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Section 1 
Introduction to Volume 2 

Introduction 
This is Volume 2 of the Legacy Parkway Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation (Final Supplemental EIS). This volume contains the 
responses to comments received on the Draft Supplemental EIS. The 108-day public review period for the 
draft document began on December 3, 2004, and ended on March 21, 2005. Several comments were 
received after the close of the public review period; those comments are also addressed herein. As 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), as joint lead agencies for the Final 
Supplemental EIS, are required to respond to substantive environmental issues raised during the review 
and consultation process. 

During the public review period, comments were received on the Draft Supplemental EIS from federal 
agencies; state agencies; regional and local agencies; special interest groups and other nongovernmental 
organizations; and individual members of the general public. Volume 2, this response to comments 
volume, contains copies of all the written, email, and telephone comments received on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS and all the verbal comments received at the public meeting (in the form of the written 
transcripts of the meeting). 

More than 1,500 individual comments were received during the public comment period, of which 
approximately 1,100 were from the general public. Many of the comments only express an opinion in 
favor of or in opposition to the Proposed Action, and do not provide substantive comment on the analysis 
presented in the Draft Supplemental EIS. Although these comments are acknowledged and were assigned 
a comment number, they require no further response in this response to comments volume or change in 
the Supplemental EIS text. 

Organization of Volume 2 
Volume 2 is organized into the following sections. 

 Section 1, Introduction 

 Section 2, Master Responses  

 Section 3, Federal Agency Comments and Responses 

 Section 4, State Agency Comments and Responses 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Introduction to Volume 2
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 Section 5, Regional and Local Agency Comments and Responses 

 Section 6, Nongovernmental Organization Comments and Responses 

 Section 7, General Public Comments and Responses (includes public hearing transcripts) 

Section 1, this introductory section, explains the purpose of this response to comments volume, describes 
the organization of the comments and responses in this document, and provides a table listing all of the 
comment letters received, by commenter affiliation and comment letter number. 

Section 2 contains master responses to frequently expressed and/or general comments on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS. 

Sections 3 through 7 contain specific responses to the comments and a copy of each comment letter. Each 
comment letter (letter in this case means any medium in which comments were submitted, e.g., comment 
card, email, hotline recorded message) and each comment within each letter has been numbered. The 
comment letters are organized into five categories, according to the affiliation of the commenter: federal 
agency (FA), state agency (SA), regional and local agency (LA), nongovernmental organization or 
special-interest group (NG), and general public or individual (GP). The number assigned to each letter 
(e.g., GP-1) is indicated in the top right margin. The individual comments within the letters are numbered 
consecutively in the margin (e.g., GP-1-1, GP-1-2, GP-1-3). The verbal comments transcribed in the 
written transcript of the public hearing and other oral testimony received at the public meeting are 
numbered consecutively in the right margin (e.g., PT-1, OT-1). 

Sections 3 through 7 provide responses to substantive comments and address any significant 
environmental issues raised in the comments, as required by NEPA. Responses to comments generally 
provide clarification, explanation, or elaboration. For comments that are not directed to substantive 
environmental issues related to the proposed action and/or the analysis presented in the Draft 
Supplemental EIS, the comment is hereby acknowledged, but no response is warranted. In some cases, 
the responses indicate that changes, modifications, or corrections have been made to the text of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS. The response directs the reader to text changes indicated in Volume 1 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. Any such changes that are substantive are indicated in Volume 1 by a vertical bar in 
the left or right margin of the page. 

A list of acronyms and abbreviations immediately follows Section 7. The list defines the acronyms and 
abbreviations used in the Supplemental EIS and in this response to comments volume.  

Except where specifically indicated, reference information for Volume 2 can be found in Chapter 8, 
References, of Volume 1 of the Final Supplemental EIS. In specific cases where a citation was new or 
material applied only to Volume 2, reference information is presented herein in parentheses after the 
information cited.   

Summary List of Comment Letters 
Table 1 lists each letter received on the Draft Supplemental EIS, the comment letter number assigned to 
each letter, and where to find responses to the comments included therein. The letters are listed by 
commenter category, then alphabetically by agency or commenter name. 

 



Table 1.  List of Comment Letters Page 1 of 30  

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

Federal Agency (FA) 
 Department of the Army, Tooele Army Depot Huff, Rodney J. FA-1 
 U. S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Maddux, Henry R. FA-2 
 U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Roberts, Robert E. FA-3 
State Agency (SA) 
 Representative, 19th District Allen, Sheryl SA-5 
 Utah Department of Environmental Quality  Baker, Walter SA-1 
 Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget Harja, John SA-2 
 Utah House of Representatives   SA-3 
 Utah State Senate  SA-4 
Regional and Local Agency (LA) 
 City of Centerville Deamer, Michael LA-3 
 Wasatch Front Regional Council Hacker, Ned LA-8 
 Utah Transit Authority Inglish, John LA-2 
 West Bountiful City Martin, Carl LA-4 
 Davis County Sommerkorn, Wilf LA-7 
 City of Fruit Heights Stevenson, Todd LA-1 
 Woods Cross City Uresk, Gary LA-5, LA -6 
Nongovernmental Organizations (NG) 
 Utahns for Better Transportation Adler, Robert NG-7 
 Utahns for Better Transportation Borgenicht, Roger NG-2 
 New State, Inc. Covey, Owen Kent NG-3 
 Friends of Great Salt Lake de Freitas, Lynn NG-1 
 Sierra Club Gallagher, Patrick NG-6 
 Davis County Law Enforcement Executive Association Keefe, Terry M. NG-5 
 Wasatch Mountain Club McCarvill, William T. NG-8 
 PacifiCorp Richards, R. Jeffrey NG-9 
 Great Salt Lakekeeper Salt, Jeff NG-4 

 



Table 1-1.  Continued Page 2 of 30

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Alicia GP-711 
  bk1hk1@juno.com GP-417 
  cksedg@comcast.net GP-491 
  Garrett GP-412 
  Paul GP-879 
  Anonymous GP-908 
  Anonymous  GP-951 
  Anonymous  GP-949 
  Anonymous GP-948 
  Anonymous  GP-947 
  Anonymous GP-912 
  Anonymous  GP-740 
  Anonymous GP-643 
  Anonymous  GP-640 
  Anonymous  GP-639 
  Anonymous  GP-638 
  Anonymous  GP-539 
  Anonymous  GP-521 
  Anonymous  GP-946 
  Aagard, Grant GP-565 
  Aargard, Denise GP-70 
  Aargard, Doug GP-71 
  Achter, KF GP-772 
  Achter, Ruth A. GP-689 
  Actor, Kay GP-950 
  Adam, Debora GP-262 
  Adam, Debora GP-10 
  Adams, Elese GP-983 
  Adams, Ethel GP-26 
  Adams, Harris GP-25 
  Adams, J. Stuart GP-742 
  Ajax, Wendy GP-786 
  Allen, Carl GP-153 
  Allen, Robert GP-116 
  Allen, Robert GP-158 
  Allred, Paul GP-156 
  Allsop, Nathan GP-352 
  Altom, Mark GP-930 
  Alvey, Albert GP-237 
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General Public (GP)  
  Alvey, Shelly GP-403 
  Anderson, Howard GP-306 
  Anderson, Jim GP-163 
  Anderson, Kathleen and 

Darwin 
GP-573 

  Anderson, Mike GP-344 
  Anderson, Susan GP-264 
  Andrew, Stromness GP-122 
  Aponte, Joanie GP-391 
  Arave, Lynn GP-295 
  Arbuckle, Robert M. GP-971 
  Archibald, Bob GP-723 
  Arrington, Craig GP-511 
  Ashworth, Jo Ellen GP-461 
  Axelrod, Paula GP-256 
  Ayers, Jamie GP-18 
  Ayrton, Paul GP-246 
  Badger, Deb GP-390 
  Badger, Deb GP-62 
  Baer, Ralph GP-428 
  Baer, Ralph GP-429 
  Bair, Michael GP-517 
  Bake, Carol GP-766 
  Baker, Judith GP-227 
  Baldwin, Sara GP-759 
  Ball, Jackie GP-684 
  Ball, Thomas GP-886 
  Bangerter, Alan GP-496 
  Baranowski, Mark GP-902 
  Barlow, Anne GP-530 
  Barlow, Garth GP-523 
  Barlow, Haven J. GP-381 
  Barlow, James W. GP-862 
  Barlow, Jeffrey GP-524 
  Barnhurst, Merlin GP-164 
  Barrus, Roger GP-91 
  Barry, M. Elisabeth GP-233 
  Barson, Robert GP-986 
  Bartholomeusz, Daniel A. GP-802 
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General Public (GP)  
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  Barton, J Golden GP-406 
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  Bates, Wendy GP-734 
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  Benard, Brad GP-402 
  Bendall, Karen GP-409 
  Benedict, George E. GP-278 
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  Berg, Brian GP-866 
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  Beyer, Stephen R. GP-1001 
  Biggers, Brian GP-215 
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  Bird, Terrell GP-622 
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  Bliss, Rick GP-190 
  Bodily, James GP-557 
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  Bogue, Elilzabeth GP-974 
  Bolton, Marc GP-512 
  Bond, Georgene & Robert GP-231 



Table 1-1.  Continued Page 5 of 30

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Bond, Georgene & Robert GP-707 
  Bouwhuis, Shirley and 

Michael 
GP-541 

  Bradley, Phil GP-311 
  Bradshaw, Dan GP-821 
  Bradshaw, Jonathan GP-526 
  Brand, David GP-321 
  Brandt, James M. GP-151 
  Brewerton, T.E. GP-64 
  Briggs, Kay W. GP-842 
  Brinkerhoff, Kirsten GP-655 
  Brister, Bob GP-274 
  Brophy, Paul GP-58 
  Brophy, Sherry GP-123 
  Brough, David and Wendy GP-675 
  Brough, Steven GP-93 
  Brown, Barbara B. GP-724 
  Brown, Jill GP-339 
  Brown, Larry GP-165 
  Brown, Margie GP-473 
  Brown, Mrs. Carl GP-551 
  Brown, Raylene GP-497 
  Brown, Trenton GP-42 
  Bultman, Jason GP-78 
  Bultman, Jason GP-736 
  Burgin, Charlotte GP-538 
  Burgin, Richard GP-536 
  Burgoyne, Mary Lou GP-590 
  Burgoyne, Sandy GP-597 
  Burnett, Mark GP-462 
  Burningham, Kandice GP-29 
  Burningham, Marc GP-651 
  Burningham, Matthew GP-302 
  Burton, Doug GP-787 
  Bushman, Robert GP-581 
  Butler, Kay GP-68 
  Butterfield, Kent GP-267 
  Butterfield, Kent GP-43 
  Butterfield, Kent GP-606 



