transit project construction are not required
to be considered in the regional emissions analysis.” In the
Utah PM . SIPF, construction-related PM, is not included in the
inventory, nor is it included in the attainment demonstration or
control strategies.

Control of construction-related PM, = emissions are mentioned
in qualitative terms in Section IX.A.7 of the SIP as a maintenance
measure to preserve attainment of the PM, S standard achieved by
application of the control strategies identified in the SIP. Section
IX.A.7.d of the SIP requires UDOT and local planning agencies to
cooperate and review all proposed construction projects for impacts
on the PM, standard. This SIP requirement is satisfied through the
Utah State Air Quality Rules. R307-309-4 requires that sponsors
of any construction activity file a dust control plan with the State
Division of Air Quality.
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Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

MSAT analysis is based upon the Interim Guidance Update on
MSAT in NEPA (December 6, 2012). FHWA developed a three-tiered
approach for analyzing MSAT in NEPA documents, depending on
specific project circumstances.

Tier 1—No potential for meaningful MSAT effects or exempt projects.
Projects that qualify as a CE under 23 CFR 771.117(c)
Projects exempt under the CAA conformity rule (40 CFR
93.126)

® Project with no meaningful impacts on traffic volumes or
vehicle mix

e No analysis is required, only documentation that the project
qualifies as a categorical exclusion or an exempt project

Tier 2 — Low potential for meaningful MSAT effects:

e Defined as any project not meeting Tier 1 or Tier 3 standards
types of projects and are those that serve to improve
operations of highway, transit or freight without adding
substantial new capacity or without creating a facility that is
likely to meaningfully increase MSAT emissions

e Examples include:

e Minor widening

e New interchanges

e Projects where design-year traffic projected to be less
than 140,000 to 150,000 AADT
e A qualitative analysis is required
Tier 3 — Higher potential for meaningful MSAT effects
e Potential for meaningful differences in MSAT emissions
among project alternatives
e Examples include:
¢ New or additional roadway capacity with traffic volumes
of 140,000 to 150,000 AADT or greater in the design
year, and

e |ocated in proximity to populated areas or, in rural areas,
in proximity to vulnerable populations (near schools,
nursing homes, hospitals, etc.)

e For Tier 3 projects, a quantitative analysis is required,
analyzing all seven priority MSATs
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The improvements included in the project are intended to address
congestion concerns in the study area and to improve the operation
of State Street and [-80 without adding substantial new capacity
or otherwise having a meaningful impact on MSAT emissions.
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 involve varying interchange
configurations, which are not likely to have the potential for
meaningful differences in MSAT emissions among the project
alternatives. Therefore, a qualitative MSAT analysis under Tier 2 was
performed.

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing
the potential differences among MSAT emissions, if any, from the
various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below
is derived in part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled
“A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions
Among Transportation Project Alternatives,” found at: www.fhwa.
dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm.

For the proposed project under all of the build alternatives, including
the No Action Alternative, the amount of MSATs emitted would be
proportional to the vehicle miles traveled (VMT), assuming that other
variables such as fleet mix are the same for each alternative. Due
to the nature of the project as involving interchange configuration
improvements, no appreciable difference was identified in
VMT between the No Action and the Build Alternatives under
consideration; however, it is likely that the interchange improvements
would increase the efficiency of the roadway and therefore attract
rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. Because
the estimated VMT under each of the Alternatives are approximately
the same, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in
overall MSAT emissions among the alternatives. In addition, traffic
data regarding vehicles hours traveled (VHT) for the 2040 design
year shows that there would be only approximately 2% greater VHT
in the project area under the Preferred Alternative, as opposed to the
No-action Alternative. See Table 3-38.

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3-51



|-80 & State Street

// ENVIRONMENTAL
WY /4 IMPACT STATEMENT

Table 3-38. Difference in VMT and VHT

Percent Difference

Scenario (I\)lglill-;) (I;/;;;) B_etween 2040 No_
Action and 2040 Build
Existing (2014) 326,900 6,500
2040 No Action 459,300 9,300 NA
2040 Build 461,000 9,500 2.15%

Note: Limits include I-80 mainline, ramps and cross-street from west of 300 West to west of 900
East

Also, regardless of the build alternative chosen, emissions would
likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of
EPA’'s national control programs that are projected to reduce annual
MSAT emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local
conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet
mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures.
However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great
that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the
future in virtually all locations.

The transportation improvements contemplated as part of the
Interchange Alternatives would have the effect of moving some
traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore,
under each alternative there may be localized areas where ambient
concentrations of MSAT could be higher under certain Build
Alternatives than the No-action Alternative. The localized increases
in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along
the expanded roadway sections that would be built under the I-80
overpass on State Street under all of the build alternatives. However,
the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases
compared to the No Action Alternative cannot be reliably quantified
due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-
specific MSAT health impacts. In sum, when a highway is widened,
the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could
be higher relative to the No Action Alternative, but this could be offset
due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which are
associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT would be lower
in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a

regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet
turnover, would over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost
all cases, would cause region-wide MSAT levels to be substantially
lower than today.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT
Health Impacts Analysis

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly
predict the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT
emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives.
The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be
influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process
through assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight
into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure
associated with a proposed action.

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare
from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the
lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments
and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air
pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of assessing
human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants.
They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is
“a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in
the environment and their potential to cause human health effects”
(EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of
non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and
guantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation
exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the
human health effects of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute
(HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA's
Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air Toxic Analysis in
NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT
compounds at high exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational
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settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract,
including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse
human health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental
concentrations (HEI, http:/pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282)
or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI,
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions
modeling; dispersion modeling; exposure modeling; and then
final determination of health impacts - each step in the process
building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step.
All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science
that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health
impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties
are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made
regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which
affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such information
is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT
concentrations and exposure near roadways; to determine the portion
of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and
to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially
given that some of the information needed is unavailable.

There are many uncertainties in existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and
translation of occupational exposure data to the general population,
as expressed by HEI (http:/pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282).
As a result, there is no national consensus on air dose-response
values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT
compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA (http://Awww.
epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI (http:/pubs.
healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis
for quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.
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There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable
level of risk. The current context is the process used by the EPA as
provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more stringent
controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to
protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect
for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control
technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries.
The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires
EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from
a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a
million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the
goal of which is to maximize the number of people with risks less
than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of
this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks
from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases,
the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual
cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In
a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit upheld EPA's approach to addressing risk in its two
step decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable
to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in
levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting
health impacts described, any predicted difference in health impacts
between alternativesis likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties
associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results
of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who
would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such
as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for
guantitative analysis.

Climate Change
Climate change is a critical national and global concern. Human
activity is changing the earth’s climate by causing the buildup of
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heat-trapping greenhouse gas emissions through the burning
of fossil fuels and other human activities. Carbon dioxide (CO,)
is the largest component of human produced emissions; other
prominent emissions include methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O)
and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). These emissions are different from
criteria air pollutants since their effects in the atmosphere are global
rather than localized, and also since they remain in the atmosphere
for decades to centuries, depending on the species.
The National Climate Assessment (NCA), released by the U.S. Global
Change Resource Program, contains scenarios for regions and
sectors, including energy and transportation. These scenarios discuss
potential impacts that may result from climate change, broken down
into nationwide sectors or by region of the county. The NCA includes
Utah in the Southwest region. The scenario for this region states
that this is the hottest and driest region with limited water resources.
Climate change is anticipated to increase the heat in this region,
affecting precipitation and snowpack and therefore the availability
of water for agriculture, energy producers, and other consumers.
The NCA scenario states that the decade of 2001-2010 was the
warmest in the 110-year instrumental record, with temperatures
almost 2 degrees F higher than historic averages and fewer cold air
outbreaks. Regional annual average temperatures are projected to
rise by 2.5 degrees F to 5.5 degrees F by 2041-2070 (so long as
there is continued growth in global emissions) and 2.5 degrees F to
4.5 degrees F in the same period if global emissions are substantially
reduced.

For the sector-based scenarios, the nationwide focus means
that some of the identified potential impacts are not applicable
to the project area (i.e., coastal impacts). Others are somewhat
speculative at this point, as there are variations in the scenarios put
forward. However, as stated in Chapter 5 — Transportation of the
NCA, “[c]limate change will affect transportation systems directly,
through infrastructure damage [such as accelerated asphalt
deterioration, increased stress on expansion joints on bridges and
highways, etc.], and indirectly, through changes in trade flows,

agriculture, energy use, and settlement patterns.” There may also
be changes to snow removal needs and construction schedules.

Due to the location of the project in an urbanized area with minimal
chances of flooding, hurricanes, or other major weather disruptions
and because this is a new configuration of an existing interchange,
there would be no appreciable climate-change related effects to
this project versus the No-action Alternative. There would also be
no appreciable difference in the potential effects of climate change
between the build alternatives, which are concerned only with
the future interchange configuration. As for the resiliency of the
infrastructure, the bridge structure will be designed to withstand
adverse conditions for the next 30-50 years.

Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse gas emissions have accumulated rapidly as the world
has industrialized, with concentration of atmospheric CO, increasing
form roughly 300 parts per million in 1900 to over 400 parts per
million today. Over this timeframe, global average temperatures
have increased by roughly 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit (1 degree Celsius),
and the most rapid increases have occurred over the past 50 years.
Scientists have warned that significant and potentially dangerous
shifts in climate and weather are possible without substantial
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. They commonly have cited
2 degrees Celsius (1 degree Celsius beyond warming that has already
occurred) as the total amount of warming the earth can tolerate
without serious and potentially irreversible climate effects. For
warming to be limited to this level, atmospheric concentrations of
CO, would need to stabilize at a maximum of 450 ppm, requiring
annual global emissions to be reduced 40-70% below 2010 levels
by 2050 (see IPCC, 2014: Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report
Summary for Policymakers. Contribution of Working Groups |,
Il 'and Il to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change). State and national governments in many
developed countries have set GHG emissions reduction targets of
80 percent below current levels by 2050, recognizing that post-
industrial economies are primarily responsible for GHGs already in
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the atmosphere. As part of a 2014 bilateral agreement with China,
the U.S. pledged to reduce GHG emissions 26-28 percent below
2005 levels by 2025; this emissions reduction pathway is intended
to support economy-wide reductions of 80 percent or more by
2050 (see “U.S.-China Joint Announcement on Climate Change,”
White House, Office of the Press Secretary, November 11, 2014, on
the White House website, https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/2014/11/11/us-china-joint-announcement-climate-change,
accessed December 22, 2015). Further, as reported in the New
York Times (http:/mobile.nytimes.com/2015/12/13/world/europe/
climate-change-accord-paris.html? r), the representatives of 195
nations reached a landmark accord on December 12, 2015 that
commits nearly every country to lowering GHG emissions in order
to stave off an increase in atmospheric temperatures of 2 degrees
Celsius or 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit.

GHG emissions from vehicles using roadways are a function of
distance travelled (expressed as vehicle miles travelled, or VMT),
vehicle speed, and road grade. GHG emissions are also generated
during roadway construction and maintenance activities. An
estimate of GHG emissions in the project area is contained in Table
3-39, which shows that GHG emissions are expected to decrease
from existing (2014) conditions to the design year of 2040 by
approximately 16.8%.

Table 3-39 Comparison of 2014 and 2040 GHG Emission Estimates

Percent GHG
. . : . . . Percent
Scenario in Daily | Change in | Emissions Change
VMT | Daily VMT | (Ibs/day)* 9
2014 Travel 326,900 | NA NA 301,524 NA
Demand
2040 Travel | 1oq 300 | 132,400 | 40.5% 250,753 | -16.8%
Demand: No-action
2040 Travel
Demand: - 461,000 | 134,100 41.0% 251,681 -16.5%
Interchange Alt. 3N

*GHG Emissions Factor of 20.2 Ibs/gallon
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For a comparison between the No-action and the Build Alternatives,
this project involves only interchange reconfiguration for the [-80
and State Street Interchange intended to improve traffic flow in the
project area and would not result in any meaningful changes to VMT,
traffic speeds or to the road grade between alternatives. Further, EPA's
GHG emissions standards, implemented in concert with national fuel
economy standards, would also help minimize GHG emissions. The
Energy Information Administration (EIA) projects that vehicle energy
efficiency (and thus, GHG emissions) on a per-mile basis will improve
by 28% between 2012 and 2040. Thus, the project area will see a
net reduction in GHG emissions under any of the alternatives.

Construction and subsequent maintenance of the project will
generate GHG emissions. Preparation of the roadway corridor
(e.g., earth-moving activities) involves a considerable amount of
energy consumption and resulting GHG emissions; manufacture
of the materials used in construction and fuel used by construction
equipment also contribute GHG emissions. Typically, construction
emissions associated with a new roadway account for approximately
5% of the total 20-year lifetime emissions from the roadway,
although this can vary widely with the extent of construction activity
and the number of vehicles that use the roadway.

Conclusion

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not result in new
violations of the NAAQS, increases in the frequency or severity of
existing violations of the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS.
There would be no appreciable climate-change related effects to
this project versus the No-action Alternative or between the build
alternatives, which are concerned only with the future interchange
configuration. As for the resiliency of the infrastructure, the bridge
structure will be designed to withstand adverse conditions for the
next 30-50 years. Further, the project area will see a net reduction in
GHG emissions under any of the alternatives.

Mitigation
No mitigation is required.
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3.10 NOISE
A preliminary noise analysis was completed in accordance with 23
USC §109(h)(1) as implemented by 23 CFR §772 and the UDOT

Noise Abatement Policy, last revised January 10, 2012 (see Appendix
A). The preliminary noise analysis is summarized below.

3.10.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Traffic noise is measured in A-weighted sound levels in decibels
(dBA) which most closely approximates the way the human ear hears
sounds at different frequencies (see Figure 3-22). Since traffic noise
varies over time, the sound levels for this noise analysis are expressed
as “equivalent levels” or Leq, representing the average sound level
over a one hour period of time. Unless noted otherwise, all sound
levels in this noise analysis are expressed in the hourly equivalent
noise level.

FHWA has established Noise Abatement Criteria for several categories
of land use activities (see Table 3-40). FHWA's noise criteria is based
on sound levels that are considered to be an impact to nearby
property owners, also known as receptors. Primary consideration is
to be given for exterior areas where frequent human use occurs.

UDOT has developed a Noise Abatement Policy for transportation
projects, which conforms to FHWA noise abatement requirements
outlined in 23 CFR §772. UDOT's Noise Abatement Policy states that
a traffic noise impact occurs when either 1) the future worst case
noise level is equal to or greater than the UDOT Noise Abatement
Criteria for specified land use categories or, 2) the future worst case
noise level is greater than or equal to an increase of 10 dBA over the
existing noise level.
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Figure 3-22 Sound Levels (in dBA) of Common Sounds

(Compiled from Federal Transit Administration and
Environmental Protection Agency Data)
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Table 3-40 Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity
Category

Leq (h)

Activity Description

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.

A 56 (Exterior)

B 66 (Exterior) | Residential.

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums,
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers,
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic
areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public
meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional
structures, radio studios, recording studios, recreation
areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television studios,
trails and trail crossings.

C 66 (Exterior)

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries,
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures,
radio studios, recording studios, schools, and
television studios.

D 51 (Interior)

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other
developed lands, properties or activities not included
in A-D or F.

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency

services, industrial, logging, maintenance facilities,
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities,
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment,
electrical), and warehousing.

E 71 (Exterior)

G -- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

Source: UDOT Noise Abatement Policy

Noise impact and abatement analyses are required within Land Use
Activity Categories A, B, C, D, and E (see Table 3-40) only when
development exists or has been permitted (formal building permit
issued prior to the date the final environmental decision document
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is approved). Activity Categories F and G include lands that are not
sensitive to traffic noise.

There are no Activity Category A land uses within the study area.
Activity Category B land uses include all residences. Activity Category
C land uses within the study area include Woodrow Wilson Elementary
School, Granite School District Education Center, Granite Community
and Family Center, City of South Salt Lake City Hall, Broadview
Entertainment Arts University, Avalon Valley Rehabilitation Center,
South Salt Lake Lion’s Park, and a meetinghouse for the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. The interior of each of the schools,
the Granite Community and Family Center, the City of South Salt
Lake City Hall, the Avalon Valley Rehabilitation Center, and the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints meetinghouse would be
considered Activity Category D. Activity Category E land uses include
all other businesses, offices, restaurants, and hotels/motels located
within the study area (i.e., KFC, Steamhead Cafe, Ramada, etc). The
UDOT Noise Policy states that a noise impact analysis will not be
required for Activity Category F. There are no Activity Category G
lands within the study area.

Existing Noise Levels

The primary source of noise in the study area is automobile and
truck traffic from I-80, State Street, and other roadways in the area.
Existing traffic sound levels for each receptor in the study area were
calculated using the Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 2.5 software using
existing conditions (travel lane configurations and the posted speed
limit). Existing noise levels were determined using the greatest hourly
traffic noise conditions likely to occur on a regular basis, or Level-of-
Service (LOS) C traffic volumes.

On-site measurements were made to verify the accuracy of the model
and are shown in Table 3-41. For existing noise levels and figures see
the Noise Report in Appendix A.

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
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Table 3-41 Field Noise Measurements

Field Noise | TNM Output

Level (dBA) (dBA) Difference

Site # Location

North side of I-80 near
1 the intersection of 2400
South and West Temple

63.5 61.1 2.4

South side of I-80
near the intersection
2 of Robert Avenue and 68.0

West Temple

66.3 1.7

North side of I-80 near
3 the intersection of 2400
South and 200 East

65.3 4.2*

South Salt Lake Lions
Park on the South

4 Side of I-80 near the

intersection of Robert

61.3 59.5 1.8

Avenue and 300 East

*The difference in dBA at this location is due to environmental factors (i.e., wind)

3.10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

Direct Impacts

Noise levels for the No-action Alternative would generally be the
same as existing conditions.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Projected traffic noise levels for each Interchange Alternative were
calculated with TNM 2.5 software using build conditions (travel lane
configurations and traffic volumes). Noise levels were determined
using the greatest hourly traffic noise conditions likely to occur on a
regular basis, or LOS C traffic volumes.

Interchange Alternative 1

Noise levels resulting from Interchange Alternative 1 would generally
remain the same throughout the study area, with the greatest
increase being 0.4 dBA at Receptors 12B and 13B (see Noise Report
in Appendix A). The number of receptors that would be considered
impacted by traffic noise is twelve. Most of these impacted receptors
are located on the north side of I-80 between West Temple and Main
Street. There is no existing noise wall at this location.

Interchange Alternative 3N

Noise levels resulting from Interchange Alternative 3N would
generally remain the same throughout the study area, with the
greatest increase being 6.4 dBA at Receptor 97B (see Noise Report
in Appendix A). The number of receptors that would be considered
impacted by traffic noise is 13. Most of these impacted receptors are
located on the north side of I-80 between West Temple and Main
Street. There is no existing noise wall at this location.

Interchange Alternative 7

Noise levels resulting from Interchange Alternative 7 would generally
remain the same throughout the study area, with the greatest increase
being 1.4 dBA at Receptor 24B (see Noise Report in Appendix A). The
number of receptors that would be considered impacted by traffic
noise is twelve. Most of these impacted receptors are located on the
north side of I-80 between West Temple and Main Street. There is no
existing noise wall at this location.

Indirect Impacts
There would be no indirect impacts to noise levels in the study area
as a result of Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7.

Noise Abatement

According to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy, specific conditions
must be met before traffic noise abatement is implemented. Noise
mitigation must be considered feasible and reasonable. Some of the
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factors considered when determining if mitigation is feasible and
reasonable include, but are not limited to, the following:

¢ Engineering Considerations: Engineering considerations
such as safety, presence of cross streets, sight distance,
access to adjacent properties, barrier height, topography,
drainage, utilities, maintenance access and maintenance of
the abatement measure must be taken into account as part
of establishing feasibility.

e Safety on Urban Non-Access Controlled Roadways: To
avoid a damaged wall from becoming a safety hazard, in the
event of a failure, wall height shall be no greater than the
distance from the back of curb to the face of proposed wall.

¢ Noise Abatement Design Goal: Every reasonable effort
should be made to obtain substantial noise reductions.
UDOT defines the minimum noise reduction (design goal)
from proposed abatement measures to be 8 dBA or greater
for at least 75% of front-row receptors.

e Cost Effectiveness: The cost used to determine reasonable
mitigation for Activity Category B is $30,000 per benefited
receptor. (A benefited receptor is a noise-sensitive receptor
that is predicted to receive a minimum of 8 dBA of noise
reduction as a result of noise abatement.) The cost used to
determine reasonable mitigation for Activity Categories A, C,
D, or E is $360 per linear foot.

¢ Viewpoints of Property Owners and Residents: As part
of the final design phase, public balloting would take place
if noise abatement measures appear to meet the criteria
outlined in UDOT's Noise Abatement Policy.

Under UDOT's Noise Abatement Policy, only Type | projects are
eligible for noise abatement measures. Type | projects are projects
that include any of the following: the construction of a highway at
a new location, the physical alteration of an existing highway that
substantially alters its alignment, the addition of a through traffic
lane, the addition of an auxiliary lane, or the addition or relocation
of interchange lanes or ramps. Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7
are Type | projects so noise abatement was considered.
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Interchange Alternative 1

A noise wall was analyzed on the north side of 1-80 between West
Temple and Main Street. A 6-ft to 18-ft high wall would not reduce
noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of first-row receptors; therefore, a
noise wall for Interchange Alternative 1 was not considered feasible
and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy (see
Noise Report in Appendix A).

Interchange Alternative 3N

A noise wall was analyzed on the north side of the new westbound
on-ramp between West Temple and Main Street. An additional noise
wall was analyzed on the north side of I-80 between West Temple and
Main Street. Both walls would be required to block traffic noise due
to the grade variations between the new westbound on-ramp and
I-80. A 6-ft to 18-ft high wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA
to 75% of first-row receptors; therefore, a noise wall for Interchange
Alternative 3N was not considered feasible and reasonable according
to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy (see Noise Report in Appendix
A).

Interchange Alternative 7

A noise wall was analyzed on the north side of 1-80 between West
Temple and Main Street. A 6-ft to 18-ft high wall would not reduce
noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of first-row receptors; therefore, a
noise wall for Interchange Alternative 7 was not considered feasible
and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy (see
Noise Report in Appendix A).

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
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3.11 WATER RESOURCES
Water quality in Utah is regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) through the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC 81251 et
seq.) and by the regulations of the Utah Department of Environmental
Quality (UDEQ) Division of Water Quality (UDWQ) and the Division of
Drinking Water as described in the Utah Administrative Code, Rules

317 and 309 (UAC R317 and R309). This section describes water
resources and current water quality conditions within the study area.

3.11.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Storm Water

In general, areas with storm drain systems capture storm water
runoff from roads and convey it to a discharge point through catch
basins and/or detention ponds. These systems can be effective at
reducing total suspended solids (TSS) if storm water is conveyed to a
detention pond with discharge control devices prior to storm water
entering surface waters. Discharge control devices regulate the flow
exiting a detention pond, thus slowing storm water and allowing
sufficient time for suspended solids to fall from the flow. Paved areas
without storm drain systems allow storm water to sheet flow into
nearby surface waters or to nearby pervious surfaces. Pervious areas
allow for storm water to infiltrate into the ground.

If not managed properly, roadway runoff can negatively impact water
quality by increasing total dissolved solids (TDS) and TSS entering
nearby streams and lakes. Highway surfaces collect automobile
related pollutants (mainly lead, copper, zinc, oil, grease, and rust) and
de-icing chemicals (salt and salt solutions), which are then washed
off highway surfaces from rain or snow melt. Unmanaged runoff can
become concentrated, gather sediment through erosion, and enter
streams and lakes unless measures are taken to reduce pollutants.

Most of the study area is dominated by impervious surfaces
(roadways, sidewalks, parking lots, etc.).

Groundwater/Aquifers

The study area is located within a discharge zone of an aquifer (see
Figure 3-23). The outflow of groundwater discharge may occur
naturally or as the result of human activity, notably well pumping.
Springs or seeps may be found in areas where ground water discharge
from the table surface intersects with the land surface. Runoff may
flow into fresh water bodies such as lakes or streams or they may
flow into saltwater bodies.

Primary and secondary aquifers are located to the east and west
of the study area (see Figure 3-23). Secondary aquifers are located
within a mile of the study area and primary aquifers are located
within four miles of the study area. A primary aquifer provides a high
level of water storage and may support water supplies and/or river
base flows. In most cases, principal aquifers are aquifers previously
designated as major aquifers. Aquifers supplying minor amounts of
water are considered secondary aquifers.

Wells

According to the Utah Division of Water Rights (UDWR), 398
underground water wells are located within the study area (see
Figure 3-24) and are owned by both municipal and private land
owners. Several of these wells are documented in the I-80 right-of-
way, and are considered inactive.
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700 East

900 West
State Street
1300 East

3300 South

Legend

Aquifer Basin Fill Boundary Discharge Zone
Primary Zone

Secondary Zone

Figure 3-23 Aquifer Zones
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Figure 3-24 Underground Wells within the Study Area
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3.11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

Direct Impacts

Under the No-action Alternative, drainage conditions in the study
area would remain the same. Storm water would continue to flow
through the existing storm drain systems. There would be no impacts
to groundwater or underground wells.

Alternative

Direct Impacts

Storm Water

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would slightly increase the
impervious surface area in the study area, and would result in a
slight increase of storm water runoff volumes. Storm water would
be collected in curbs and gutters and enter improved or new storm
drain systems via catch basins. A system of inlets and pipes would
convey the storm water to discharge points and detention facilities
that would aid in lowering peak flows to near existing conditions.

The storm drain system would be designed and managed according
to the requirements of UDWQ, including flow management controls,
oil skimmers, grease traps, etc. as required in order to minimize
negative impacts to water quality. Storm drain systems minimize
negative impacts associated with storm water through capturing
and conveying its flow. By capturing and conveying storm water
flow, flooding and erosion to adjacent properties can be minimized.
Storm drain systems also have the capability of incorporating features
that help to minimize trash and debris (under low or regular flow
conditions) from being carried further down the storm drain system
through the use of hoods or snouts in the catch basins. However,
trash and debris held in the catch basins would need to be removed
periodically for the benefit to be maintained.
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Groundwater

The study area is located in a discharge zone (see Figure 3-23);
therefore, no impacts to groundwater are expected as a result of
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7.

Wells
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 could impact up to 77
underground water wells.

Indirect Impacts
There would be no indirect impacts to water quality as a result of
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7.

Mitigation

e A new storm drain system will be constructed that will
comply with current UDEQ and UDWQ standards as well as
local discharge rates and regulations.

e Impacted water rights will be handled through UDOT's Right-
of-Way acquisition process.

e (Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts will
be managed through obtaining a Utah Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (UPDES) storm water general permit
from the UDEQ, which will include a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and an outline of Best Management
Practices (BMP) to be followed.

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
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3.12 WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE U.S.
Clean Water Act
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) developed a definition
of waters of the United States under the 1972 Clean Water Act (33
U.S.C. 81251). Waters of the U.S. are defined as waters currently
or previously used for interstate or foreign commerce; all interstate
waters; any waters, the destruction of which could affect interstate
or foreign commerce; all impoundments; tributaries of the previously
mentioned waters; the territorial seas; and wetlands adjacent to other
waters of the U.S. Wetlands are defined as a subset of waters of the
U.S. and, for the purposes of regulatory guidance, are considered
special aquatic sites. USACE has jurisdiction over waters of the U.S.

USACE further defines wetlands in Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act as:

“...those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support,
and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar
areas.”

USACE presently has jurisdiction over any waters that are adjacent
to, bordering, or contiguous with navigable waterways. Under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, no discharge of dredged
or fill material is permitted in waters of the U.S. if there is a less
environmentally damaging practicable alternative to that part of the
activity that would result in a discharge of fill material to waters of
the U.S. An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable
of being implemented after taking into consideration cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purposes.

Executive Order 11990 (May 24, 1977) requires federal agencies
to not undertake or provide assistance to activities that impact
wetlands. If a project does impact wetlands, it must be determined
by the head of the agency (1) that there is no practicable alternative

to such construction, and (2) that the proposed action includes all
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands, which may
result from such use. In making this finding, the head of the agency
may take into account economic, environmental, and other pertinent
factors.

3.12.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Along I-15 and the western portion of the study area there are several
large storm water detention basins which contain standing water
and wetland vegetation (see Figure 3-25). The detention basins were
excavated as part of the I-15 Corridor Reconstruction project in the
late 1990s. As-built drawings of that project detail a system of pipes
which were installed to carry storm water run-off from the adjacent
roadways to the detention basins. Standing water within the basins
is a direct result of storm water run-off from adjacent roadways that
is conveyed through the pipe system. This is supported by historic
aerial imagery which shows that the basins were excavated within
upland areas. Furthermore, the detention basins are isolated from,
and lack any surface water connection to, jurisdictional wetlands or
waters of the U.S. Given these conditions, the detention basins within
the study area do not meet the USACE’s definition of a wetland or
a waters of the U.S. and are not considered jurisdictional. No other
wetlands or waters of the U.S. were identified within the study area.

3.12.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not result in any impacts to wetlands
or waters of the U.S.

Interchange Alternatives
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not result in any impacts
to wetlands or waters of the U.S.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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Figure 3-25 Detention Basins within the Study Area
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3.13 FLOODPLAINS
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates
flood zones according to varying levels of flood risk. These zones
are depicted on a community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map or Flood
Hazard Boundary. Each zone reflects the severity or type of flooding
in the area. Generally, FEMA delineates the 100-year floodplains

(or those floodplains that may have a one in 100 chance of being
flooded in any given year).

Executive Order 11988 and 23 CFR §650, Subpart A, provide
guidance to federal agencies on projects within floodplains. Executive
Order 11988 requires the avoidance, to the extent possible, of long
and short term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and
modification of floodplains.

23 CFR 8650, Subpart A, outlines FHWA policies and procedures
for floodplain encroachment. FHWA must avoid longitudinal and
significant encroachments, where practicable, and avoid support of
incompatible floodplain development.

3.13.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
No 100-year floodplains were identified within the study area.

3.13.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not result in impacts to floodplains.

Interchange Alternatives
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not result in impacts to
floodplains.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.14 WILDLIFE

3.14.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Pursuant to Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Administrative Rule
R657-48, species and candidate species, which are listed under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (7 USC 8136, 16 USC
§1531 et seq.), as amended, or for which a conservation agreement
is in place, automatically qualify for the Utah Sensitive Species List.
The additional species on the Utah Sensitive Species List, are those
species for which there is credible scientific evidence to substantiate
a threat to continued population viability. Table 3-42 identifies the
Utah Sensitive Species that are known to occur in Salt Lake County,
Utah.

Table 3-42 Utah Sensitive Species in Salt Lake County

Common Name Scientific Name State Status

American White Pelican | Pelecanus erythrorhynchos Species of
Concern

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leuocephalus Species of
Concern

i ; ; Species of
Black Swift Cypseloides niger Concern

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Species of
Concern

Bonneville Cutthroat

Oncorhynchus clarkii utah

Conservation

Trout Agreement
Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia Species of
Concern
California Floater Anodonta californiensis Species of
Concern
; ESA -
Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis Threntened
Columbia Spotted Frog | Rana luteiventris Species of
Concern
Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis Species of
Concern
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Common Name

Scientific Name

State Status

Grasshopper Sparrow | Ammodramus savannarum Species of
Concern
June Sucker Chasmistes liorus ESA -
Endangered
Kit Fox Vulpes microtis Species of
Concern
i ; Conservation
Least Chub lotichthys phlegethontis Agreement
Lewis’s Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis Species of
Concern
Long-Billed Curlew Numenius americanus Species of
Concern
Lyrate Mountainsnail Oreohelix haydeni Species of
Concern
Northern Goshawk Accipiter gentilis Conservation
Agreement
Short-Eared Ow| Asio flammeus Species of
Concern
Smooth Greensnake Opheodrys vernalis Species of
Concern
Spotted Bat Euderma maculatum Species of
Concern
Three-Toed Woodpecker | Picoides tridactylus Species of
Concern
Townsend's Big-Eared Corynorhinus townsendii Species of
Bat Concern
Western Pearlshell Margaritifera falcata Species of
Concern
Western Toad Bufo boreas Species of
Concern
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus ESA -
Threatened

Source: Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Conservation Data Center
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3.14.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not impact state wildlife resources.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

UDOT's wildlife biologist evaluated the study area with regard to
potential wildlife issues. Based on a review of the Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources, Natural Heritage Program (UDWR/UNHP)
database, UDOT's Wildlife/Vehicle Collision Reporter 2015 data,
and UDOT's 2007 Wildlife Connectivity database, Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not negatively affect state-sensitive
species, important wildlife habitats, big game migration routes,
habitat connectivity, migratory birds, fish spawning habitat, or fish
passage because there is no suitable habitat within or near the study
area (see correspondence in Chapter 4).