Table 1-1.  Continued Page 6 of 30

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Byers, Kathy GP-630 
  Calcara, Tad GP-658 
  Call, Bill GP-32 
  Call, June F. GP-780 
  Call, Mary GP-95 
  Call, Nicole R. GP-108 
  Campbell, Rob GP-20 
  Carlson, Brent GP-105 
  Carlson, Justin GP-885 
  Carlson, Philip GP-923 
  Carr, Lowell C. GP-60 
  Carroll, Lynn GP-970 
  Carter, Ann GP-305 
  Carter, Debra GP-830 
  Carter, J. Scott GP-92 
  Carter, Keith GP-387 
  Carter, Keith GP-917 
  Carter, Keith GP-735 
  Carter, Keith GP-748 
  Carter, Rodney W. GP-700 
  Carter, Roselyne B GP-705 
  Carter, Susan GP-896 
  Case Scheer, Brenda GP-494 
  Catlin, Carol GP-833 
  Cederquist, John GP-903 
  Cederquist, John GP-916 
  Chandler, H. Kay GP-848 
  Chapman, Camile GP-777 
  Chapman, David S. GP-243 
  Chapman, Josh GP-775 
  Child, Brent GP-481 
  Child, Brian GP-580 
  Child, Earl B. and Janice GP-588 
  Child, Kasey GP-884 
  Child, LuAnn GP-427 
  Child, Paul GP-430 
  Chipman, Elizabeth GP-180 
  Chournos, Allen GP-50 
  Christensen, Claire GP-167 



Table 1-1.  Continued Page 7 of 30

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Christensen, Dwight GP-964 
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  Holmes, Susan Tanner GP-218 
  Holmes, Susan Tanner GP-768 
  Hoover, Mary Anne GP-171 
  Hoover, Mary Anne GP-659 
  Hori, Tom GP-545 
  Hori, Tom GP-785 
  Horne, Brian GP-368 
  Howard, Michael GP-341 
  Howes, Carrie GP-889 
  Huber, William GP-572 
  Hubrich, Ron GP-101 
  Huish, Karl GP-773 
  Hull, Linda GP-203 
  Hunt, Jodie GP-217 
  Hunt, Jodie GP-67 
  Hunt, Randy L. GP-213 
  Hurst, Winslow GP-605 
  Hutcheson, Don GP-604 
  Hyer, Jason GP-360 
  Iltis, Dave GP-719 
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Comment Letter 
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General Public (GP)  
  Immit, Robert GP-296 
  Isaacson, Donna GP-910 
  Jackie, Nosack GP-316 
  Jackson, Bruce GP-236 
  Jacobson, Stephen GP-365 
  Jahnke, Robert E. GP-350 
  Jarvis, Joseph M. GP-437 
  Jarvis, Joseph M. GP-332 
  Jenkin, James & Yvonne GP-661 
  Jensen, Aric GP-46 
  Jensen, Matt GP-570 
  Jensen, O. Noel GP-664 
  Jensen, Steven B. GP-867 
  Jensen, Todd GP-52 
  Jensen, Travis GP-474 
  Jepson, Nilo GP-37 
  Jex, Hermoine GP-145 
  Johansen, Marlaine GP-649 
  Johnson, Leo GP-807 
  Johnson, Richard GP-114 
  Johnson, Scott GP-832 
  Johnson, Sylvia GP-112 
  Johnson, Tina L. GP-208 
  Johnson, Wesley GP-871 
  Johnston, Verna Lee GP-712 
  Jonas, Richard GP-281 
  Jones, Barbara GP-920 
  Jones, Byron S. GP-783 
  Jones, Elaine GP-703 
  Jones, Kathleen GP-271 
  Jones, Kathleen GP-150 
  Jones, Larry GP-47 
  Jones, Rob GP-136 
  Jones, Rob GP-331 
  Jones, Spencer GP-834 
  Jones, Tod B. GP-111 
  Jordan, Jerry GP-641 
  Jordan, Jessie GP-77 
  Jordan, Jessie GP-393 
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Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Juenger, Kathleen GP-619 
  Kamerath, Marjean C. and 

Robert W. 
GP-992 

  Kanner, Richard GP-731 
  Kartchner, Wayne GP-890 
  Keaver, Whitney GP-384 
  Keen, Larry L. GP-89 
  Kelley, Linda S. GP-455 
  Kelly, Kerry GP-138 
  Kenley, Jewel Lee GP-454 
  Kimball, Sherrie GP-995 
  Kindred, Cyndi GP-419 
  King, Donald L. GP-141 
  King, Jim GP-433 
  King, Ross GP-563 
  King, Thomas GP-16 
  Kinney, Viola GP-694 
  Kinsman, Katharine H. GP-318 
  Kirkham, Jim GP-194 
  Kisling, Scott GP-325 
  Kleyn, Edward GP-676 
  Klundt, Keith GP-13 
  Klundt, Keith GP-82 
  Knighton, Denise GP-119 
  Knighton, Eileen GP-600 
  Koch, Curtis GP-31 
  Koerner, Teresa GP-426 
  Koerner, Teresa GP-424 
  Koons, Lori B. GP-873 
  Kotter, Dave GP-439 
  Krantz, Kimball GP-803 
  Krantz, Linda GP-532 
  Krommenhoek, Fred GP-178 
  Kuba, Frank GP-817 
  Kuhn, Daniel GP-376 
  Kuhn, Daniel GP-48 
  Kunde, Lou GP-824 
  Lafeen, Lindsay GP-665 
  Lake, Darrell GP-695 
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General Public (GP)  
  Lake, Wade R. GP-371 
  LaMalfa, Kyle GP-488 
  Lamb, Chuck GP-327 
  Lane, Dorothy GP-102 
  Langevin, Sharon B. GP-762 
  Larsen, Shalae A. GP-652 
  Larsen, Travis O. GP-644 
  LaVelle, Mike GP-161 
  Law, Jared & Kristina GP-466 
  Law, Jared & Kristina GP-467 
  Layton, R. Dean GP-924 
  Leavitt, Alissa GP-666 
  Lee, Benjamin GP-753 
  Lee, Eric GP-952 
  Lee, Richard A. GP-273 
  Lee, Rob GP-124 
  LeGate, Laurel GP-19 
  Leishman, Kelly GP-900 
  Lennartz, LaDawn GP-617 
  Lennartz, Mark GP-882 
  Leonard, Blaine GP-232 
  Leonard, Glen M. GP-495 
  Lequient, Magali GP-185 
  Lewis, Barbara GP-229 
  Lewis, Barbara GP-334 
  Lewis, Jody GP-779 
  Lewis, Joseph Ray GP-125 
  Lewis, Joseph Ray GP-375 
  Lewis, Lionel James GP-660 
  Lifferth, Diane GP-647 
  Lindau, Karen GP-245 
  Litster, Gary GP-784 
  Litster, Meridee GP-812 
  Livermore, D. Greg GP-465 
  Livingston, Mark GP-456 
  Lizondo, Jude GP-260 
  Lloyd, Lannie GP-685 
  Lofgreen, Kay GP-998 
  Lopshire, Ed GP-577 
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General Public (GP)  
  Love, Julie GP-370 
  Lowder, Brent GP-569 
  Luke, C. Lemar GP-586 
  Lund, Alice GP-146 
  Lunt, Casey GP-162 
  MacBeth, James GP-706 
  Macfarlane, Delna GP-395 
  Mack, David GP-309 
  Madsen, Greg GP-219 
  Magar, Ruth GP-737 
  Mangold, Bonnie GP-343 
  Manning, Justin GP-865 
  Manning, Karen GP-966 
  Mansell, L. V. GP-904 
  Manwaring, Marilyn GP-954 
  Marcyes, D. GP-372 
  Margetts, John GP-611 
  Margetts, Linda S. GP-750 
  Margetts, Robert GP-752 
  Marshall, Jeanne GP-738 
  Marshall, Karen GP-994 
  Marston, Brian GP-401 
  Marz, M GP-272 
  Matthews, Dave GP-547 
  Maughan, Alan GP-253 
  Mayer, Ruth GP-148 
  Mayor, Doug GP-210 
  Mc Bride, Elma Leta GP-394 
  Mc Intyre, Scott 

 
GP-369 

  Mc Vaugh Seegert, 
Natasha 

GP-757 

  McCoy, Liz GP-810 
  McCrory, Donald GP-367 
  McKinnon,  GP-808 
  McPhie, David GP-681 
  Meecham, Christine G. GP-650 
  Melling, Nancy and 

George 
GP-897 
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General Public (GP)  
  Memmott, Diane GP-446 
  Metcalf, Tom GP-814 
  Meyers, Bill L GP-907 
  Meyers, Karen GP-196 
  Miller, Scott GP-751 
  Miller, Terese GP-509 
  Minor, Shane GP-228 
  Minor, Tim GP-298 
  Mize, Janice GP-349 
  Moench-Parent, Julia C. GP-269 
  Moon, Richard GP-549 
  Moore, Don GP-933 
  Morgan, Carrie GP-820 
  Morris, Carolyn GP-315 
  Morris, Luke GP-320 
  Morris, Maynard B. GP-438 
  Morrow, Steve GP-416 
  Moss, Clark R. GP-90 
  Moss, Doris GP-558 
  Moss, Eileen GP-104 
  Moss, Lindsay GP-396 
  Moss, R. Fred GP-324 
  Mower, Barry GP-854 
  Mower, Gary GP-303 
  Moyes, Sue GP-27 
  Munrow, Alex GP-593 
  Munson, Angelena S. and 