Indirect Impacts

Interchange Alternative 1, 3N, and 7 would not indirectly impact
state wildlife resources because there is no suitable habitat for the
species listed above within or near the study area.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.15 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
Impacts of the proposed project on threatened and endangered
species were assessed in accordance with the ESA. The ESA provides
protection to federally-listed threatened and endangered species and
their designated critical habitats. It requires that all federal agencies
considering a project or action to consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that the
proposed activity is “not likely to jeopardize the continued existence”

of any listed species or will not “result in adverse modification” of
its critical habitat.

3.15.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

USFWS’s Information Planning and Conservation System (IPaC)
website provides information regarding the occurrence of ESA
species in an area based on a specific area of interest (AQI). Table
3-43 identifies the federally-listed species from an IPaC Official
Species List which are known to occur in Salt Lake County, and could
occur within the study area. Suitable habitat for these species does
not exist within the study area.

Table 3-43 Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered Species in Salt Lake
County

Common Name Scientific Name State Status

Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis Threatened
June Sucker Chasmistes liorus Endangered
Ute Ladies'-Tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Threatened

Source: USFWS IPaC Official Species List

3.15.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would not impact federally-listed species
or designated critical habitat protected under the ESA.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

UDOT's wildlife biologist evaluated the study area with regard to
potential issues related to federally-listed species. A review of the
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Natural Heritage Program
(UDWR/UNHP) 2015 database indicated that no federally listed,
threatened, endangered, or candidate species, or any critical habitat
would be affected by the proposed project. Interchange Alternatives
1, 3N, and 7 would have no effect on federally-listed threatened
and endangered species or designated critical habitat protected
under the ESA because there is no suitable habitat for these species
within or near the study area (see correspondence in Chapter 4). In
accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) memo
dated January 27, 2006, USFWS no longer concurs on “no-effect”
determinations.

Indirect Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not indirectly impact
federally-listed species protected under the ESA because there is no
suitable habitat for these species within or near the study area.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.16 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL
RESOURCES

Historic properties include archaeological resources (both prehistoric
and historic), historicarchitectural resources (buildings and structures),
and traditional cultural properties. As per 36 CFR §800, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) defines a historic property
as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP (National
Register of Historic Places)” (i.e., generally historic properties that
meet the National Register criteria, which are described below). A
property is considered historic if it is 50 years and older; however,
UDOT evaluates properties that are 45 years or older to allow for the
time needed to complete construction of complex roadway projects.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended
(54 USC §3001), and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR §800)
establish the national policy and procedures regarding historic
properties. Section 106 of the NHPA requires consideration of
the effects of federal projects and policies on historic properties.
The Utah Historic Preservation Act (UCA §9-8-401 et seq.) also
provides protection to “all antiquities, historic and prehistoric ruins,
and historic sites, buildings, and objects which, when neglected,
desecrated, destroyed or diminished in aesthetic value, result in an
irreplaceable loss to the people of this state.”

For federal-aid projects, UDOT is authorized to conduct the cultural
resource investigations in compliance with Section 106 on behalf of
FHWA. FHWA, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), ACHP,
USACE, and UDOT executed a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that
streamlined the Section 106 process in April 2007 (amended June
2013). In the Section 106 PA, FHWA authorizes UDOT to initiate
and, in most cases, conclude consultation with the SHPO and
other consulting parties. FHWA retains the responsibility to consult
with Native American tribes and is still responsible for Section 106
compliance.
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The Section 106 review process requires historic properties to be
evaluated for eligibility and listing on the NRHP, based upon whether
“the quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association”
and meet one or more of the criteria in Table 3-44.

Table 3-44 NRHP Criteria for Evaluation

NRHP Criterion Characteristics

Associated with events that have made a significant

A contribution to the broad patterns of our history.

B Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, or that represent the work of a
C master, or that possess high artistic value, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction.

Yielded, or may likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

3.16.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Area of Potential Effects (APE)

The APE includes parcels adjacent to I-80 the between I-15 and 700
East and parcels adjacent to State Street between 2100 South and
2700 South (see Figure 3-26).

Archaeological Resources

Two eligible archaeological sites were identified within the study area
(see Figure 3-26). Both sites represent historic railroad alignments.
The Union Pacific Railroad has been converted into a TRAX light-rail
line, while the Park City Branch of the Denver & Rio Grande Western
Railroad has been converted into the Sugarhouse Streetcar. The
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SHPO concurred with these determinations of eligibility in a letter
dated September 2, 2015 (see Chapter 4).

Architectural Resources

A survey of historic architectural resources identified 168 properties,
of which 85 were determined eligible for the NRHP (see Figure 3-26).
These properties include residences, commercial, and public buildings.
A complete list of properties surveyed for this project can be found
in Appendix A. The SHPO concurred with these determinations of
eligibility in a letter dated September 2, 2015 (see Chapter 4).

Historic boundaries include the elements of each property that
contribute to the property’s setting, feeling, and association. These
elements include outbuildings, landscape features, natural features,
or other elements that contribute to conveying the property’s
importance.

In general, the boundaries of historic structures along the corridor are
defined as the legal tax description for each property. This definition
is based on information contained in two National Register bulletins:

e National Register Bulletin 16A (page 56) suggests that for
urban and suburban properties, the legally recorded parcel
number or lot lines are appropriate when those parcels retain
their historic boundaries and integrity.

e National Register Bulletin 21 (page 3) states, “Boundaries
should include surrounding land that contributes to the
significance of the resources by functioning as the setting...
For example, do not limit the property to the footprint of the
building, but include its yards or grounds.”

Consultation

As part of Section 106 regulations, coordination included
correspondence between FHWA and Native American tribes that
may have cultural and historical interest within the study area. FHWA
sent agency scoping letters dated August 13, 2014 to:

Eastern Shoshone of the Wind River Reservation
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation

Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian
Reservation

Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians

Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation

Cedar Band of Paiutes

Shivwits Band of Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

These letters informed the tribes that archaeologists would complete
a cultural resources investigation during the development of the EIS,
and requested any information on historic properties of traditional
religious and/or cultural importance that may be affected by
the undertaking. The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah responded and
indicated that they would defer to tribes located in closer geographic
proximity to the project (see Chapter 4). No other verbal or written
responses to the letters were received. Consultation will continue
throughout the project. Tribes will be notified of survey results, Draft
EIS availability, and invited to attend the public hearing

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and Bureau of
Indian Affairs were invited to be Cooperating Agencies for the EIS.
The ACHP accepted the invitation and the Bureau of Indian Affairs
declined the invitation (see Chapter 4).

3.16.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Effects are defined as “alteration[s] to the characteristics of a historic
property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National
Register” (36 CFR 8800.16(i). Impacts to historic properties are
categorized as No Historic Properties Affected, No Adverse Effect,
and Adverse Effect.
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Figure 3-26 Historic Architectural and Archaeological Resources Eligible for the NRHP
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A finding of No Historic Properties Affected is made when “[e]
ither there are no historic properties present or there are historic
properties present but the undertaking will have no effect upon
them as defined in §800.16(i)” (See 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1)). A finding
of “no historic properties affected” is used in three instances: (1) No
cultural resources are present in the APE, eligible or ineligible; (2)
cultural resources are present in the APE, but no eligible properties

are present; and (3) eligible properties are present in the APE, but the
undertaking will have no effect on them.

A finding of No Adverse Effect is made “[w]hen the undertaking’s
effects do not meet the criteria of [adverse effect] or the undertaking
is modified or conditions are imposed... to ensure consistency with
the Secretary’s standards for the treatment of historic properties (36
CFR §68) to avoid adverse effects” (See 36 CFR §800.5(b)). In other
words, a finding of “no adverse effect” is used when an undertaking
affects a property that is eligible for or listed on the National Register
but does not impair the integrity of the property.

Afinding of Adverse Effectismade “[w]henan undertaking may alter,
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property
that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a
historic property, including those that may have been identified
subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility
for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later
in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative” (See 36
CFR §800.5(a)(1)).

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not affect historic properties.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 1 would result in a finding of No Historic
Properties Affected. No eligible archaeological sites or historic
buildings are located within the footprint of Interchange Alternative
1 (see Figure 3-27). The SHPO concurred with this finding in a letter
dated September 2, 2015 (see Chapter 4).

Interchange Alternative 3N

Interchange Alternative 3N would result in a finding of No Historic
Properties Affected (see Figure 3-27). No eligible archaeological
sites or historic buildings are located within Interchange Alternative
3N (see Figure 3-27). The SHPO concurred with this finding in a letter
dated September 2, 2015 (see Chapter 4).

Interchange Alternative 7

Interchange Alternative 7 would result in a finding of No Historic
Properties Affected (see Figure 3-27). No eligible archaeological
sites or historic buildings are located within Interchange Alternative
7 (see Figure 3-27). The SHPO concurred with this finding in a letter
dated September 2, 2015 (see Chapter 4).

Indirect Impacts

Commercial and residential development would likely occur in
this area without roadway improvements; however, Interchange
Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 may induce a more rapid rate of growth
due to a slight improvement in overall access to the area. Historic
properties may be removed, with no additional documentation, as a
result of this development.

The SHPO concurred with these findings of effect in a letter dated
September 2, 2015.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.17 SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES

3.17.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 USC §303
and 23 USC §138) protects certain types of properties from the
effects of transportation projects. These protected properties are
historic properties, public parks and recreational facilities, and wildlife
and waterfow! refuges. Use of these properties in a transportation
facility is not permitted unless the effect has been determined to be
de minimis or there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative
to the use and the action includes all possible planning to minimize
harm. Guidelines for evaluation of Section 4(f) properties and
potential uses is found in the FHWA implementing regulations (23
CFR §774) and the FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A.

Historic Properties
The 87 eligible, historic properties recorded in the APE are also
Section 4(f) properties (see Figure 3-28).

Public Parks and Recreational Facilities
There are currently two parks and recreation related facilities within
the study area that are Section 4(f) properties (see Figure 3-28).

Lion’s Pride Park

Lion’s Pride Park currently serves as a 1-acre dog park at 350 East
Robert Avenue. The dog park includes a fence and canine playground
equipment such as a hoop to jump through and concrete tubes. In
addition, the park has 2 pavilions and restrooms.

200 East Whitlock Avenue Open Space

The City also maintains 0.11 acres of open space at approximately
200 East Whitlock Avenue. This site includes a paved trail that
connects Whitlock Avenue to the parking to the north, turf area, as
well as benches.
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Figure 3-28 Section 4(f) Properties
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A Section 4(f) use is defined in 23 CFR §774.17 as an impact that
occurs:

e When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation
facility;

e When there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in
terms of the statute’s preservation purpose as determined by
the criteria in §774.13(d); or

e When there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property as
determined by the criteria in §774.15.

According to 23 CFR §8774.5(a), a constructive use occurs when the
transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f)
property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial
impairment occurs only when the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the property are substantially diminished.

In August of 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was
enacted as Public Law 109-59. Section 6009(a) of SAFETEA-LU
amended the existing Section 4(f) legislation to simplify the processing
and approval of projects that have only minor (de minimis) impacts
on resources protected by Section 4(f). According to Section 6009
of SAFETEA-LU, the requirements of Section 4(f) will be considered
satisfied with respect to a Section 4(f) resource if it is determined that
a transportation project will have only a de minimis impact on the
Section 4(f) resource.

According to 23 CFR §774.17:

e For historic sites, de minimis impact means that FHWA has
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determined, in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 that no
historic property is affected by the project or that the project
will have “no adverse effect” on the historic property in
question.

e Forparks, recreation area, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges,
a de minimis impact is one that will not adversely affect the
features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for
protection under Section 4(f).

According to 23 CFR §774.5, prior to making de minimis impact
determinations under §774.3(b), the following coordination shall be
undertaken:

For historic properties:

e The consulting parties identified in accordance with 36 CFR part
800 must be consulted; and

e FHWA must receive written concurrence from the pertinent
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) or Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO), and from the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) if participating in the consultation
process, in a finding of “no adverse effect” or “no historic
properties affected” in accordance with 36 CFR part 800. The
Administration shall inform these officials of its intent to make
a de minimis impact determination based on their concurrence
in the finding of “no adverse effect” or “no historic properties
affected (see June 12, 2007 letter in Chapter 4).”

e Public notice and comment beyond that required by 36 CFR part
800 is not required.

For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges:
e Public notice and an opportunity for public review and comment

concerning the effects on the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the property must be provided. This requirement
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can be satisied in conjunction with other public involvement

procedures, such as a comment period provided on a NEPA
document.

e The Administration shall inform the official(s) with jurisdiction o o
of its intent to make a de minimis impact finding. Following
an opportunity for public review and comment as described in
paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section, the official(s) with jurisdiction
over the Section 4(f) resource must concur in writing that the
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes
that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection. This
concurrence may be combined with other comments on the
project provided by the official(s).

°
Main Street

INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE 3N

No-action Alternative
The No-action alternative would not result in the use of any Section
4(f) properties.

Interchange Alternatives
Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not result in the use of = .o e Teo R
any Section 4(f) properties. No property will be acquired from Section e § ¢ = °
4(f) properties, meaning there is no actual or de minimis impact. 5 £

S ® S
Indirect Impacts INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE 7

There would be no indirect impacts to Section 4(f) properties. The
Section 4(f) properties in close proximity to the proposed alternatives
are residential properties that could continue to be used as residential
properties without effects to their activities, features, or attributes.
Therefore, there would be no constructive use of these properties. —  —m———

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

Main Street

@ Section 4(f) Properties

Figure 3-29 Section 4(f) Properties and Interchange Alternatives
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3.18 PALEONTOLOGY

3.18.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Paleontology is the scientific study of life in the geologic past,
especially through the study of animal and plant fossils. Before
expending state funds or approving an undertaking, a state agency
is required to take into account the effect of the undertaking on
a specimen that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the State
Paleontological Register (U.C.A. §63-73-19). The Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) between the Utah Geological Survey
(UGS) and UDQT outlines the process for implementing Utah Code
Annotated §63-73-19.

The UGS conducted a paleontological file search of the study area
and has indicated that there are no known paleontological localities
and that deposits in the area “have a low potential for yielding
significant fossil localities” (see January 22, 2015 letter in Chapter
4 — Comments and Coordination).

3.18.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would not impact paleontological
resources.

Interchange Alternatives

Unless fossils are discovered as a result of construction activities,
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not have an impact on
paleontological resources.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.19 HAZARDOUS WASTE
Hazardous materials or waste are substances that are dangerous
or potentially harmful to health or the environment. Hazardous
materials may be liquids, solids, gases, or sludges and can include

discarded commercial products, such as cleaning fluids, pesticides,
or the byproducts of manufacturing processes.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC §6901
etseq.), Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA, also known as Superfund) (42 USC §9601 et
seq.), and United States Code (USC) Title 19—Environmental Quality
regulate hazardous material and waste sites. These regulations
include cleanup requirements and make liable those involved in
hazardous materials releases. These regulations also authorize the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to act to ensure public health
and safety. Presently the Utah Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) regulates underground storage tanks (USTs) and leaking
underground storage tanks (LUSTSs).

3.19.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Database Search

A review of the DEQ and EPA databases was undertaken to identify
known hazardous material and waste sites within the study area.
This review yielded 71 categorized sites including 46 LUST sites, 11
UST sites, six CERCLA sites, one voluntary cleanup (VCP) site, one
large quantity generator (LQG) site, one toxic release inventory (TRI)
site, and five Tier 2 sites (see Figure 3-30 and Table 3-45). Seven of
the sites received more than one hazardous category (i.e., Bennett
Paint-Karpowitz Coal, Whirlpool Kitchens Facility/Granite Mill Site,
7-Eleven 1851-23099, Safety-Kleen, EDO Corporation-Western
Division, Russell’s Ice Cream/Farr Russell Group).

3.19.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would have no impact to hazardous
material and waste sites within the study area.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Hazard waste sites were evaluated according to their risk of
contamination to soil or water, presence within the impact area,
and overall risk based on the risk of contamination and proximity
to the proposed alternatives. If sites had information that was
available detailing known soil and water contamination, the risk
of contamination was increased. The overall risk was evaluated
according to the potential for contamination and whether sites were
within the impact area of the alternatives.

If sites were considered a “medium” risk of contamination to soil
or water, were not closed prior to 2014, and were with the study
area, they were given an overall risk rating of “medium” or higher.
Sites considered a “low” risk are those that were documented in
compliance with EPA regulations or had been remediated prior to
2014. No "high” risk sites were located within or near the study
area.

Of the 64 total sites identified within or surrounding the study area, 63
sites were given a rating of “low"” overall risk to the project (see Table
3-45). The closest site receiving a “medium” risk of contamination
rating (Howe Rents Inc., site number 22) is located approximately
50 feet north of all three Interchange Alternatives (see Table 3-45
and Figures 3-30). The DEQ reviewed this LUST site in 1996 and
recommended that no further corrective action be taken. Petroleum
contamination at the site currently complies with state underground
storage tank rules and based upon current land use, no pathway
for exposure leading to contamination exists. If construction of an
alternative were to impact this site, contamination from the facility
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Figure 3-30 Hazardous Material and Waste Sites within the Study Area
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may cause a threat to human health or the environment, causing

need for corrective action; therefore, the project team rates the Site Name and | . site R Ry e Veeal
. " . " . . . Site Type . Contami- | Project .
sites as a “medium” overall risk for the purposes of this analysis. Address Description nation | Area? | Risk
However, if the site is avoided during construction, the project team
recommends that the site would have a low overall risk to the project. Higrade Meats Truck/
9 (2160 S. West usT Low No Low
Temple) Transporter
Table 3-45 Hazardous Materials Sites and Overall Risk Assessment v Buildi
10 acant Bul "9 ysT Commercial Low No Low
Risk of | Within (156 W. Utopia)
Site Name and Site Tvpe Site Contami- | Proiect Overall i
Address yp Description . ) = Risk Crus Oil Inc. Truck/
nation Area? 11 | (2260 S. West LUST Low No Low
Transporter
Temple)
D.R.G.W.R.R. .
1 Roper Yards LUST Railroad Low No Low Efrﬁ\eNF”Ll%ishing Truck/
(650 Davis Road) 12 (210 W. Haven LUST Transporter Low No Low
U-Haul 72050 Truck/ Drive)
2 lwisw.21005) "Y1 mansporter | HOW ves | low
— Osterloh Inc. Auto
Paqﬂc Coast 13 | (231 W. Haven LUST Dealership Low No Low
3 | Building UsT Truck/ Low Yes | Low Avenue)
Products Transporter The Khemo-
(2114'S. 400 W.) Klean Co
Semi Service 14 (190 W. Haven LUST Contractor Low No Low
Truck/
4 | Shop No. 1 LUST Transporter Low Yes Low Avenue)
(2200 S. 400 W.) P :
- Whirlpool
Royce Industries 15 Kitchens Facility/ | CERCLA, | Cabinet L N L
5 (2225 5. 400 LUST Commercial | Low No Low Granite Mill Site | VCP Production ow ° ow
West) (2200 S. Main)
Bennett Paint- - Previously Rent-It
6 Karpowitz Coal ELESR'E LA lsj;r:]tu?agtlﬁrir Medium | No Low 16 Center LUST Industrial Medi N L
(2131°S. 300 W.) (2270 S. Main ndustria edium o ow
UTA Transfer Street)
7 Station usT Not Listed Low No Low Western Road
(2100 S. 200 W.) Machinery Co. .
S—— 17 (2300 S. Main LUST Industrial Low No Low
Candy & Street)
3 Ice Cream Co. LUST Truck/ Medium | No Low Lund Machinery ‘
(150 W. Transporter 18 | (2350 S. West LUST Industrial Low No Low
Commonwealth Temple)
Avenue)
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Risk of

Within

Site Name and . Site . X Overall Site Name and . Site . . Overall
Address SLENVES Description Cont.aml- A3 Risk Address SUSHVEE Description Cont.aml- L Risk
nation Area? nation Area?

Applied Hinckley Dodge

Electronics Inc. Inc. Auto
19 (10 W. Burton LUST Contractor Low No Low 29 (2309 S. State LUST Dealership Low Yes Low

Avenue) Street)

Familian Old Conoco Former Gas
20 | (20 E. Truman UST Industrial Low No Low 30 | (2402 S. State LUST . Low Yes Low

Station

Avenue) Street)

Colonial Interstate Texaco

Mortuary . 31 | (2375 S. State LUST Gas Station Low Yes Low
21 (2128 5. State LUST Not Listed Low Yes Low Street)

Street) Bob's

Howe Rents Inc. Truck/ . . Transmission Auto
22 (55 E. 24005S.) LUST Transporter Medium | Yes Medium 32 Service UsT Dealership Low No Low

7-Eleven 1851- (22205. 300 E.)

23099 LUST, . Property
23 (2102 S. State Tier 2 Gas Station Low Yes Low 33 | Management LUST Gas Station Medium | No Low

Street) (304 E. 21005S.)

21st Street D Howard

Sinclair . 34 | Investment Corp | LUST Gas Station Low No Low
24 (2101 S. State LUST Gas Station Low Yes Low (376 E. 2100 S.)

Street) Zellerbach Paper Truck/

TV Specialists 35 | Company usTt Transporter Low No Low
25 |Inc. LUST Contractor Low No Low (2255S. 300 E.) P

(170 €. 2100S.) Sugar House Van Truck/

Cinglar Wireless 36 | Lines LUST Transporter Low No Low
26 | (2121 S. State Tier 2 Commercial Low Yes Low (450 E. 2200 S.) P

Street) Tesoro No.

Hayes Bros. 37 | 62104 LUST Gas Station Low No Low
27 Buick Jeep LUST Auto . Low Yes Low (502 E. 2100 S.)

(2280 S. State Dealership }

Wasatch Plaza Pest/Herbicide

Street) 38 | 5th East CERCLA | (SVVBBCE | Low No |Low

State Street (2240 S. 500 E.)

Texaco . :
28 LUST Commercial Low Yes Low Wasatch Storage Chemical

(S%[r3e9e(i)s. State 39 (560 E. 2275 5.) CERCLA Corporation Low No Low
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. . Risk of | Within . . Risk of | Within
Sl ke e Site Type S'.te . Contami- | Project Ov?rall it ke e Site Type S'.te . Contami- | Project Ov?rall
Address Description X Risk Address Description y Risk
nation Area? nation Area?
Sinclair No. EDO Corp,
40 | 43023 LUST Gas Station Low No Low 50 | Acoustic Sensors Industrial Low No Low
(602 E. 2100 S.) (220 W. 2700 S.)
Dump Site Standard
Wasatch Ponds . .
41 (630 E. 2250 5.) CERCLA | of Chemical Low No Low 51 Builders Supply LUST Truck/ Low No Low
Company Inc. Transporter
2266 Partnership . (220 W. 2700 5.)
42 (2266 S. 600 E.) usT Commercial Low No Low Stewart In-Fra-
: Red Commissary .
43 | TMangleNo. 69 | oo Commercial Low No Low 52 (155 W. Malvern LUST Commercial Low No Low
(2180S. 700 E.)
Avenue)
West One Bank :
of Utah " Gramtg
44 (440 Lawndale LUST Commercia Low Yes Low Eduiatlonc . -
Drive) 53 | o e M st oca Medium |No | Low
- Plant Government
Service Center (2500 S. State
Safety-Kleen for Mineral Street)
45 | (394 W. ELESR'ELA Spirits and Low No Low
Ironwood Drive) Cleaning SDorerlmson .
Solvents evelopmen .
F 54 (2522 . Main LUST Industrial Low Yes Low
erguson ; Street)
46 (2565 S. 300 W.) LUST Not Listed Low No Low .
- Maverik No. 227
Russell’s Ice 55 | (2650S. Main | UST Gas Station | Low No Low
47 Cream/Farr LUST Truck/ Low No Low Street)
Russell Group Transporter
(2575 S. 300 W.) ZgZV;” 1890-
Esco Mechanical 56 (2700 S. State LUST Commercial Low Yes Low
48 | (2496 S. West LUST Contractor Low No Low Street) '
Temple)
B&W Auto
Repair Auto
EDO TRI, LQG, . 7 1 (26355 State | "U°T Dealership Low Yes | low
Corporation - . Aeronautical
49 L VCP, Tier . Low No Low Street)
Western Division by Manufacturing
(2645 S. 300 W.)
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Interchange Alternative 1

g N I site cRile: of \;Vit_hirl YRl Four hazardous sites (site numbers 28, 30, 31, and 59) are located
Address " WPE | Description | o A DI Risk within the impact area of Interchange Alternative 1 (see Table 3-45
and Figure 3-31). These sites are all classified as LUSTs and were
City of South given an overall risk rating of “low” to the project. Sites 28, 30, and
58 (S1a;t5L\éj\l;eo dang | LUST éocal . | Low Yes | Low 59 have had their tanks removed and have been closed by the Utah
- Lakian overnmen DEQ. Site 31 may have unused tanks remaining in the ground. Any
Avenue) ) ) X ) )
Dunn Ol No. 57 contaminated soil or tanks encountered during construction will be
unn OIl NO. . . L
59 | (24355, State | LUST Commercial | Low Ves Low dealt with acc_ordln_g_ to _standard UDOT procedure (see description
Street) of procedure in Mitigation below). Because appropriate measures
Duffys would be taken if construction disturbs this site, no impacts to
60 | (2473 S. State UST Commercial Low Yes Low workers or the environment would be expected.
Street) ®
19
Cox Corporation
61 | (2533S.State | LUST Truck/ Low Yes | Low
Transporter
Street)
Transmission
Exchange Auto
62 (2547 S. State LUST Dealership Low ves Low
Street)
Business g
Complex bt :
63 | Steven's Lock & | LUST Gas Station Medium | No Low S @ LsT
Key S © UsT
(2694 S. 500 E.) 58 @
Fast Track A/ Figure 3-31 Hazardous Sites within Alternative 1 Impact Area
64 | Tesoro LUST Gas Station Low Yes Low
(26905. 700 E) Interchange Alternative 3N

Three hazardous sites (site numbers 30, 31, and 59) are located
within the impact area of Interchange Alternative 3N (see Table 3-45
and Figure 3-32). These sites are classified as LUSTs and were given
an overall risk rating of “low” to the project. Sites 30 and 59 have
had their tanks removed and have been closed by the Utah DEQ.
Site 31 may have unused fuel tanks remaining in the ground. Any
contaminated soil or tanks encountered during construction will be
dealt with according to standard UDOT procedure (see description
of procedure in Mitigation below). Because appropriate measures
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would be taken if construction disturbs this site, no impacts to

workers or the environment would be expected.
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West Temple
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Figure 3-32 Hazardous Sites within Alternative 3N Impact Area

Interchange Alternative 7

Three hazardous sites (site numbers 30, 31, and 59) are located
within the impact area of Interchange Alternative 7 (see Table
3-45 and Figure 3-33). These sites are classified as LUSTs and were
given an overall risk rating of “low” to the project. Sites 30 and 59
have had their tanks removed and have been closed by the Utah
DEQ. Site 31 may have unused tanks remaining in the ground. Any
contaminated soil or tanks encountered during construction will be
dealt with according to standard UDOT procedure (see description
of procedure in Mitigation below). Because appropriate measures
would be taken if construction disturbs this site, no impacts to
workers or the environment would be expected.

Main Street

® LusT
© usT

58 @
Figure 3-33 Hazardous Sites within Alternative 7 Impact Area

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are expected.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

If hazardous materials are encountered, UDOT Standard
Specification 01355, Part 3.1, “Hazardous Materials Discovered
During Construction.” This specification includes requirements to
immediately suspend work in the area of the discovery, notify the
Engineer and DEQ of the discovery, develop a remediation plan, and
dispose of the hazardous materials in accordance to DEQ and EPA
requirements and regulations.
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3.20 VISUAL CONDITIONS

The visual resources of a community or area include the physical features that make up
the landscape and include both natural (landforms, waterways, etc.) and other elements
(buildings, roads, structures, etc.). The following visual analysis discusses the visual qualities
and resources within and nearby the study area and how the No-action and Interchange
Alternatives impact those visual resources.

3.20.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing Visual Environment

The 1-80 corridor is an elevated freeway that is visually separated from the neighborhoods
by the difference in grade as well as the addition of jersey barriers and/or noise walls along
the majority of the corridor. In general, drivers along I-80 are visually disconnected with the
neighborhoods to the north and south of I-80.

Within the study area, two interchanges — at State Street and 700 East — connect drivers to
major roadways, neighborhoods and business areas to the north and south of the corridor.
At the western end of the study area, there is a highly complex interweaving of ramps and
junctions that look like (and are affectionately called) a ‘spaghetti bowl,” if viewed from
above. The ramps and roadways that constitute the spaghetti bowl connect I-80 to I-15 and
SR-201. To roadway users traveling west on 1-80, the spaghetti bowl looks like a se3-ries of
stacked/tiered ramps with the highest ramp being several feet above the elevation of I-80. As
drivers use the ramps to connect to other interstates and state roads, they experience going
under or over these various ramps.

The visual character of the study area is fairly consistent with the overall look and feel of this
part of Salt Lake County. In this area, State Street marks the end of residential neighborhoods
(to the east) and the beginning of an industrial area (to the west). While the majority of the
cohesive, residential neighborhoods are east of State Street, small pockets of residential
uses do exist on the west side of State Street. That said, the area west of State Street is
substantially more industrial in nature and, in general, is fairly utilitarian in its look and feel
(i.e. devoid of large areas of softscape/landscape that typify residential areas). South Salt
Lake’s two urban renewal areas (URAs) — Central Pointe and Market Station — are located in
this industrial area west of State Street.
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Typical View from [-80

Residential Uses within Study Area

Industrial Uses within Study Area
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Within the study area, there are several key areas surrounding the 1-80 and the State Street

interchange that are more directly impacted by the visual quality of the Interstate. They
include:

¢ Residences/Businesses Facing and Backing 1-80: Residences that face I-80 are
primarily accessed by a frontage road that also serves as a visual separation from [-80.
Frontage roads run primarily from 700 East to West Temple and vary in width (from
approximately 18 to 46 feet in width) with the frontage roads to the southwest and
northeast of the State Street intersection being inaccessible from State Street. These
frontage roads provide a barrier between the residences and the retaining walls or
slopes that run along I-80. As I-80 curves to the north (between 500 and 700 East),
there is no longer room for two rows of houses and a frontage road. Residences in
this area back 1-80 rather than face it.

e Businesses at the I-80/State Street Interchange: State Street is a predominately
commercial corridor and all four corners of the 1-80/State Street Intersection support
commercial uses. These uses include a car dealership, a hotel, auto repair shops, and
a fast food restaurant.

Existing I-80 Corridor Aesthetics and Landscape Themes

In 2009, landscape and aesthetics improvements were implemented along the I-80 corridor
and its interchanges as part of the I-80 State Street to 1300 East project. Specific paint
colors, textures and patterns were used to establish a theme for the corridor. Landscape
improvements were made at each of the interchanges using specific plant palettes. At the
[-80/State Street Interchange, additional improvements have been made more recently to
the southeast abutment slope by the City of South Salt Lake and includes signage, lighting,
and landscaping to mark the entry to the City.

Viewers
In the study area there are primarily two viewer groups:

e Viewers of the Roadway: For this analysis, viewers of the road include neighboring
residences and businesses who face and back I-80 and State Street.

e Viewers using the Roadway: For this analysis, viewers include motorists on both
[-80 and State Street.

Residential Uses Facing I-80

Businesses at the [-80/State Street Interchange

Corridor Aesthetics
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3.20.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would have no impact on the visual quality
of 1-80 and State Street.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternative 1

Viewers of the Roadway

For the residences and businesses facing and backing |-80 and State
Street the visual appearance of the study area would remain the
same. Because access to the frontage roads would be eliminated
from State Street, the functionality of the frontage roads would
change; however, the visual appearance of the frontage roads would
remain the same.

Viewers using the Roadway

Interchange Alternative 1, has the greatest visual change to the
existing interchange. With three commercial relocations, the
potential removal of these structures would create a “vacancy” on
the northwest, southwest, and southeast corners of the interchange.
Because State Street is a predominately “built-out” commercial
corridor, with very few vacant parcels, and these structures are on
the corners of the interchange, these changes would be noticeable.
That said, these properties could potentially be redeveloped in the
future.