Lindsey 
GP-615 

  Murdock, Mark GP-460 
  Natt, Mark & Stephanie GP-286 
  Neal, Kristina M. GP-207 
  Neilson, JoAnn GP-51 
  Nelson, A. GP-699 
  Nelson, C.M. GP-701 
  Nelson, James GP-698 
  Nelson, LaVance P. GP-911 
  Nelson, Ron and Louise GP-693 
  Nelson, Sandra P. GP-891 
  Newmark, William D. GP-143 
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General Public (GP)  
  Nichols, George GP-61 
  Nielsen, Cameron D. GP-679 
  Nielsen, Larry GP-354 
  Nielson, Dan GP-98 
  Nielson, Leon J GP-853 
  Niswander, Ruth GP-285 
  Northcutt, Lisa GP-174 
  O’Brien, Gary K GP-841 
  Ogilvie, Diane GP-312 
  Ogilvie, Scott GP-313 
  Olsen, Halvor M. GP-534 
  Olsen, Jeffrey P. GP-469 
  Olson, Dale GP-470 
  Olson, Doug GP-856 
  Ombach, Jay GP-458 
  Ord, R. Paul GP-794 
  Ostermiller, Dennis GP-895 
  Ostermiller, Jeff GP-663 
  Ostler, Jerry GP-242 
  Ostler, M. Lloyd GP-40 
  Ovard, Garr GP-645 
  Owen, Earl GP-943 
  Owen, Earl GP-990 
  Pace, John GP-483 
  Pack, DeVan GP-378 
  Pack, Ivan P. GP-411 
  Packard, Michael T. GP-1002 
  Palmer, Jack GP-587 
  Parker, Chet E. GP-958 
  Parker, Jana L. GP-957 
  Parvaz, Alexandra GP-522 
  Pashley, Fred GP-985 
  Paters, Gerald GP-425 
  Paul, Allred GP-120 
  Paulsen, Jeff and Jennifer GP-906 
  Payne, Charles GP-55 
  Payne, Susan GP-252 
  Payne, Susan GP-345 
  Pease, Delmae GP-793 
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General Public (GP)  
  Peer, Linda C. GP-527 
  Petersen, Brent GP-317 
  Petersen, Gary GP-553 
  Peterson, David GP-379 
  Peterson, Marguerite GP-230 
  Peterson, Mendel GP-209 
  Peterson, Nathan GP-809 
  Petroff, John GP-506 
  Petroff, Pamela GP-857 
  Pettersson, Fred GP-852 
  Pickering, Mary Lou GP-574 
  Pincock, Don S. GP-392 
  Pittman, Cori GP-504 
  Pittman, Mike GP-537 
  Pittman, Sandra GP-533 
  Player, Judy GP-221 
  Plumlee, Brooke GP-562 
  Poff, Kevin GP-160 
  Poll, Ryan G. GP-792 
  Pollock, Val GP-292 
  Pollock, Val GP-399 
  Postma, Stan GP-126 
  Poulsen, Brian GP-918 
  Powell, John GP-366 
  Power, Mary K. GP-968 
  Power, Mary K. GP-993 
  Pratt, Gerold W. GP-499 
  Preston, Oakley GP-2 
  Price, Oliver GP-914 
  Prims, Ken and Gail GP-709 
  Prisbrey, Elizabeth GP-944 
  Proulx, Mark GP-130 
  Pugmire, Mark GP-837 
  Purtschert, Daniel GP-329 
  Purtschert, Daniel GP-226 
  Rabiger, Dave GP-980 
  Raccuia, Tim GP-510 
  Rackham, Kenneth GP-121 
  Rackham, Kenneth GP-383 
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General Public (GP)  
  Radcliffe, Louise GP-668 
  Randle, Julie GP-965 
  Rasmussen, Galen GP-673 
  Reavis, SSgt. Dave GP-288 
  Reeder, Dean GP-106 
  Reeder, Dean GP-566 
  Reese, Kelly GP-609 
  Reese, Lesha GP-612 
  Reeven, Whitney GP-30 
  Reeves, Curtis GP-960 
  Reeves, Lisa GP-959 
  Reynolds, Shirleen GP-489 
  Rice, Cathy GP-987 
  Richards, Evelyn M. GP-266 
  Richards, Evelyn M. GP-988 
  Richmond, Mr. And Mrs. 

K.R. 
GP-726 

  Rigby, Todd GP-247 
  Riggs, Gina GP-328 
  Riley, Chad GP-774 
  Riley, Judy GP-531 
  Rimington, Kenneth GP-359 
  Ripplinger, Randy GP-270 
  Roach, Sandra GP-919 
  Roberts, Gordy GP-169 
  Robins, Kevin F. GP-893 
  Robinson, John GP-811 
  Rogers, Kirk GP-929 
  Romney, Mark GP-860 
  Rooney, Jim GP-241 
  Rose, Jeff GP-398 
  Roth, Betty GP-806 
  Roundy, Neka GP-107 
  Roundy, Steve GP-109 
  Ruemmele, Werner GP-128 
  Rush, Steve GP-205 
  Russo, Chris GP-877 
  Russo, Tawni GP-941 
  Ruth, Kerry L. GP-789 
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General Public (GP)  
  Ryder, Jack GP-131 
  S, R GP-132 
  Sadler, Joel GP-482 
  Sagers, Richard GP-781 
  Sanders, Bill GP-847 
  Sanders, Melissa GP-276 
  Sarver, Ed GP-35 
  Sayler, Corine GP-322 
  Schneiter, Jon GP-945 
  Schofield, Dawni GP-804 
  Schroeder, Dan GP-552 
  Schubert, Ann K. GP-932 
  Schuck, Galen GP-251 
  Schulz, Liz GP-356 
  Scott, Debra GP-147 
  Scott, Gregory GP-79 
  Scow, Dale GP-688 
  Seeds, Danny GP-542 
  Seeds, La Juana GP-546 
  Seegert, Alf GP-936 
  Shelley, Duncan GP-548 
  Shields, Jay GP-915 
  Shields, Paul GP-152 
  Shields, Paul GP-744 
  Shields, Susan GP-181 
  Shumway, Dan GP-560 
  Shupe, Merrill G. GP-137 
  Sigler, Stacey GP-927 
  Simpson, Joan GP-472 
  Simpson, Joan GP-869 
  Singer, Bruce P. GP-520 
  Skeen, LaMar W. GP-139 
  Skordas, Renae GP-937 
  Smedley, Kay GP-613 
  Smith, Delmer W. and 

Deloris E. 
GP-815 

  Smith, Dennis K. GP-304 
  Smith, Gary GP-195 
  Smith, Gary GP-197 
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General Public (GP)  
  Smith, Gary GP-257 
  Smith, Joyce GP-405 
  Smith, Rick GP-85 
  Smith, Sidney W. GP-63 
  Smith, Teri GP-926 
  Smith, Thomas GP-297 
  Snarr, Ryan GP-790 
  Snow, David K GP-846 
  Snow, Steven GP-825 
  Sontag, Erich S. GP-677 
  Sor-Lokken, SnowOwl GP-953 
  Southwick, Colleen GP-261 
  Spjute, LuAnn GP-492 
  Spjute, Mark GP-441 
  Spotts, Richard GP-182 
  Stamp, Melissa GP-39 
  Stamps, Will GP-760 
  Stanford, Bud GP-625 
  Stayner, Richard GP-99 
  Steele, Lowell GP-374 
  Steinicke, Brett GP-905 
  Stephens, Richard GP-310 
  Stevens, Deon O. GP-776 
  Stevenson, Donna GP-97 
  Stevenson, Leo M. GP-96 
  Stewart, Mike GP-471 
  Stillman, Gary O. GP-550 
  Stinson, Delois GP-861 
  Stoddard, Howard F. GP-418 
  Stoddard, Joann GP-829 
  Stoddard, Scott & Dianne GP-319 
  Stoneman, Jordan GP-486 
  Storni, Dominique GP-876 
  Stowell, Kyle GP-265 
  Stratton, Brent GP-450 
  Streeter, James GP-477 
  Stromness, Malayna GP-86 
  Stromness, Rebecka GP-4 
  Stromness, Richard GP-5 
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General Public (GP)  
  Stromness, Richard GP-733 
  Stromness, Richard J. GP-756 
  Stromness, Stacie GP-54 
  Struve, Jim GP-408 
  Sulser, Kent GP-457 
  Summers, Doug and 

Carolyn 
GP-515 

  Sweeten, Maria GP-351 
  Sweeten, Maria GP-268 
  Swegle, Rosalee GP-280 
  Talbot, Vivian L. GP-599 
  Tang, Peter GP-200 
  Tanner, Keith GP-444 
  Tanner, Tammy GP-962 
  Tapscott, Fran GP-348 
  Tarbell, Kyra GP-583 
  Taylor, Deanna GP-17 
  Taylor, Faity GP-284 
  Taylor, James B. GP-103 
  Taylor, Jeffory GP-100 
  Taylor, Mark GP-279 
  Taylor, Mary Jane GP-913 
  Taylor, Savannah GP-282 
  Techmeyer, Cindi GP-627 
  Teigeler, Terry GP-872 
  Telford, Laurel GP-364 
  Terbu, John GP-543 
  Terry, Kaye & Rob GP-739 
  Thacker, Steve GP-844 
  Thackeray, LR GP-828 
  Thompson, Gerald I. GP-179 
  Thompson, Michael GP-850 
  Thompson, Rebecca A. 

and Bud M. 
GP-614 

  Thomson, Roy E. GP-976 
  Thurgood, Blaine GP-500 
  Thurgood, June GP-505 
  Thurn, Marvin GP-6 
  Tilla, Ann GP-475 
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General Public (GP)  
  Todd, Zachary GP-878 
  Tolman, Ray GP-49 
  Toney, Melinda M. GP-702 
  Tonkavich, Katie GP-591 
  Tonnesen, Tammy and 

Troy 
GP-87 

  Tonnesen, Troy R. GP-212 
  Torgenson, Denene GP-166 
  Tracie, Swenson GP-133 
  Tracy, Merlin GP-880 
  Tripp, George GP-28 
  Truman, Jana GP-275 
  Tucker, James R. GP-782 
  Tucker, Randy GP-157 
  Tueller, Craig and Ted GP-831 
  Tueller, Shayne and Pam GP-670 
  Turkanis, Stuart and 

Denise 
GP-657 

  Turner, Bill GP-490 
  Turner, Bill GP-518 
  Turner, Bill GP-579 
  Turner, Bill GP-758 
  Turner, Dustin GP-358 
  Tuttle, Carolyn P. GP-263 
  Ularich, Tim GP-199 
  Ure, John B. GP-823 
  Urgo, John GP-788 
  Van Beekum, David GP-868 
  Van Dame, Kathy GP-887 
  Van Duker, J. Douglas GP-656 
  Van Ry, Thad GP-484 
  VanLeer, Janette GP-863 
  Vardon, Gary GP-142 
  Vardon, Gary GP-172 
  Vellinga, Ross GP-826 
  Viney, James GP-346 
  Voge, Nephi GP-453 
  Vogel, Margaret GP-44 
  von Rechenberg, Debbie GP-177 



Table 1-1.  Continued Page 26 of 30

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

General Public (GP)  
  Waggoner, Tom GP-755 
  Wagner, Eric GP-191 
  Wainner, Paul M. GP-585 
  Wakan, Anngela GP-81 
  Waldo, Richard GP-187 
  Walter, Dick & Debby GP-340 
  Warburton, Shane GP-415 
  Ward, Cori GP-764 
  Warner, Ellen GP-637 
  Warner, Wendy GP-898 
  Watson, Bill GP-485 
  Watson, Bill and Faith GP-440 
  Watson, Patrick GP-901 
  Watts, Helen GP-449 
  Watts, Helen GP-561 
  Watts, John L. GP-443 
  Weaver, Duane GP-682 
  Webster Baranowski, 

Sherry Lynn 
GP-975 

  Weed, Marguerite GP-667 
  Wehunt, Mary GP-827 
  Werner, Carol M. GP-1003 
  Werner, Carol M. GP-1004 
  Werner, Carol M. GP-729 
  West, Mark GP-618 
  White, Dave GP-697 
  White, James and Lynnette GP-336 
  White, Keith GP-249 
  White, Leslie GP-708 
  White, Leslie GP-713 
  Whitlock, Betty and 

Woody 
GP-616 

  Wiederholt, Jere GP-293 
  Wiederholt, Jere GP-452 
  Wilcap, Marlo and Cheryl GP-575 
  Wilcox, Joe GP-380 
  Wilcox, Leo C. GP-134 
  Wilcox, Leo C. GP-385 
  Wilcox, Sylvia GP-235 
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General Public (GP)  
  Wild, Wendell GP-838 
  Wilding, Thomas R. GP-410 
  Willey, Janet GP-942 
  Willey, Jerry GP-642 
  Williams, Daniel GP-69 
  Williams, Kyle GP-38 
  Williams, Margaret GP-36 
  Williams, Ronald D. GP-754 
  Willmore, J.N. GP-870 
  Willoughby, Jill GP-888 
  Wilson, J. Lloyd GP-211 
  Wilson, Kathy GP-669 
  Wilson, Michele GP-816 
  Winn, David S. GP-240 
  Winward, Janet GP-963 
  Winward, Keith GP-961 
  Wirth, Sheri GP-33 
  Withrow, Carol GP-135 
  Wood, Alison GP-323 
  Wood, Daniel GP-578 
  Wood, Marjean GP-973 
  Wood, Nathan and 

Michele 
GP-939 

  Woody, S GP-287 
  Wright, Jennifer GP-671 
  Wright, Jennifer GP-678 
  Wright, Michael GP-938 
  Wright, Mike GP-690 
  Wright, Rodney and Linda GP-672 
  Wright, Ron GP-624 
  Wright, Trisha GP-892 
  Wylie, Niki GP-972 
  Yancey, John GP-277 
  Yarrington, Dennis GP-909 
  Yates, Gary K. GP-568 
  Young Merzel, Stephanie GP-239 
  Young, Brian GP-421 
  Young, Gail GP-423 
  Young, Nancy A. GP-422 
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General Public (GP)  
  Young, Sid GP-84 
  Youngberg, Val GP-434 
  Youngkeit, Dean GP-805 
  Zeeman, Kari GP-749 
  Zorko, Rudy GP-3 
  Zorko, Teri GP-127 
  Zuspan, Ann GP-763 
 Oral Transcript from Public Meeting (OT) 
  Bornemeier, Walter OT-7 
  Casper, Patricia OT-1 
  Christensen, Bruce OT-10 
  Christensen, Gail OT-11 
  Nielsen, Kirk OT-2 
  Person, John OT-6 
  Peterson, David OT-4 
  Roberts, Dave OT-8 
  West, David OT-9 
  Wilhite, Brent OT-3 
  Wisser, Andy OT-5 

 

Organization Name of Commenter 
Comment Letter 
Number 

 Transcript of Public Meeting (PT) 
  Adams, Debra PT-72 
  Adams, Stuart PT-4 
  Adelhart, Cecelia PT-68 
  Adler, Robert PT-48 
  Allen, Rob PT-67 
  Bain, Tyler PT-54 
  Bean, James PT-71 
  Behunin, James PT-66 
  Bergk, Jergen PT-52 
  Borgenicht, Roger PT-25 
  Bouwhuis, Michael J. PT-64 
  Briggs, Kay W. PT-41 
  Brown, Joyce PT-11 
  Call, Nicole PT-46 
  Caputo, Joey PT-36 
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 Transcript of Public Meeting (PT) 
  Carr, Lowell PT-35 
  Chipman, Liz PT-45 
  Ciccone, Rebecca PT-32 
  Connors, Dave PT-55 
  Cook, Brian PT-44 
  Cook, Grant PT-40 
  Dallin, Chris PT-29 
  Davis, Michael PT-73 
  Davis, Rick PT-8 
  Dee, Brad PT-2 
  Dutson, Rick PT-69 
  Eyre, Darren PT-77 
  Fisher, Julie PT-6 
  Fletcher, Roberta PT-79 
  Flint, Glen W. PT-59 
  Gilbert, Gerald PT-58 
  Glidden, Jock PT-28 
  Hanks, Rosemary PT-23 
  Hansen, Alan PT-13 
  Hansen, James V PT-1 
  Hayward, Paul PT-39 
  Heilson, Marc PT-26 
  Herring, Al PT-22 
  Herring, Mary PT-38 
  Hinderliter, Clyde PT-19 
  Hinderliter, Lucy PT-18 
  Jeffs, Bruce PT-74 
  Johnson, Joe PT-15 
  Killpack, Sheldon PT-10 
  Knight, Lurlen PT-24 
  Lazar, Elisa PT-76 
  Lee, Rob PT-70 
  Legate, Laurel PT-53 
  LeGate, Lawson PT-21 
  Long, Randy PT-75 
  Mayor, Doug PT-17 
  McConkie, Dannie PT-5 
  Moss, Clark PT-62 
  Moss, Eileen PT-27 
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 Transcript of Public Meeting (PT) 
  Moss, Frank PT-33 
  Newman, C. Kelly PT-63 
  Nichols, George PT-61 
  Oda, Curtis PT-3 
  Page, Carol R. PT-42 
  Panucco, Fred PT-16 
  Petroff, John PT-7 
  Quinney, M. Scott PT-14 
  Riddle, Barbara PT-31 
  Romney, Lisa PT-47 
  Russell, Wayne PT-9 
  Salt, Jeff PT-20 
  Schroeder, Dan PT-34 
  Sharp, Nikki PT-51 
  Simon, Daniel PT-49 
  Sinha, Chaitna PT-57 
  Smith, Reed PT-56 
  Stevenson, Jerry PT-12 
  Truman, Jana PT-43 
  Uresk, Gary PT-60 
  Wagner, Tim PT-30 
  Watkins, Brian PT-65 
  West, Randy PT-78 
  Wharton, Chris PT-37 
  Wilcox, Lee PT-50 
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Section 2 
Master Responses 

This section contains master responses that address frequently expressed comments and major issues that 
were raised during the public comment period. Many comments relating to project alternatives were 
submitted. Several commenters expressed a preference to fully evaluate non-highway alternatives, and 
specifically, transit-only options, before considering construction of a new highway. Consideration of a 
broad range of alternatives was another frequently raised issue. Utahns for Better Transportation (UBET) 
and the Sierra Club presented a revised version of their proposed alternative (the UBET Alternative), and 
many of the comments expressed support of or opposition to that alternative. 

In addition, many of the comments received related to various technical resource topics addressed in the 
Supplemental EIS. In particular, many commenters expressed concern about impacts related to air quality, 
water quality, wildlife, wetlands, property displacement, and community cohesion. 

Master responses to these recurrent comments are provided in this section. The master responses are 
numbered, MR-1 thru MR-7. Sections 3 through 7 of this volume provide a response for each substantive 
comment received on the Draft Supplemental EIS. In many cases, however, there is no specific response 
provided in those sections; rather, the response refers by number to a specific master response. The master 
responses are provided below.  

MR-1—Consideration of Non-highway Alternatives 
Non-highway alternatives to the proposed action were evaluated and are discussed in Section 3.1.1, Non-
highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS. As disclosed therein, the traffic modeling analysis shows 
that none of the non-highway alternatives alone would provide enough capacity to meet the transportation 
demand anticipated in 2020. In fact, even if a full array of non-highway alternatives, with certain highway 
improvements, were implemented—including increased transit, two additional lanes on I-15, and 
enhanced transportation management—the anticipated demand could not be met. As described in Section 
3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, without implementation of 
Legacy Parkway, I-15 would operate at level of service (LOS) F in 2020, even with full implementation 
of arterial road improvements, transportation management strategies, and an expanded mass transit 
scenario. LOS F does not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.  

It should be noted that the Shared Solution for addressing transportation needs in the North Corridor in 
2020 incorporates many non-highway transportation improvements—including transportation demand 
management strategies; substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail; and improvements 
to existing local roads—in addition to construction of Legacy Parkway and expansion of I-15. 
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MR-2—Reasonable Range of Alternatives 
NEPA requires that an EIS consider reasonable alternatives that could accomplish a proposed action’s 
purpose and need. The Supplemental EIS presents the results of analysis of a broad range of alternatives, 
including non-highway alternatives, expansion of I-15, five regional alignment alternatives (including 
five specific alignments within the D&RG Railroad corridor), four specific build alternatives within the 
Great Salt Lake corridor, arterial alternatives, and a no-build alternative. Based on comments received on 
the Draft Supplemental EIS, additional consideration was given to alternatives involving Redwood Road 
and the Redwood Road corridor. The Supplemental EIS also presents alternatives ways of implementing 
Legacy Parkway, and incorporates some of those implementation alternatives into the proposed action. 
All of these reasonable alternatives to the proposed action have been evaluated, and all reasonable and 
practicable alternatives that would meet the project purpose and need have been carried forward for 
detailed environmental review in the Supplemental EIS. 

MR-3—Regional Air Quality Impacts 
As discussed in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the Supplemental EIS, air pollutant emissions in 2020 under 
the Legacy Parkway build alternatives are predicted to be similar to emissions under the No-Build 
Alternative. Regardless of whether the proposed action is implemented, mobile source air emissions in the 
study area are projected to decrease substantially by 2020, and emissions differences between the build 
and no build alternatives would be minimal. Some emissions will slightly increase under the build 
alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative, and others will slightly decrease; the change in either 
direction would be approximately one-half of one percent. Table 4.8-3 of the Supplemental EIS shows 
that the projected vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in 2020 under the No-Build Alternative (48.15 million 
miles/day) would be similar to projected VMT under the build alternatives (48.08 million miles/day). 
These figures, which are based on the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC’s) 2004 travel demand 
model, indicate that VMT in the study area would increase to a similar level with or without the proposed 
action, and the effect on regional air quality would be similar regardless of whether the project is 
implemented. Also, irrespective of the proposed action, the model results show that air quality in the 
region is expected to improve in the future due to more efficient vehicles and tighter regulatory controls 
on emission sources (both mobile and stationary). 