All three Interchange Alternatives would include one additional thru
lane in each direction on State Street under the [-80 bridge. The
I-80 bridge over State Street would be widened to accommodate
this wider roadway section. Of the three alternatives, Interchange
Alternative 1 would require more pavement under the bridge — to
accommodate cross movements under the structure —and, therefore,
would feel more “open” under the bridge.
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Interchange Alternative 3N

Viewers of the Roadway

Of the three alternatives, Interchange Alternative 3N changes the
view from residences and businesses facing I1-80 the most. On the
northwest side of the interchange, the views from residences and
businesses along the frontage road (2400 South) would change.
Between State Street and Main Street, what is currently a one-way
frontage road and westbound ramp would be converted into a one-
way, multi-lane frontage road. The frontage road would be at grade
in this section and the on-ramp would be located west of the Main
Street Intersection. From Main Street to West Temple, nearly half of
the existing 44-ft wide roadway would be used to accommodate
the multi-lane frontage road. This new road would shift a retaining
wall 16 to 26 feet closer to the residents that face 2400 South. The
retaining wall along the road would vary in height from 0 to 25 feet
in height. See Figure 3-34.

Viewers using the Roadway

This alternative requires only two commercial relocations — House
of Blinds and Emission Time, located on the southwest corner of
the interchange. Like Interchange Alternative 1, this relocation
would create a “vacancy” and would be noticeable. However, the
change would be less noticeable than under Interchange Alternative
1 because only the southwest corner would be vacant and could
potentially be redeveloped in the future.

As with Interchange Alternative 1, the roadway section would be
widened, to accommodate an additional thru lane in each direction.
The 1-80 Bridge over State Street would also be widened. However,
unlike Interchange Alternative 1, the look and feel under the bridge
would feel more enclosed and be similar to existing conditions.
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Figure 3-34 Change in Wall Location at Frontage Road (2400 South) for Interchange Alternative 3N
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Interchange Alternative 7

Viewers of the Roadway

Interchange Alternative 7 would move the on-ramps and off-ramps
a few feet closer to businesses adjacent to the interchange; however,
the impact to viewers would be negligible.

Viewers using the Roadway

This alternative requires only two commercial relocations — House
of Blinds and Emission Time, located on the southwest corner of
the interchange. Like Interchange Alternative 3N, this relocation
would create a “vacancy” and would be noticeable. However, the
change would be less noticeable than under Interchange Alternative
1 because only the southwest corner would be vacant and could
potentially be redeveloped in the future.

As with Interchange Alternative 3N, the roadway section would be
widened, to accommodate an additional thru lane in each direction.
The 1-80 Bridge over State Street would also be widened. However,
unlike Interchange Alternative 1, the look and feel under the bridge
would feel more enclosed and be similar to existing conditions.

Indirect Impacts
Indirect impacts to visual conditions are not expected as a result of
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7.

Mitigation
During the design phase, a landscaping plan will be developed that is
consistent with the existing aesthetics of the I1-80 corridor.

Impacts to the City of South Salt Lake’s entryway signage, lighting,
and landscaping will be restored.
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3.21 INVASIVE SPECIES
Executive Order 13112 directs federal agencies to expand and
coordinate their efforts to combat the introduction and spread
of plants and animals not native to the United States. Non-native
flora and fauna can cause substantial changes to ecosystems, upset
the ecological balance, and cause economic harm to our nation’s
agricultural and recreational sectors. Since roadway corridors provide
opportunities for the movement of invasive species through the
landscape, it is important that roadway projects include measures to
combat the introduction and spread of invasive species. The State of
Utah Department of Agriculture and Food maintains a Utah Noxious

Weeds List with which designates three classes of noxious weeds:
Class A, Class B, and Class C.

e Class A — Early Detection Rapid Response: Declared noxious
weeds not native to the sate of Utah that pose a serious threat
to the state and should be considered as a very high priority.

Blackhenbane
Diffuse Knapweed

Hyseyamus niger
Centaurea diffusa

Leafy Spurge Euphorbia esula
Medusahead Taeniatherum caput-medusae
Oxeye daisy Chrysanthemum leucanthemum

Perennial Sorgum including but not limited to Johnson
Grass (Sorghum zhalepense) and
Sorghum Almum (Sorghum almum,
parodi)

Lythrum salicaria

Centaurea maculosa

Centaurea Squarrosa

Hypericum perforatum

Potentilla recta

Centaurea solstitialis

Linaria vulgaris

Purple Loosestrife
Spotted Knapweed
Squarrose Knapweed
St. Johnsworts
Sulfur cinquefoil
Yellow Starthistle
Yellow Toadflax

e Class B — Control: Declared noxious weeds not native to the
state of Utah that pose a threat to the state and should be
considered a high priority for control.

Bermudagrass
Broad-leaved Peppergrass
Dalmation Toadflax

Cynodon dactylon
Lepidium latifolium
Linaria dalmatica

Dyers Woad Isatis tinctoria
Hoary cress Cardaria spp.
Musk Thistle Carduus nutans

Conium maculatum
Centaurea repens
Onopordium acanthium
Centaurea virgata ssp

Poison Hemlock
Russian Knapweed
Scotch Thistle
Squarrose Knapweed

e Class C - Containment: Declared noxious weeds not native to
the state of Utah that are widely spread but pose a threat to
the agricultural industry and agricultural products with a focus
on stopping expansion.

Field Bindweed
Canada Thistle

Convolvulus spp.
Cirsium arvense

Houndstounge Cynoglossum officianale
Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima
Quackgrass Aqgropyron repens

3.21.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Land uses and degrees of development are relatively consistent
throughout the study area. The majority of the study area east of
State Street is residential, while the study area west of State Street
is predominantly commercially developed. Vacant fields and other
lands that are not well maintained are not found within the study
area.
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3.21.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would not provide opportunities for
movement of invasive species.

Interchange Alternatives

Direct Impacts

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 include roadway construction
and would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive
species.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation

Project Commitment

To minimize the movement of invasive species, the Contractor will be
required to comply with UDOT's Special Provision 02924S - Invasive
Weed Control.
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3.22 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

3.22.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A wild and scenic river is defined by the Wild and Scenic River Act
(16 USC 8§1271-1287) as one that qualifies for inclusion on the
Nationwide Inventory maintained by the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service, which requires that it must be free-flowing (i.e.,
“existing or flowing in a natural condition without impoundment,
diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of
the waterway”) and possess “outstandingly remarkable scenic,
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or similar
values.”

There are no wild and scenic rivers within or near the study area.

3.22.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

The No-action Alternative would not have any impact on wild and
scenic rivers.

Interchange Alternatives
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not have any impact on
wild and scenic rivers.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3.23 PERMITS

3.23.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Under the No-action Alternative, no permits would be required.

3.23.2 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES
Implementation of Alternatives 1, 3N, or 7 would require application for and approval of the regulatory permits listed in Table 3-46.

Table 3-46 Required Permits and Clearances

. Granting . . . Granting . . .
Permit Agency(ies) Applicant Application Time Time Applicable Portion of Project
Section 402 Permit (UPDES) ubwQ Contractor Construction Phase Eifr?srfruction Storm water quality during construction phase
Air Quality Approval Order ubwaQ Contractor Construction Phase Before . Alr quahty during construction phase (emissions
Construction | from equipment)

Water Rights (Change deed record or Utah Division Right-of-way acquisition R|ght' Qf way Changes in point of diversion or changes of use
. ) S of Water uboT acquisition ; .
apply for change in point of diversion) | _. phase associated with wells
Rights phase
Construction-related permits for all of | Various Before Impacts a.SSOC'ate.d with offsite activities such as
: : Contractor Contractor . construction staging, borrow areas, batch plant
the above (potentially) Agencies Construction sites. and o on

e
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3.24 ENERGY
In the context of transportation projects, energy is consumed during
both the construction and the operational phases of the project. For
construction, it is used to manufacture and transport materials and
to operate construction machinery. During operation of the facility,
energy is primarily related to vehicle fuel consumption, which is
dependent upon vehicle miles traveled and travel conditions, i.e.
vehicle type, speed, weather conditions, and roadway conditions

such as vertical grade, roadway geometry, and the type and condition
of the pavement.

Construction energy requirements were analyzed on a qualitative
basis as to what types of construction activities (if any) would be
required. Operational energy requirements were analyzed on a
guantitative basis, as well as a qualitative basis.

This analysis consisted of dividing the average daily vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) in the study area under each proposed alternative
(including the No Action Alternative) by an average vehicle fuel
efficiency estimate obtained from the Annual Energy Outlook 2015
with projections to 2040, (U.S. Energy Information Administration,
April 2015). The report includes average fuel economy for light duty
vehicles (LDV), which includes passenger cars, light-duty trucks and
commercial light-duty trucks. For existing conditions, an average
vehicle fuel efficiency of 21.9 miles per gallon (mpg) (as of 2013)
was used. For 2040 conditions, an average vehicle fuel efficiency of
37.0 mpg was used.

Table 3-47 Comparison of 2014 and 2040 Operational Energy Consumption

Percent Fuel Percent
Scenario in Daily _Change Consumption C_hange
in Daily (gallons) in Fuel
VMT 9 Consumption
2014 Travel | 350 900 | N NA 14,927 NA
Demand
2040 Travel
Demand: 459,300 | 132,400 40.5% 12,414 -16.8%
No-action
2040 Travel
Demand: 1 464 000 | 134,100 | 41.0% 12,459 -16.5%
Interchange
Alt. 3N

3.24.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative

Under the No-action Alternative, there would be no construction
activities and therefore, the No-action Alternative would not have
energy requirements for construction. In terms of operational energy
requirements, the 2040 travel demand did not substantially vary
between the No-action and the Interchange Alternatives; therefore,
the VMT would be similar. The No-action Alternative would result
in continuing congestion on |-80 and State Street in the study area
due to the bottleneck on State Street at the I-80 overpass. This
congestion would in turn result in a lower LOS, which would reduce
vehicle efficiency and increase fuel consumption slightly more than
under the Interchange Alternatives.

Interchange Alternatives

The Interchange Alternatives would all involve construction activities
to various degrees depending on the nature and scope of the
interchange improvements included and therefore would require
the consumption of energy for construction activities. In terms of
operational energy requirements, the 2040 travel demand did
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not substantially vary between the No-action and the Interchange
Alternatives; therefore, the VMT would be similar. However, the
Interchange Alternatives would address the issue of the bottleneck
at State Street by improving the interchange at I-80, which would in
turn reduce congestion and allow traffic to flow more smoothly. The
reduction in traffic congestion would enable vehicles to maintain
a more optimum speed, thereby improving vehicle efficiency and
reducing fuel consumption in comparison with the No-action
Alternative.

Mitigation
No mitigation is required.
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3.25 CONSTRUCTION

This section sets forth the specific construction impacts for each of
the alternatives.

3.25.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No-action Alternative
Since there would be no construction activities in connection with
the No-action Alternative, there would be no construction impacts.

Interchange Alternatives

Social Conditions

Area residents, commercial and retail businesses, governmental and
institutional properties, and commuters in the study area would
experience minor inconveniences from noise, dust, and travel delays
and detours during the course of construction. Access to all properties
in the area would be maintained; however, there would be some
temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties.

Economic Conditions

The commercial and retail businesses in the area would experience
temporary construction inconveniences from dust, noise, and traffic
delays and detours associated with roadway construction. Access
to all properties in the area would be maintained; however, there
would be some temporary construction impacts to accesses for some
properties. These conditions, although temporary, could result in a
decrease in patronage and sales because residents would be less
willing to negotiate the construction area.

Air Quality

The Interchange Alternatives would include roadway construction
activities, which entails the potential for fugitive dust impacts during
construction. Such impacts would be temporary and minor. A permit
for air quality impacts during construction would be obtained from
the Utah Department of Air Quality (UDAQ) by the contractor.

Fugitive dust during construction would be mitigated and controlled
in accordance with a fugitive dust control plan to be developed
in coordination with UDAQ. This plan would include measures
to minimize the extent of disturbed surface areas and restricting
construction activities during high-wind periods.

Noise

Construction noise impacts are considered temporary and extended
disruption of normal activities in the study area is not anticipated.
No receptors are expected to be exposed to construction noise for
an extended period of time. Construction noise impacts would
be minimized through adherence to UDOT Standard Specification
01355, Section 3.6 — Noise Control. The contractor would also be
required to abide by any and all local noise ordinances, including Salt
Lake County’s Community Noise Pollution Control Regulation which
requires a permit to conduct construction or demolition activities
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

Water Resources

The Interchange Alternatives involve roadway construction (including
soil disruption) and therefore entail the potential for construction-
related erosion and sedimentation impacts. Construction-related
erosion and sedimentation would be managed through obtaining
a Utah Pollution Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permit from
the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ). This permit
requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and for Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to be followed during construction.
Short-term impacts to water quality would be minimized through
implementation of UDOT's BMPs from the Temporary Erosion and
Sediment Control Manual.
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Cultural Resources

It is not expected than any previously unidentified cultural resources
would be encountered during construction. However, in the event
that any such resources are discovered, the contractor would
be required to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 —
Environmental Protection, Part 1.13, in relation to the discovery of
any historical, archaeological, or paleontological objects, features,
sites, and human remains.

Hazardous Waste Sites

It is not expected that any hazardous materials would be encountered
during construction activities. However, if hazardous waste material
is encountered during construction, mitigation would be coordinated
in accordance with UDOT Standard Specification 03155, which
directs the contractor to stop work and notify the project engineer
of any discovery of hazardous material. Disposition of any hazardous
material would take place under the guidelines set by the UDEQ.

Visual Conditions

During construction, there would be temporary visual impacts in the
study area due to construction signs and barricades, work lights,
exposed earth, and construction equipment.

Invasive Species

The Interchange Alternatives involve construction activities, including
soil disruption, and therefore would provide opportunities for the
movement of invasive species. The contractor will abide by UDOT's
Special Provision 02926S — Invasive Weed Control to minimize the
spread and introduction of invasive species. Some of the measures
in the Special Provision include:

e C(Cleaning all earth-moving equipment before entering the
project

e Treating existing noxious weeds at least ten days before
starting earthwork operations
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e Controlling invasive weeds using pre-emergent, selective and
non-selective herbicides, as appropriate.

Construction Phasing and Potential Detours

The construction of the Interchange Alternatives would result in
temporary access closures and detours. The contractor would
be required to prepare a detailed traffic-control plan to maintain
access to all commercial and residential properties throughout the
construction phase and would be required to submit the plan to
UDOT for approval prior to the commencement of construction-
related activities (per UODT Standard Specification 01554 — Traffic
Control). The contractor would also be required to provide an
approved public involvement plan designed to notify the traveling
public and adjacent property owners of construction-related issues
and concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent
property owners per UDOT Standard Specification 01315.

Mitigation
No mitigation is required for construction impacts, as such impacts
are temporary in nature.
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3.26 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-
TERM USES OF MAN’S ENVIRONMENT AND THE

MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-
TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 are based on comprehensive
transportation planning for land use and transportation facilities
at the state, MPO, county, and local level. These planning activities
have considered the present and future need for transportation
services within the context of both present and future land use
development in the study area. All roadway projects require the
investment or commitment of some resources found in the existing
environment. Short-term refers to the immediate consequences of
the project; long-term relates to its direct or secondary effects on
future generations.

3.26.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

In the short-term, no construction activities would occur and there
would be no need for the conversion of raw materials, funding
sources, and labor for any improvements in the study area. The
short-term consequences of the No-action Alternative would be
continued traffic congestion on State Street at the [-80 bridge,
where the lanes narrow to create a bottleneck effect. South Salt
Lake has plans to encourage redevelopment of the area located to
the northwest of the State Street/I-80 interchange, which would
act to increase the traffic congestion in the area as more demand
for access to the redevelopment area is created. The existing and
future increase in traffic congestion could act to discourage and
delay the redevelopment plans for the area, as well as increase fuel
consumption and decrease localized air quality in the area due to
longer idling times at the interchange.

3.26.2 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

Under all of the interchange alternatives, finite resources would
be required, such as land and materials for the construction of the
interchange, as well as the expenditure of funds and labor. Short-
term impacts would occur primarily during and immediately after
the construction of the project and would be similar for all of the
proposed Interchange Alternatives.

With any of the Interchange Alternatives, however, comes greater
traffic mobility in the study area due to the removal of the bottleneck
conditions associated with the State Street bridge at 1-80, reduced
energy usage and vehicle emissions from less traffic delay and idling
at the intersections, and improved safety. The increased mobility of
traffic in the area would also support current redevelopment plans
for the area, which in turn would provide an economic boost from
the influx of new businesses and commercial enterprises for both the
City of South Salt Lake and for Utah in general. Thus, the short-term
impacts of and the use of resources under any of the Interchange
Alternatives (e.g., lane closures, traffic delays, consumption of raw
materials and funding resources) are consistent with the maintenance
of and enhancement of long-term productivity at both a local and
state level.

3-98

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



3.27 ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES WHICH WOULD
BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

3.27.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
For the No-action Alternative, there would be no construction
activities and no commitment of either natural, physical, human,
or fiscal resources. There would therefore be no irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of resources.

3.27.2 INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

Implementation of any of the Interchange Alternatives would involve
construction activities and therefore would require a commitment
of natural, physical, human and fiscal resources. Land used in the
construction of the facilities included in the Interchange Alternatives
is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period that
the land is used for a roadway facility. However, if a greater need
arises for the use of the land or if the roadway facility is no longer
needed, the land could be converted to another use. At present, there
is no reason to believe that such a conversion would be necessary or
desirable.

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor and roadway construction
materials (such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous material)
would be expended in the construction of the new and/or improved
roadway facilities. Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural
resources would be used in the fabrication of construction materials.
These materials are generally not retrievable. However, they are
currently not in short supply and their use would not have an
adverse effect on continued availability of these resources for other
projects. Any construction would also require a substantial one-time
expenditure of both state and federal funds for construction, which
are not retrievable.
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The commitment of these resources is based on the concept that
residents in the immediate area, commuters through the area, and
the state and the region would benefit by the improved quality of the
transportation system. These benefits include improved accessibility
and safety, time savings, and greater availability of quality services,
which are anticipated to outweigh the commitment of these
resources.
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3.28 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

3.28.1 INTRODUCTION

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or
person undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time” (see 40 CFR §1508.7). Cumulative impacts
include the direct and indirect impacts of a project, together with the
reasonably foreseeable future actions of other projects.

Cumulative impact analysis is focused on the sustainability of the
environmental resource in light of all the forces acting upon it and
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over time. For a project to have a cumulative effect,
however, it must first have a direct or indirect effect on the resource in
question. In accordance with the CEQ cumulative effects guidelines,
cumulative effects analysis should be limited to those issues of a
regional, national, or global concern.

3.28.2 METHODOLOGY AND TIME FRAME FOR DETER-

MINING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The methodology for determining cumulative impacts is based
on Considering Cumulative Effects under NEPA (CEQ 1997). The
geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis was determined
to be the boundaries of the City of South Salt Lake. The timeframe
for the cumulative impacts analysis includes past action and extends
to the 2040 design year. The cumulative impact issues to be analyzed,
based on the concerns expressed during scoping and the project
impact analysis, are:

e |land Use
e Environmental Justice
e Air Quality

3.28.3 PAST, PRESENT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE

FUTURE ACTIONS

Past Actions

The City of South Salt Lake was incorporated in 1938. The City is
bordered by the Jordan River on the west, 500 East and 700 East on
the east, 2100 South on the north and 3900 South on the south.

Development in South Salt Lake in the early years was spurred by the
completion of the culinary and sanitation water resources. Over the
ten year period from 1940 to 1950, South Salt Lake experienced a
32% growth rate. South Salt Lake built their city center on the west
side of State Street, which was a major artery of the city. However,
growth was stunted in the late 1950s due to the build out of available
land within the city limits.

Past transportation projects in the area include the construction of
several major roadways and transit facilities. In the northwestern
portion of the city, three major freeways (I-15, 1-80 and SR-201)
intersect, which is known locally as the “Spaghetti Bowl”. I-15 runs
north-south just west of the study area and I-80 and SR-201 run
east-west. SR-201 is located west of I-15, outside of the study area.
I-80 is elevated in the study area and consists of an earthen fill.
Constructed in the 1960s, I-80 divided South Salt Lake nearly in half.

Other major roadways in the area include the following city streets:
West Temple; Main Street; State Street (US-89), which runs north and
south through the center of the city and is the primary commercial
corridor; 300 East; 500 East; and 700 East (SR-71). Both State Street
and 700 East have interchanges with 1-80, while the other streets
pass under 1-80. UTA's TRAX light rail runs north and south at about
200 West (just outside of the study area to the west), with the S
Line (formerly known as the Sugar House Streetcar, built in 2012-
2013) running through the study area just north of I-80 from the
Central Pointe TRAX station to the Sugar House neighborhood in
southeastern Salt Lake City.
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Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Transportation

Present and reasonably foreseeable future plans for transportation
in the study area include the following roadway and transit projects:

Table 3-48 Roadway Projects

Project Limits

East-West Facilities

Mountain View Corridor

Existing

No. of
Lanes

Future
No. of
Lanes

Type
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Table 3-49 Transit Projects
Project Description
2100 South/1700 South Corridor Enhanced Bus

Salt Lake Loop (S Line Upgrade & Extensions —
Streetcar)

3300 South/3500 South Corridor
3900 South/4100 South Corridor

Line Upgrade and Streetcar

Bus Rapid Transit

Enhanced Bus

Redwood Road Corridor Bus Rapid Transit

FrontRunner Commuter Rail Line Upgrades

State Street Corridor
500 East Corridor
900 East Corridor

Bus Rapid Transit

Enhanced Bus

Enhanced Bus

Enhanced Bus and Bus Rapid

1300 East Corridor )
Transit

Highland Drive Corridor Enhanced Bus

SLC - Foothill Drive - Wasatch Drive Corridor

Bus Rapid Transit

Residential and Commercial Development

SR-201 0 115 6 6+HOV | Widening
2100 South | I-15 to 1300 East 4 4 Operational
[-80 1300 East to I-215 (East) 8 Widening
33005/ [-215 (West) to Highland .
3500 < Drive 4 4 Operational
North-South Facilities
Redwood SR-201 to 6200 South | 6 6 Operational
Road
Davis County Line to . . .
[-15 Utah County Line Varies Varies Operational
15 600 North to Bangerter | g5 ot | 844HOT | Widening
Highway
State Street | 600 South to I-215 6 6 Operational
900 East 3300 South t0 4500 2 2 Operational
South
1300 South to Van .
1300 East Winkle Expressway 4 4 Operational
Spot Facilities
-80 @ State Street -- -- Upgrade
Interchange* P9

*]-80 Interchange project is the subject of this EIS

As discussed in Section 3.2 Land Use, there are two major existing
redevelopment areas in the study area: Market Station URA and
Central Pointe URA. The objective of these areas is to encourage
the redevelopment of nearly 120 acres of underutilized property into
mixed use retail, office and residential neighborhoods. In addition
to these established URAs, the City is in the process of analyzing
the creation of new Streetcar CDA located on the northwest side of
the City - beginning at the intersection of State Street and Utopia
Avenue, and ending at 500 East. The proposed Streetcar CDA runs
along both sides of the Sugar House Streetcar line.

e The Central Pointe URA is projected to add 230,000 square
feet of office space, 790,000 square feet of retail space and
2,000 multi-family units.
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e The Market Station URA is expected to add 140 multi-family
units, with 100,000 square feet of office and 150,000 square

feet of retail space.
e The proposed Streetcar CDA will add nearly 160,000 square

feet of miscellaneous commercial and 1,400 multi-family
residential units.

3.28.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Land Use

Changes in land use can be expected as a cumulative impact.
Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 could combine with other
transportation projects such as improvements to SR-201 and I-15,
etc. to provide improved access to proposed retail, office, and
residential land uses within the study area.

As discussed above, Market Station URA, Central Pointe URA, and the
proposed Streetcar CDA will redevelop into mixed use retail, office,
and residential neighborhoods. These changes in development are
expected to occur regardless if Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and
7 are constructed, but it is expected that the conversion of land use
may happen sooner if the I-80/State Street Interchange is improved.

The cumulative impact of land use changes that are anticipated by
the reasonably foreseeable actions, both public and private, are in
agreement with the land use plans of South Salt Lake City.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 directs Federal agencies to take the appropriate
and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately
high and adverse effects of Federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest
extent practicable and permitted by law. An environmental justice
population (EJ population) is where there is any readily identifiable
group or cluster of minority or low-income persons in the study area.

As discussed in Section 3.5, Environmental Justice, the percent of EJ
populations in the study area is generally greater than the Salt Lake
County Average.

Redevelopment as part of the Market Station URA, Central Pointe
URA, and the proposed Streetcar CDA could affect individual residents
when existing residential properties are acquired and developed for
mixed use retail, office, and residential neighborhood purposes.
Although there are low numbers of residences in these URA/CDA
areas, there would be changes. These changes would affect all
residents in these areas, which have somewhat higher minority
populations than Salt Lake County as a whole. The policies and
procedures used by South Salt Lake City as redevelopment of these
areas commences will influence whether there are disproportionately
high and adverse effects to the minority and low-income persons
residing in the area. As discussed in the previous section on Land
Use, this redevelopment is expected to occur regardless of whether
one of the Interchange Alternatives is constructed, but may occur
sooner if the Interchange is improved.

Air Quality

Air Quality Standard Status

In the 1990s, Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah Counties failed to attain the
NAAQS for ozone, particles, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide.
However, Salt Lake and Davis Counties were officially re-designated
to attainment status for ozone by the EPA in 1997; Salt Lake, Ogden,
and Provo Cities were re-designated to attainment for carbon
monoxide in 1999, 2001, and 2006 respectively. Requests to re-
designate Salt Lake County and part of Tooele County to attainment
for sulfur dioxide, and to re-designate Salt Lake and Utah Counties
and Ogden City to attainment for PM,  were submitted to the EPA
in 2005.

On September 21, 2006, the EPA issued revisions to the NAAQS for
particle pollution. The EPA strengthened the 24-hour PM, . standard
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from the 1997 level of 65 pg/m* to 35 pg/m3, and retained the
current annual fine particle standard at 15 pg/m?.

In October 2008, the EPA strengthened the NAAQS for lead to
increase protection of public health and the environment. The
ambient air lead standards—both the primary (health-based) and
secondary (environment-based) standards—have been revised to
0.15ug/m? (micrograms per cubic meter of air). The previous NAAQS
issued by the EPA in 1978 were ten times higher (1.5ug/m?3).

In October 2015 (effective December 28, 2015), the EPA issued
its Final Rule on ozone, which lowered the primary and secondary
8-hour ozone standards to 0.070 ppm. Areas of non-attainment for
the new ozone standards have not yet been designated by EPA.

PM

In S%ptember 2006, the EPA implemented a more stringent national
standard for PM, . of 35 pg/m’, replacing the former 65 pg/m?
standard. The range of PM, . measurements for urbanized counties,
including Weber, Davis and Salt Lake, is 32-53 pg/m?3. EPA designated
these and other counties in Utah as PM, . nonattainment areas
effective April 2009. With support from WFRC, the Utah Division
of Air Quality (UDAQ) has been developing a new plan to reduce
PM, . related emissions to the point that the Wasatch Front region
will once again be in compliance with national PM, . standards,
which includes improved vehicle emission technology and national
standards enacted in 2004 and 2007, respectively.

According to the WFRC, PM, . emissions from transportation
sources are projected to decline by 52% from 2008 to 2019, due
to improvements in auto technology, transit utilization, and other
travel choices. Due to the nature of this project as an interchange
reconfiguration, it would not have a meaningful difference in VMT
and would therefore would have a negligible impact on PM, . trends
along the Wasatch Front.
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Ozone

Salt Lake County is in attainment for the 8-hour standard so the
original SIP for Salt Lake County has been replaced by a plan to
maintain ozone related emissions at or below current levels to
maintain compliance with the new standard. Due to the nature of
this project as an interchange reconfiguration, it would not have a
meaningful difference in VMT and would therefore have a negligible
impact on ozone trends along the Wasatch Front.

MSAT

Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including on-
road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (such as airplanes),
area sources (such as dry cleaners), and stationary sources (such
as factories or refineries). MSAT's are a subset of the 188 air toxics
defined by the Clean Air Act. MSATs are compounds emitted from
highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic compounds
are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel
evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are
emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary
combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear
or from impurities in oil or gasoline.

The EPA is the lead federal agency for administering the Clean Air Act
and has specific responsibilities for determining the health effects of
MSATs. On April 29, 2014, the EPA published a final rule adopting
new emission standards and fuel requirements for motor vehicles
and for motor vehicle fuels (79 FR 23414). The final rule included Tier
3 emission standards to reduce exhaust and evaporative emissions
from light-duty vehicles, light-duty trucks, and heavy duty vehicles
up to 14,000 pounds GVWR.

The Tier 3 program is part of a comprehensive approach to reducing
the impacts of motor vehicles on air quality and public health. The
program considers the vehicle and its fuel as an integrated system,
setting new vehicle emissions standards and lowering the sulfur
content of gasoline beginning in 2017. The new vehicle standards
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will reduce both tailpipe and evaporative emissions from passenger
cars, light-duty trucks, medium-duty passenger vehicles and some
heavy-duty vehicles. The gasoline sulfur standard will enable more
stringent vehicle emissions standards and will make emissions control
systems more effective. According to the EPA, the new Tier 3 vehicle
emissions standards, combined with the reduction of gasoline sulfur
content will significantly reduce motor vehicle emissions, including
nitrogen oxides (NOX) volatile organic compounds (VOC), direct

particulate matter (PM, ), carbon monoxide (CO) and air toxics (see
Table 3-50).

Table 3-50 Estimated Emission Reductions from the Final Tier 3 Standards
(Annual U.S. short tons)

2018 2030
Pollutant Percent of Percent of
On-road On-road
Inventory Inventory
NOx 264,369 10% 328,509 25%
VOC 47,504 3% 167,591 16%
Cco 278,879 2% 3,458,041 24%
Direct PM2.5 130 0.1% 7,892 10%
Benzene 1,916 6% 4,762 26%
SO2 14,813 56% 12,399 56%
1, 3-Butadiene 257 5% 677 29%
Formaldehyde 513 2% 1,277 10%
Acetaldehyde 600 3% 2,067 21%
Acrolein 40 3% 127 15%
Ethanol 2,704 2% 19,950 16%

Source: EPA Sets Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and Fuel Standards, EPA Office of Transportation
and Air Quality, EPA 420-F-14-009, March 2014

Due to the nature of this project as an interchange reconfiguration,
in conjunction with the new Tier 3 standards, it would not have a
meaningful difference in VMT and would therefore would have a
negligible impact on MSAT trends along the Wasatch Front.

GHG Emissions

As discussed in the Air Quality Section, greenhouse gas emissions
have accumulated rapidly as the world has industrialized, with
concentration of atmospheric CO, increasing form roughly 300 parts
per million in 1900 to over 400 parts per million today. State and
national governments in many developed countries have set GHG
emissions reduction targets of 80 percent below current levels by
2050, recognizing that post-industrial economies are primarily
responsible for GHGs already in the atmosphere. As part of a 2014
bilateral agreement with China, the U.S. pledged to reduce GHG
emissions 26-28 percent below 2005 levels by 2025; this emissions
reduction pathway is intended to support economy-wide reductions
of 80 percent or more by 2050. Further, the representatives of
195 nations reached a landmark accord on December 12, 2015 that
commits nearly every country to lowering GHG emissions in order
to stave off an increase in atmospheric temperatures of 2 degrees
Celsius or 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit.

An estimate of GHG emissions in the project area is contained
in Table 3-39 in the Air Quality Section, which shows that GHG
emissions are expected to decrease from existing (2014) conditions
to the design year of 2040 by approximately 20.2%. This project
involves an interchange reconfiguration intended to improve traffic
flow in the project area and would not result in any meaningful
changes to VMT, traffic speeds or to the road grade. Further, EPA's
GHG emissions standards, implemented in concert with national fuel
economy standards, would also help minimize GHG emissions.

Climate Change
The National Climate Assessment (NCA), released by the U.S. Global
Change Resource Program, contains scenarios for regions and
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sectors, including energy and transportation. These scenarios discuss
potential impacts that may result from climate change, broken down
into nationwide sectors or by region of the county. The NCA includes
Utah in the Southwest region. The scenario for this region states
that this is the hottest and driest region with limited water resources.
Climate change is anticipated to increase the heat in this region,
affecting precipitation and snowpack and therefore the availability
of water for agriculture, energy producers, and other consumers.
The NCA scenario states that the decade of 2001-2010 was the
warmest in the 110-year instrumental record, with temperatures
almost 2 degrees F higher than historic averages and fewer cold air
outbreaks. Regional annual average temperatures are projected to
rise by 2.5 degrees F to 5.5 degrees F by 2041-2070 (so long as
there is continued growth in global emissions) and 2.5 degrees F to
4.5 degrees F in the same period if global emissions are substantially
reduced.

For the sector-based scenarios, the nationwide focus means that
some of the identified potential impacts are not applicable to the
project area (i.e., coastal impacts). Others are somewhat speculative
at this point, as there are variations in the scenarios put forward.
However, as stated in Chapter 5 — Transportation, “[c]limate change
will affect transportation systems directly, through infrastructure
damage [such as accelerated asphalt deterioration, increased stress
on expansion joints on bridges and highways, etc.], and indirectly,
through changes in trade flows, agriculture, energy use, and
settlement patterns.” There may also be changes to snow removal
needs and construction schedules.

Due to the location of the project in an urbanized area with minimal
chances of flooding, hurricanes, or other major weather disruptions
and because this is a new configuration of an existing interchange,
there would be no appreciable climate-change related effects to
this project versus the No Action Alternative. There would also be
no appreciable difference in the potential effects of climate change
between the build alternatives, which are concerned only with the
future interchange configuration.
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Conclusion

With ongoing improvements to vehicle emissions, including Tier 3
standards, and more stringent air quality controls, it is expected that
air quality will continue to improve along the Wasatch Front through
the 2040 planning period, even with anticipated increases in vehicle
miles traveled. Due to the nature of this project as an interchange
reconfiguration, it would not have a meaningful difference in VMT
and would therefore have a limited impact on air quality trends
along the Wasatch Front.

Vehicle emissions have continued to decrease substantially over
time as the EPA has imposed a series of tighter emission-control
requirements on engine emissions. As the region’s vehicle fleet
becomes newer and the older, higher-emitting vehicles are gradually
replaced, it is expected that the tighter emission standards will more
than offset the regional growth and the anticipated increase in
vehicle miles traveled.

Based on the air quality conformity analysis conducted by the WFRC
for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and the Air Quality
Memorandum dated January 28, 2016, all the transportation
projects in the 2015-2040 RTP conform to the SIP or the EPA interim
conformity guidelines. With support from WFRC, the Utah Division of
Air Quality has been developing a new plan (or a new section of the
SIP) to reduce PM, . related emissions to the point that the Wasatch
Front Region will once again be in compliance with national PM, .
standards. The improved vehicle emission technology and national
standards enacted in 2004 and 2007 respectively will be instrumental
in the DAQ plan to achieve the new PM, . standard. The WFRC
Regional Transportation Plan will also aid in the emission reduction
effort by reducing pollution that comes from traffic congestion and
by improving transit service (bus, light rail, and commuter rail) to
reduce dependence on private automobiles. According to the WFRC,
PM, . emissions from transportation sources are projected to decline
by 52% from 2008 — 2019, due to improvements in auto technology,
transit utilization, and other travel choices.
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3.29 COMPARISON SUMMARY OF THE PREDICTED ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES

A comparison summary of the predicted environmental effects of the No-action Alternative and Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 is
presented in Table 3-51.

Table 3-51 Comparison Summary of Alternatives

Resource

No-action Alternative

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 3N

Interchange Alternative 7

Changes in future land Consistent with policies established in the South Salt Lake Future Land Use Plan, with a focus on commercial,
use and redevelopment . ;
Land Use in study area would mixed-use and office land uses
contintile Full and partial acquisitions would not affect the land use characteristics of the study area
Farmlands No impact No impact
Would not change neighborhood or community cohesion through the splitting of neighborhoods, or the
isolation of a portion of a neighborhood or an ethnic group
Social . Would not generate new development, nor is there an expectation that property values would change
pes No impact . )
Conditions substantially within the study area
No impact to the Granite School District Community Center
Would not separate residents from community facilities
Environmental Interchange Alternatives 1, 3N, and 7 would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any
Justice No impact minority or low-income populations in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12808 and FHWA Order
6640.23A. No further environmental justice analysis is required.
Right-of- No right-of-way Relocate four businesses e  Relocate two businesses Relocate two businesses
Way and acquisition or Require 0.08-acres in right-of- e Require 0.08-acres in right-of- Require 0.08-acres in right-of-
Relocations relocations way acquisition way acquisition way acquisition
Partial acquisition of property
related to three businesses and
Xgifsgilgclaei izg;bouilneesrs,ceesnt e Partial acquisition of property Partial acquisition of property
of Etud area acreage .tafable related to four businesses and related to four businesses and
o erty value andgm'arket would relocate two businesses would relocate two businesses
Chanaes in future land property values (represents less than 0.1 percent (represents less than 0.1 percent
. 9 property of study area acreage, taxable of study area acreage, taxable
Economic use and redevelopment Closure of all frontage road roperty value. and market roperty value. and market
Conditions in study area would access would limit access to EroEerti valueS Eroger’é value;
continue E)?cﬁzzss::dl_zzeagi?lg;‘?iacle e Long term redevelopment Long term redevelopment
pace J plans would continue to utilize plans would continue to utilize
LG term redevelopment study area as prime location for study area as prime location for
9 op . commercial development commercial development
plans would continue to utilize
study area as prime location for
commercial development
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Resource

Pedestrians
and Bicyclists

No-action Alternative

No impact

Interchange Alternative 1

Interchange Alternative 3N Interchange Alternative 7

e Approximately 500 feet of
existing bike lane on Main Street | ®
would be temporarily closed
during construction

No impact to pedestrian and
bicyclist facilities

No impact to pedestrian and
bicyclist facilities

Would not result in
new violations of the
NAAQS, increases in the

Would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in the frequency or severity of existing violations of

Air Quality frequency or severity the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS.
of existing violations of
the NAAQS, or delays in
attaining the NAAQS
. Noise levels would generally be | ¢  Noise levels would generally be | ¢  Noise levels would generally be
Noise levels would - o L L L L
. the same as existing conditions the same as existing conditions the same as existing conditions
Noise generally be the same | | |
as existing conditions 12 receptors wou d be e 13 receptors wou d be e 12 receptors wou d be
considered impacted considered impacted considered impacted
Slight increase in impervious surface area
Water Drainage conditions Not expected to impact water quality because the increase in flow would be controlled through a storm drain
Resources would remain the same system

Could impact up to 77 underground water wells

Wetlands and

Waters of the No impact No impact
u.s.
Floodplains No impact No impact
Wildlife No impact No impact
Threatened &
Endangered No impact No impact
Species
Archaeological
and L .
Architectural No Impact No historic properties affected
Resources
Section f‘(f) No use .to Section 4(f) No use to Section 4(f) properties
Properties properties

Paleontology

No impact

No impact
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State Street

Resource No-action Alternative Interchange Alternative 1 Interchange Alternative 3N Interchange Alternative 7
Four sites in impact area would Three sites in impact area would Three sites in impact area would
Hazardous . ) . ) ! ) .
Waste e No impact have an overall risk rating of have an overall risk rating of have an overall risk rating of
" |OWH " |OWII " |OWII
Viewers of Roadway: New
Viewers of Roadway: westbound on-ramp would ) .
. o Viewers of Roadway:
Appearance of study area would shift retaining wall 16 to 26
: . Appearance of study area would
remain the same feet closer to businesses and .
) ) ) . . remain the same
. Viewers Using Roadway: residences on northwest side of . ; .
Visual . . . Viewers Using Roadway:
. e No impact Removal of commercial interchange .
Conditions . . : ) . Removal of commercial
properties at interchange Viewers Using Roadway: . .
. properties at interchange
corners would create a Removal of commercial
- " : . corners would create a
noticeable “vacancy”; more properties at interchange . ,, .
" " ; noticeable “vacancy
open” feel under I-80 bridge corners would create a
noticeable “vacancy”
Ig;::i';’se e No impact Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species.
Wwild and . .
Scenic Rivers | © No impact No impact
e No construction energy
requirements Construction energy requirements
Energy e Similar operation Similar operational energy requirements to the No-action Alternative
energy requirements to Lower fuel consumption due to decreased congestion
Interchange Alternatives
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Resource No-action Alternative Interchange Alternative 1 Interchange Alternative 3N Interchange Alternative 7

e Social Conditions: Area residents, commercial and retail businesses, governmental and institutional properties,
and commuters in study area would experience minor, temporary inconveniences from noise, dust, and travel
delays and detours during the course of construction; access to all properties in area would be maintained
(some temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties

e  Fconomic Conditions: Businesses in the area would experience temporary construction inconveniences from
dust, noise, and traffic delays and detours associated with roadway construction; access to all properties in the
area would be maintained (some temporary construction impacts to accesses for some properties); could result
in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents would be less willing to negotiate the construction area

Air Quality: Potential for temporary and minor fugitive dust impacts during construction

Noise: Temporary inconvenience due to construction noise and vibration; extended disruption of normal
activities in the study area not anticipated since no one receptor is expected to be exposed to construction
noise of long duration

Construction | e No impact

e Water Resources: Potential for construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts

Cultural Resources: Possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites

®  Hazardous Waste Sites: Possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites

Visual Conditions: Temporary visual impacts in the study area due to construction signs and barricades, work
lights, exposed earth, and construction equipment

e Invasive Species: Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species

e  Construction Phasing and Potential Detours: Would result in temporary access closures and detours.
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3.30 MITIGATION AND PROJECT COMMITMENTS 3.30.10 WATER RESOURCES

SUMMARY

All UDOT Standard Specifications and BMPs will be followed.

3.30.1 LAND USE
No mitigation required.

3.30.2 FARMLANDS
No mitigation required.

3.30.3 SOCIAL CONDITIONS
No mitigation required.

3.30.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
No mitigation required.

3.30.5 RIGHT-OF-WAY AND RELOCATIONS
No mitigation required.

3.30.6 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS
No mitigation required.

3.30.7 PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS
No mitigation required.

3.30.8 AIR QUALITY
No mitigation required.

3.30.9 NOISE
No mitigation required.

e A new storm drain system will be constructed that will
comply with current UDEQ and UDWQ standards as well as
local discharge rates and regulations.

e Impacted water rights will be handled through UDOT's Right-
of-Way acquisition process.

e (Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts will
be managed through obtaining a Utah Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (UPDES) storm water general permit
from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ),
which will include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and an outline of Best Management Practices (BMP)
to be followed.

3.30.11 WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE U.S.
No mitigation required.

3.30.12 FLOODPLAINS
No mitigation required.

3.30.13 WILDLIFE
No mitigation required.

3.30.14 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
No mitigation required.

3.30.15 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL

RESOURCES
No mitigation required.

3.30.15 SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES
No mitigation required.

3-110
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3.30.16 PALEONTOLOGY
No mitigation required.

3.30.17 HAZARDOUS WASTE
No mitigation required.

3.30.18 VISUAL CONDITIONS
During the design phase, a landscaping plan will be developed that is
consistent with the existing aesthetics of the 1-80 corridor.

Impacts to the City of South Salt Lake’s entryway signage, lighting,
and landscaping will be restored.

3.30.19 INVASIVE SPECIES
No mitigation required.

3.30.20 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
No mitigation required.

3.30.21 ENERGY
No mitigation required.

3.30.22 CONSTRUCTION
No mitigation is required for construction impacts, as such impacts
are temporary in nature.
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CHAPTER FOUR: COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 summarizes the coordination efforts with agencies and the
public throughout the environmental documentation process, with special
emphasis on compliance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and is
organized as follows:

e SAFETEA-LU: This section provides a brief overview of the
SAFETEA-LU legislation and its application to the environmental
documentation process.

e Public and Agency Coordination: This section includes
descriptions of key meetings with participating agencies, the
Stakeholder Working Group (SWG), and with the publicin general.

e Written Comments and/or Responses Received from
Interested Agencies: This section details the correspondence
letters and emails.

4.1.1 SAFETEA-LU

SAFETEA-LU was enacted into law in 2005 to streamline the environmental
documentation process and facilitate cooperation between federal, state,
and local agencies and the public. As early as practicable, the lead agency
(or joint lead agencies) for a project is required to identify federal and non-
federal agencies that may have an interest in the project and invite them to
be a participating agency, as defined by SAFETEA-LU.

According to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies and the
public must be involved in developing the Purpose and Need for Environ-
mental Impact Statements (EIS) and the range of potential alternatives.
Participating agencies are also involved in determining the methodologies
to be used in the environmental analysis and the level of detail to which
each alternative should be developed. The lead agency is required to
prepare a plan for coordinating the public and agency participation in the
project. The Coordination Plan was made available for review by partici-
pating agencies and the public and updated as needed.

Lead Agencies: The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) are the joint
lead agencies for the project and were responsible for developing
potential alternatives.

Cooperating Agencies: Cooperating agencies are federal
agencies with jurisdiction by law or that have special expertise
regarding the evaluation of the project. Agencies that accepted
cooperating agency status are listed below:

e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)

Participating Agencies: In accordance with SAFETEA-LU,
23 USC § 139 and other applicable laws, UDOT and FHWA
extended invitations to several agencies and government entities.
Participating agencies are federal and non-federal agencies that
may have an interest in the project. Agencies that accepted
participating agency status are listed below.

e South Salt Lake City

e Granite School District

e Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Section 106 Consulting Party: Section 106 consulting parties
are Native American tribes, local historic preservation groups, and
other interested stakeholders with an interest in cultural resources
that could be affected by the project. Agencies that accepted
cooperating agency status are listed below:

e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)

e State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Scoping and Purpose and Need
In accordance with Section 6002 paragraph 139(f)1 of SAFETEA-LU, the

development of the Purpose and Need included the involvement of lead
agencies, cooperating and participating agencies, and the general public.

The lead agencies used several methods to obtain input for the project
Purpose and Need. They initiated Purpose and Need development by
sending agency scoping letters soliciting specific concerns within the study
area, and gathered input regarding the project purpose and transportation
needs in the area during an agency/public scoping meeting held on
September 9, 2014. The study hotline and the website also provided
members of the public the opportunity to ask about or review the scoping
meting information and provide comments.

At the same time, requests were sent to Native American tribes inviting
them to act as consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Requests were sent to:

e Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation

e Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall

e Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

e Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation

e Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian Reservation
e  Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians

e (Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation

e (Cedar Band of Paiutes

e Shivwits Band of Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

Only the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah responded to the invitation, declining
to be a consulting party.

Development of Range of Alternatives
The project team held a public meeting on December 3, 2014 to discuss
the initial range of alternatives, the screening process, and conceptual

layouts of build alternatives. At this meeting and online, the public had
the opportunity to review maps of alternatives and provide comment
and input. The project team used all comments regarding alternatives to
evaluate and refine the range of alternatives.

4.2 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

4.2.1 COORDINATION PLAN

A Coordination Plan was prepared in connection with this EIS. The
Coordination Plan set forth the method and frequency of communications
with the public and the participating agencies. The Coordination Plan was
updated as needed during the EIS process. Public involvement activities
included:

* A project website maintained through UDOT at http://www.udot.
utah.gov/i80statestreet that contained project information, all
public meeting materials and explanations, updates on upcoming
meetings, and methods to contact the project team

e Newsletters, flyers, press releases, postcards, and other public
notices

e A mailing list assembled containing the contact information (i.e.,
regular and/or e-mail addresses) for residents and businesses
within the study area; federal, state, and local officials; and those
who had expressed an interest in participating in the EIS

e Public meetings and meetings with participating agencies
e Stakeholder Working Group meetings
e Meetings with individual stakeholders

4.2.2 STAKEHOLDER WORKING GROUP

A Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) was developed as part of the 1-80 &
State Street EIS to conduct research, provide information, and disseminate
information to key stakeholders. The project team conducted outreach to
community centers, churches, and local schools in an effort to include a wide
variety of people in the SWG. The SWG consisted of interested community
members that represented various stakeholder groups including residents,
businesses, property owners, emergency staff, neighborhoods, and local
government. The SWG met quarterly.

4-2
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4.2.3 COORDINATION MEETINGS
The following is a list of meetings held as part of the coordination process
for the I-80 & State Street EIS:

e September 9, 2014: Agency Scoping Meeting

e September 9, 2014: First Public Meeting (Scoping/Purpose
and Need)

e November 21, 2014: Stakeholder Working Group

e December 3, 2014: Second Public Meeting (Alternatives)
e February 20, 2015: Stakeholder Working Group

e February 27, 2015: South Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce

e June 19, 2015: Stakeholder Working Group

e January 29, 2016: Stakeholder Working Group

e February 16, 2016: Public Hearing

September 9, 2014: Agency Scoping Meeting

The agency scoping meeting was held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary
and was attended by representatives from FHWA, UDOT, South Salt Lake
City, WFRC, EPA, and Horrocks Engineers. The purpose of this meeting
was to present an overview of the project, including project history, scope,
and schedule, and to allow agencies to identify any potential resources,
concerns, requirements, or recommendations they had relating to the I-80
and State Street EIS.

September 9, 2014: Public Scoping Meeting

The public scoping meeting was held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary.
Twenty-three members of the public signed in and 11 left comments.
The meeting presented information on the study process, draft purpose
and need, transportation considerations, and environmental resource
considerations. The project team invited attendees to leave comments
and place stickers on transportation and environmental considerations
of greatest concern to them. Meeting materials and information were
provided on the project website.

|-80 & State Street
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November 21, 2014: Stakeholder Working Group

This meeting included members of the study team as well as six members
of the SWG, representing FHWA; South Salt Lake City Police, Public Works,
and Fire; Granite School District; and local residents. SWG members
discussed alternatives for the 1-80 eastbound weave and State Street
interchange, economic implications of the alternatives, and public outreach
for the alternatives analysis phase of the EIS.

December 3, 2014: Alternatives Analysis Meeting

The Alternatives Analysis Meeting was held at the Columbus Center in
the City of South Salt Lake. Twenty-six members of the public signed in
and three provided comments either at the meeting or through email. The
meeting presented information on various alternatives for the interchange
and weave areas using maps and preliminary designs. Common remarks
from members of the public included concern about impacts to historic
homes and complaints regarding existing noise walls. Meeting materials
and information were provided on the project website. There were 191
visits to the website the first week the meeting information was available
online.

February 20, 2015: Stakeholder Working Group

This meeting included members of the study team as well as 14 members
of the SWG, representing FHWA; South Salt Lake City Police, Community
Centers, Public Works, Fire, and City Council; Granite School District; the
PRATT Coalition; local businesses; and local residents. SWG members
discussed progress made on the EIS, the results of the alternatives screening
process and traffic study, and other comments from the SWG.

February 27, 2015: South Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce
Approximately 20 members of the Chamber of Commerce attended this
meeting at Mi Rancherito Grill, along with representatives of the study
team and South Salt Lake City. The meeting included a discussion of the
study process, the issues being evaluated, and alternatives. Team members
provided contact cards for businesses interested in individual stakeholder
meetings.

June 19, 2015: Stakeholder Working Group

This meeting included members of the study team as well as 14 members of
the SWG, representing South Salt Lake City Police, Economic Development,
Public Works, and Fire; the South Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce; local
businesses; and local residents. SWG members discussed the elimination of

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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weave options from further consideration, progress made on the EIS, and
potential impacts to area businesses.

January 29, 2016: Stakeholder Working Group

This meeting included members of the study team as well as three
members of the SWG, representing South Salt Lake City Fire; the Granite
School District; and Kentucky Fried Chicken. SWG members discussed
the upcoming Public Hearing, preferred alternative, funding, construction
timing, and high-level economic impacts of alternatives.

February 16, 2016: Public Hearing

The Public Hearing was held at the Columbus Center in South Salt Lake City
from 5:30 to 7:30 p.m. and was attended by approximately 39 individuals.
The meeting presented information on the EIS process, the Purpose and
Need, alternatives considered, the alternatives screening process, alternatives
selected for detailed study, the Preferred Alternative, environmental impacts,
and information gathered during the environmental study. Information was
presented in an open-house style, with opportunities for public comment
via a microphone at 6:00 and 7:00 p.m. Comments were received through
comment forms at the Public Hearing, verbal comments recorded by the
Court Recorder, written correspondence, e-mail, and the website. The public
comment period began on February 5, 2016 and concluded on March 21,
2016. Comments received and responses to each are shown in Table 4-2.
See Appendix A for Public Hearing documentation.

Individual Stakeholder Meetings

Meetings were held with individual stakeholders upon request. In general,
these meetings were requested by representatives of local businesses to
discuss potential impacts to their property and business operations and to
resolve concerns. A list of individual meetings can be found in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 Individual Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholders

Representing

Brad Thompson, Troy

January 20, 2015 Thompson

Ramada Inn

January 28, 2015

Stakeholders

Donald Adams, Jim Day,
Steve Hogan

Representing

Granite School District

March 6, 2015

Troy Wardle, Erick Crisholm

Harman Management
Corporation (Kentucky
Fried Chicken)

March 6, 2015

Chris Lewis

TechnaGlass

April 16, 2015

Brad Mellor, Spencer Sum-

merhays

Boyer Company

June 4, 2015

Bill and Lynette Gord

House of Blinds
Emission Time

June 10, 2015

Christian Staples

Arctic Spas

House of Blinds

July 10, 2015 Bill and Lynette Gord Emission Time
July 21, 2015 Adam and Allison .SWIH_ Laser Exhibitor Service
inger
July 27, 2015 | Dennis Pay, Public Works South Salt Lake City
Director
Keyvan Keyvani, Bruce |  Salt Lake Valley Chrysler
July 31,2015 Baird Dodge Jeep Ram
August 18, 2015 Christian Staples Arctic Spas
September 15, 2015 Brad Thompson, Troy Ramada Inn

Thompson

September 16, 2015

Bill and Lynette Gord

House of Blinds
Emission Time

September 18, 2015

Keyvan Keyvani, Shane
Keyvani, Bruce Baird

Salt Lake Valley Chrysler
Dodge Jeep Ram

September 18, 2015

Troy Wardle

Harman Management
Corporation (Kentucky
Fried Chicken)

October 7, 2015

Bill and Lynette Gord

House of Blinds
Emission Time

House of Blinds

January 26, 2015 Emission Time

Bill and Lynette Gord

4-4

February 4, 2016

Christian Staples

Arctic Spas
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Table 4-2 Public and Agency Comments and Responses on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment
No. (in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for Response

organizational purposes)

Public Comments

(1) If transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Inter-
change are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street
near the interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and
the safety and operational issues at the interchange will continue to
exist (“trap” left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads).
The No-action Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need for the
project. See Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.

The Preferred Alternative would not require the relocation of any
residences and would provide adequate access to residences and busi-
nesses within the study area.

(2) One of the alternatives considered as part of the alternatives
Online Comment (2/4/2016) development and screening process was the Transit Alternative. The

1| (1) No action necessary, stop destroying neighborhoods and street access. effectiveness of a transit alternative can be determined by the reduc-
tion of peak hour volumes on |-80 and State Street. An effective transit
alternative would shift travel from automobiles to transit, reducing the
number of vehicles on the road. The Transit Alternative assumes imple-
mentation of public transit improvements included in Wasatch Front
Regional Council’s 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. The peak hour
volumes for the Transit Alternative would be the same as the No-action
Alternative; therefore, the Transit Alternative would not reduce conges-
tion on |-80 and State Street. Additionally, the Transit Alternative would
not improve safety and operational characteristics on 1-80 and State
Street, and the lack of mobility improvements does not support local
economic development. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from
further consideration because it would not meet the purpose and need
of the project; however, the Transit Alternative will be incorporated into
all build alternatives. See Chapter 2 (Alternatives) for more detail.

(2) Push mass transit and vastly improve and limit car use to help the air quality
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Phone Call (2/10/2016) - Steve Dixon with Fixin Systems
(1) own Fixin Systems and also live on . I am worried about people being
able to get to my business.

Response

(1) Under the Preferred Alternative, the access on the south side of your
business would become a right-in, right-out only; however, the access
to your business from West Temple would remain the same (access
from both the north and the south).

(2) The Preferred Alternative would construct a wall along the one-way
frontage road that could be up to 23 feet closer to homes and busi-
nesses. This wall could increase shading, depending on the location of
the home/business, the time of day, and the season. Section 3.20 Visual

equipment. That frontage road is a huge part to our branch running smoothly. If the road
is changed it will have an adverse effect on our daily business. Please consider an alternate
plan that will not affect the business’s on this frontage road. We have been in this location
for many years and our outside haulers and delivery drivers need this frontage road to stay
the same.

2 (2) I am also concerned with the wall being closer to my house. There are already issues with | Conditions in Chapter 3 of this EIS has been updated to include graph-
shading. ics that better illustrate the change in wall location along the frontage
road.
(3) I am concerned about it being a one-way street as well.
(3) The Preferred Alternative would convert the two-way frontage road
between Main Street and West Temple to a one-way frontage road.
This means that travelers west of West Temple wishing to access homes
and businesses in this area would need to access southbound Main
Street, and then make a right on the one-way frontage road.
Phone Call (2/11/2016) — Martin Van Nood The Preferred Alternative vvjll nof[ djrectly impac‘; your property; how-
3 . . . . ever, the Preferred Alternative will increase mobility and safety at the
| live on and want to know if the project will affect me.
I-80 and State Street Interchange.
The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impact to your property
and a similar access (right-in, right-out) would be provided at the back
(south side) of your property. The Preferred Alternative would change
E-mail (2/16/2016) - Conor Trivers with Sunbelt Rentals the current configuration of the frontage road between State Street
I am writing this letter to discuss some issues with the plan to change the frontage road and Main Street by widening the roadway to three lanes in the west-
into a 3-4 lane road to change the on ramp to Main Street. This frontage road is the back bound direction and constructing a westbound on-ramp at Main Street.
of our property and is used constantly for equipment deliveries and for an exit to our busi- | This will allow trucks exiting your property at this location to directly
4 | ness for our semis. We have trucks that stage on that road and wait for their turn to unload | access westbound I-80, or make a right-turn at Main Street to access

other areas of South Salt Lake City (similar to the current configura-
tion).

As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to facilitate
loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize frontage road
safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you to look
for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other activities
on your business property.

4-6
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Response

organizational purposes)

Public Hearing Comment Form (2/16/2016) - Amanda Parker

(1) I think that the preferred alternative presented is quite suitable for the goals. It seems like
5 it will accomplish the needs of the commuters/drivers with minimal impact (not too many
changes or disruptions in how traffic already flows)

(2) I am concerned about the impact to the two businesses having to move.

(1) No response required.

(2) UDOT is currently and will continue to work directly with affected
property owners throughout design and construction of the Preferred
Alternative. By law, UDOT must follow the Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 that provides
uniform and equitable treatment for people whose property is acquired
for public use.

For more information on the right-of-way acquisition process, see the
Utah Department of Transportation’s Acquiring Property for Utah’s
Transportation Projects (An Information Brochure for Property Owners)
at www.udot.utah.gov.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Public Hearing Comment Form (2/16/2016) — Matt Gray

A massive intersection redesign is not the solution. Consider installing hi-tech sensors along
the rights of way that provide insight not only where cars are, but where they come from
and where they are going. Utilizing real-time traffic data analysis would lead to better deci-
sion making in the future and save tax dollars.

In short, use technology that is available to better understand the problem before trying to
fix it.

Response

The 1-80 and State Street interchange currently implements technology
that allows traffic engineers to interpret and analyze real-time traffic
data (e.g., signal timing of intersections can be remotely manipulated
at the UDOT Traffic Operations Center). Even with this technology,
there are still congestion and operational problems at the interchange
due to growing vehicle numbers, including:

e |nside through-lane on northbound and southbound State Street
trapped at the left-turn lanes under the narrow I-80 bridge

e Safety conflicts at the frontage roads near the State Street/I-80
Interchange

These congestion and operational problems are discussed further in
Chapter 1 of this EIS.

Additionally, one of the alternatives considered as part of the alter-
natives development and screening process was the Transportation
System Management (TSM) Alternative, which included activities to
improve traffic flow. This alternative focused on strategies to maximize
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that included in-
tersection improvements, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimiza-
tion, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS), and access management to reduce conflicts. The elements of this
alternative would help reduce congestion on |-80 and State Street, but
would not be sufficient in themselves to make noticeable improve-
ments. The TSM Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it would not meet the purpose and need for the project;
however, elements of the TSM Alternative will be incorporated into the
Preferred Alternative. See Chapter 2 of this EIS for more information.
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Response

organizational purposes)

Public Hearing Comment Form (2/16/2016) - Camie Snowden
(1) At the future discussions, please include all 3 options respectfully. The tables all display

It's called marketing.

(2) People buy houses and establish the businesses based upon their needs and wants.
Currently we all live how we chose and if we don't like it, it's our problem. By going in and
changing things you are not being fair to those who chose their environment and you are
inflicting inconvenience and we, not you, the committee has to live with your choices.

one option and a few on the outside of the alternate options are there conveniently placed.

(1) The project team held a total of three public meetings over the last
year and a half (public scoping, alternatives, and Public Hearing) to
receive input on issues and potential solutions. The Alternatives Public
Meeting on December 3, 2014 displayed all alternatives under consid-
eration and solicited comments on the alternatives. Three build alterna-
tives were selected for detailed study, based on their ability to meet the
purpose and need, environmental impacts, and public and agency in-
put. These build alternatives, as well as the No-action Alternative, were
studied in detail in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences) of the EIS. Based on this detailed analysis, Alternative
3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as
the Preferred Alternative.

The Public Hearing displayed all three build alternatives selected for
detailed study; however, the focus of the Public Hearing was to pres-
ent and receive comments on the Preferred Alternative. Consistent
with federal regulations, a Preferred Alternative must be identified in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to issue a combined
Record of Decision (ROD) and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS).

(2) The purpose of UDOT and FHWA is to provide and maintain road-
way facilities to accommodate current and future travel demand. If
transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Interchange
are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street near the
interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and the safety
and operational issues at the interchange will continue to exist (“trap”
left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads). The No-action
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. See
Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Public Hearing Comment Form (2/16/2016) - Camie Snowden- continued
(3) #7 works. Just expand and that’s it. It's cheaper. | will sell my house if | have to deal with
your proposed changes. That's not fair to me.

Response

(3) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e  Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

Also, is there any information online regarding when Winco is going up?

“I think ours is pretty well a done deal, because they’ve already started construction, they've
already got the funding, they’ve already started. | just wonder about parking.”

What do they call that low income housing? Southgate Townhomes -- South Park Town
Homes. It's the low-income housing. | wondered if that's going anywhere.

/ (4) Frontage road should not be made into a busy street. | don’t want to have to go through
several traffic lights just to get to the highway. See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.
(5) It would also be cheaper!
(4) Traffic modeling indicates that the delay to access westbound 1-80
using a frontage road (Preferred Alternative) would be less than current
conditions, without a frontage road. See Chapter 2 of this EIS for more
information.
(5) Alternative 7 may be cheaper when compared to Alternative 3N;
however, in EISs, while cost is important, it is not a primary factor in
identifying the Preferred Alternative.
Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) —
Elizabeth Hill/Judy Thatcher
| received notification regarding a proposal for the apartments across the street, but a lot of
units in our building park across the street because there’s not enough parking for our build-
ing. My concern is that my building gets some parking across the street. At night, there are
about 35 to 40 cars parked across the street. These comments refer to the urban renewal area north of the inter-
8 change. Zoning and land use decisions are made by municipalities. We

encourage you to coordinate with South Salt Lake City on this issue
and will forward your concerns to the City.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) —
Bill and Lynette Gord

This parcel is located on the southwest corner of 1-80 and State Street intersection, known
as 2432 South State Street and 54 East Robert Avenue. We have owned or acquired pieces
of the property over the past 40 years. The property contains three buildings, one building
has continuously been occupied by House of Blinds, a company owned by Bill and Lynette
Gord. The remaining buildings are currently under lease and have been historically leased
providing rental income. This property has been impacted by two other major redevelop-
ments: 1) the expansion of I-80 off-ramp and southbound State Street where access to State
Street is cut off via Robert Avenue — it used to be a through street on Robert Avenue, and 2)
the widening of State Street to four lanes where some property loss occurred.

(1) Loss of Access: The way people access these buildings is from State Street. The proposed
improvements will completely cut off traffic access to our properties from State Street and
the 1-80 off-ramp leaving the only access via Main Street on now dead end and previously
reduced Robert Avenue.

(2) Sign Removal: The removal of the flashing, rotating pole sign located at the northeast
corner of our property will be impacted. The pole sign has been granted as special grandfa-
ther permit. Once removed, the sign is irreplaceable. It has been an icon of the businesses
located on this property and is the only flashing, rotating sign that is visible from the free-
way in the Salt Lake County. The sign gives advertising exposure to the high-traffic volume
across |-80 and State Street and is a revenue source to the property owners. If the sign were
able to be moved, it would have a much lower value because the property is no longer
conducive to retail businesses.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Response

(1) The Preferred Alternative would require the full acquisition of the
parcel located on the southwest corner of the interchange (including
buildings, signs, and other property improvements) because of the loss
of access from State Street (see Section 3.6 Right of Way and Reloca-
tions in Chapter 3 of this EIS). The parcels further to the west would
still have access via Robert Avenue; however, access from State Street
would be eliminated. This existing State Street access would need to be
closed as part of the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e The location of the existing access is on a proposed free-flow right-
turn lane from the I-80 eastbound off-ramp. Vehicles pulling out
of the existing access would create an unexpected condition for
vehicles in the free-flow right-turn, creating an unsafe condition.

e An access in such close proximity to an interchange increases con-
gestion (vehicles have to slow down to access a property, which
causes vehicles exiting I-80 or passing through the interchange to
slow down as well, increasing congestion).