Section 4.8.3.2, Mesoscale Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS describes in detail the effects that the 
proposed action would have on regional air quality. As described in that section, the most recent regional 
conformity analysis for the study area (completed by WFRC in 2003) concludes that the updated 2030 
long range transportation plan, which includes the proposed Legacy Parkway, conforms to the state 
implementation plan for all air pollutants. Although the regional conformity analysis demonstrates that 
future transportation emissions, including those from the Legacy Parkway project, would not cause 
ambient concentrations to exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) limits, a revised 
mesoscale analysis was prepared for the Supplemental EIS to identify potential differences in regional 
emissions between the No-Build and proposed build alternatives in 2020. This additional analysis 
indicates that implementation of the build alternatives would have a minor impact on overall regional air 
emissions relative to the No-Build Alternative in 2020.  
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MR-4—Changes in Growth and Development Patterns 
The Supplemental EIS examines the issue of induced growth. As stated in Section 4.1.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS, the analysis concludes that 
development within Davis County would be essentially the same with or without Legacy Parkway, 
although implementation of a build alternative would likely result in some changes in the type and timing 
of development, particularly in the areas of the proposed Legacy Parkway interchanges. Regardless of 
whether Legacy Parkway is constructed, however, local land use planners and officials predict that the 
study area will be almost completely built out by the end of the study period. As explained in the 2000 
Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS, the study area contains desirable, developable land, which is 
confirmed by the fact that development has occurred and been approved since the Final EIS in 2000 and 
since the Draft Supplemental EIS. The Supplemental EIS also addresses potential effects on growth and 
development trends in southern Weber County and the City of Ogden to the north of the project area. As 
stated in Section 4.1.3.3 of the Supplemental EIS, the analysis concludes that it is unlikely that adoption 
of the Legacy Parkway project would induce growth in that area beyond what is already expected/planned 
to occur and projected growth trends in Weber County are not expected to change substantially. 

Legacy Parkway and other components of the Shared Solution have been planned for many years to meet 
anticipated planned growth in the North Corridor region. Since the original Draft EIS was published in 
1998, the regional growth has occurred as anticipated, even without construction of Legacy Parkway. 
Review of land use plans of the local jurisdictions in the region and of the actual approved development 
since 1998 has confirmed the information presented in the Draft EIS, the Final EIS, and this 
Supplemental EIS concerning patterns of land use and growth. As reflected in the Final EIS and this 
Supplemental EIS, construction of Legacy Parkway may change the timing of some of the land 
development (that is, certain locations may be developed at a different time than would occur without 
Legacy Parkway). For example, if Legacy Parkway were implemented, development in the areas around 
the proposed interchanges could be accelerated compared to when it would occur without implementation 
of Legacy Parkway. However, Legacy Parkway is not anticipated to affect long-term changes in growth 
patterns in the study area or the region.  

In response to comments received during the Supplemental EIS scoping process, the Supplemental EIS 
analysis considers the following two land use scenarios in addition to the official WFRC land use base. 

 A transit-supportive land use scenario, included in the “maximum future transit” analysis (described 
in Chapter 3, Alternatives, and Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy Parkway with Mass Transit, in 
Volume 1 of this Final Supplemental EIS). 

 An alternative development pattern that would result from greater land availability in south Davis 
County under the No-Build Alternative (described in Section 4.1.3.3, Impacts on Growth within and 
Beyond the North Corridor, and in Appendix B, Section B5.1, in Volume 1 of this Final 
Supplemental EIS). 

The transit-supportive land use scenario, coupled with a range of transit service improvements, would 
increase transit mode share under the Shared Solution from about 4.6 percent to about 5.3 percent, as 
described in Section 2.3.2, Summary of Integration Analysis, in Volume 1 of this Supplemental EIS. 

If Legacy Parkway were not built, approximately 800 acres of developable land would become available 
for development in the area of North Salt Lake, Centerville, Farmington, Woods Cross, Bountiful, and 
West Bountiful. Under the No-Build Alternative, development that is not currently anticipated in the 
WFRC forecasts could occur on this land by 2020. Although such development shifts are speculative, if 
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they did occur, they would worsen 2020 traffic conditions in the North Corridor under the No-Build 
Alternative, as noted in Section B5.1 of Appendix in Volume 1. 

MR-5—UBET Proposed Alternative 
The Sierra Club and Utahns for Better Transportation (UBET) have forwarded an alternative they call the 
“Citizen’s Smart-Growth Alternative” (referred to herein as the UBET Alternative). Prior to publication 
of the Draft Supplemental EIS, UBET had recommended that the federal lead agencies consider an 
alternative that involved a Redwood Road arterial in lieu of Legacy Parkway. To address that suggestion, 
the Redwood Road Boulevard Sub-alternative was evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIS. As stated in 
Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, the Redwood Road 
Boulevard Sub-alternative was eliminated from further analysis because it would not draw enough of the 
through-corridor trips off I-15 to meet the peak-period LOS D criterion, the primary criterion for 
determining whether the project would meet the purpose and need.  

UBET submitted a more detailed description of its proposed Redwood Road Boulevard alternative, which 
is the UBET Alternative noted above, with its written comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS in March 
2005. The UBET Alternative was evaluated and subjected to the same screening criteria described and 
applied in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS. Results of that analysis are presented in 
Chapter 3 of this Final Supplemental EIS.  

Description of UBET Alternative and UBET-Proposed Transportation 
Network Assumptions 

The federal lead agencies analyzed the UBET Alternative to allow fair and accurate comparisons with 
other alternatives presented in the Supplemental EIS. Consistent with the other alternatives evaluated, the 
UBET Alternative was analyzed using WFRC model version 3.2 and the integrated transit and land use 
configuration described in Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy Parkway with Mass Transit, in Volume 1 of 
this Supplemental EIS. This transit and land use configuration, which was developed in cooperation with 
local and regional planning representatives, is referred to in the Supplemental EIS as the maximum future 
transit scenario. The transit enhancements and land use assumptions for the maximum future transit 
scenario exceed the enhancements and assumptions incorporated in the WFRC long range transportation 
plan.  

As with the analysis of the Legacy Parkway alternatives, the highway system improvements assumed for 
the analysis of the UBET Alternative reflect the end of the second phase of the WFRC long range 
transportation plan, except that the Legacy North project is not included, consistent with assumptions for 
all other alternatives analyzed. In addition, for the analysis of the UBET Alternative, the Legacy Parkway 
is not included.  

For analysis of the UBET Alternative, from I-215 north to 500 South, Redwood Road is configured as a 
boulevard comprising between four and six lanes (four through-travel lanes plus access lanes where 
fronting land use dictates), with at-grade access to adjacent parcels and cross streets via frontage roads, 
roundabouts, or other intersection treatments, as appropriate. As proposed by UBET, this configuration of 
Redwood Road would provide an average travel speed of 45 miles per hour (mph) along its entire length 
under uncongested traffic conditions. This speed matched the travel speed specifically proposed by UBET 
in its description of the Redwood Road boulevard concept. From 500 South to Parrish Lane, the Redwood 
Road arterial would be extended on a new alignment with four through-travel lanes. North of Centerville, 
the alignment would be an at-grade four-lane parkway arterial that follows the currently proposed Legacy 
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Parkway alignment west of I-15 and terminates at the local street network within the proposed 
Farmington transit-oriented development.  

UBET’s comments suggested that, north of Centerville, the alignment could run either east or west of 
I-15. The evaluation of the UBET Alternative for the Supplemental EIS included a test of the 
transportation performance of both the eastern and western alignments. The western alignment resulted in 
slightly better travel conditions on I-15. Further refined analyses of the UBET Alternative were based on 
the western alignment of Redwood Road in order to focus on the alignment variation that provided greater 
potential for meeting project purpose and need and generated lower impact on established neighborhoods 
east of I-15. The further analysis involved varying the configuration of I-15. 

To capture the different options presented in UBET’s comments, the UBET Alternative was initially 
analyzed with two optional configurations for I-15.  

 Under Option 1, the UBET Alternative was analyzed assuming I-15 is configured as the Preferred 
Alternative in the I-15 North Corridor draft EIS. This option was considered the “10-lane I-15” 
configuration, and comprises four general-purpose lanes and one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane 
per direction.  

 Under Option 2, I-15 is assumed to include four general-purpose lanes in each direction, with two 
limited-access reversible lanes for HOVs. Both reversible lanes would be open for northbound travel 
during the p.m. peak period and for southbound travel during the a.m. peak period. The termini of the 
reversible lanes are I-15, south of the I-215 interchange, and 200 North in Kaysville. The reversible 
lanes are configured in the model as general-purpose lanes with travel model post-processing used to 
account for the desired high-occupancy vehicle/high-occupancy toll lane (HOV/HOT) configuration. 
For purposes of forecasting with the travel demand model, there was little difference in treating the 
reversible lanes as either HOV or HOT. 

Evaluation of UBET Alternative 

During the public comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIS, numerous iterations of six different 
model scenarios were conducted at UBET’s request to assist UBET in refining its proposed alternative. 
These scenarios and iterations varied in the alignment of the Redwood Road extension, the configuration 
of I-15, the land use assumptions, and the transit system assumptions. At the end of the public comment 
period, another seven model runs were conducted as part of the analysis to ensure full and complete 
responses to comments regarding the UBET Alternative. Descriptions and analyses of the resulting three 
principal UBET Alternative options (Option 1, Option 2, and a Refined Option) are presented in the 
technical memorandum Evaluation of UBET Proposals for North Corridor Transportation and Land Use 
(Fehr and Peers 2005). The other scenarios analyzed investigated the effect of incorporating the land use 
assumptions suggested by UBET (see Master Response 6 below) and other less-effective configurations 
of I-15, including variable terminal points and access configurations for the reversible lanes on I-15. The 
lead agencies also evaluated the UBET Alternative under both these optional configurations for I-15, as 
well as under a refinement of the second option, which provides more efficient use of the reversible lanes 
by allowing travelers on I-15 more access to the reversible lanes than under the configuration proposed by 
UBET.  

On the basis of these analyses, the UBET Alternative was eliminated from further consideration because 
none of the UBET Alternative options or refinement of those options would meet the primary project 
purpose and need, as reflected by their failure to provide enough additional capacity to allow I-15 to 
operate at a minimum of LOS D in the peak period through 2020. In sum, under any of the optional I-15 
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configurations, the UBET Alternative would result in an unacceptable level of service, as detailed in the 
following bullets. 