UDOQT is currently and will continue to work directly with affected
property owners throughout design and construction of the Preferred
Alternative. By law, UDOT must follow the Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 that provides
uniform and equitable treatment for people whose property is acquired
for public use. For more information on the right-of-way acquisi-

tion process, see the Utah Department of Transportation’s Acquiring
Property for Utah’s Transportation Projects (An Information Brochure for
Property Owners) at www.udot.utah.gov.

(2) The Preferred Alternative would require the full acquisition of the
parcel located on the southwest corner of the interchange (including
the flashing, rotating pole sign on the northeast corner property). The
sign is currently advertising House of Blinds and Emissions Time, both
of which have been identified as relocations because of the loss of ac-
cess (see response in (1) above).

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) -
Bill and Lynette Gord - continued

(3) Without the traffic access from State Street and 1-80, the location is unsuitable for a
retail business located in the two buildings along the State Street frontage. This will require
the relocation of House of Blinds and any tenant under lease in the northwest building. The
lease of these buildings will be more difficult, resulting in a higher vacancy rate and lower
lease rates.

(4) The loss of access to the buildings at 54 East Robert Avenue via State Street makes this
location less desirable and may result in the loss of the two tenants or justifiable cause to
reduce their rent. The lease of these buildings will be more difficult, resulting in the higher
vacancy rates and lower lease rates.

(5) The impact to House of Blinds is immeasurable. The business has been in the same loca-
tion for 40 years and worked by three generations. A tremendous amount of consumer eq-
uity exists due to the amount of advertising to re-enforce the location of this business, and
easy on and off the freeway access. The location is central to the Valley and there are few,
if any, locations that the business can be relocated that will provide the traffic and exposure
and currently not for the same lease rate.

The company will need to embark on a very large marketing and advertising campaign to
broadcast that the company has moved and not gone out of business. We are fearful that
even with such an effort, company sales revenues will suffer for a considerable time.

(6) We cannot think of a single positive effect that the intersection improvements will have
on our property, our business or the other businesses located on our property.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide a brief outline of some of the ways the intersec-
tion improvements will impact our property and businesses.

Response

(3) The project team agrees that the loss of access from State Street
would require the full acquisition of the parcel where House of Blinds
and Emissions Time is located (see response in (1) above). UDOT is cur-
rently and will continue to work directly with affected property owners
throughout design and construction of the Preferred Alternative. By
law, UDOT must follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 that provides uniform and
equitable treatment for people whose property is acquired for public
use. For more information on the right-of-way acquisition process, see
the Utah Department of Transportation’s Acquiring Property for Utah’s
Transportation Projects (An Information Brochure for Property Owners)
at www.udot.utah.gov.

(4) Although the buildings at 54 East Robert Avenue would lose their
access from State Street, they would still have adequate access from
Robert Avenue.

(5) UDOT is currently and will continue to work directly with affected
property owners throughout design and construction of the Preferred
Alternative. By law, UDOT must follow the Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 that provides
uniform and equitable treatment for people whose property is acquired
for public use. For more information on the right-of-way acquisi-

tion process, see the Utah Department of Transportation’s Acquiring
Property for Utah’s Transportation Projects (An Information Brochure for
Property Owners) at www.udot.utah.gov.

(6) We understand your concerns; however, the Preferred Alternative

is needed to reduce congestion on 1-80 and State Street and improve
operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and State Street. If
transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Interchange
are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street near the
interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and the safety
and operational issues at the interchange will continue to exist (“trap”
left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads). The No-action
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. See
Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Microphone Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) — Adam Swill-
inger (representing Sunbelt Rentals)

(1) I'm writing to discuss some issues with the plan to change the frontage road into a
three-, four-lane road to change the ramp on Main Street. This frontage road is the back of
our property and is used constantly for equipment deliveries and for an exit to our busi-
ness for our semis. We have trucks that stage on the road and wait for their turn to unload
equipment. That frontage road is a huge part of our branch running smoothly. If the road is
changed, it will have an adverse effect on our daily businesses. Please consider an alterna-
tive plan that will not affect the businesses on this frontage road. We have been on the
location for many years and our outside haulers, delivery drivers, need this frontage road to
stay the same.

After reviewing the plans, | believe the Diamond Interchange (Number seven) is the best. If
the other plans were chosen to include closing the frontage road or making it a main traffic
road, this would hinder the ability of the company to stage trucks, deliver heavy equipment,
and especially could have an effect on our customers causing them to go to another rental
company for ease of access.

With any increased traffic on this frontage road, this could increase the likelihood of an ac-
cident with one of our semi-trucks.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Response

(1) The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impact to your
property and a similar access (right-in, right-out) would be provided at
the back (south side) of your property. The Preferred Alternative would
change the current configuration of the frontage road between State
Street and Main Street by widening the roadway to three lanes in the
westbound direction and constructing a westbound on-ramp at Main
Street. This will allow trucks exiting your property at this location to
directly access westbound I-80, or make a right-turn at Main Street

to access other areas of South Salt Lake City (similar to the current
configuration).

As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to facilitate
loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize frontage road
safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you to look
for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other activities
on your business property.

Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and mini-
mizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

4-13




|-80 & State Street

_/AMPACT STATEMENT

\\[o B

10

ENVIRONMENTAL

Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Microphone Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) — Adam Swill-
inger (representing Sunbelt Rentals) - continued

(2) So we're also concerned about snow removal issues on that frontage road. The swathe
from the trucks when they go through will eliminate the shoulder.

(3) We're also concerned about the noise pollution because of the frontage road, and traffic
dangers.

Adam’s business and Sunbelt Rentals have been here for 20 years. As the state grows, we
want to be part of the plan. As we’ve been paying our taxes and moving forward, we don’t
want to get penalized for moving forward with what's best for everybody. So we hope that
we can find a plan -- we both agreed we wanted everybody to find a plan that could work
for all of us.

Response

(2) Snow plowing on the frontage road would be very similar to existing
conditions. The snow plow would push snow into the shoulder, similar
to the existing procedure. It should be noted that the street adjacent

to your property would likely be plowed earlier and more frequently
because it would be a higher priority (adjacent to an interchange).

(3) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing conditions.
Generally, businesses of your type (industrial) are not considered sensi-
tive to traffic noise. See Section 3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Microphone Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) — Adam Swill-
inger with Laser Exhibitor Service
(1) I personally advocate for number seven on the EIS.

(2) The reason | choose that [number seven] is it's going to have the least amount of impact
for traffic that will allow me ingress and egress out of my property. Currently, we back
trucks up and it's kind of a slow, quiet road, without problems. If we have commuters that
are in a rush to get somewhere, it will be impossible for me, and Sunbelt Rentals, to back
our trucks up.

(3) We talked about the urban renewal of the area, and | am on the backside of that Central
Point Area. Our company, which has been there for 20 years, will see little, if anything, from
the bike paths, the bus stops, the increased traffic, or foot traffic. There’s only three busi-
nesses on the back of that road and I've been there for 20 years paying the property taxes.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Response

(1) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e  Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e  Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

(2) The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impact to your
property and a similar access (right-in, right-out) would be provided at
the back (south side) of your property. The Preferred Alternative would
change the current configuration of the frontage road between State
Street and Main Street by widening the roadway to three lanes in the
westbound direction and constructing a westbound on-ramp at Main
Street. This will allow trucks exiting your property at this location to
directly access westbound I-80, or make a right-turn at Main Street

to access other areas of South Salt Lake City (similar to the current
configuration).

As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to facilitate
loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize frontage road
safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you to look
for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other activities
on your business property.

(3) These comments refer to the urban renewal area north of the
interchange. Zoning and land use decisions are made by municipalities.
We encourage you to coordinate with South Salt Lake City on this issue
and will forward your concerns to the City.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Microphone Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) — Adam Swill-
inger with Laser Exhibitor Service — continued

(4) I'd like to co-exist with the traffic issue and not sacrifice my ability to sell the building
—let’s say in 15 years | decide to sell the building, it's going to be real hard to sell that and
have people wanting to buy it on a frontage road that now has three lanes.

(5) I also want to talk about the noise pollution. It's noisy from the freeway, but it's actually
pretty quiet.

(6) I'd like to bring up a fact that the snow removal will be dangerous because they're
talking about on number seven having two lanes there. However, when the snowplows go
through, they're going to have a berm on each side of snow.

Of the seven choices, we're down to three. And of those three choices, the additional exit
at Main Street and the split diamond at Main Street, they will not alleviate all the traffic that
runs down Burton and turns onto State Street. It will only take up the ability to head traffic
west. So we'll still have people on Burton Street, and they'll be racing around the corner to,
you know, go onto -- take the split diamond or the 3A Split Diamond at Main Street with
the Texas turnarounds.

| ask you to carefully look at these plans and think about the number seven diamond inter-
change which also closely resembles what State Street is today. It's the closest representa-
tion, the least amount of impact, and my guess would be it wouldn't be a financial obliga-
tion as well for the money that we have to get from Feds and the State.

Response

(4) Estimating the future value of properties as a result of roadway
improvements is difficult to quantify and dependent on too many
dynamic factors, such as land use plans.

(5) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing conditions.
Generally, businesses of your type (industrial) are not considered sensi-
tive to traffic noise. See Section 3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

(6) Snow plowing on the frontage road would be very similar to existing
conditions. The snow plow would push snow into the shoulder, similar
to the existing procedure. It should be noted that the street adjacent

to your property would likely be plowed earlier and more frequently
because it would be a higher priority (adjacent to an interchange).
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) —
Steve Dixon

(1) 1 own a property on the corner of |G | prefer the same alter-

native of the last fellow, which was number seven. And the reasons for it is because:

(a) It shortens the time to merge to go southbound on the interstate, so you lose distance to
get up to speed and get over for that left turn to go to Provo or to go southbound.

(b) There's going to be increased noise because the cars are gunning up their engines to
get up to speed and we are right there down below them and that’s going to be increased
noise.

|-80 & State Street
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IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Response

(1) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

(a) The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Offi-
cials (AASHTO) recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on 1-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

(b) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing condi-
tions. At your property on the corner of West Temple and 2400 South,
noise levels are currently approximately 67.2 dBA. Under the Preferred
Alternative, noise levels would increase to approximately 68 dBA. This
0.8 dBA increase would be imperceptible to the human ear. See Section
3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

e
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) -
Steve Dixon - continued

(c) There is a problem with ice on both -- almost all those streets are in a shadow. And so
they are now proposing to move it down to Main Street and now you have a street that is
in the shadow. The last fellow talked about snow removal. Well, there’s an additional thing.
We now have ice because it's not in the sun in the wintertime, you have ice.

(d) Another problem that is apparent is that you are increasing traffic on Main Street past a
grade school with children crossing the street. You'll now have children crossing the street
and cars going to Main Street to get to it. So there’s increased risk to the children.

(e) I feel that having the ramp between West Temple and Main Street is going to decrease
our property values.

(2) I think that option seven would be the less expensive. There's less walls to be moved,
there’s less-- that’s clearly going to be a less expensive option for the option for the State
and for the government. | think that covered most of the issues. I'm not happy with this
preferred alternative. | just don’t think it's a good idea. The option seven seems to be the
least amount of work to change it and the most efficient. It's going to impact the least. Also
safest and cheapest.

Response

(c) The Preferred Alternative would construct an additional wall along
the one-way frontage road that could be up to 23 feet closer to homes
and businesses than the current wall. However, at your property loca-
tion there would be a minimal change in wall height and location. The
wall adjacent to the frontage road could increase shading, depending
on the location of the home/business, the time of day, and the season.
Section 3.20 Visual Conditions in Chapter 3 of this EIS has been updat-
ed to include graphics that better illustrate the change in wall location
along the frontage road.

(d) Constructing the Preferred Alternative would not increase traffic
south of I-80, past the grade school. There are currently sidewalks and
school crossings on Main Street that will continue to remain in place.

(e) Estimating the future value of properties as a result of roadway
improvements is difficult to quantify and dependent on too many
dynamic factors, such as land use plans.

(2) Alternative 7 may be cheaper when compared to Alternative 3N;
however, in EISs, while cost is important, it is not a primary factor in
identifying the Preferred Alternative. See also response in (1).
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) —
Adam Swillinger/Alison Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service

(1) I'm representing the property at 60 East Burton Avenue that runs through to the front-
age road that’s in question. | advocate the diamond interchange [Alternative 7]. It will have
the least amount of impact to the area, cost the least amount of money for development,
and it's closest to what State Street is today (2/16/16)

(2) This maintains my ingress and egress. Furthermore, it provides me the alternative to use
my property that | purchased as | intended it to. | don’t advocate the 3N Split Diamond on
Main Street because it doesn’t take into consideration the businesses that use that frontage
road. For instance, we back our trucks in and out of this commercial area and I'm afraid that
impatient drivers or people who are in a hurry to get to their destination will eliminate that
ability. There's no other way for me to load my trucks in and out, other than that frontage
road.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
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Response

(1) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e  Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

Alternative 7 (Diamond Interchange) may be cheaper when compared
to Alternative 3N; however, in Environmental Impact Statements, while
cost is important, it is not a primary factor in identifying the Preferred
Alternative.

(2) The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impact to your
property and a similar access (right-in, right-out) would be provided at
the back (south side) of your property. The Preferred Alternative would
change the current configuration of the frontage road between State
Street and Main Street by widening the roadway to three lanes in the
westbound direction and constructing a westbound on-ramp at Main
Street. This will allow trucks exiting your property at this location to
directly access westbound I-80, or make a right-turn at Main Street

to access other areas of South Salt Lake City (similar to the current
configuration).

As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to facilitate
loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize frontage road
safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you to look
for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other activities
on your business property.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) - Adam Swillinger/
Alison Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service — continued

(3) The second thing I'm worried about is snow removal. If the snowplows remove the
snow down the frontage road, then the spindrift that will be piled up on each shoulder of
the road will further inhibit me from tactics | need to bring my vehicle in and out of our

property.

(4) I'm also concerned about the noise pollution. Currently, that frontage road gets very
minimal traffic. Simply traffic going from State to Main Street. If we add the frontage road,
there will be the constant hum of buzz of traffic going on and up and down the freeway
and going by my business, not to mention the existing traffic that's on the north side of our
property on Burton Street.

(5) We're concerned about safety because when we're trying to back large trucks and load
them on that road at the same time, other cars will be going up there trying to get on the
freeway. It will cause safety issues and traffic problems.

(6) I am on the very, very south side of the Central Point Urban Renewal Area. When | read
the impact statement, | see things about bike lanes, bus stops, increased businesses and a
variety of other qualitative things that could possibly help this neighborhood. Since I'm on
the furthest south part of that boundary, I'll never see any of those advantageous things,
and I've been there for 20 years building up my company and paying the taxes, and | find it
to be a little unconscionable to sacrifice existing business owners who have contributed to
the growth of the area to make it easier for people to get on and off the freeway.

Response

(3) Snow plowing on the frontage road would be very similar to existing
conditions. The snow plow would push snow into the shoulder, similar
to the existing procedure. It should be noted that the street adjacent

to your property would likely be plowed earlier and more frequently
because it would be a higher priority (adjacent to an interchange).

(4) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing conditions.
Generally, businesses of your type (industrial) are not considered sensi-
tive to traffic noise. See Section 3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

(5) As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to
facilitate loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize front-
age road safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you
to look for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other
activities on your business property.

(6) We understand your concerns; however, the Preferred Alternative

is needed to reduce congestion on 1-80 and State Street and improve
operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and State Street. If
transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Interchange
are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street near the
interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and the safety
and operational issues at the interchange will continue to exist (“trap”
left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads). The No-action
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. See
Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.

Part of your comment refers to the urban renewal area north of the
interchange. Zoning and land use decisions are made by municipalities.
We encourage you to coordinate with South Salt Lake City on this issue
and will forward your concerns to the City.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) — Adam Swillinger/
Alison Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service — continued

(7) I met with the engineers at Horrocks, and Dennis Pay of the Department of Public Works
early summer of last year. That would be 2015. | gave them a tour of my facility, explained
to them these concerns, and let them see for themselves the impact of that frontage road. |
also advocated the number seven diamond interchange and told them in no way would the
other alternatives be acceptable.

Tonight, when | showed up, the only thing that is on display on the tables is the 3N Split
Diamond and | was told that this is what's going to be moving forward and what was being
presented to the public. So I had to remind the organizers of tonight's meeting that indeed
there are still three alternatives — actually four. No action, a Single Point Urban Interchange
called SPUI, the 3N Split Diamond on Main Street, and the 7 Diamond Interchange. | think
in all fairness to the attendees tonight, that these alternatives should have given equal time
and equal emphasis on the picnic tables that were for public display and discussed by the
engineers and the city. However, all | heard was that 3N is the preferred alternative and
that's what they'll be moving forward with.

(8) When | met with the team of evaluators. | was assured | would be kept in the loop, that
they would get back to me in the Fall with more information in regards to the direction of

this project, and that | would be able to have more feedback. | never heard from those folks.

| called the public works and reminded them that | was waiting for a follow-up to our con-
versation, approximately September, October, and was told that that meeting had been put
on hold and that it will be reviewed in spring.

Approximately two weeks ago, | received an e-mail about tonight’s meeting. Two days ago,
there was an individual canvassing the neighborhood, handing out invitations to tonight’s
meeting. | found it to be short notice.

And so at that point, | went to the internet and saw that there were still four alternatives
for choices. | wished that I'd been included, as promised, more in the information gathering
procedure and decision-making process since | met with them nine months ago.

| hope that the project managers will clearly communicate with me in a timely manner
regarding this |-80 State Street project since it will affect me tactically, strategically, finan-
cially, and within regards to safety. | had hoped to talk to Peter Tang about this, but he was
unavailable.
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Response

(7) The project team held a total of three public meetings (public scop-
ing, alternatives, and Public Hearing) to receive input on issues and po-
tential solutions. The Alternatives Public Meeting on December 3, 2014
displayed all alternatives under consideration and solicited comments
on the alternatives. Three build alternatives were selected for detailed
study, based on their ability to meet the purpose and need, environ-
mental impacts, and public and agency input. These build alternatives,
as well as the No-action Alternative, were studied in detail in Chapter
3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the EIS.
Based on this detailed analysis, Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main
Street, North Side Only) was identified as the Preferred Alternative.

The Public Hearing displayed all three build alternatives selected for
detailed study; however, the focus of the Public Hearing was to present
and receive comments on the Preferred Alternative. Consistent with
federal regulations, a Preferred Alternative must be identified at the
Public Hearing to issue a combined Record of Decision (ROD) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

(8) Stakeholders and the public were kept up-to-date on the project
through three public meetings (public scoping, alternatives, and Public
Hearing), website, e-mail notifications, hotline, and individual stake-
holder meetings. The project team published a notice of availability

in the Federal Register and in statewide newspapers after the project
team completed the DEIS and identified a Preferred Alternative. This
publication started a 45 day public review period.

UDOT will continue to keep stakeholders informed throughout the
completion of the FEIS, design, right-of-way acquisition, and construc-
tion.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

Summarized Verbal Comment (Court Reporter) from Public Hearing (2/16/2016) —
John Johnson

(1) I like diagram seven, the Diamond Interchange 7, combined with N3 Split Diamond
North Side Only. The reason why is Diamond Interchange gives you more room to merge to
I-80 southbound, where Split Diamond North Side Only makes traffic compete for the same
real estate too close to I-15, which | feel is going to cause unsafe merging. If you combined
Split Diamond North Side Only with Diamond Interchange to have entrances to 1-80, both
from State Street and Main Street.

(2) Also, if you're going to take the financial responsibility and the inconvenience to rebuild
the bridge, let's go big and spend the extra money for future growth and build the bridge
for Single Point Urban Interchange, SPUI. Keep up the good work.

Response

(1) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on 1-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

(2) UDOT constructs roadway improvements to meet traffic needs for
the design year (2040). The Preferred Alternative more than meets the
2040 traffic needs; therefore, a larger structure associated with the
SPUI is not required.

4-22
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(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

2/17/2016 E-mail - Davis lltis with Cycling Utah

| have looked through the I-80-State Street interchange website, and | don't see any infor-
mation on how bicycles and pedestrians will be accommodated on State Street at -80. Will
there be full and complete bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides of State Street? There
does not seem to be any mention of this in the EIS or on the website. Anything less than full
and complete bike lanes on State Street is completely unacceptable and unsafe for bicyclists
and pedestrians. Every street should be safe for bicycles and pedestrians.

State Street is a well used route for bicycles and pedestrians since there are many businesses
and services on State Street that non-motorized users go to, just like motorized users. Ask-
ing pedestrians and bicyclists to go several blocks out of their way to cross I-80 is a prescrip-
tion for more crashes involving bikes and peds.

Note that there have been a number of accidents involving automobiles and pedestrians in
the 600 S to 3300 S section of State Street reported in the media over the last few years.
While anecdotal, they are an indicator that State Street isn't safe. Please read the attached
document for reasons as to why State Street needs bike lanes and sidewalks (see next com-
ment for text of attached document).

Please also see UDOT's study ‘Life on State’ which, puzzlingly and dismayingly is not
referenced in the EIS. (See the attached document for the reference) | would ask that you
reevaluate the entire process, and look to a larger vision of making State Street a Grand
Boulevard, instead of a traffic conduit. Lastly, while State Street is not on the regional bike
plan, it should be. Isnt it time for a new way to approach our roads and streets?

|-80 & State Street
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Response

The EIS addresses pedestrians and bicyclists in Section 3.8 Pedestrians
and Bicyclists in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

Sidewalks

The Preferred Alternative would provide pedestrian crossing facilities
that comply with the ADA at the 1-80 and State Street Interchange to
connect to the existing sidewalks on State Street. Additionally, sidewalk
would be constructed along the frontage road.

Bike Lanes

State Street is not included on the regional bike plan; therefore, striped
bike lanes are not proposed on State Street through the interchange.
It should be noted that this EIS is only evaluating the area directly
adjacent to the 1-80 and State Street Interchange, a very small section
of State Street. Improvements to bicycle facilities on State Street would
need to be considered as part of a State Street corridor-wide study.
However, the Preferred Alternative does include an 8-ft shoulder that
bicyclists can use. Additionally, if this route were ever to be designated
as a bike route, the widened I-80 structure over State Street could ac-
commodate the extra width for a striped bike lane.

Safety

The Preferred Alternative would provide for safe pedestrian access,
including crossing facilities that comply with the ADA at the I-80 and
State Street Interchange, and sidewalk along the frontage road.

As discussed above, State Street is not included on the regional bike
plan, and striped bike lanes are not proposed as part of the Preferred
Alternative. Additionally, because this EIS is only evaluating State Street
directly adjacent to the 1-80 and State Street Interchange, and not the
whole corridor, bicycle facility improvements were not considered.
These type of improvements would need to be considered as part of a
State Street corridor-wide study. However, bicyclists will be able to use
an 8-ft shoulder through the 1-80 and State Street Interchange.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

2/17/2016 E-mail Attachment - Davis lltis with Cycling Utah

I'm writing in regards to the current repaving of State Street in Salt Lake City and S. Salt
Lake and bicycle infrastructure. While I'm glad to hear that SLC and South Salt Lake com-
municated with UDOT early in the process, and | understand that there may be space issues
in putting full bike lanes on State Street, there is the strong counterpoint that cyclists do ride
on State Street in this area quite a bit, and that every city street should be a complete street,
even if it is a UDOT street. And that every city street should be safe for cyclists and pedestri-
ans.

As such, | am quite saddened to see that another UDOT arterial in Salt Lake City will appar-
ently not have any bicycle infrastructure added to it, other than wide parking lanes, to im-
prove safety and accommodation for cyclists. Cyclists ride on arterials for the same reasons
that cars drive on them - they are convenient and direct routes, businesses that they want to
go to are located there, and cyclists (who don’t have the benefit of a gasoline engine) don't
need to go one to several blocks out of their way to get to their destination.

Response

See above response.

15

2/17/2016 E-mail Attachment (continued) — Davis Iltis with Cycling Utah

Cyclists do and will continue to ride on State Street (even with Main having a bike lane close
by). While | don't believe a bike count was done on State in the area of 2100 S to 600 S, |
have observed many cyclists riding on State Street. | would ask the questions - could noth-
ing have been done? Are we as cyclists going to have a less than ideal street to ride on for
the next 7 years? And, given the situation as it stands, what can be done now to improve
safety? (sharrows, signage, reduced speed etc.). Does traffic volume on State Street really
justify 3 lanes? Could the travel lanes or center lanes been narrowed further?

Alternatives for Arterials

Are there alternative treatments that could be tried on arterials and in particular on State

Street? Could we implement any of these given the current situation?

e Narrower lanes — the NACTO standard is 10 feet. This should be implemented through-
out SLC.

e Bicycle Priority Lane — Could these be done today? A Super Sharrow with dashed mark-
ings around the sharrows or a Green Lane. See Bicycle Priority Lane or Super Sharrow:
http://www.boston.com/news/local/blogs/starts-and-stops/2013/11/20/boston-bikes-de-
buts-sharrows-steroids/PXrtrx9c1YO6T0JOCn3vF)/blog.html and the study: http:/www.
coe.neu.edu/transportation/pdfs/facilities/BicyclePriorityLanes.pdf
Removal of Parking
Share the Road Signs

e Lower Speed Limits — 25 mph is recommended in the “Life on State Street” study. With
25 mph speed limits, could bike lanes have been installed?

Cycle Track
Combined Bus/Bike
e Combined Bike suggested/Parking lane

See above response.
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2/17/2016 E-mail Attachment (continued) — Davis Iltis with Cycling Utah

As an advocate, | am disheartened and saddened to see many UDOT streets in SLC (Red-
wood between 10th N and 17th N., 300 W between S. Temple and 600 N, 400 S, Foothill,
and now State Street) being repaved or reconfigured with nothing to improve safety and
accommodations for cyclists. There needs to be a better way. As a cyclist who has been hit
15 | and severely injured on an arterial (700 E, prior to the bike lanes being installed), | want all See above response.
of our streets to be safe to ride on, not just some of them. Had bike lanes been on 700 E so
many years ago, | am almost certain that | would not have been hit. Sadly, earlier this week
when | first noticed the repaving project, a pedestrian was hit in a crosswalk around 33rd S
(near where the construction is happening). | can’t help but wonder if with narrower lanes
and bike lanes, which would lead to lower traffic speeds, might have prevented this crash.

2/17/2016 E-mail Attachment (continued) — Davis lltis with Cycling Utah

Cyclists will continue to ride on arterials and, as such, they, and all of our streets need to

be made safer. We cannot continue on the bike friendly path, where cyclists are accommo-
dated sometimes. We need to be fully on the cycling city path, where cyclists are accommo-
dated always. State Street Beautification or Grand Boulevard Bike lanes would greatly help
businesses on State Street. State Street should be a Grand Boulevard, similar to N. Temple.
State Street is arguably not the most inviting street in Salt Lake City. Bike lanes would help
change that by bringing more people to the street. And more dollars spent at local business
(see the Economic Benefits of Sustainable Streets study below).

Do we really want the same conditions on State Street for the next 10 years? The status
quo is not a good option. In 2009, WFRC, SLC, S. SL, UDOT and others put forth the “Life
on State Street” study. In it, it says, “Downtown Salt Lake City is the cosmopolitan center
15 | of Utah and the Intermountain West. At its core is State Street, which bustles with automo- | See above response.
biles, buses, bikes and pedestrians. People and goods must be able to move through this
vital urban street safely, conveniently and with a sense of style befitting of Utah’s capital city.
High intensity use, unigue destinations, a sense of history and urban flair set the tone for
this distinctive section of State Street.”

Additionally, one of the main goals for State Street is, “Improve community health by creat-
ing a walkable and bikeable environment.” With the resurfacing of State Street this year,
shouldn’t some steps towards this vision have been implemented? While this is a UDOT
street, SLC has a Complete Streets Ordinance for a reason - to make our city more liveable,
bikeable, and sustainable. This should be the case on each and every street, whether it is
SLC’s, UDOT's, or the USDOT's. Why settle for anything less?

State Street needs a better solution today. So does 300 W.
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Online Comment (2/20/2016) — Peter Saunders

(1) The Main Street westbound on-ramp makes for a dangerous situation that is guaranteed
to cause many accidents. Many cars come from the north on State Street and want to go
south on I-15. This path is often used in the mornings by people working in the southern
technical businesses. By extending the on-ramp to Main Street it is impossible to move over
to the left lane on I-80 and take the south on-ramp to i15. This configuration is dangerous
for cars going south especially with cars west-bound on i80 moving to the right lane to go
north.

(2) Option 7 (the Diamond Interchange) has all the advantages of your preferred split
diamond option WITHOUT the Main str onramp and should be the preferred option. | am
STRONGLY opposed to your preferred alternative (split diamond).

Response

(1) AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on I-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

(2) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the
Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e  Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

17

Online Comment (2/20/2016) — Marissa Saunders

| use this on-ramp every day to commute to work and it is already a difficult transition to
access |-15 Southbound. Pushing this on-ramp to Main street would make this an incredibly
dangerous part of freeway as west-bound commuters try to merge right while South bound
commuters have to go left in a very short distance. This is not a viable option given the
morning traffic flow.

AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the I-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on I-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

4-26
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(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

3/11/2016 Email — Steve Jelen
| would strongly prefer state street on ramp fortified as not to displace or impact local Busi-
nesses. Please don't rip up a neighborhood that has taken years to build.

|-80 & State Street
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Response

The Preferred Alternative would only require the relocation of two
businesses on the southwest corner of the 1-80 and State Street Inter-
change (Emission Time and House of Blinds). UDOT is currently and will
continue to work directly with affected property owners throughout
design and construction of the Preferred Alternative. By law, UDOT
must follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 that provides uniform and equitable
treatment for people whose property is acquired for public use.

For more information on the right-of-way acquisition process, see the
Utah Department of Transportation’s Acquiring Property for Utah's
Transportation Projects (An Information Brochure for Property Owners)
at www.udot.utah.gov.

Online Comment (3/15/2016) - Jeanette Potter
It was already mentioned, but how are commuters supposed to access southbound I-15
safely from the new proposed on ramp?

AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on 1-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

20

3/16/2016 Email — Sam Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service

lam a current resident of Salt Lake City, Utah. As an employee of a business near this pro-
posed project | ask that you please don’t go through with it. If this project takes place it will
directly affect the financial status of my employer.

| am very concerned of my future career, and the future of the company | am working for.
This will have serious financial implications for me in the future if it takes place.

We understand your concerns; however, the Preferred Alternative is
needed to reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street and improve
operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and State Street. If
transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Interchange
are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street near the
interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and the safety
and operational issues at the interchange will continue to exist (“trap”
left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads). The No-action
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. See
Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.
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(1) We understand your concerns; however, the Preferred Alternative

is needed to reduce congestion on |-80 and State Street and improve
operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and State Street. If
transportation improvements at the I-80 and State Street Interchange
are not constructed (the No-action Alternative), State Street near the
interchange will continue to operate at failing conditions and the safety
and operational issues at the interchange will continue to exist (“trap”
left-turn lanes and safety conflicts at the frontage roads). The No-action
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project. See

3/15/2016 Email - Jack Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service .
g Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) for more detail.

| am a student at California Polytechnic State University in San Luis Obispo. | am originally
from Salt Lake City, Utah. | grew up in Sugarhouse but moved away to pursue education. |

" ; 2) Alternative 7 meets the purpose and need for the project and
have heard of the recent proposition to construct a new on-ramp at Main Street. ) burp pro)

minimizes impacts to environmental resources. However, Alternative 3N
(Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the

1)  wanted to contact the Utah government to let them know that | am opposed to this X .
(1) g PP Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

idea. ; o2 '
e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
21 | (2) I would prefer the re-construction of the current State Street intersection and on-ramp. demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80
(3) 'am opposed because a new Main Street ramp would be more expensive then simply e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
re-constructing what we already have on State Street. pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal

Areas and existing businesses
(4) There will be a definite loss of business for pre-established companies that are currently e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that

located on the State Street corridor. would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.

(3) Alternative 7 (Diamond Interchange) may be cheaper when com-
pared to Alternative 3N; however, in EISs, while cost is important, it is
not a primary factor in identifying the Preferred Alternative.