 Unacceptable level of service in the general-purpose travel lanes on I-15. 

 Under Option 1, unacceptable LOS F in the general-purpose lanes on I-15, with HOV lanes 
operating at the LOS C/D threshold. The mixed-flow general lanes on I-15 would average LOS F 
on a daily basis for the full 3-hour p.m. peak period. 

 Under Option 2, unacceptable LOS E in the general-purpose travel lanes on I-15, with HOV/HOT 
lanes operating at LOS B. These represent averages of the 3-hour p.m. peak period; the general-
purpose lanes on I-15 would operate at LOS E/F or F for at least the full 1-hour p.m. peak, and 
the HOV/HOT lanes would operate at LOS D for at least the same hour. 

 Under the Refined Option, unacceptable LOS E in the general-purpose travel lanes on I-15, with 
HOV/HOT lanes operating at the LOS C/D threshold. These represent averages of the 3-hour 
p.m. peak period; the general-purpose lanes on I-15 would operate at LOS E/F or F for at least the 
full 1-hour p.m. peak, and the HOV/HOT lanes would operate at LOS D for at least the same 
hour. 

 Unacceptable corridor-wide system and segment level of service. Under the UBET Alternative, three 
of the ten northbound segments of I-15 would operate at LOS E for the 3-hour p.m. peak period.  

The UBET Alternative also fails to reasonably meet the secondary project purpose of providing an 
adequate alternate north/south route, because a lower speed arterial does not perform in the same 
manner as a through-corridor, limited-access highway. The UBET Alternative results in about 855 
long-distance through-corridor vehicles using parallel local streets, in addition to over 3,000 through-
corridor vehicles using Redwood Road. None of the options suggested under the UBET Alternative 
would protect local streets from long-distance through-corridor traffic. Thus, while, the UBET 
Alternative would provide an alternate route for some vehicles, it would not completely provide an 
adequate alternate north/south route. The UBET Alternative is only able to reduce the through-
corridor traffic on local streets to 60 percent of what it would be under the No-Build Alternative. 
Conversely, the Shared Solution would eliminate all through-corridor traffic on local streets. 

In addition to failing to meet the level of service and alternate route criteria stated in Section 1.1.3, 
Purpose of Legacy Parkway Project, with respect to mobility, the UBET Alternative also fails to 
perform as well as the Shared Solution when measured in terms of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
vehicle hours traveled (VHT), and speed in the corridor. It results in reduced mobility in the region 
compared to the Shared Solution, as indicated by slightly lower VMT and VHT, slower travel speeds, 
and longer trip times. The UBET Alternative performs between 1 and 3 percent worse in terms of 
corridor mobility (VMT) and travel delay (VHT and speed) than the Shared Solution.  

As detailed in the following bullet list, certain basic components of the UBET Alternative (under all 
options evaluated) can be identified that explain why the alternative is neither reasonable nor 
effective, and may also explain why the UBET Alternative fails to meet project purpose and need. 

 The Redwood Road Boulevard proposed in the UBET Alternative, with either roundabouts or other 
intersection treatments, would operate at speeds at least 20 mph slower than a freeway facility at LOS 
C or D, and would not provide a competitive travel path for through-corridor trips. Travelers will 
select the most efficient available route. The freeway would have to operate at LOS E or F for the 
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Redwood Road Boulevard to provide a faster route through the corridor for long-distance travelers. 
LOS E or F is an unacceptable performance level for I-15. 

 Since the Redwood Road Boulevard cannot provide an attractive alternate route for through-corridor 
travel, except under conditions of unacceptable congestion on I-15, the four- to six-lane boulevard is 
forecast to operate at volumes approaching half its capacity. It does not provide a useful travel path 
for a large, long-distance travel market. The Redwood Road Boulevard would not serve as an 
effective reliever for I-15. 

 UBET’s conclusion that the UBET Alternative would meet purpose and need is based on a number of 
errors.  

 The highway analysis that UBET submitted does not accurately represent UBET’s proposed 
alternative because it uses higher-capacity facilities than were described in the definition of the 
UBET Alternative. That is, UBET apparently modeled a different set of road configurations than 
it described in their text version of the alternative. While UBET describes a four- to six-lane 
arterial as its proposed alternative, the UBET model analysis uses an eight-lane Redwood Road 
expressway, similar to Bangerter Highway, with higher right-of-way requirements, more local 
access, and higher community impacts than UBET described for its proposed alternative.  

 The alternative analysis performed by UBET included incorrect reversible lane coding because 
access to the lanes was not restricted in any way, which led to the lanes operating without barriers 
to protect on-coming traffic. This error is likely to result in unrealistically high travel forecasts. 

 The UBET analysis makes average vehicle occupancy (AVO) adjustments to the modeling that 
are not appropriate given the demonstrated ability of the WFRC model to produce valid AVO 
forecasts without further adjustments. 

 The UBET analysis uses AVO forecasts that are unprecedented in both the Salt Lake region and 
other larger urban areas and that are contrary to the current trends in HOV use. That is, UBET’s 
analysis assumed that HOV lanes would attract more persons per vehicle than the data supports. 

Furthermore, much of the information provided in the UBET comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS, 
as exemplified in the following bullet list, confirms that the Shared Solution would offer travel benefits 
throughout the corridor, including the ability to relieve a regional bottleneck. 

 As shown in Figures 17 and 18 (pages 46 and 47 of the UBET Smart Mobility comment document), 
the Shared Solution with Legacy Parkway relieves about 20 miles of freeway on I-15 and I-215 from 
LOS E or F to acceptable levels of service. 

 Conditions on the freeways upstream and downstream of the North Corridor are similar or better 
under the Shared Solution than under the UBET Alternative. 

 The graphics on page 13 of the UBET comment document show the level of service on I-15 within 
the North Corridor is LOS D or better under the Shared Solution but LOS E and F under the UBET 
Alternative. 

 As Figure 17 on page 45 of the UBET comment document indicates, mile-for-mile, I-15 in the North 
Corridor operated at a considerably worse level of service in 2001 than did the regional freeway 
system as a whole. 
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 Sufficient traffic reaches I-15 through the North Corridor today (Figure 17 on page 45 of the UBET 
comment document) to cause traffic backups entering and through the corridor, while downstream 
freeways operate at acceptable levels of service. 

Conclusions  

For the Final Supplemental EIS, the federal lead agencies evaluated the UBET Alternative using the two 
options for network configurations of I-15 proposed by UBET and a refinement of the second option. 
Neither the options nor the refinement of the UBET Alternative would meet the purpose and need related 
to transportation improvements in the North Corridor. The UBET Alternative, under both options and the 
refinement, would have the following results.  

 Inability to provide acceptable level of service in the p.m. peak period in the northbound direction. 
The UBET Alternative as proposed would operate at LOS E or F.  

 Lack of a reasonably effective alternate route for through-corridor traffic, and therefore, greater 
impacts of through-corridor traffic on local streets.  

 Reduced mobility in the region compared to the Shared Solution, as indicated by slightly lower VMT 
and VHT, slower travel speeds, and longer trip times. 

For a full disclosure of the literature cited; analyses performed; and tools, methods, and criteria used to 
evaluate the UBET Alternative, refer to Evaluation of UBET Proposals for North Corridor 
Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005). 

MR-6—UBET Proposed Land Use Assumptions 
In its comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS, UBET proposed that the federal lead agencies use an 
alternate set of land use forecast assumptions as part of the basis for evaluating the performance of 
UBET’s proposed alternative (see Master Response 5 above) and the other alternatives evaluated in the 
Supplemental EIS. The alternate land use assumptions involve shifting both employment and housing 
locations within the corridor to the degree that there would be a substantial reduction in projected travel 
demand (largely on the premise that people would live closer to their jobs and other needs, resulting in 
less need to travel). UBET considers that this alternate set of land use assumptions would result in 
reduced need for transportation improvements in the North Corridor and would enhance the performance 
of its proposed alternative. UBET asserts that its alternate land use forecast assumptions correct what it 
considers are land use imbalances in the corridor. UBET hypothesizes that, with these alternate land use 
assumptions implemented, divergent market assumptions and government efforts to assist transit-oriented 
development (TOD) could create more jobs in the northern part of the corridor  

In evaluating UBET’s proposed alternate land use assumptions, the lead agencies considered two main 
issues: (1) whether the shifts in employment and housing represent reasonable projections, and (2) 
whether such land use assumptions affect conclusions in the Supplemental EIS about the North Corridor 
transportation needs and alternatives analysis. The lead agencies reviewed the reasonableness of the 
alternate land use forecast assumptions by comparing them with official land use projections and regional 
transportation plans, including evaluations conducted for the Supplemental EIS. The lead agencies also 
assessed whether the assumptions would reduce travel demand in the corridor sufficiently to affect 
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conclusions about transportation needs in the North Corridor and the analysis in the Supplemental EIS of 
the UBET Alternative and other alternatives.  

Reasonableness of UBET-Proposed Land Use Assumptions 

The land use assumptions used in the Supplemental EIS are appropriate and reasonable. For the 
Supplemental EIS analysis, FHWA and the Corps relied on state, regional, and local projections of 
population distribution and land use. For consistency with the adopted regional transportation plan and 
regional air quality conformity determinations, the Supplemental EIS is based on the officially adopted 
regional land use forecasts. The Shared Solution for the North Corridor, including Legacy Parkway, is 
consistent with the following existing plans and policies: Wasatch Front Urban Area Long Range 
Transportation Plan Update 2004–2030 (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2003a); Salt Lake and Ogden-
Layton Urbanized Areas Congestion Management System Report (Wasatch Front Regional Council 
2004); increased transit funding allocations to Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties; and Transit 2030 
Committee recommendations (Wasatch Front Regional Council. 2003. Transit 2030 Committee. 
Available: http://www.wfrc.org/reports.)  

The lead agencies rely on established local land use plans because federal agencies have no authority to 
make local land use choices, including locations and nature of housing or places of employment. 
Nonetheless, the lead agencies included information in the Supplemental EIS using two variations of the 
adopted regional land use forecasts. These variations are described in the following bullet list. These 
variations were evaluated to respond to issues raised during scoping (by UBET and others) that the lead 
agencies should assess how and whether changes in land use might affect transportation choices, 
including encouraging a higher level of transit ridership than the adopted regional land use forecasts.  