(4) Estimating future business sales as a result of roadway improve-
ments is difficult to quantify and dependent on too many dynamic
factors.
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organizational purposes)

3/15/2016 Email — Jack Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service- continued
(5) New dangers will need to be addressed for vehicles merging onto the freeway inter-
change from Main Street.

(6) It will also add more noise pollution to a beautiful city.

(7) It would also add more traffic congestion and dangerous snow removal problems on icy
days.

These are only a few reasons the Main Street proposition is a bad idea. A lot of your citizens
would be un-happy with the decision.

|-80 & State Street

/ ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT 4N

Response

(5) AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on I-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

(6) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing conditions.
See Section 3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

(7) Snow plowing in the study area would be very similar to existing
conditions. The snow plow would push snow into the shoulder, similar
to the existing procedure.

22

3/15/2016 Email - Mary Spencer with Laser Exhibitor Service
Please put me on the list of | am opposed to the new on ramp at Main Street vs State
Street!! [Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only)]

Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was

identified as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

3/15/2016 Email — Les Bunge with Laser Exhibitor Service
| am opposed to this!! [Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only)]

Response

Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was

identified as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e  Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.
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3/15/2016 Email — Adam Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service

I wanted to take this last opportunity to express my viewpoint on the 1-80 & State Street
project. Since our company is located at such a critical point on the proposed new on-ramp
for the 1-80 & State Street Project, | was hoping that you could really, earnestly, consider my
opinion. The front of our business is on East Burton Avenue and the back of our property is
on 2400 South.

(1) We have been here approximately 20 years, and one of the primary reasons we choose
this venue for our company was so that our trucks, trailers, and vehicles could easily enter
our facility and warehouse on both roads. Furthermore, this job site included easy acces-
sibility to the freeway entrance. If you suggest, recommend, and move forward with the
construction of the Spilt Diamond, North Side only (option 3N) for the new interchange, it
will severely affect how we access our property.

(2) Sending the traffic down the frontage road from State to Main Street will make it dif-
ficult for the following reasons:

(a) If the option Spilt Diamond, North Side Only is selected; this option would highly impact
our ingress and egress access to our property to pull in to load our vehicles, and move out
our trailers. Multi-lanes of traffic will extremely difficult to contend with on the frontage
road.

(b) The high traffic volume would impede our ability to get in and out of our back driveway
safely. Especially with our trailers. We currently are not be able to move our trailers through
our North entrance. We use the South drive way to currently do that task.

(c) Snow removal will push snow drifts into our driveway and ice accidents will impede our
rear drive way for hours on snowy days.

(d) The increase in noise pollution will be incredible. Not only will we have the freeway, but
we will also have a highly trafficked frontage road we will be forced to listen to. Currently,
there is relatively no traffic down the frontage road so the quiet factor is huge. Our employ-
ees eat lunch and take breaks in our back lot.

|-80 & State Street
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Response

(1) The Preferred Alternative would have no direct impact to your
property and a similar access (right-in, right-out) would be provided at
the back (south side) of your property. The Preferred Alternative would
change the current configuration of the frontage road between State
Street and Main Street by widening the roadway to three lanes in the
westbound direction and constructing a westbound on-ramp at Main
Street. This will allow trucks exiting your property at this location to
directly access westbound I-80, or make a right-turn at Main Street

to access other areas of South Salt Lake City (similar to the current
configuration).

As a public roadway, the frontage road was never intended to facilitate
loading and unloading operations. In order to maximize frontage road
safety for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, we encourage you to look
for solutions to conduct staging, loading/unloading, and other activities
on your business property.

(2)(a) See Response in (1) above.
(2)(b) See Response in (1) above.

(2)(c) Snow plowing on the frontage road would be very similar to
existing conditions. The snow plow would push snow into the shoul-
der, similar to the existing procedure. It should be noted that the street
adjacent to your property would likely be plowed earlier and more
frequently because it would be a higher priority (adjacent to an inter-
change).

(2)(d) Projected traffic noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were
calculated using FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5 software. Noise levels
resulting from the Preferred Alternative would generally remain the
same throughout the study area when compared to existing conditions.
Generally, businesses of your type (industrial) are not considered sensi-
tive to traffic noise. See Section 3.10 Noise in Chapter 3 of this EIS.
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3/15/2016 Email — Adam Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service — continued

(e) The cost of the new on ramp off Main Street [Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main
Street, North Side Only)] is more extensive and expensive opposed to improving the existing
State Street ramp [Alternative 7 (Diamond Interchange)]. Both Federal and State Budgets
could save money on improving the existing on ramp at the 2400 south intersection.

(f) I also believe that with the Spilt Diamond, North Side only (option 3N); the existing
Freeway traffic on 1-80 and I-15 headed West, South, and North will become dangerous.
The merging traffic ramp from the new Main Street corridor, on to the existing freeway, will
shorten the travel distance motorists need to enter the current freeway at I-15 and State
201 interchange. This will be hazardous, and cause more slowdowns and accidents on the
Freeway with the co-exsting traffic that is already en route on the expressway.... Existing
drivers will be forced to merge and enter the freeway with less distance available to head
South and West.

(9) In the future, if I am lucky enough to retire, and have the property sold, the frontage
road traffic will severely reduce the resale value of the property and our investment.

(3) Another area that | hope you will seriously consider is the morale and qualitative impact
of the proposed Main Street Ramp [Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side
Only)] on the existing businesses and residents.

Our companies Laser, Sunbelt Rentals, and Arctic Spa have been located at the very south
side of end of the Central Pointe URA for close to 20 years. We have helped build and grow
South Salt Lake to what it is today on that frontage road. Basically, we are the very most
back side of Central Pointe. The urban growth and land development coming to future
South Salt Lake will not increase our revenues, nor make our jobs easier based on the new
proposal. The Main Street Ramp will actually make our jobs and workplaces harder to man-
age, less peaceful, and reduce our property value. For the past two decades, we have been
the companies and business that have been fortifying and building South Salt Lake City on
that frontage road. We have been here the longest on 2400 South and have built our cor-
porate lifestyles around this venue yet will have the most to lose! The ramp will not benefit
the three land owners that have been good partners and tax payers.

Response

(2)(e) Alternative 7 (Diamond Interchange) may be cheaper when com-
pared to Alternative 3N; however, in EISs, while cost is important, it is
not a primary factor in identifying the Preferred Alternative.

(2)(f) AASHTO recommends a minimum of 1,600 feet between an on-
ramp and an off-ramp on a freeway facility. The Preferred Alternative
would provide approximately 2,000 feet between the [-80 westbound
on-ramp and the I-15 southbound diverge point. Traffic modeling has
indicated that the merge and weave distances proposed as part of the
Preferred Alternative would perform acceptably for both traffic on 1-80
to travel to northbound I-15 and traffic on the on-ramp to travel to
southbound I-15.

(2)(g) Estimating the future value of properties as a result of roadway
improvements is difficult to quantify and dependent on too many
dynamic factors, such as land use plans.

(3) Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at Main Street, North Side Only) was

identified as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:

e Alternative 3N would better distribute traffic and reduce the travel
demand on State Street by providing another alternative (Main
Street) to access westbound [-80

e Alternative 3N better satisfies the economic component of the pur-
pose and need by providing better access to the Urban Renewal
Areas and existing businesses

e Alternative 3N would construct a westbound frontage road that
would allow for multiple access points to South Salt Lake City

See Section 2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2
of this EIS for more information.
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Comment
(in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for
organizational purposes)

3/15/2016 Email - Adam Swillinger with Laser Exhibitor Service — continued
I went back and took a look at the purpose of this project. Below are the targeted points
and needs of the project that | cut and paste them into this e-mail.

The purpose of the project is to:

e Reduce congestion on [-80 and State Street

e Improve operational characteristics and safety on I-80 and State Street
e Support local economic development through mobility improvements

The project purpose would address the following needs:
e Congestion on |-80 and State Street near the Interchange
e Segments of I-80 and State Street will operate at failing conditions by 2040
e  Operational and safety issues on I-80 and State Street
e Changing land-use patterns and additional development
e  Land use in the study area is changing and becoming more diversified as a result
of two major Urban Renewal Areas (Market Station and Central Pointe). These
renewal areas will cause an increase of vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

(4) | believe these goals could and would easily be met by selecting the Diamond Inter-
change option at State Street [Alternative 7] and not the Main Street Ramp [Alternative 3N].

The project purpose identified our needs and with the selection of the Diamond interchange
would still result and maintain market Station and Central Pointe growth and not affect
existing businesses.

Basically, The City and State could maintain it's growth needs, while building a safe on ramp
at State Street, and reducing congestion and increasing growth, while making South Salt
Lake into a bigger and better city of the future.

Please remember all three of us pre-existing companies and taxpayers are good, hardwork-
ing companies want you to recommend, select, and build the Diamond Interchange (option
7).
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Response

(4) While Interchange Alternative 7 (Diamond Interchange) would meet
the purpose and need of the project, Alternative 3N (Split Diamond at
Main Street, North Side Only) was identified as the Preferred Alternative
for the reasons described in (3) above.
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Agency Comments

United States Department of the Interior

Response

1

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the 1-80 and State Street Interchange, Salt Lake County, UT, and has no comments.

No response required.

Environmental Protection Agency

Air Quality

The EPA notes that Salt Lake County is designated nonattainment for the 24-hour particu-
late matter (PM)10 and the 2006 24-hour PM2 s National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). Further, the Salt Lake County area was unable to demonstrate attainment of the
2006 24-hour PM2.s NAAQS by its attainment date of December, 2015. For these reasons,
we recommend that additional specific air quality information, as described below, be pro-
vided for the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.9 "Air Qual-
ity” in the Final EIS. The purpose of this additional information is to both inform the public
and provide the basis for the Record of Decision (ROD).

As discussed in Section 3.9 “Air Quality,” it appears the overall emphasis to address air qual-
ity for this project rests with traffic data and level of service (LOS). Additional specific data,
such as calculated mobile sources emissions that would provide the basis for determining
that the project will not interfere with the Salt Lake County area’s ability to attain the PM2.s
NAAQS, are not provided.

As noted in our September 25, 2014 scoping comments, preparation of criteria pollutant
emissions inventory data would be beneficial for supporting the evaluation of both the No
Action and Preferred Alternative aspects of the project. Emission inventory data would pro-
vide the emissions burden of several criteria pollutants along with Mobile Sources Air Toxics
(MSATs). PM10 (tailpipe/brake wear/tire wear and re-entrained road dust) would be useful,
especially for road dust PM10 since it will increase with increasing vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in 2040. In addition, presenting emission inventory data for PM2.s, and its precursor
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) is important.
We note that the State’s PM2.s nonattainment area state implementation plan (SIP) revision,
submitted to the EPA on December 16, 2014, identifies and includes VOCs as a PM2 s pre-
cursor. Also, since this is a transportation project, emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) need
to be included. The above criteria pollutants and precursor emissions can all be calculated
with the EPA's MOVES2014a model. PM10 re-entrained road dust emissions can be calcu-
lated from EPA's AP-42, Chapter 13.

Since the initiation of this EIS, the scope of the proposed project has
narrowed to focus on replacement of the |-80/State Street interchange,
with minor improvements to the I-80/Main Street interchange, and im-
provements along State Street. Because the proposed interchange con-
figuration alternatives are similar to the existing interchange, the use

of traffic data and level of service as a basis for determining air quality
impacts is an acceptable means of analysis, especially considering the
lack of other significant air quality emission sources in the area. Five
years of background information regarding particulate matter and car-
bon monoxide in the area from the nearest monitoring station (located
at 1675 South 600 East, Salt Lake City) has been provided. In addition,
traffic data regarding vehicle hours traveled (VHT) for the 2040 design
year has been included, which shows that there would be approximate-
ly 2% greater VHT in the project area under the Preferred Alternative,
as opposed to the No-action Alternative, which shows no significant
change in activity in the project area. Given the minor changes to VHT,
emission inventory data was not necessary for the analysis.

See updated Section 3.9 Air Quality in Chapter 3.
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No. (in some instances, comments were summarized and numbers were added for Response
organizational purposes)

Section 3.9 "Air Quality” discusses MSATs, their derivation from vehicles, and their poten-
tial health effects, but does not provide any specific data derived from and relevant to the

project. The MSAT section continues with information regarding studies, unavailability of The analysis in the DEIS demonstrates that MSAT emissions will not

health impact information, and speaks in terms such that the reader is advised that MSAT have meaningful differences due to the size of the interchange project

emissions will not have meaningful differences due to the size of the interchange project and between the different interchange configurations considered.

and between alternatives. Because the VMT is approximately the same for all of the interchange
configurations, it is expected that there would be no appreciable

For example, from p. 3-51, 2nd column, 2nd paragraph: differences in overall MSAT emissions. In addition, traffic data regard-

. ) o . ing vehicles hours traveled (VHT) for the 2040 design year has been
"Also, regardless of the build alternative chosen, emissions would likely be lower than pres- | included, which shows that there would be approximately 2% greater

ent levels in the design year as a result of EPA" s national control programs that are projected | 4T in the project area under the Preferred Alternative, as opposed to

2| 1o reduce annual MSAT emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local condi- | the No-action Alternative, which shows no significant change in activity
tions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT in the project area. Therefore, generating project-specific data for MSAT
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected emissions was not warranted.
reductions is so great that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the
future in virtually all locations.” Further, the safety improvements along State Street would reduce con-

. ) o . o gestion, improve traffic flow, and reduce accident-related delays, all of
While this may be true, for the purposes of public disclosure of relevant information in the | \yhich would help to reduce emissions.

EIS process, we recommend including the estimated amount of the MSAT emissions burden
for both the No Action and Preferred Alternative. The calculation of the MSAT emissions can
be performed with MOVES2014a and at the same time that the criteria emissions, noted
above, are being prepared using MOVES2014a.

e
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Section 3.28 “Cumulative Impacts,” p. 3-103, third paragraph: The EPA does not agree with
statements presented:

“Regional modeling conducted by the WFRC for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan air
quality conformity analysis demonstrated that all transportation projects in the 2015-2040
RTP would be in compliance with the NAAQS. Because conformity to the SIP will be required
for all transportation projects, there would be no cumulative impacts to air quality. Popula-
tion growth has had little effect on overall air quality as demonstrated by the continuing
improvement in air quality throughout the region.”

The regional mobile sources modeling performed by the Wasatch Front Regional Council
(WFRC) was for determining transportation conformity for its 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). The WFRC was only addressing the transportation conformity requirements of 40
CFR 93.119 for an interim emissions test as on December 16, 2014. The State submitted a
Clean Air Act section 189 impracticability demonstration SIP revision for the Salt Lake PM2.s
nonattainment area. This SIP submittal did not contain identified motor vehicle emissions
budgets (MVEB). Therefore, the WFRC was required to only show that direct PM2.s, with its
precursor emissions, were less than the nonattainment area’s base year emissions. This does
not show “compliance with the NAAQS” as the Salt Lake area continues to show violations
of the 2006 24-hour PM2.s NAAQS.

Further, and in view of the above, with the Salt Lake area’s inability to attain the 24-hour
PM2.s NAAQS it is unclear how the above statement “Because conformity to the SIP will be
required for all transportation projects, there would be no cumulative impacts to air quality”
is correct. The EPA could only agree with such a statement if the State had been able to sub-
mit a SIP revision for the Salt Lake area that demonstrated attainment of the 24-hour PM2.s
NAAQS and identified applicable MVEBs.

Finally, the statement “Population growth has had little effect on overall air quality as
demonstrated by the continuing improvement in air quality throughout the region.” needs
clarification in view of the PM2.s data presented in Table 3-37 and because the Salt Lake
area continues to violate the 24-hour PM2.s NAAQS.

Response

Revised text in Section 3.28 Cumulative impacts to read:

“Based on the air quality conformity analysis conducted by the WFRC
for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and the Air Quality Memo-
randum dated January 28, 2016, all the transportation projects in

the 2015-2040 RTP conform to the SIP or the EPA interim conformity
guidelines. With support from WFRC, the Utah Division of Air Quality
has been developing a new plan (or a new section of the SIP) to reduce
PM, _ related emissions to the point that the Wasatch Front Region
will once again be in compliance with national PM, , standards. The
improved vehicle emission technology and national standards enacted
in 2004 and 2007 respectively will be instrumental in the DAQ plan to
achieve the new PM,  standard.

The WFRC Regional Transportation Plan will also aid in the emission
reduction effort by reducing pollution that comes from traffic conges-
tion and by improving transit service (bus, light rail, and commuter rail)
to reduce dependence on private automobiles. According to the WFRC,
PM, . emissions from transportation sources are projected to decline

by 52% from 2008 — 2019, due to improvements in auto technology,
transit utilization, and other travel choices.”
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Climate Change
In addition to the comments above regarding the quantification of emissions, we recom-

mend the Final EIS include an estimate of the GHG emissions associated with the project,
qualitatively describe relevant climate change impacts, and analyze reasonable alternatives
and/or practicable mitigation measures to reduce project-related GHG emissions. More
specifics on those elements are provided below. In addition, we recommend that the NEPA
analysis address the appropriateness of considering changes to the design of the proposal
to incorporate GHG reduction measures and resilience to foreseeable climate change. We
recommend that the Final EIS make clear whether commitments have been made to ensure
implementation of design or other measures to reduce GHG emissions or to adapt to cli-
mate change impacts. More specifically, we suggest the following:

Environmental Consequences Section

e  Estimate the GHG emissions associated with the proposal and its alternatives. Example
tools for estimating and quantifying GHG emissions can be found on CEQ’s NEPA.gov
website. These emissions levels can serve as a basis for comparison of the alternatives
with respect to GHG impacts.

e Describe measures to reduce GHG emissions associated with the project, including
reasonable alternatives, BMPs or other practicable mitigation opportunities and disclose
the estimated GHG reductions associated with such measures. For example, the Draft
EIS discusses construction emissions as being potentially 5% to the total 20-year life-
time emissions of a roadway. The Draft then notes that the percentage can vary widely
based on the extent of construction and vehicle use of the roadway. The document
does not describe analysis of what the GHG emissions would be for this project, as
advised above, nor does it provide measures or BMPs for reduction of GHG emissions
for construction activities. The EPA further recommends that the Record of Decision
commits to implementation of reasonable mitigation measures that would reduce or
eliminate project-related GHG emissions, where possible.
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Response

An estimate of GHG emissions has been provided. See Table 3-39 in
Chapter 3.

Due to the nature of the project, there would be no meaningful
changes to the VMT or the road grade in the project area and a slight
improvement in traffic speed due to a reduction of congestion (al-

beit most likely not enough to have a meaningful impact on GHG
emissions). The new EPA emissions standards and the fuel economy
standards would be the most significant factor in the reduction of GHG
emissions from the operation of the roadway. For construction and
maintenance activities, there would be temporary increases to GHG
emissions in the project area during such activities, but these impacts
are limited in time.
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Effects of Climate Change on Project Impacts

We recommend that the Final EIS describe potential changes to the Affected Environment
that may result from climate change. Including future climate scenarios in the Final EIS
would help decision makers and the public consider whether the environmental impacts of
the alternatives would be exacerbated by climate change. If impacts may be exacerbated by
climate change, additional mitigation measures may be warranted.

Response

The following text was included in Section 3.9 Air Quality of Chapter 3:
“The National Climate Assessment (NCA), released by the U.S. Global
Change Resource Program, contains scenarios for regions and sectors,
including energy and transportation. These scenarios discuss potential
impacts that may result from climate change, broken down into nation-
wide sectors or by region of the county. The NCA includes Utah in the
Southwest region. The scenario for this region states that this is the
hottest and driest region with limited water resources. Climate change
is anticipated to increase the heat in this region, affecting precipitation
and snowpack and therefore the availability of water for agriculture,
energy producers, and other consumers. The NCA scenario states that
the decade of 2001-2010 was the warmest in the 110-year instrumen-
tal record, with temperatures almost 2 degrees F higher than historic
averages and fewer cold air outbreaks. Regional annual average
temperatures are projected to rise by 2.5 degrees F to 5.5 degrees F by
2041-2070 (so long as there is continued growth in global emissions)
and 2.5 degrees F to 4.5 degrees F in the same period if global emis-
sions are substantially reduced.

For the sector-based scenarios, the nationwide focus means that some
of the identified potential impacts are not applicable to the project area
(i.e., coastal impacts). Others are somewhat speculative at this point,
as there are variations in the scenarios put forward. However, as stated
in Chapter 5 — Transportation, “climate change will affect transporta-
tion systems directly, through infrastructure damage [such as accelerat-
ed asphalt deterioration, increased stress on expansion joints on bridges
and highways, etc.], and indirectly, through changes in trade flows,
agriculture, energy use, and settlement patterns.” There may also be
changes to snow removal needs and construction schedules.
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Response continued:

Due to the location of the project in an urbanized area with minimal
chances of flooding, hurricanes, or other major weather disruptions
and because this is a new configuration of an existing interchange,

5 | Effects of Climate Change on Project Impacts (continued) there would be no appreciable climate-change related effects to this
project versus the No Action Alternative. There would also be no ap-
preciable difference in the potential effects of climate change between
the build alternatives, which are concerned only with the future inter-
change configuration.”

Climate Change Adaptation . . . . . .

We recommend considering climate adaptation measures based on how future climate Ihe following text was mcludeq n Sec‘uon 3.9 A|r Quality Qf Chapter 3
scenarios may impact the project in the Final EIS. The National Climate Assessment (NCA), Due to the Ioca_tlon of the projectin an urbgnlzed drea W.'th m!nlmal
released by the U.S. Global Change Resource Program, contains scenarios for regions and chances of roqdmg, hurncaneg, or o'ther major vye_ather disruptions
sectors, including energy and transportation. Using NCA or other peer reviewed climate and because this is a new .com‘lggratlon of an existing mterchange,.
scenarios to inform alternatives analysis and possible changes to the proposal can improve there would be no appreciable cllmate—c_hange. related effects o this .

. resilience and preparedness for climate change. project. Tht_ere would also be no appreaable dlfferen'ce in th(_e potential
effects of climate change between the build alternatives, which are

Changing climate conditions can affect a proposed project, as well as the project’s ability
to meet the purpose and need presented in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS should evaluate
the resilience and preparedness of highway infrastructure in relation to climate change. For
instance, the Draft EIS could analyze whether projected extreme weather events or extreme
temperatures may increase the need for highway maintenance in the future which could
result in increased GHG emissions.

concerned only with the future interchange configuration.

As for the resiliency of the infrastructure, the bridge structure will be
designed to withstand adverse conditions for the next 30-50 years."”

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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Environmental Justice

Due to the proximity of this project to environmental justice (EJ) communities, the air quality
and public health factors identified above should be fully quantified and evaluated in the
Final EIS. Because individuals in such communities often do not have the means to relocate,
they are more susceptible to the cumulative effects of an action. Though the Draft EIS states
that impacts to such communities would be negligible, without the information requested
above, it is difficult to evaluate the accuracy of the conclusions that the communities in the
vicinity of the project will not face any impacts.

Additionally, Wilson elementary school is located just south of I-80 on State Street and
serves EJ populations on both sides of 1-80. Children are also a sensitive population; there-
fore, it is important that the issues above be evaluated in the Final EIS to ensure the protec-
tion of human health.

Response

This project would not have a disproportionately high and adverse im-
pact on EJ populations. UDQOT is not aware of any property acquisition
impacts that would affect any minority-owned business nor do these
businesses primarily serve minority or low-income populations. The air
quality in the area is the same for all populations. The alteration of the
interchange configuration and improvements on State Street would
reduce traffic congestion which would improve the air quality, resulting
in a positive impact on all populations in the study area, including the
children who attend Wilson Elementary School. The interchange con-
figurations analyzed in the Draft EIS would not result in new violations
of the NAAQS standards, increase the frequency or severity of existing
violations, or cause delay in attaining the NAAQS standards.

The project team conducted considerable outreach to community
centers, schools, businesses, and residents potentially affected by the
project. No concerns were expressed regarding impacts to air quality or
public health issues, nor were any specific comments submitted on the
DEIS.

Added the following to Section 3.5 Environmental Justice: “Further,
the alteration of the interchange configuration and improvements on
State Street would reduce traffic congestion which would improve the
air quality, resulting in a positive impact on all populations in the study
area, including the children who attend Wilson Elementary School. “
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4.3 CORRESPONDENCE

Correspondence letters (both sent and received) are shown in Table 4-3 and are included in the following pages, in order by date.

Table 4-3 Correspondence Sent and Received

Addressed To Subject eI B
Page #
July 10, 2014 lvan Marrero, FHWA Brandon Weston, UDOT | Initiation of Environmental Review Process 4-44
August 13, 2014 Linda Gehrke, FTA Bryan Dillon, FHWA | Scoping Participation Request 4-44
Identical letters sent to:
e Juan Arce-Larreta, Parley’s Rails, Trails, and Tunnels (PRATT) Coalition 4-45

e  Brad Woods, Bike Utah

Kathleen Clark, Utah Resource Request to become a Participating Agency

August 13, 2014 | Development Coordinating Com- Bryan Dillon, FHWA | Request to attend the agency scoping meeting 4-46
mittee

Request for information concerning the project

Identical letters sent to:
e  Martin Bates, Granite School District

e Dennis Pay, South Salt Lake City
e Ed Buchanan, Utah Transit Authority 4-48 t0 4-53
e \Wayne Bennion, Wasatch Front Regional Council

e Russ Wall, Salt Lake County

Request to become a Cooperating Agency
Jason Gipson, US Army Corps of

August 13, 2014 .
Engineers

Bryan Dillon, FHWA | Request to attend the agency scoping meeting 4-47 to 4-48

Request for information concerning the project

Identical letters sent to:
e Larry Svoboda, Environmental Protection Agency

e Llarry Crist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 4-53 to 4-58
e Najah Duvall-Gabriel, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

e Bryan Bowker, Bureau of Indian Affairs
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Addressed To

Correspondence
Page #

Subject

August 19, 2014 |  Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Engineers | Dennis Pay, South Salt Lake City | Accept request to become a Participating Agency | 4-58
Lori Bear Skiby, Skull Valley Band . .
August 21, 2014 of Goshute Indians Bryan Dillon, FHWA | Request to be a consulting party 4-59 to 4-61
Identical letters sent to the following:
e Darwin St. Clair, Jr., Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
e Nathan Small, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall
e  Gari Lafferty, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
e Jason Walker, Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
e Gordon Howell, Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation
e  Ed Naranjo, Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation
e |ora Tom, Cedar Band of Paiutes
e Georgetta Wood, Shivwits Band of Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
August 22, 2014 Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Donald Adams, Granite élcsrlﬁﬂ Accept request to become a Participating Agency | 4-61
September 5, 2014 Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Andrew Gruber, Wasatch Fronlt Accept request to become a Participating Agency | 4-62
Regional Council
September 8, 2014 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Charlen¢ Dwm_ Vaughn, Adws_ory Accept request to become a Cooperating Agency | 4-62 to 4-63
Council on Historic Preservation
September 8, 2014 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Lisa Lloyd, EPA | Decline request to become a Cooperating Agency | 4-63
September 9, 2014 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Dorena Martineau, quute Indian Response to request to be a consulting party 4-64
Tribe of Utah
September 25, . - .
2014 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Phillip Strobel, EPA | Scoping Comments 4-65 to 4-68
October 16, 2014 Liz Robinson, UDOT Chris Merritt, State HIS'.[OI'IC Pr_es- Concur with defined area of potential effects for 468
ervation Office | cultural resources
December 11, 2014 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Hollis Jencks, USACE | Decline request to become a Cooperating Agency | 4-69
. Betsy Herrmann, U.S. Fish and . .
February 17, 2015 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Wildlife Service Decline request to become a Cooperating Agency | 4-70
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Correspondence
Page #

Addressed To Subject

February 18, 2015 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Chip Lews, Bureau OflAr}?;?rr; Decline request to become a Cooperating Agency | 4-71
February 18, 2015 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Lisa Lloyd, EPA | Accept request to become a Participating Agency | 4-72
March 27, 2015 Bryan Dillon, FHWA Hollis Jencks, USACE | Decline request to become a Participating Agency | 4-73

April 22, 2015 Marley Haupt, Horrocks Paul W. West, UDOT | Threatened & Endangered Species/Wildlife memo | 4-74 to 4-75

Cory Jensen, Utah Division of Liz Robinson, UDOT | Determination of Eligibility and Finding of No R )

September 2, 2015 State History Elizabeth Giraud, UDOT | Historic Properties Affected 4-75104-88

March 15, 2016 Brigitte Mandel, FHwWA | ROPert F. Stewart, Department of | e\ oo oy and Comments 4-89
the Interior
March 21, 2016 Brigitte Mandel, FHWA Philip S. Strobel, EPA | DEIS Review and Comments 4-89 to 4-92
Bryan Adams, UDOT
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CARLOS M. BRACERAS, PE
- tive Director

{E M. MARSHALL, PE.
v Director

July 10, 2014

Ivan Marrero, Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration — Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City UT 84117-1847

Subject: UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123; 1-80, State Street Interchange EIS
Initiation of Environmental Review Process

Dear Mr. Marrero:

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), intends to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) and conduct
necessary environmental studies to evaluate potential transportation solutions for the 1-80 and State
Street interchange in South Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County.

Although no federal funds are currently allocated for this project, it is anticipated that funds will be
applied to this project from the Wasatch Front Regional Council. It is also likely that alternatives that
will be developed may require an interchange/access modification approval from FHWA.

This notification is given to initiate the environmental review process as provided in the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The
environmental review process for the project is anticipated to begin in August 2014.

If you have any questions or concerns, or need additional information, please contact me at (801) 965-

4603 or brandonweston@utah.gov.

Sincerely,

Brandon D. Weston
Director of Environmental Services
Utah Department of Transportation

cc:  Bryan Dillon, FHWA Area Engineer
Edward Woolford, Environmental Program Manager
Peter Tang, UDOT Region 2 Project Manager
Mason Palmer, UDOT Region 2 Environmental Manager

Environmental Services Division « Telephone (801) 965-4173 * Facsimile (801) 965-4796 * www.udot.utah.gov
Calvin Rampton Complex * 4501 South 2700 West * Mailing Address P.O. Box 148450 * Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-8450

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129

August 13,2014 (801) 855-3500
FAX (801) 855-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Ms. Linda Gehrke

Regional Administrator for Region 8
Federal Transit Administration
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 310
Lakewood, CO 80228-2583

SUBJECT: 1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Ms. Gehrke:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on 1-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

1f you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments
regarding this letter please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.

Sincerely,

Dillon
rban Engineer

Enclosures (2)
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UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13, 2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Mr. Juan Arce-Larreta

Chair

Parley's Rails, Trails, and Tunnels (PRATT) Coalition
P.0. Box 520308

Salt Lake City, UT 84152-0308

SUBJECT: 1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Arce-Larreta:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014, Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments
regarding this letter please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)

|-80 & State Street

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 956-35639

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT
Mr. Brad Woods
President
Bike Utah
P.O. Box 4523

Salt Lake City, UT 84110

SUBJECT: 1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Woods:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m, to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments
regarding this letter please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.

S

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)
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e UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129

August 13, 2014 (801) 955-3500
FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Ms. Kathleen Clarke

Utah Resource Development Coordinating Committee
Governor’s Office of Public Lands

E-210 State Capitol Complex

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Ms. Clarke

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately [-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

This letter is an invitation for any Utah state agency that may have an interest in the I-80; State
Street Interchange EIS to become a participating agency for this project. Agencies that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1-80; State Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concems of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any state agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the I-80; State Street
Interchange EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency
by September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent
to:

Nicole Tolley

Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole
Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.

Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
{2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on Septerber 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/cmail.

Dillon
rban Engineer

Enclosures (2)



UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129

August 13, 2014 (801) 955-3500
FAX {801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Mr. Jason Gipson
Intermountain Representative
US Army Corps of Engineers
533 West 2600 South, Ste. 150
Bountiful, UT 84010

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Gipson:

The Federal Highway Adminisiration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Strect Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Cooperating Agency Invitation

The 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS may consider alternatives that could impact Waters of the
US, and may require a Section 404 permit. Pursuant to 33 CFR 325.8(c), “If another agency is
the lead agency as set forth by the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.5 and 1501.6(a) and 1508.16),
the district engineer will coordinate with that agency as a cooperating agency under 40 CFR
1501.6(b) and 1508.5 to insure that agency's resulting EIS may be adopted by the Corps for
purposes of exercising its regulatory authority.” With this letter, we extend the US Army Corps
of Engineers an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the
development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS, so that all Section 106 and Section 7
consultation initiated as part of the I-80; State Street Interchange EIS can be adopted by the
Corps.

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable,
any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts

|-80 & State Street

ENVIRONMENTAL

that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Pleasc respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a
cooperating agency prior to September 9, 2014. If your agency declines the invitation to become
a cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency
informs FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no
cxpertise or information relevant to the projeet, and do not intend to submit comments on the
project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly

at (801) 955-3517 or at Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you arc
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping
meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite
400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014.

Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the
above address/email.

Engincer

Enclosures (2)
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Us.Department UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
of Fonsportation Salt Lake City, UT 84129
Federal Highwa -
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.5 and 1501.6(a), 33 CFR 325.8(c), and Section 6002 of the Safe, Reammimtrcnion.” August 13, 2014 eax 1801) 085.3830
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU), the USACE accepts the invitation to be a cooperating agency under NEPA for the 1-80;
State Street Interchange EIS, and designates FHWA as the lead Federal agency for purposes of In Reply Refer To:
satisfying the requirements under Section 106 of NHPA and Section 7 of the ESA. HDA-UT
Dr. Martin W. Bates
Superintendent

Granite School District
2500 South State Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84115

SUBJECT Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt I.ake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Dr. Bates:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Strect Interchange EIS. Agencics that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1-80; Statc Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:
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1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the I-80; State Street Interchange
EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by
September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent to:

Ms. Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

1f you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole

Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at

nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Engineer

Enclosures (2)
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US. Department UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A

of Fansportation Salt Lake City, UT 84129

Federal Highway August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

Administration FAX (801) 955-3539
In Reply Refer To:

HDA-UT

Mr. Dennis Pay

Public Works Director

South Salt Lake City

195 West Oakland Avenue
South Salt Lake City, UT 84115

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Pay

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on [-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS. Agencies that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1-80; State Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertisc with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:
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1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the I-80; State Street Interchange
EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by
September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent to:

Ms. Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project ot our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilitics during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole
Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.

Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)

e

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT
Mr. Ed Buchanan
Safety and Environmental Protection Manager
Utah Transit Authority
P.O. Box 30810
Salt Lake City, UT 84130

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt ake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-I80-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the [-80; State Strect Interchange EIS. Agencies that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1-80; State Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:
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1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the [-80; State Street Interchange
EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by
September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent to

Ms. Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole
Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horracks.com.

Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than Scptember 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Dillon
Enginecr

Enclosures (2}
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UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Sait Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT
Mr. Wayne Bennion
Engineer
Wasatch Front Regional Council
295 N. Jimmy Doolittle Road
Salt Lake City, UT 84116

SUBJECT Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Bennion:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
‘Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area cxtends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS. Agencies that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the I-80; State Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:
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1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1-80; State Street Interchange
EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by
September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent to

Ms. Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole
Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@hotrocks.com.

Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engincers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014, Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)

Q

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT
Mr. Russ Wall
Public Works Department Director
Salt Lake County
2001 South State, Room N3200
Salt Lake City, UT 84190

SUBJECT: Regquest to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Wall:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Strect Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study arca extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Participating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS. Agencies that are not
participating agencies will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the I-80; State Street
Interchange project through the public scoping and hearing process. Participating agency
designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the proposal or have any
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical
roles of a participating agency include the following:
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1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Any agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1-80; State Street Interchange
EIS must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by
September 9, 2014; otherwise, they will not be designated as such. This letter should be sent to

Ms. Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole

Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)
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Q

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Sait Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT
Mr. Larry Svoboda
Region 8, NEPA Program Director
Environmental Protection Agency
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Svoboda:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately 1-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Coonerating Tavitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS.

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable,
any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts
that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.
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3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a
cooperating agency prior to September 9, 2014. If your agency declines the invitation to become
f:cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency
informs FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no
exp_crtise or information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the
project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilitics during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly

at (801) 955-3517 or at Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
feq}xirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

1If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at

nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

¥

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13, 2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Mr. Larry Crist

Utah Field Office Supervisor

US Fish & Wildlife Service

2369 West Orton Circle, Ste. 50
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Crist:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Cooperating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS.

Cooperating agencics are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable,
any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts
that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.



3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concems of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a
cooperating agency prior to September 9, 2014. If your agency declines the invitation to become
a cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency
informs FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no
expertise or information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the
project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly

at (801) 955-3517 or at Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requircments, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

S

Dillon
Engineer

Enclosures (2)
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UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel

Historic Preservation Specialist

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
401 F Street NW, Suite 308

Washington, DC 20001-2637

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Ms. Duvall-Gabriel

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on I-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Cooperating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the I-80; State Street Interchange EIS.

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CLQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable,
any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts
that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.
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2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a
cooperating agency prior to September 9, 2014. If your agency declines the invitation to become
a cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency
informs FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no
expertise or information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the
project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies'
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly

at (801) 955-3517 or at Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Dillen
Engineer

Enclosures (2)

UTAH DIVISION 2520 West 4700 South, STE 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
August 13,2014 (801) 955-3500

FAX (801) 955-3539

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Mr. Bryan Bowker

Regional Director

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Region
2600 N. Central Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85004

SUBJECT: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping
1-80; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement
Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Bowker:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on 1-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately I-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

Cooperating Agency Invitation

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and
FHWA in the development of the 1-80; State Street Interchange EIS.

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU, participating agencics have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable,
any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts
that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following:

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to
the range of alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of
detail required in the alternatives analysis.



2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as
appropriate.

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the
adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated
impacts and mitigation.

Plcase respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a
cooperating agency prior to September 9, 2014. If your agency declines the invitation to become
a cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency
informs FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no
expertise or information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the
project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilitics during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly

at (801) 955-3517 or at Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov.
Scoping

At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns,
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you are
invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
(2567 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84115), on September 9, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. prior to
a public scoping open house from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

If you plan to attend the agenicy scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks
Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at
nicolet@horrocks.com by September 8, 2014. Please respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping
comments no later than September 23, 2014 at the above address/email.

Sincerely,

rban Engineer
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5 6
Bryan.Dillon@dot.gov, or contact Liz Robinson at 801-910-2035 or lizrobinson@utah.gov. To
e facilitate our consultation with your Tribe, we would greatly appreciate a response to this letter
within 30 days of receipt.

US.Department Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South
of Fansporiation Salt Lake City, UT 84129
Federal Highway August 21, 2014 (801)955-3500
Administration (801) 955-3538
In Reply Refer To:
HDA-UT

Ms. Lori Bear Skiby, Chairperson
Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians
P.O. Box 448

Grantsville, UT 84029

Subject:  Notification of Project and Invitation to become a Consulting Party for the [-80; State
Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement, Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123 PIN 6995 ce

Dear Ms. Skiby

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDQT), are initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to
address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street Interchange on 1-80 in South Salt
Lake City, Salt Lake County, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately 1-15 to
500 East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South (see enclosed Project Location
Map).

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the FHWA and the UDOT would like to initiate
consultation with your Tribe regarding this project. At this time, we request your assistance in
identifying any historic propertics of traditional religious and/or cultural importance that may be
affected by the proposed undertaking, as well as any concerns that you may have regarding the
proposed project. We consider your input into the project to be important and would appreciate
your participation as a consulting party during the development of the environmental document.

Please be assured that, in accordance with confidentiality and disclosure stipulations in Section
304 of the NHPA, the FHWA and the UDOT will maintain strict confidentiality about certain
types of information regarding traditional religious and/or cultural places that may be affected by
this proposed undertaking. At your request, the FHWA and the UDOT staff will be available to
meet with you to discuss any concerns you might have about the project. We would also
appreciate any suggestions you might have about other groups or individuals that we should
contact regarding this project or ways that we may more effectively consult with you.

Should you have any questions or concerns about this project, information regarding sensitive
resources, and/or wish to be a consulting party, please contact me at 801-955-3517 or at

e
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Original to:

Mr. Darwin St. Clair, Jr., Chairman

Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Rescrvation
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

Mr. Nathan Small, Chair
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall
P.0. Box 306 Pima Drive

Fort Hall, ID 83203

Ms.Gari Lafferty, Tribal Chairperson
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

440 North Paiute Drive

Cedar City, UT 84720

Mr. Jason Walker, Chairman
Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
707 North Main Street

Brigham City, UT 84302

Mr. Gordon Iowell, Chaitperson

Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian
Resarvation

P.O. Box 190

Fort Duchesne, UT 84026

Ms. Lori Bear Skiby, Chairperson

Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians

P.O. Box 448

Grantsville, UT 84029

Mr. Ed Naranjo, Administrator

Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation
P.O.BOX 6104

195 Tribal Center Rd.

Ibapah, UT 84034

Ms. Lora Tom, Band Chairwoman

Cedar Band of Paiutes

4655 North Utah Trail

Enoch, UT 84720

Ms. Georgetta Wood, Band Chairwoman
Shivwits Band of Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
6060 West 3650 North

Ivins, UT 84738

CCto

Ms. Glenda Trosper, Director, Cultural Center
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

Mr. Wilfred Ferris, THPO

Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

Ms. Carolyn Smith, Cultural Resource Director
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall

P.O. Box 306 Pima Drive

Fort Hall, ID 83203

Ms. Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resources Manager
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

440 North Paiute Drive

Cedar City, UT 84720

Ms. Patty Timbimboo-Madsen, Cultural Specialist
Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation

707 North Main Street

Brigham City, UT 84302

Ms, Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights and
Protection

Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Quray Ute Indian
Reservation

P.O. Box 190

Fort Duchesne, UT 84026

None

Ms. Mary Pete-Freeman, Cultural Resources

Coordinator

Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation

P.0O. BOX 6104

195 Tribal Center Rd. Location
Tbapah, UT 84034

Ms. Vala Parashonts

Cultural Resource Representative

533 South 640 West Legend
Cedar City, UT 84721 D Study Area
Ms. Shanan Anderson, Cultural Resource Director

Shivwits Band of Pajute Indian Tribe of Utah

6060 West 3650 North

Ivins, UT 84738
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Nicole Tolley

From: Lloyd, Lisa <Lloyd.Lisa@epa.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 3:15 PM

To: bryan.dillon@dot.gov; Nicole Tolley

Subject: 1-80 State Street Interchange Cooperating Agency and Scoping
Bryan,

After our phone conversation last week, | had further discussion with both my management and the person who assist
in NEPA transportation air quality resource reviews. We have decided that we do not need to be a cooperating agency
for subject line project. We are willing to provide preliminary review on specific items to help facilitate the development
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). | can provide this information when | provide scoping comments
later this month.

1 will be attending the agency scoping meeting scheduled for tomorrow. If you need to reach me before then, | can be
contacted at the number below or 303-809-8381.

Lisa Lloyd

NEPA Program/Superfund Program
U.S. EPA Region 8 (EPR-N)

1595 Wynkoop St.

Denver, Colorado 80202-1129
(303) 312-6537

A book tightly shut is a but a block of paper. - Chinese Prover
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September 9, 2014

Bryan Dillon/Urban Area Engineer
U. S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Dear Dillon,

Subject:  I-8-; State Street Interchange Environmental Impact Statement, Salt Lake County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-180-3(180)123 PIN 6995

The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah is in receipt of your letter dated August 21, 2014 and as this
project is in Salt Lake County we would defer to the tribes in the area. We would also support
any decisions that they made. As you are aware the tribe supports the identification and
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties.

The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah sincerely appreciates the consideration and efforts you and
your staff have made to consult with the tribes.

Sincerely,

Dorena Martineau/Cultural Resources
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
1585 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO  80202-1129
Phone 800-227-8917
hitp:/Awww.epa.goviregion08

SEP 75 200

Ref: 8EPR-N

Bryan Dillon

Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129

Re: Scoping Comments 1-80/State Street Interchange
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
UDOT project number F-180-3(180)123

Dear Mr. Dillon:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 has reviewed your August 13, 2014, letter
announcing the subject line project and information presented in the September 9, 2014, agencies
cooperating meeting in Salt Lake City, We are offering the following comments for your consideration
in scoping of this project. This project is in an urban area where there appears to be no surface water
resources. Thus, the main focus of our scoping comments is on air quality resources and environmental
justice (EI).

Background

The project is proposed to address current and projected traffic demand at the State Street interchange on
1-80 in South Salt Lake City, Utah. The proposed study area extends from approximately 1-15 to 500
East and from approximately 2100 South to 2700 South. We also understand that a portion of the study
area is within the boundaries of an urban renewal project that is being led by South Salt Lake City.

Scoping Comments

Since this project will be located within the Salt Lake County air quality non-attainment area, the air
quality analysis will be very important. This letter provides recommendations for how to assess the air
quality impacts of the project. It will be important that the EIS include analysis of current conditions
and trends, and an estimate of future conditions without this project and future conditions under the
possible alternatives. It will also be important to evaluate the potential for construction-related air
quality impacts. Detailed air quality comments are enclosed covering: relevant NAAQS and current
designations, baseline and projected analyses of Clean Air Act criteria pollutants, Hazardous Air
Pollutants (HAPs), conformity analysis, possible mitigation of impacts, air quality monitoring, and
Green House Gas (GHG) emissions and climate change.
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1-80/State Street EIS Scoping Letter Attachment
Air Quality Detailed Comments

The following are the EPA’s detailed air quality scoping comments for the 1-80/State St.
Interchange EIS.

A, Describe Relevant NAAQS and Current Designations

Currently, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of concern for this project
include:

Salt Lake County:

e Carbon Monoxide (CO): Area status is “Attainment.”
If the project is located within the Salt Lake City limits; Area status is
“Attainment/Maintenance™ for CO.
s Ozone: 1997 8-hour NAAQS (80 ppb): Area status is “Attainment with Mainienance
Plan” (see 78 FR 37, January 2, 2013) .
o Ozone: 2008 8-hour NAAQS (75 ppb): Area status is “Attainment.”
« PMzs: Area status is “Nonattainment” for the 2006 24-hour 35pug/m® NAAQS (see 74 FR
58688, 11/13/09).
»  PMjo: 24-hour NAAQS; Area status is “Nopattainment.”

B. Include Baseline and Projected Analyses of Clean Air Act Criteria Pollutants

Below are our suggestions for a complete air quality discussion. This EIS should describe the
baseline air quality conditions and project the construction-rejated and post-project air emissjons
and concentrations of criteria pollutants. The EIS should also describe whether the project could
cause any changes in air quality status. We recommend the following items be included in the
document:

o The poliutants to be evaluated include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursor emissions
of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC), and direct emissions of
particulate matter (both PMz 5 and PMo) and its precursor emissions (NOx). We also
suggest conferring with the State as the Utah Division of Air Quality which has identified
volatile organic compounds (VOC) as precursors to the formation of PMa.s in Utah.

« Include a summary of available local and regional air monitoring data. Local hot spot
monitoring and ambient monitoring projects implemented by state or local air agencies
might also be sources of short or long-term data. The EPA notes that NAAQS monitoring
data is available from the State and it will be important for the DEIS to provide trend data
from at least five years to current status. We also note that Utah has State-certified
NAAQS monitoring data available up through 2013.

» Tt will be important to provide an analysis for the baseline conditions of each of the
NAAQS detailed in Section A above. The recent attainment or nonattainment status,
monitored exceedances, and NAAQS violations should be discussed.

1

Provide any information regarding relevant air modeling that has already been completed
including regional dispersion modeling and hot spot assessments. Include relevant
meteorology, with windrose data, that may impact pollutant transport and dust. Describe
the model that was used and include a summary of the values used for the model input
parameters.

Although there was PMjo dispersion modeling effort associated with the State’s
Redesignation to Altainment requests for Salt Lake County, Utah County, and Ogden
City, we do not recommend that modelling effort be used to support this project. The
Redesignation fo Attainment documents were subsequently withdrawn by the State based
in part on EPA-identified concerns with the modeling.

An inventory of mobile source emissions in the area of the project plus consideration of
cumulative impacts. A reference point for mobile source estimates may be found in local
and regional transportation plans or in a conformity determination. One potential resource
for mobile sources data is the Wasatch Front Regional Councii (WFRC) as they are the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for this area.

A project-specific analysis of all applicable Criteria pollutant impacts for the project and
alternatives using EPA’s 2014 Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) model.

For calculating emissions from mobile sources, EPA's Office of Transportation and Air
Quality (OTAQ) has developed the MOVES model. This emission modeling system
estimates emissions for mobile sources covering a broad range of pollutants and allows
multiple scale analysis.

MOVES2014. MOVES2014 is the latest version of the MOVES model (supersedes the
prior MOVES2010b version) and includes the benefits of the EPA’s recent Tier 3 rule as
well as impacts from other EPA rulemakings promulgated since the last MOVES release,
new emissions data, and new features that users have requested. MOVES2014 is capable
of calculating emissions for criteria pollutants and over 60 mobile source air toxics
(MSAT).

MOVES2014 can also be used for calculating emissions to be used in CO and PM hot
spot modeling analyses.

The EPA recommends that OTAQ’s MOVES2014 website be consulted for a full
description of the MOVES2014 modet and its application; please see:

hiip://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/imoves/index.htm,

With respect to the use of MOVES2014 in conjunction with SIP and transportation
conformity (also, as applicable to NEPA), we recommend consulting the OTAQ
MOVES2014 website noted above and review the material that is described regarding
“Using MOVES2014 for SIP and Conformity Purposes” (also see MOVES2010b
Questions & Answers).
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We also recommend reviewing the Policy Guidance on the Use of MOVES2014 and
Subsequent Minor Revisions for State Implementation Pian Development, Transportation
Conformity. and Other Purposes (EPA-420-B-14-008, July 2014). This document
describes how and when to use the MOVES2014 for SIP development, transportation
conformity, general conformity, and other purposes.”

In addition to using the EPA’s MOVES2014 mobile sources emissions model, we
recommend the use of the EPA’s Compilation of Alr Pollutant Emission Facters, also
known as AP-42. We note that white MOVES2014 will calculate direct tailpipe PM,
brake wear PM, and tire wear PM, AP-42, Chapter 13 needs to be used for caleulations of
re-entrained road dust.

« For construction related non-road vehicle and engine estimated emissions, we
recommend using EPA’s NONROAD2008a model.

s Include emissions estimates and the air quality impacts associated with each action
alternative as well as the no build scenario. Please include:

1. The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the best available travel models for the
traffic and travel patterns estimated for the base year and future transportation
system under all build and no-build scenarios;

2. All potlutants mentioned above including mobile sources air toxics or MSATs
(see the MSAT discussion below) and road dust; and

3. Analysis, where appropriate, of CO, PMa s, and PMip using Lot spot and ambient
modeling methods. As noted at OTAQ’s MOVES2014 website, EPA will be
releasing specific guidance with respect to this requirement and the use of the
MOVES2014 model. In the interim, the MOVES2010b guidance is stilt
applicable.

« Construction impacts for each alternative. Because particulate matter can be generated
through demotlition and construction activity, we recommend construction impacts be
included and provide the equipment exhaust emissions and dust created by construction
cquipment.

C. Hazardous Air Pellutants

Recent studies are showing a variety of health-related effects neat high traffic areas. Hazardous
Air Pollutants (HAPS) are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious
health or environmental effects. Section 112(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act established the list of
HAPs. There are currently 188 HAPs. In a rulemaking published on March 29, 2001, the EPA
identified 21 mobile source air toxics (MSATS), a subset of HAPs associated primarily with
diesel exhaust particulate matter and organic gases.

The EPA recognizes that the methods and procedures for assessing the environmental impact of
MSATSs may be new to many parties working on transportation projects through the NEPA
process. Policies, procedures, and methods for assessing MSATS in NEPA documents are still
being developed. Although regulatory standards for MSATSs have not been set there is substantial

3
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information on impacts that can be ascertained from emissions and concentrations data and
inventory estimates. There are also scientifically accepted and sound methods for assessing the
potentiat for health impacts from exposure to MSATs.

The level of MSAT analysis is most appropriately determined on a case-by-case basis,
recognizing that each project has unique scope and characteristics. We recommend this EIS
include an emissions inventory and estimate the emissions of the MSATS of concern be provided
for the no-build and action alternatives. Evaluating each alternative for MSATS is encouraged.
These analyses can be performed with the MOVES2014 model. For purposes of comparison., it
will be useful to determine how post-project conditions will compare to baseline conditions, and
whether one alternative produces higher MSAT concentrations than another, and whether there
would be human health concerns with those concentrations. In addition, we recommend the
MSATS analysis in the EIS include:

o A description of the proximity of the highway to homes, schools, and businesses and
considering the urban renewal project;

o A summary of available, relevant MSAT monitoring data and MSAT studies; and
o An analysis of baseline and post-project diesel truck traffic and emissions.
D. Conformity Analysis

The eventual project must be part of a conforming Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) before an EIS can be finalized. The RTP and TIP
are addressed by the WFRC for this area. The EIS will need to assess and discuss whether the
project meets these requirements. In addition, the project concept and scope in an EIS must not
be significantly different from the project analyzed in the plan and TIP. This should be discussed
in an EIS. If a conformity analysis was completed in another document (WFRC), ensure that the
latest planning assumptions and models were used.

E. Mitigation of Impacts

We recommend the mitigation proposals include detail to allow the reader to determine how the
mitigation will be implemented, where it will be implemented, and whether it will be effective.
Mitigation not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency can also be included in the document
with the discussion of implementation (i.e., how, who, when). We suggest the EIS consider the
possible methods and techniques that might be employed to mitigate the negative impacts of the
project on air quality. In addition, air quality impacts during construction have the potential to
affect residents adjacent to the project and mitigation of construction impacts should be fully
considered.

F. Air Quality Monitoring

We recommend consideration of whether this project’s construction-related activities could
create air quality impacts to local residents. If that risk appears possible given the specifics of
this project, real-time air quality monitoring during construction activities may be appropriate.

4
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Factors to consider would include:

» the proximity of a construction activity to homes, schools, businesses, and other sensitive
populations including children;

o The amount of soil disturbance and the soil type; and
s The emissions from construction equipment.

Although best management practices (BMP) will be utilized during construction, potential
localized impacts from PM25 and PMo emissions have occurred with some construction
projects. Local air monitoring could demonstrate the effectiveness of the mitigation measures in
controlling or minimizing adverse effects and allow for BMP modifications if air quality
problems are detected.

G. Green House Gas (GHG) Emissions and Climate Change

The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being
addressed in several ways by the federal government. The Transportation sector is the second
largest source of total greenhouse gases (GHG) in the U.S., and the greatest source of carbon
dioxide (COz) emissions — the predominant GHG. Recognizing this concern, EPA notes that
FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the DOT Center for Climate
Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce transportation's
contribution to greenhouse gases, particularly CO» emissions, and to assess the risks to
transportation systems and services from climate change.

In Utah, we note the Blue Ribbon Advisory Council on Climate Change (BRAC) identified
measures that the State could take to minimize the impacts of transportation related GHG, The
recommended measures include reducing vehicle mile travelled (VMT) through developing and
encouraging the use of mass transit, ridesharing, telecommuting. Other strategies outlined in the
BRAC report 1o reduce CO; at the source include promoting the use of low carbon fuels such as
alternative fuels, bio-fuels and hybrid vehicles, vehicle technologies resulting in greater fuel
efficiency and implementing an idle reduction program for school busses and heavy duty trucks.
The relationship of current and projected Utah highway CO: emissions to total global CO»
emissions is presented in the example table below and this type of table and information has been
used in several other EIS documents in Utah and Colorado. This example table also illustrates
the size of the project corridor relative to total Utah travel activity. We also note that the EPA’s
MOVES2014 model can be used to calculate GHGs.

Example Table: Current and Projected Utah Highway COz Emissions (MMT = million
metric tons)

Current Utah highway | Projected Utah 2030 | Project study area
CO: emissions, highway CO:z VMT,
MMT emissions, MMT % of statewide
VMT (2009)
5

D
4-68 CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION



Nicole Tolley

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 11:04 AM

To: jelsken@utah.gov; Nicole Tolley

Subject: FW: I-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Here is the response from the Corps declining to be a Cooperating Agency.

Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129
801.955.3517

-----Original Message-----

From: Jencks, Hollis G SPK [mailto:Hollis.G.Jencks@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 10:56 AM

To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA)

Subject: RE: |-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Bryan-

The Corps will not be a cooperating agency, since there are minimal waters of the U.S. impacts, if any.
Thanks,

Hollis Jencks

Project Manager, Utah Regulatory Office

533 West 2600 South, Suite 150

Bountiful, Utah 84010

Ph: 801-295-8380 x 18
Fax: 801-295-8842

Our Customer Service Hours are 9am - 3pm.
1 will be available to answer/return phone calls and respond to emails during these hours.

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov [mailto:bryan.dillon@dot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 10:48 AM

To: Jencks, Hollis G SPK

Subject: [EXTERNAL] I-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Hollis,

|-80 & State Street
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As a follow-up to our phone conversation, FHWA sent an invitation to the USACE to become a Cooperating Agency on
the 1-80; State Street Interchange project in Salt Lake County on 13 Aug 2014.

Would you please respond to this invitation? Thank you.

Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129

801.955.3517
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Dillon, Bryan (FHWA) FHWA - Utah Division
From: Herrmann, Betsy <betsy_herrmann@fws.gov> 2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 12:58 PM
To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA) Salt Lake City, UT 84129
Subject: Re: PIN 6995 I-80 State Street Interchange

801.955.3517
Bryan -

We appreciate your invitation for the Fish and Wildlife Service to be either a cooperating or a participating
agency in the 1-80 / State Street Interchange EIS. We decline the invitation, given our anticipated limited
resource concerns in the project area. We may decide to provide comment at the appropriate opportunities for
public comment.

Betsy

Betsy Herrmann

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Utah Ecological Services Field Office
2369 W. Orton Circle, Suite 50

West Valley City, UT 84119

801-975-3330 x139
betsy_herrmann@fws.gov

On Tue, Feb 17, 2015 at 12:36 PM, <bryan.dillon@dot.gov> wrote:

Betsy,

Attached is the letter we spoke about over the phone.

Would you please send a response whether the USFWS would like to be a Cooperating or Participating Agency
on this project?

Bryan Dillon
Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
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Chip Lewis
Acting Regional Environmental Compliance Officer
From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov -
To: Nicole Tolley Chip Lewis
Cc: 5 i - - =
Subject: FW: 1-80 - State Street Interchange EIS: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping Environmental Protection SpeCIaIISt
Date: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 8:46:23 AM DOI-BIA/WRO/DOT
(602) 379-6782
Nicole,

See the note below from the BIA declining to be a cooperating or participating agency.

Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129
801.955.3517

From: Lewis, Charles [mailto:chip.lewis@bia.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA)

Cc: Rodney McVey; David Smith; Garry Cantley

Subject: 1-80 - State Street Interchange EIS: Request to Become a Cooperating Agency/Scoping

Mr. Dillon,

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Western Region, Division of Transportation and the
Branch of Environmental Quality Services is in receipt of your letter dated August 13, 2014
requesting acceptance or denial by BIA to become a Cooperating Agency for the subject
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

The location and scope of the project does not directly impact tribal trust lands and does not
appear to indirectly impact native populations to any greater degree than local non-native
Utah residents. It is our determination that the BIA Western Region has no jurisdiction by
law and no special expertise as it relates to the -80/State Street Interchange EIS and we do
not intend to submit comments on the project. Therefore, we respectfully decline your
invitation to become a cooperating agency or a participating agency in the EIS process.

Scoping comments are limited to a suggestion that you include any tribe that may attach
religious and cultural significance to any historic properties in the project area during your
scoping and/or consultation efforts as part of the National Historic Preservation Act Section
106 consultation process.

The BIA appreciates the offer extended to participate in the EIS process and to provide
comment during the scoping period. Should the need for specific comment be identified, we
will do so after the issuance of the Draft EIS during the public comment period. If you have
anv auestions or we can be of assistance in anv wav. please feel free to contact me.
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From:
To: Nicole Tolley . - .
Ce: Stan Jorgensen; Tracy Conti Does the EPA wish to be a participating agency?
Subject: FW: EPA comments for I-80 State Street Interchange EIS project
Date: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 11:21:28 AM .
Bryan Dillon

Nicole Urban Area Engineer

)

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
Bryan Dillon 801.955.3517

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager

FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129

801.955.3517

EPA would like to be a participating agency.

From: Lloyd, Lisa [mailto:Lloyd.Lisa@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 11:19 AM

To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA)

Cc: Strobel, Philip; Matsumoto, Kimi

Subject: RE: EPA comments for 1-80 State Street Interchange EIS project

Bryan,

We are fine being a participating agency for this project to the extent that our resources allow. If you
have any information about the planned schedule for document reviews and the overall project,
that would be very useful for workload planning purposes.

Thanks.

Lisa Lloyd

NEPA Program/Superfund Program
U.S. EPA Region 8 (EPR-N)

1595 Wynkoop St.

Denver, Colorado 80202-1129
(303) 312-6537

Habit is the intersection of knowledge (what to do), skill (how to do), and desire (want to do).”
— Stephen R. Covey, The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People: Powerful Lessons in Personal Change

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov [mailto:bryan.dillon@dot.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 12:19 PM

To: Lloyd, Lisa

SQuhiart: RF:- FPA rammentc far [-RN State Street Interchanoe FIS nraiect

D
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Nicole Tolley

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov

Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 8:18 AM

To: Nicole Tolley; Stan Jorgensen

Subject: FW: I-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency
Nicole,

Here is the response from Hollis declining to be a participating agency.

Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129
801.955.3517

From: Jencks, Hollis G SPK [mailto:Hollis.G.Jencks@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 7:16 AM

To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA)

Subject: RE: I-80 State Street |/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Bryan-
The Corps of Engineers will not be a participating agency on the I-80 State Street Interchange.

Hollis Jencks

Project Manager, Utah Regulatory Office
533 West 2600 South, Suite 150
Bountiful, Utah 84010

Ph: 801-295-8380 x 18
Fax: 801-295-8842

Our Customer Service Hours are 9am - 3pm.
I will be available to answer/return phone calls and respond to emails during these hours.

----- Original Message-----

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov [mailto:bryan.dillon@dot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:37 PM

To: Jencks, Hollis G SPK

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: I-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Hollis,

Would you please respond whether the USACE accepts or declines the invitation to be a participating agency on the I-80

State Street Interchange project?
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Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager
FHWA - Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84129
801.955.3517

From: Jencks, Hollis G SPK [mailto:Hollis.G.Jencks@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 10:56 AM

To: Dillon, Bryan (FHWA)

Subject: RE: I-80 State Street |/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Bryan-

The Corps will not be a cooperating agency, since there are minimal waters of the U.S. impacts, if any.
Thanks,

Hollis Jencks

Project Manager, Utah Regulatory Office

533 West 2600 South, Suite 150

Bountiful, Utah 84010

Ph: 801-295-8380 x 18
Fax: 801-295-8842

Our Customer Service Hours are 9am - 3pm.

1 will be available to answer/return phone calls and respond to emails during these hours.

From: bryan.dillon@dot.gov [mailto:bryan.dillon@dot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 10:48 AM

To: Jencks, Hollis G SPK

Subject: [EXTERNAL] I-80 State Street I/C - Request to become a cooperating agency

Hollis,

As a follow-up to our phone conversation, FHWA sent an invitation to the USACE to become a Cooperating Agency on
the 1-80; State Street Interchange project in Salt Lake County on 13 Aug 2014.

Would you please respond to this invitation? Thank you.
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Bryan Dillon

Urban Area Engineer

Local Public Agency Program Manager Memoraﬂdllm

FHWA - Utah Division

To:  Marley Haupt, Field Biologist
2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A Horrocks Engineers
Salt Lake City, UT 84129 -
Y From: Paul W. West, Wildlife Program Manager
801.955.3517 UDOT, Environmental Services

Date:  April 22, 2015

Re:  F-180-3(180)123 - 1-80 and State Street (SR-89) Environmental Study, Salt Lake County
(PIN 6995)

CC:  Brandon Weston — UDOT, Environmental Services
Mason Palmer - UDOT, Region 2
Ashley Green — UDWR, Headquarters
Mark Farmer - UDWR, Central Region
Matt Howard — UDWR, Central Region
Lloyd Neeley - UDOT Maintenance
File

I underst and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), has initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a
proposal to address current and projected traffic demand at the intersection of 1-80 and State Street
(SR-89) in Salt Lake County, Utah. The project is located in the cities of South Salt Lake and Salt
Lake City and extends along 1-80 from I-15 to 700 East and on State Street from 2100 South to 2700
South (see attached Project Location Maps).

A review of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Natural Heritage Program (UDWR/UNHP)
2015 database indicates that no federally listed, threatened, endangered or candidate species, or any
critical habitat would be affected by this project.

In accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service memo dated January 27, 2006, they do not
issue concurrence letters for “no-effect” determinations. Therefore, this memo is being issued in-lieu
of their concurrence for your environmental documentation.

In addition, | have assessed this project with regard to other wildlife issues as required in the UDOT
Environmental Study Form.