 In response to comments received during the scoping process, the Supplemental EIS presents a 
scenario that makes adjustments to land use allocations within individual cities. These adjustments 
are (1) consistent with the adopted regional forecast, (2) deemed reasonable and acceptable by 
planning representatives of the affected cities, and (3) reflect a reasonable bias towards transit-
supportive land use. These adjustments, described as “maximum” or “robust” future transit, are 
explained in the Supplemental EIS transit integration analysis in Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy 
Parkway with Mass Transit, of the Final Supplemental EIS. The TOD land use shifts developed for 
the Draft Supplemental EIS transit integration analysis shifted about 17 percent of the expected 
growth in the corridor to locations within transit station areas. These shifts in land use density 
represent the maximum level considered feasible by local planning representatives from the North 
Corridor communities.  

 The supplemental EIS also considers the possibility that there would be a different land use pattern in 
the corridor if Legacy Parkway were not built. The assessment concludes that, under the No-Build 
Alternative, if the Legacy Parkway right-of-way and preserve were relinquished, the density of land 
development in the corridor in 2020 could be higher than under the Shared Solution. That is, 
additional land would be available for development and would be developed. As a result, traffic 
impacts under the No-Build Alternative would be greater on local streets in the western areas of the 
North Corridor and on I-15 than under any build alternative.  

The UBET comments characterize official land use forecasts as reflecting a “worsening” of jobs/housing 
balance in the North Corridor compared to current conditions. The lead agencies do not accept that land 
use forecasts either “worsen” or “improve,” nor do they make any judgments about forecasts of land use. 
However, it is worth noting that the official forecasts upon which the Supplemental EIS relies actually 
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project that both the number of households with local jobs and the percentage of households with local 
jobs will increase in the North Corridor by 2020, representing a trend toward more a greater balance of 
jobs and housing in the corridor. The Supplemental EIS conclusions concerning the ability of the Shared 
Solution and other project alternatives to meet the purpose and need are based on and/or consistent with 
the above land use plans, projections, and assumptions. They take into consideration the total amounts of 
growth, a more balanced jobs/housing ratio in the future projected by WFRC, and the full range of other 
factors (described below) that influence travel demand. 

The fundamental concepts underlying the alternate land use assumptions proposed by UBET are not 
reasonable. UBET speculates that if Legacy Parkway were not built, the real estate market would shift 
regional land use patterns resulting in the employment and housing distribution projected in its alternate 
set of land use assumptions. This basic premise is unsupported. There is limited support for the 
underlying premise that elimination of a planned highway from a regional corridor already served by a 
major freeway and premium transit could suppress land development in the corridor (Transportation 
Research Board. 1998. Transit Markets of the Future: the Challenge of Change. Transit Cooperative 
Research Program Report 28).  

UBET’s comment that the WFRC land use forecasts represent a less balanced jobs/housing ratio is 
unfounded. As noted above, the official forecasts upon which the Supplemental EIS analysis relies project 
that both the number of households with local jobs and the percentage of households with local jobs will 
increase in the North Corridor by 2020. However, there are a number of logical reasons that explain why 
travel in the North Corridor is expected to increase in spite of a more balanced jobs/housing ratio. 
Although the jobs/housing ratio is forecast to be more balanced in the future, the total number of both 
jobs and households is projected to increase markedly: jobs by 52 percent and households by 32 percent. 
Therefore, although the more balanced jobs/housing ratio will diminish the effects of growth in 
households and employment on future travel in the corridor, it will not fully counteract the effects. Trips 
generated by some percentage of the new households and new jobs will still need to traverse the corridor.  

As a result of this additional travel demand, traffic on I-15 in the North Corridor is forecast to grow by 
about 23 percent by 2020. Travel in corridors such as the North Corridor is a result of many factors, not 
only the jobs/housing ratio. A balanced jobs/housing ratio in an area does not eliminate the need for 
travel. Employees do not always choose to live as near as possible to their workplaces. Many factors 
govern residence choice, including housing affordability and quality of schools. Also, a high percentage 
of household travel occurs for purposes other than commuting to work. Trips for purposes such as 
shopping, social, recreational, school, personal business, deliveries, and business collaboration are not 
directly affected by an area’s jobs/housing ratio, and some trips by new residents and workers would 
traverse the corridor independent of the ratio of jobs to housing. Finally, approximately 65 percent of the 
traffic on I-15 in the North Corridor is through-corridor travel generated in north Davis and Weber 
Counties, as well as in growing counties and states north of the corridor. Most of this future travel 
demand will not be directly influenced by the jobs/housing balance available in the North Corridor.  

The alternate land use assumptions submitted by UBET involve substantial shifts in future development 
in the region that lack reasonable support and are contrary to adopted regional and local plans and 
policies. They conflict with the official growth forecasts produced by the State of Utah Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Budget and WFRC, and they are inconsistent with the official regional forecasts used in 
the regional long range transportation plan and the maximum future transit orientation, which was 
determined to be feasible by planning officials representing the corridor communities, developed for the 
Supplemental EIS transit integration analysis. The UBET land use forecast assumptions depart from the 
official WFRC forecasts for the region by arbitrarily reallocating over 37,000 jobs from northwest Salt 
Lake County to Weber County, Davis County, and north Salt Lake County, and by moving 41,000 
residents from Weber and Davis County to Salt Lake County. These assumptions take the 
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reallocation/balancing of jobs and housing to extremes not envisioned by the responsible state, regional, 
and local agencies. 

Evaluation of Effectiveness of Alternate Land Use Assumptions 

Despite concluding that the alternate land use assumptions that UBET proposed are unreasonable, the 
lead agencies evaluated the UBET Alternative Option 1 and the Refined Option using those proposed 
alternate land use assumptions. The evaluation concluded that even if land use patterns were altered as 
UBET proposes, the change would not affect the conclusions of the Draft Supplemental EIS concerning 
the relative performance of the transportation alternatives. The No-Build Alternative would still not meet 
the purpose and need, but the Shared Solution, which includes the Legacy Parkway, would. None of the 
UBET Alternative options would meet the purpose and need, even combined with the UBET’s alternate 
set of future land use assumptions.  

The lead agencies evaluated the effectiveness of UBET’s proposed land use assumptions for their ability 
to reduce travel demand in the North Corridor. Transportation modeling analysis using UBET’s Option 1 
transportation system with UBET’s alternate set of land use assumptions indicates that it would result in 
an unacceptable level of service (LOS E) in the p.m. peak period on northbound I-15 when evaluated 
using accepted WFRC modeling procedures. The same result was found using the Refined Option of the 
UBET Alternative. That is, even if the UBET suggestions for massive shifts in employment and housing 
were reasonable, the changes in land use forecasts would not eliminate the purpose and need for the 
project. The results of the modeling analysis conclude that the alternate land use assumptions do not 
reduce peak period peak direction travel demand in the North Corridor such that the UBET Alternative 
could meet purpose and need. 

For a full disclosure of the literature cited; analyses performed; and tools, methods, and criteria used to 
evaluate the UBET-proposed alternate land use assumptions, refer to Evaluation of UBET Proposals for 
North Corridor Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005). 

Master Response 7—Traffic Model Evaluation 
Several comments were received regarding aspects of the traffic forecasting model used to compare and 
evaluate potential project alternatives. In particular, commenters were interested in the model validation 
procedures, the model’s responsiveness to factors that influence transit use, the forecasting of vehicle 
occupancy and HOV travel, the impacts of ramp metering and highway skim feedback on model 
assumptions, the forecasting of network link speeds, and the model’s ability to account for induced travel. 
These issues are addressed in this master response. The traffic modeling is also described in detail in 
Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, in Volume 1 of this Supplemental EIS. For a discussion of 
the literature cited; analysis performed; and tools, methods, and criteria used to evaluate the travel 
demand modeling procedures (including other technical topics such as toll road travel forecasting, effects 
of TSM measures, post-processing calculations for HOV and HOT demand), refer to Evaluation of UBET 
Proposals for North Corridor Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005). 

Travel Demand Model 

As the local metropolitan planning organization, WFRC owns and maintains the travel demand 
forecasting model that covers the study area. The WFRC travel model was used for the Supplemental EIS 
analysis. It meets performance criteria established by FHWA. The WFRC travel model, version 3.2, was 
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the most current version available and was state-of-the-practice when the transportation analysis for the 
Supplemental EIS was conducted. Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS 
describes the model in detail.  

The modeling procedures used in the Supplemental EIS are consistent with official regional modeling 
protocols as used in WFRC’s Wasatch Front Urban Area Long Range Transportation Plan Update, 
2004–2030 (long range plan) (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2003a) and Congestion Management 
System Plan (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2004) reports. The procedures applied are state-of-the-
practice, as applied both regionally and nationally for transportation planning, and were enhanced for the 
Supplemental EIS through post-process adjustments to approximate best-practice travel demand 
modeling. The model and other analysis procedures used were also validated with respect to traffic and 
transit data from within the region and with respect to transit system performance and mode shares in 
comparable corridors in urban areas elsewhere.  

The travel model, version 3.2, was reviewed and compared with previous WFRC travel model versions, 
including the version used for the Final EIS in 2000. As described in the Final EIS, Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc., a nationally recognized traffic-modeling firm, conducted an independent review of the 
WFRC model in 2000. In 2005, Cambridge Systematics reviewed the WFRC travel model, and 
determined that the current version 3.2 was state of the practice for travel models used by metropolitan 
planning organizations. The WFRC travel model had previously been evaluated by peer reviews in 1999 
and 2002, which resulted in identification of suggested changes and improvements. In conducting this 
independent review, Cambridge Systematics found that many of the changes that appeared in version 3.2 
were made in response to suggestions from these peer reviews. The Cambridge Systematics independent 
review of the WFRC travel model version 3.2 is included as part of the administrative record for this 
Supplemental EIS. The report concludes that the current version of the WFRC model is improved 
compared to the 2000 version, and it appears to be a reliable tool for travel demand forecasting, similar to 
models used in many U.S. metropolitan areas. (Rossi, Thomas. Cambridge Systematics. Memorandum to 
UDOT regarding review of the WFRC travel demand model. October 11, 2005.)  

Specific Aspects of the Travel Demand Modeling Approach 

Specific aspects of the travel demand modeling used for the Supplemental EIS are summarized below. 

 Model validation. The model used for the Supplemental EIS accurately predicts I-15 traffic and total 
screenline volumes. Based on comprehensive 2004 and 2005 traffic counts, the WFRC model meets 
published FHWA and UDOT validation criteria in the North Corridor, including correlation 
coefficient and root-mean-square error. At the Woods Cross screenline, both I-15 and the total 
screenline model estimates were within 2 percent of the traffic counts. Model estimates for all 
segments of I-15 between US-89 and downtown Salt Lake City (1000 North) meet standard 
validation criteria. 