Based on the UDWR/UNHP 2015 database, UDOT’s Wildlife/Vehicle Collision Reporter 2015 data,
and UDOT’s 2007 Wildlife Connectivity database, it is my opinion that this project would not
negatively affect state-sensitive species, important wildlife habitat, big game migration routes,
habitat connectivity, migratory birds, fish spawning habitat, or fish passage.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Denver Federal Center, Building 67, Room 118
Post Office Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

March 15, 2016

9043.1
ER 16/0063

Brigitte Mandel, Acting Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

P.O. Box 148450

Salt Lake City, Utah 84129

Dear Ms. Mandel:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for

the 1-80 and State Street Interchange, Salt Lake County, UT, and has no comments.

Sincerely,

[Ghat v M
Robert F. Stewart

Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Bryan Adams
Bryan Dillon

|-80 & State Street

// ENVIRONMENTAL
MPACT STATEMENT AN

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129
Phone 800-227-8917
www.epa.gov/region08

Ref: 8EPR-N
MAR 2 17016
Brigitte Mandel
Acting Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Bryan Adams

Region Two Director

Utah Department of Transportation
2010 South 2760 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84104

Re: 1-80 and State Strect Interchange Draft Environmental Impact Statement; CEQ # 20160023
Dear Ms. Mandel and Mr. Adams:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 has reviewed the I-80 and State Street Interchange
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) developed by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the EPA has reviewed and
rated this Draft EIS.

Project Background

The project area is located primarily in the City of South Salt Lake, Utah. The project area extends along
a section of Interstate 80 between Interstate 15 and 700 East. The study area also includes a section of
State Street from 2100 South to 2700 South. The EIS defines the purpose and need for action as the
reduction of congestion on 1-80 and State Street, improvement of operational characteristics on 1-80 and
State Street as well as support of economic development.

Conclusion and Rating

Pursuant to the EPA policy and guidance, the EPA rates the environmental impact of an action and the
adequacy of the NEPA analysis. The EPA has rated the preferred alternative “EC-27 (Environmental
Concerns-Insufficient information). This “EC” rating means that the review has identified environmental
impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment. The “2” rating indicates there
was insufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment. These concerns appear to be resolvable between the
Draft and Final EIS. An explanation of the rating criteria is at http://www.epa.gov/nepa/environmental-
impact-statement-rating-system-criteria.

CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
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1-80 and State Street Interchange Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EPA Detailed NEPA Comments

Air Quality

The EPA notes that Salt Lake County is designated nonattainment for the 24-hour particulate
matter (PM)1o and the 2006 24-hour PM> s National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Further, the Salt Lake County area was unable to demonstrate attainment of the 2006 24-hour
PM2s NAAQS by its attainment date of December, 2015. For these reasons, we recommend that
additional specific air quality information, as described below, be provided for the No Action
Alternative and the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.9 “Air Quality” in the Final EIS. The
purpose of this additional information is to both inform the public and provide the basis for the
Record of Decision (ROD).

As discussed in Section 3.9 “Air Quality,” it appears the overall emphasis to address air quality
for this project rests with traffic data and level of service (LOS). Additional specific data, such as
calculated mobile sources emissions that would provide the basis for determining that the project
will not interfere with the Salt Lake County area’s ability to attain the PM2s NAAQS, are not
provided.

As noted in our September 25, 2014 scoping comments, preparation of criteria pollutant
emissions inventory data would be beneficial for supporting the evaluation of both the No Action
and Preferred Alternative aspects of the project. Emission inventory data would provide the
emissions burden of several criteria pollutants along with Mobile Sources Air Toxics (MSATSs).
PMio (tailpipe/brake wear/tire wear and re-entrained road dust) would be useful, especially for
road dust PMig since it will increase with increasing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in 2040, In
addition, presenting emission inventory data for PMy s, and its precursor emissions of nitrogen
oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) is important. We note that the State’s
PM, 5 nonattainment area state implementation plan (SIP) revision, submitted to the EPA on
December 16, 2014, identifies and includes VOCs as a PMa s precursor. Also, since this is a
transportation project, emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) need to be included. The above
criteria pollutants and precursor emissions can all be calculated with the EPA’s MOVES2014a
model. PMy re-entrained road dust emissions can be calculated from EPA’s AP-42, Chapter 13.

Section 3.9 “Air Quality” discusses MSATS, their derivation from vehicles, and their potential
health effects, but does not provide any specific data derived from and relevant to the project.
The MSAT section continues with information regarding studies, unavailability of health impact
information, and speaks in terms such that the reader is advised that MSAT emissions will not
have meaningful differences due to the size of the interchange project and between alternatives.
For example, from p. 3-51, 2 column, 2" paragraph:

“Also, regardless of the build alternative chosen, emissions would likely be lower than
present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are
projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050.
Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and
turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the
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EPA-projected reductions is so great that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to
be lower in the future in virtually all locations.”

While this may be true, for the purposes of public disclosure of relevant information in the EIS
process, we recommend including the estimated amount of the MSAT emissions burden for both
the No Action and Preferred Alternative. The calculation of the MSAT emissions can be
performed with MOVES2014a and at the same time that the criteria emissions, noted above, are
being prepared using MOVES2014a.

Section 3.28 “Cumulative Impacts,” p. 3-103, third paragraph: The EPA does not agree with
statements presented:

“Regional modeling conducted by the WFRC for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
air quality conformity analysis demonstrated that all transportation projects in the 2015-
2040 RTP would be in compliance with the NAAQS. Because conformity to the SIP will
be required for ail transportation projects, there would be no cumulative impacts to air
quality. Population growth has had little effect on overall air quality as demonstrated by
the continuing improvement in air quality throughout the region.”

The regional mobile sources modeling performed by the Wasatch Front Regional Council
(WERC) was for determining transportation conformity for its 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). The WERC was only addressing the transportation conformity requirements of 40
CFR 93.119 for an interim emissions test as on December 16, 2014. The State submitted a Clean
Air Act section 189 impracticability demonstration SIP revision for the Salt Lake PMa s
nonattainment area. This SIP submittal did not contain identified motor vehicle emissions
budgets (MVEB). Therefore, the WFRC was required to only show that direct PMz, with its
precursor emissions, were less than the nonattainment area’s base year emissions. This does not
show “compliance with the NAAQS” as the Salt Lake area continues to show violations of the
2006 24-hour PMz25s NAAQS.

Further, and in view of the above, with the Salt Lake area’s inability to atain the 24-hour PMz 5
NAAQS it is unclear how the above statement “Because conformity to the SIP will be required
for all transportation projects, there would be no cumulative impacts to air quality” is correct.
The EPA could only agree with such a statement if the State had been able to submit a SIP
revision for the Salt Lake area that demonstrated attainment of the 24-hour PM2s NAAQS and
identified applicable MVEBs.

Finally, the statement “Population growth has had little effect on overall air quality as
demonstrated by the continuing improvement in air quality throughout the region.” needs
clarification in view of the PMa s data presented in Table 3-37 and because the Salt Lake area
continues to violate the 24-hour PMz2.s NAAQS.

Climate Change

In addition to the comments above regarding the quantification of emissions, we recommend the
Final EIS include an estimate of the GHG emissions associated with the project, qualitatively

|-80 & State Street
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describe relevant climate change impacts, and analyze reasonable alternatives and/or practicable
mitigation measures to reduce project-related GHG emissions. More specifics on those elements
are provided below. In addition, we recommend that the NEPA analysis address the
appropriateness of considering changes to the design of the proposal to incorporate GHG
reduction measures and resilience to foreseeable climate change. We recommend that the Final
EIS make clear whether commitments have been made to ensure implementation of design or
other measures to reduce GHG emissions or to adapt to climate change impacts. More
specifically, we suggest the following:

Environmental Consequences Section:

e Estimate the GHG emissions associated with the proposal and its alternatives. Example
tools for estimating and quantifying GHG emissions can be found on CEQ’s NEPA.gov
website!. These emissions levels can serve as a basis for comparison of the alternatives
with respect to GHG impacts.

e Describe measures to reduce GHG emissions associated with the project, including
reasonable alternatives, BMPs or other practicable mitigation opportunities and disclose
the estimated GHG reductions associated with such measures. For example, the Draft EIS
discusses construction emissions as being potentially 5% to the total 20-year lifetime
emissions of a roadway. The Draft then notes that the percentage can vary widely based
on the extent of construction and vehicle use of the roadway. The document does not
describe analysis of what the GHG emissions would be for this project, as advised above,
nor does it provide measures or BMPs for reduction of GHG emissions for construction
activities. The EPA further recommends that the Record of Decision commits to
implementation of reasonable mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate
project-related GHG emissions, where possible.

Effects of Climate Change on Project Impacts:

We recommend that the Final EIS describe potential changes to the Affected Environment that
may result from climate change. Including future climate scenarios in the Final EIS would help
decision makers and the public consider whether the environmental impacts of the alternatives
would be exacerbated by climate change. If impacts may be exacerbated by climate change,
additional mitigation measures may be warranted.

Climate Change Adaptation:

We recommend considering climate adaptation measures based on how future climate scenarios
may impact the project in the Final EIS. The National Climate Assessment (NCA), released by
the U.S. Global Change Resource Program!!], contains scenarios for regions and sectors,
including energy and transportation. Using NCA or other peer reviewed climate scenarios to
inform alternatives analysis and possible changes to the proposal can improve resilience and

!https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/GHG_accounting_methods_7Jan2015.html
U1 http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/
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preparedness for climate change.

Changing climate conditions can affect a proposed project, as well as the project’s ability to meet
the purpose and need presented in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS should evaluate the resilience
and preparedness of highway infrastructure in relation to climate change. For instance, the Draft
EIS could analyze whether projected extreme weather events or extreme temperatures may
increase the need for highway maintenance in the future which could result in increased GHG
emissions.

Environmental Justice

Due to the proximity of this project to environmental justice (EJ) communitics, the air quality
and public health factors identified above should be fully quantified and evaluated in the Final
EIS. Because individuals in such communities often do not have the means to relocate, they are
more susceptible to the cumulative effects of an action. T hough the Draft EIS states that impacts
to such communities would be negligible, without the information requested above, it is difficult
to evaluate the accuracy of the conclusions that the communities in the vicinity of the project will
not face any impacts.

Additionally, Wilson elementary school is located just south of I-80 on State Street and serves EJ
populations on both sides of I-80. Children are also a sensitive population; therefore, it is
important that the issues above be evaluated in the Final EIS to ensure the protection of human
health.

4-
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CHAPTER FIVE: LIST OF PREPARERS

5.1 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following individuals and organizations have contributed to the creation of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

Project Role

Years of

Educational Background :
Experience

Bryan Dillon Lead Agency M.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering 13
Peter Tang Project Manager B.S., Civil Engineering 20
. . . M.A., Anthropology
Jennifer Elsken Environmental Oversight M.AS., Environmental Policy and Management 15
Craig Bown Environmental Coordinator B.S., Environmental Studies 8
Rebecca Stromness Alternative Development/Design Oversight B.S. Civil Engineering 16
. . . L B.A., Business Administration
Elizabeth Giraud Architectural Historian M.A., Historic Preservation Planning 28
. . B.A., Anthropology
Elizabeth Robinson Cultural Resources Program Manager M.A., Archaeology 18
Paul West Wildlife and Threatened & Endangered Species B.S., Range Science and Wildlife Biology 35
Tracy Conti Consultant Project Manger B.S., Civil Engineering 32
. B.S., Civil Engineering
Stan Jorgensen Environmental Lead M.S., Civil Engineering 22
Brian Atkinson Roadway Design B.S., Civil Engineering 21
David Clawson Roadway Design B.S., Civil Engineering 9
Nicole Tolley Environmental Analysis B.S., Civil Engineering 12
. ) . B.S., Horticulture
Ryan Pitts Environmental Analysis M.LA., Landscape Architecture 10
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Experience
) . B.A., Political Science
Judy Imlay Environmental Analysis JD. Law 11
. . B.A., History/Geotechnology
Derrick Sharp GIS Analysis M.A. Historical Resource Management 10
. . B.S., Civil Engineering
Stephanee Eastman Environmental Analysis M.S., Civil Engineering 11
April Gordon Public Involvement B.S., Anthropology 8
Nancy Calkins Architectural Historian B.S., Botany 20
Marley Haupt Environmental Analysis B.S., Biology/Botany 2
Peter Steele Cultural Resources, Environmental Analysis B.A., Anthropology (Archaeology) 7

M.A., Anthropology (Archaeology)

Fred Philpot

Ryan Hales

Environmental Analysis

Traffic Analysis

M.S., Environmental Science

Masters of Public Administration

B.S., Civil Engineering
M.S., Civil Engineering

Gary Horton Roadway Design B.S., Civil Engineering 20
. . . B.S., Anthropology
Chuck Easton Environmental Analysis, Quality Assurance M.A., History 17
. B.S., Civil Engineering
Ryan Nuesmeyer Roadway Design M.S. Civil Engineering 5
. . B.S., Environmental Science
Heather Boekweg Environmental Analysis 4

20

Jeremy Searle

Justin Smart

Traffic Analysis

Public Involvement

B.S., Civil Engineering
M.S., Civil Engineering

B.S., Journalism and Communications
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CHAPTER SIX: LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS

6.1 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS

Below is a list of agencies, organizations, and persons to whom copies of the Statement were sent:

Dawn Roberts

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities

EIS Filing Section

(filed through e-NEFPA)

Lisa Lloyd

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1595 Wynkoop Street

Denver, Colorado 80202-1129

Willie R. Taylor, Director

U.S. Department of Interior

Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

Main Interior Building, MS 2342
1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Reid Nelson, Director Federal programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Owen Lindauer

Federal Highway Administration
HEPE-1, Room 3232-M

400 7th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20590

Lance Hanf

FHWA Western Resource Center

201 Mission Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, California 94105-1838

Bryan Dillon

Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84118-1847

Larry Crist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Utah Field Office

2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50
West Valley City, Utah 84119-7603

Jason Gipson

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
533 West 2600 South Suite 150
Bountiful, Utah 84010

Dr. Martin Bates, Superintendent
Granite School District

2500 South State Street

Salt Lake City, Utah 84115

Dennis Pay

South Salt Lake City

195 West Oakland Avenue
South Salt Lake City, Utah 84115

Kathleen Clarke

Resource Development Coordinating Committee
E-210 State Capitol Complex

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

(will distribute copies of the Final EIS to all
appropriate state agencies)

Kip Billings

Wasatch Front Regional Council
295 North Jimmy Doolittle Road
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY

Meeting Type

When/Where

Advertisement

Attendance

Information Presented at the
Public Hearing

Comments

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) held a Public Hearing (open house format) to inform the public about the I-80
and State Street Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and to present the Preferred Alternative.

The Public Hearing was held on February 16, 2016 at the Columbus Community Center (2531 South 400 East, South Salt Lake
City, Utah) from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. A microphone was available for public comment at 6:00 and 7:00 p.m. Presentation
boards and several project maps were presented and project team members were available to answer questions.

Advertisement for the Public Hearing included:

Two legal notices: Both ran in the Salt Lake Tribune and Desert News on February 1, 2016 and again on February 8, 2016
Postcards mailed to approximately 4,364 stakeholders (between 2100 South and 2700 South and I-15 and 700 East)
Project website notification

Hand delivery of 125 fliers to businesses and homes

Email notification to stakeholders who signed up for email updates

UDOT Region Two tweet on February 10, 2016 and February 16, 2016

39 attendees signed in at the front desk

The meeting presented information on the EIS process, the Purpose and Need, alternatives considered, the alternatives screening
process, alternatives selected for detailed study, the Preferred Alternative, environmental impacts, and information gathered
during the environmental study.

A total of 24 comments were received:

Microphone: 2

Court Recorder: 5

Comment Form at Public Hearing: 3
Online: 4

Email: 8

Phone Call: 2

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 1
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ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
South Salt Lake City

A UDOT STUDY

COME PROVIDE YOUR INPUT ON THE FUTURE OF
THE 1-80 & STATE STREET INTERCHANGE

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) invites you to rev and provide input
on recommended improvements to the Interstate
South Salt Lake City.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
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OTHER OPTIONS
2010 South 2760 West
1-80 & STATE STREET The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Salt Lake Gity, UT 84104
PUBLIC HEARING (DEIS) is available for public review and
comment through March 21, 2016 at
(Open House Format) udot.utah.gov/i80statestreet.

Public hearing materials will also be

WHEN available on the study website beginning
Tuesday, Feb. 16, 2016 Feb. 16, 2016.

5:30 - 7:30 p.m. Printed copies of the DEIS document are
An open microphone will be available at the following locations:
available for public comment at « South Salt Lake Public Works
6p.m.and7 p.m. (195 West Oakland Ave.)

WHERE * South Salt Lake City Recorder’s Office
Columbus Center Auditorium (220 East Morris Ave., Second Floor)
2531 South 400 East « UDOT Region 2

South Salt Lake City (2010 South 2760 West, Salt Lake City)

(Enter from the parking lot on the
west side of the building.)

UDOT Central Office
. . (4501 South 2700 West, Salt Lake City)
If you need speual gccommodatlons Federal Highway Administration
(e.g., translation assistance), please e ‘
contact us at least three days before Utah Division Office
Y (2520 West 4700 South, Ste. 9A,

the meeting. Salt Lake City)
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WELCOME

1-80 & STATE STREET INTERCHANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PUBLIC HEARING

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway
Administration

LIOO7T @

MWAVA Keeping Utah Moving
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YOUR INPUT IS IMPORTANT

Thank you for participating in the 1-80 & State Street Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.

Your input will help us:

¢ Refine the analysis of the
effects of the project.

 Identify issues or concerns
we may not have fully
addressed.

What’s next:

« Comments received by
March 21, 2016 will be
considered in the Final EIS.

* The Final EIS will be
prepared and provided to
the public in mid-2016. If
there are no major changes,
a Record of Decision will be
issued at the same time.
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STUDY PROCESS

SCOPING * ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS * DRAFT EIS *

Mid 2014 Late 2014 to Early 2015 February 2016

PURPOSE & NEED ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FINAL EIS/RECORD OF DECISION

Mid to Late 2014 Late 2014 to Mid 2015 Spring/Summer 2016

[l Current Phase
Public Meeting and Review Period
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Congestion on I1-80 and Operational and Safety Issues Changing Land-Use Patterns
State Street Near the on |-80 and State Street: and Additional Development
Interchange: « Inside through-lane on northbound « Land use in the study area
» Segments of I-80 and State and southbound State Street becoming more diversified
Street will operate at failing trapped at the left-turn lanes under  « Two Urban Renewal Areas
conditions by 2040 the narrow 1-80 bridge (Market Station and Central
» Safety conflicts at the frontage Pointe)
roads near the State Street/1-80 « Increase of vehicle, pedestrian,
Interchange and bicycle traffic

Project Purpose:
e Reduce congestion on I-80 and State Street
* Improve operational characteristics and safety on 1-80 and State Street

e Support local economic development through mobility improvements

6 APPENDIX A: PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY
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I-80 WEAVE ALTERNATIVES

EASTBOUND WEAVE ALTERNATIVES

SLIP RAMP TO COLLI 115 NB TO WEST TEMPLE WITH FLYOVER

ROAD WITH FLYOVER

1-80 WESTBOUND BRAIDED RAMPS

115 NB TO MAIN STREET WITH FLYOVER COLLECTOR-DISTRIBUTOR SYSTEM TO SR-201 AND I-15 SB BRAIDED RAMPS.
MAIN STREET WITH I-15 NB FLYOVER

<={@== FAILING CONDITIONS WHAT’S NEXT?

All of the 1-80 eastbound and westbound weave To address the needs of the weave areas on 1-80,
alternatives operate at failing conditions because of: corridor wide and system-to-system analyses will need
to be conducted. This analysis is beyond the scope of
this Environmental Impact Statement, but will be further
evaluated as part of other projects and studies.

¢ High volumes of traffic on I-80
¢ Interaction between 1-80, I-15, SR-201, State Street,
and 700 East

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 7
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INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

. SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUD

Truman Avenue
Burton Avenue
—r
L]
r——
et ramps t the
Interchange fo come LecEND

103 single signalzed
intersection 150 gasoounc
-0 Westoouns
Surtace seets

Main street
State Street

= ardge
[p——

Move forward for detailed study

SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET

Truman Avenue

Constuct westbound

frontage road between
d Main

‘Construct Main Sreet o allow for
2360 South
onramp. l South St Lake City

l S )

LEGEND

o
South Sat Lake City

West Temple
Main street
State Street

Eliminated as part of Environmental Screening

ADDITIONAL EXIT TO MAIN STREET

Truman Avenue
2360 South Burton Avenue
i ‘
° [T @
1]
o —— - —
Consract st exsbouna
ot on Man e 0 slow
oester accss (o combintion
i Sl o other rchange
Shematven
i i
£ &
5 3
H H

[ p——

Eliminated as part of Environmental Screening

W SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE ONLY

Construct westbound
Truman Avenue

State Street
westbound off-ramp)

nterchange.
confguration

remains the same
on the south e

LEGEND

Main Street

West Temple

=
0 =

Move forward for detailed study

Truman Avenue
LOOP RAMP
'Add sccess o westbound
180 from Main Street

Burton Avenue

Eastbound off-ramp
10o0p back o State
Stret to allow for
longer wieave

Construct new road. Whitlock Avenue
etween State Street
and Main Steet LEGEND

180 Easbound
-0 iestbound

[ E——

Main Street
State Street

Eliminated as part of Purpose and Need Screening

SPLIT DIAMOND AT MAIN STREET WITH TEXAS TURNAROUNDS

Truman Avenue
Constuct westbound

frontage road
betueen State Street | [ Constructfree-flow,
and Main Street turnarounds

2360 South ‘Construct Man

Street westoound

B
westbound of-ramp

x —
State et
castbound on-ramp.
LEGEND
Construct eastoound
frontage road 180 Eastbound
etween hain Street
and Sate Steet

Main street
State Street

West Temple

Eliminated as part of Environmental Screening
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u SPLIT DIAMOND AT WEST TEMPLE

£
o Consiuctwestbond 2
oy
2360 South
{
)
P .|
ot e
Templecasbound
e LEGEND
180 Estuna
o -0 viessound
5 g South Salt Lake City. - Ramps
H K3 M Surface Strets
H b s angs
H ]
H ]
H

e steet rdge

Eliminated as part of Purpose and Need Screening

' DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Truman Avenue
2360 South Burton Avenue
Interchange
configuration
remains the same
LEGEND

Main Street
State Street

[pre——

Move forward for detailed study

a DIVERGING DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Northbound and

Alows for Truman Avenue
signalized right and
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SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

SINGLE POINT URBAN INTERCHANGE (SPUI)

2360 South Burton Avenue

LEGEND

W SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE ONLY

_  State Street

!

West Temple

2360 South

West Temple

LEGEND
M Commercial Relocations

M Commercial Relocations.

DIAMOND INTERCHANGE .
"
W

2360 South Burton Avenue

Main Street

LEGEND
M Commercial Relocations.

State street

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No-action Alternative satisfies
the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) “No-action” requirement and
provides a baseline to compare impacts
of build alternatives.

WHAT IS DETAILED STUDY?

The probable beneficial and adverse social,
economic, and environmental effects of
alternatives selected for “detailed study” are
analyzed in Chapter 3: Affected Environment
and Environmental Resources.
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ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

w
o
> =
CEE
=
5z
Sucx
Ql.l.ll.l.l
2k
o<
<

ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

o
4
z
w
w
" o
& a
> @
e w
= w
2 z
w a
z
2 <
w
7
o
a
4
>
a

1-80 AND STATE STREET INTERCHANGE
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Display Boards

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Federal Highway

Administration and the

Utah Department of

Transportation have

identified Alternative 3N as
I the Preferred Alternative:

W SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE O

State Street

West Temple
Main Street

Construct westbound frontage road
between State Street and Main
Street to allow for multiple access

2360 South points to South Salt Lake City Burton Avenue ° Reduces Congestion for a"
oo (I \-'. ([ sorctake intersections at the 1-80 and
Valle
\‘.'.' Deslership State Street Interchange
westbound on-ramp

Techna || 1"

¢ Reduces congestion on
roads near the 1-80 and
State Street interchange

3 %
g H
Q2 b
Y <
“ -
] T
= s

LEGEND
I Commercial Relocations

¢ Eliminates “trap” left-turn
{50/ lane on State Street

Potentially Construct
U-Turn lane

|
___________ ) * Improves safety at frontage
= r
Emission / T = Realign curb so all traffic uses oads
y striped lanes - frontage road

Construct free-flow Time access allowed from ramp lanes ¢ Improves access to Urban
right-turn lane House of

Blinds

Renewal Areas and existing

businesses and is consistent
Ly p— with economic development
I tun on ed ight and transportation plans

I

Granite School 11

o 1y

District Community
Center

Ramada Inn

State Street
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SPLIT DIAMOND, NORTH SIDE ONLY

A d
¢
S
©n
2
8
“n

West Temple
Main Street

Construct westbound frontage road

between State Street and Main
Street to allow for multiple access
points to South Salt Lake City

2360 South Burton Avenue

Arctic
Spas Salt Lake
Valley
Dealership

Construct Main Street
westbound on-ramp

Widen I-80 structure and

add additional lanes on
' State Street under structure

Emission Y Realign curb so all traffic uses
Ti striped lanes - frontage road
%. E Construct free-flow Ime access allowed from ramp lanes
g o right-turn lane House of
'S & Blinds
E % Ramada Inn
= s Granite School
District Community
Center 11 | Eliminate right-
l " turn on red light
-~
&
S
[
3
LEGEND &

L
>
-
<
Z
8 4
Ll
ar
<
)
L
2 4
8 4
L
LL
L
8 4
o

I Commercial Relocations
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Resource No-action Alternative Preferred Alternative

e Changes in future land
use and redevelopment
in study area would
continue

¢ Consistent with policies established in the South Salt Lake Future Land Use Plan, with a focus on
commercial, mixed-use and office land uses
e Full and partial acquisitions would not affect the land use characteristics of the study area

Land Use

Right-of- | No right-of-
Way and | way acquisition or
Relocations | relocations

¢ Relocate two businesses
e Require 0.08-acres in right-of-way acquisition

Pedestrians . e Approximately 500 feet of existing bike lane on Main Street would be temporarily closed during
. 1. . |* Noimpact .
and Bicyclists construction

¢ Noise levels would
Noise generally be the same
as existing conditions

¢ Noise levels would generally be the same as existing conditions
¢ 13 residences would be considered impacted by noise
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Resource No-action Alternative Preferred Alternative

¢ Viewers of Roadway: New westbound on-ramp would shift retaining wall 16 to 26 feet closer to
Visual properties on northwest side of interchange
¢ Viewers Using Roadway: Removal of commercial properties at interchange corner would create a
noticeable “vacancy”

Conditions |° No impact
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Questions, comments or want to stay updated?

@ Visit udot.utah.gov/i80statestreet and click on the Public Input tab

[J call 801-889-2766

D<K Email i80statestreet@utah.gov

e Write your comment on a comment card
* Provide an oral comment to the court reporter
e Sign up to give an oral comment (open microphone available at 6 p.m. and 7 p.m.)

¢ Mail a comment to:

I-80 and State Street EIS All comments must be
i S received (or postmarked) by

2162 W. Grove Parkway, Suite 400, . X
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 midnight, March 21, 2016.
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I'80 & STATE STREET
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Public Meeting

February 16, 2016
5:30 p.m to 7:30 p.m

COLUMBUS CENTER
2531 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah

Reported By:
Rossann J. Morgan
- Certified Shorthand Reporter -
- Registered Professional Reporter -
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/ ENVIRONMENTAL
|

Public Hearing Transcription

MPACT STATEMENT AN

I NDEX
EXHIBITS
No. 1 Letter from Bill and Lynette Gord
No. 2 Letter and Pictures from Sunbelt

Rentals/Conor Trivers
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Public Hearing Transcription

1| February 16, 2016 5:30 p.m. 1 |give comment during the open mike period, go see

2 PROCEEDTINGS 2 | Charlotte, my lovely friend, who would love to sign you

3 MS. HILL: Elizabeth Hill, H-I1-L-L, - 3 |up. So again, ten-minute warning. Thank you.

4 _ Well, I™"m concerned because they sent us 4 MS. GORDON: Hello. It"s 6:00 p.m. TWe

5 | that proposal for the apartments across the street, but 5 |haven™"t had anyone sign up for our open mike yet. 1f

6 | there was no -- in fact, we -- a lot of units in our 6 | anybody wants to sign up, you want to go sign up over

7 |building park across the street because there"s not 7 | there. I1f not, we have another one at 7:00 p.m., but...

8 | enough parking for our building. So that is my concern, 8 MR. GORD: Bill and Lynette Gord, 2432 South

9 |is that my building gets some parking over there because 9 | State Street, and 54 Robert Avenue. This is the parcel

10 | they built our building with not enough parking. You can 10 | that we"re talking about, House of Blinds. Well, it goes

11 | count over there at nighttime, there®s about 35 to 40 at 11 | from there clear back to here. They"re separate

12 | night. So just wondering if there®s anything online, 12 | buildings. So there"s different people in different

13 | anything we can find out more about when Winco is going 13 | buildings-.

14 |up. 1°m on _ 14 MRS. GORD: So State Street and Robert

15 MS. THATCHER: Judy Thatcher. 1 think ours 15 | Avenue.

16 | is pretty well a done deal, because they"ve already 16 MR. GORD: That whole section and the way

17 | started construction, they®ve already got the funding, 17 | that these people get into these buildings is from State

18 | they"ve already started. | just wonder about parking. 18 | Street. (Reading document) It"s Gord Family Limited

19 MS. HILL: Another point 1"d like is -- what 19 | Partnership and the back half is Bill Gord"s Irrevocable

20 | do they call that low income housing? Southgate 20 [ Trust. Bill and Lynette Gord own this property located

21 | Townhomes -- South Park Town Homes. It"s the low-income 21 |on southwest corner of 1-80 and State Street

22 | housing. I wondered if that"s going anywhere. 22 |intersection, known as 2432 South State Street and 54

23 MS. GORDON: Hello. Can | get your 23 | East Robert Avenue.

24 | attention, please? We"re going to start our open mike in 24 They have owned or acquired pieces of the

25 | about ten minutes. So if any of you have a desire to 25 | property over the past 40 years. The property contains
3 4
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1 | three buildings, one building has continuously been 1 | that. Impact of the improvements, because there is no
2 | occupied by House of Blinds, a company owned by Bill and 2 |access by the extremely high volume of traffic from this
3 | Lynette Gord. The remaining buildings are currently 3 |intersection, the value of our properties will be
4 |under lease and have historical -- have been historically 4 | significantly reduced and the design of some of or all of
5| leased providing rental income. 5| the buildings may no longer be viable for the purpose for
6 During more recent times, the property has 6 | which they were built.
7 |been impacted by two other major redevelopments, the 7 Number two, without the traffic access from
8 | expansion of 1-80 off-ramp and southbound State Street 8 | State Street and 1-80, the location is unsuitable for a
9 | where access to State Street is cut off via Robert 9 | retail business located in the two buildings along the
10 | Avenue. It used to be a through street on Robert Avenue. 10 | State Street frontage. This will require the relocation
11 | The second one was widening of State Street to four lanes 11 | of House of Blinds and any tenant under lease in the
12 | were some property loss occurred. 12 | northwest building. The lease of these buildings will be
13 The need for improving the intersection is 13 |more difficult, resulting in a higher vacancy rate and
14 | apparent due to the anticipated increase in traffic to 14 | lower lease rates.
15 | one of the already busiest intersections in Salt Lake 15 Number three, the loss of access to the
16 |City County. This is going to be number one. 16 |buildings at 54 East Robert Avenue via State Street makes
17 | Significantly resulting from the improvements: Number 17 | this location less desirable and may result in the loss
18 | one, the proposed improvements will completely cut off 18 | of the two tenants or justifiable cause to reduce their
19 |traffic access to our properties from State Street and 19 | rent. The lease of these buildings will be more
20 | the 1-80 off-ramp leaving the only access via Main Street 20 |[difficult, resulting in the higher vacancy rates and
21 | on now dead end and previously reduced Robert Avenue. 21 | lower lease rates.
22 MRS. GORD: It"s a dead end, Robert Avenue. 22 Number four, the pole sign has been granted
23 MR. GORD: The removal of the flashing, 23 | as special grandfather permit. Once removed, the sign is
24 | rotating pole sign located at the northeast corner of our 24 |irreplaceable. It has been an icon of the businesses
25 |property will be impacted. 1”11 go into it further on 25 | located on this property and is the only flashing,

5 6
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Public Hearing Transcription

rotating sign that is visible from the freeway in the
Salt Lake County. The sign gives advertising exposure to
the high-traffic volume ac