 Transit mode shares. The model produces results that replicate ridership on TRAX and are 
comparable to premium transit in other regions, and shows similar responsiveness to variations in 
transit “hardware and software” as found in national research. The model was updated and 
recalibrated based on TRAX actual performance using the 2002 UTA on-board ridership survey. As 
explained in Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy Parkway with Mass Transit, of the Supplemental EIS 
and in the integration technical memorandum (Fehr and Peers 2004), the lead agencies evaluated a 
robust transit scenario for the Supplemental EIS, which included a number of transit enhancements 
beyond those included in the base WFRC travel demand model. Using this robust transit scenario, the 
Supplemental EIS forecasts that about 25 percent of commuters traveling to the Salt Lake City 
downtown area (central business district) from the North Corridor will use transit. This falls within 
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the range of current transit shares of riders to a central business district experienced in larger western 
cities: 35 percent for Denver, 18 percent for San Diego, and 31 percent for Portland.  

 Vehicle occupancy modeling and HOV use. The model uses accurate average vehicle occupancy 
(AVO), as measured in comparable corridors in the Salt Lake region and more congested urban areas. 
The AVO outputs by the 2004 model run were compared to observed data from 2004 at various 
points along I-15. The observed AVO data were 1.30 and 1.24, and the AVO modeled data results 
were 1.30 and 1.29. This correlation indicates that the model vehicle occupancy is valid when 
compared to existing conditions in HOV lanes on I-15.  

For HOVs, the Supplemental EIS application of the model takes a conservative approach, allowing 
for additional TSM and HOV incentives that might be offered in the future. Because of this approach, 
the Supplemental EIS assumes a greater utilization of HOV lanes than might be expected under a less 
conservative approach. Based on modeling and post-model adjustments, the Supplemental EIS 
assumes up to 1,680 vehicles per lane in the HOV facility on I-15 in the North Corridor in 2020, 
compared to 880 vehicles expected based on travel time advantage calculations and empirical data. 
The Supplemental EIS assumes that, of all traffic on a freeway segment, the maximum practicable 
volume (1,680), rather than the most likely volume (880), will travel in the HOV lane. The remaining 
traffic is allocated across the general purpose lanes, resulting in a conservative evaluation of 
alternatives.  

 Ramp metering. Ramp metering was included in the modeling through assumptions of freeway 
capacity downstream of the metered ramps. 

 Highway skim feedback. The highway skim feedback to trip distribution for home-based work trips 
in the model is state-of-practice. 

 Forecast of link speeds. The model predicts trip times accurately. WFRC conducted a highway 
speed study in 2004 (Wasatch Front Regional Council. 2003. Speed Study. December. Salt Lake City, 
UT), and the results of that study show that trip times observed on roads throughout the Wasatch 
Front are comparable to the trip times predicted by the model for current conditions.  

 Volume delay curves. The WFRC model volume delay curves match standard practice in travel 
demand models. The freeway volume delay curve is calibrated to forecast observed traffic volumes. 
The Supplemental EIS used the travel model to forecast traffic volumes then determined level of 
service by comparing those traffic volumes to level of service thresholds in the Highway Capacity 
Manual (Exhibit 23.2 in American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. 2000. 
Washington, DC.).  

 Induced travel. An earlier version of the WFRC model (version 2.1, 2001–2003) was thoroughly 
tested and found to replicate the experiential effects of induced travel. (Cambridge Systematics. 2003. 
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) Model Sensitivity Testing and Training Study. Final 
Report. November.) The version of the WFRC travel model used for the Supplemental EIS (version 
3.2, 2004) results in forecasts of induced travel similar to the tested model version. Version 3.2 was 
reviewed in 2005 by Cambridge Systematics, the same independent firm that prepared the 2003 
model sensitivity study; Cambridge Systematics found version 3.2 to be a state-of-the-practice model 
(Rossi, Thomas. Cambridge Systematics. Memorandum to UDOT regarding review of the WFRC 
travel demand model. October 11, 2005.). 
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Measures of Effectiveness Used to Evaluate Alternatives 

The primary purpose of the proposed action is to provide capacity to help meet the travel demand through 
2020 such that I-15 would operate at a minimum acceptable level of service during peak travel demand. 
The minimum acceptable level of service, measured as the average over a 3-hour peak period, is LOS D. 
The Shared Solution, including Legacy Parkway, meets the project purpose and need when evaluated 
using both the level of service criteria described above and other measures of effectiveness. The other 
measures of effectiveness are different ways to evaluate transportation system performance. 

In the North Corridor, the northbound p.m. peak period is the critical peak period for analysis. The 
Supplemental EIS presents information about travel conditions at the Woods Cross screenline, an 
imaginary east/west line that cuts across all north/south transportation facilities in the corridor, as an 
appropriate measure of effectiveness. The following bullet points explain why the level of service of I-15 
at the Woods Cross screenline, northbound in the p.m. peak period, is an accurate indicator of I-15 
conditions in the entire corridor and provides a suitable basis for evaluating traffic conditions in the 
corridor. 

 The screenline accurately represents the average level of service on all I-15 freeway segments in the 
corridor. 

 The screenline correctly indicates whether any of the segments of I-15 would fail to meet purpose and 
need in 2020. 

 The WFRC model has been shown to be accurate at the Woods Cross screenline, with both I-15 and 
the total screenline model estimates falling within 2 percent of the current traffic counts at the same 
locations. 

 The screenline crosses all the north-south routes, providing a summary of all traffic in the corridor. 

The Supplemental EIS also provides other information that can serve as indicators of the relative 
performance of the No-Build Alternative and the Shared Solution, including VMT, VHT, and average 
travel speed within the North Corridor. These all demonstrate that the Shared Solution provides superior 
mobility compared to the No-Build Alternative, including up to 42 percent reductions in p.m. peak traffic 
delays and 72 percent improvements in p.m. peak travel speeds. While comparisons of VMT, VHT, and 
speed within the North Corridor can be useful, measuring the differences between alternatives in the 
context of the overall regional VMT, VHT, and speed is less helpful. At the regional level, there is very 
little difference in VMT, VHT, or speed between the alternatives. Therefore, the regional criteria 
proposed by UBET, including regional VMT, VHT, and VMT per capita reveal only very small 
differences (less than one-third of 1 percent) among the alternatives and are less useful than corridor-
specific comparisons. 
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Section 3 
Responses to Federal Agency Comments 

This section contains the responses to comments submitted by federal agencies. 

U.S. Department of the Army, Tooele Army Depot 
Comment Number FA-1-1 
Response It is noted that the Tooele Army Depot and Hill Air Force Base rely on I-15 for 

transporting materials related to national defense on a daily basis, and that I-15 is 
part of the Strategic Highway Network. Additional information provided by the 
commenter has been added to Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway 
Project, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service 
Comment Number FA-2-1 
Response A table summarizing direct, indirect, and contribution to cumulative impacts on 

wildlife associated with the proposed build alternatives has been added to the 
Summary of the Final Supplemental EIS. In addition, a series of summary tables, 
Tables ES-1 through ES-4, has been added to the wildlife technical memorandum. 

Comment Number FA-2-2 
Response A discussion of the noise and cumulative impact data presented in the wildlife 

technical memorandum is presented in Section 4.13.3.10, Noise Disturbance, and 
Section 4.13.3.13, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number FA-2-3 
Response Table 4.12-6 of the Final Supplemental EIS provides a comparison of the wetland 

acreage and functional capacity units that would be lost under Alternative E 
relative to the wetland acreage and functions that would be gained at the Legacy 
Nature Preserve. Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetland and 
Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS provides an accounting of 
impacts relative to mitigation in a variety of formats, including functional capacity 
units, vegetation cover type, and wildlife habitat. 

 In summary, the mitigation-to-impact ratio for wetland acreage under Alternative E 
(Final Supplemental EIS Preferred Alternative) is 6.8:1, that is, the Legacy Nature 
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Preserve would provide 6.8 acres of wetland habitat for each acre of wetland 
habitat directly affected under Alternative E. By wetland class, the ratio is 2.8:1 for 
depressional wetlands, 7.4:1 for groundwater slope wetlands, and 12.6:1 for 
lacustrine fringe wetlands. 

 Regarding wetland functions, there would be a net gain in all five wetland 
functions within the lacustrine fringe wetland class, a net loss in functions 1, 2, and 
3 in the depressional wetland class (net gain in functions 4 and 5), and a net loss in 
functions 1 and 2 in the groundwater slope wetland class (net gain in functions 3, 4, 
and 5). In summary, creation of 12 acres of groundwater slope wetlands would 
result in a net gain in all wetland functions in that wetland class (see Table 4.12-6), 
but some wetland functions would be lost in the depressional wetland class (i.e., 
those functions mitigated at less than a 1:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio), some of 
which would be compensated by mitigating at higher ratios in the lacustrine fringe 
wetland class.  

 A complete discussion of the implications of out-of-kind mitigation is provided in 
Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS. That section 
also includes a discussion of how the Legacy Nature Preserve would be affected by 
changes in the level of Great Salt Lake.    

Comment Number FA-2-4 
Response A formal mitigation plan has been included as Appendix F, Draft Wetland 

Mitigation Plan, in the Final Supplemental EIS. It should be noted, however, that 
this plan is still in review by UDOT’s collaborative Legacy Nature Preserve design 
team, which includes representatives from local jurisdictions, agencies, and special-
interest groups. Any refinements to the formal mitigation plan presented in the 
Final Supplemental EIS as a result of review by the collaborative design team will 
be subject to approval by the Corps as part of the Section 404 permit application 
process. 

Comment Number FA-2-5 
Response The regional study area was used to evaluate all project-related effects on wildlife 

beyond the project study area. Many migratory birds that use the project study area 
move seasonally along the Wasatch Front, stopping at other wetland areas from 
Utah Lake to the Bear River National Wildlife Refuge. Utah Lake was included in 
the regional study area because approximately 156 migratory bird species found 
around Utah Lake also use habitats around Great Salt Lake (Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources 1982; wildlife technical memorandum Appendix A-1), and 
many of their populations are likely connected by regular movement between the 
two areas. This information is included in Section 4.13.1.2, Regional Study Area, 
of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number FA-2-6 
Response Text has been added to Section 4.12.3.2, Indirect Impacts, of the Final 

Supplemental EIS to illustrate the percentage of wetland habitat that would be 
indirectly affected under each build alternative. This provides a relative context for 
assessing the indirect impacts of each build alternative. Table 4.13-5 in the 
Supplemental EIS illustrates the potential impact of future development on 
wetland/wildlife habitat in the study area, both with and without the proposed build 
alternatives. As the table illustrates, the proposed Legacy Parkway is not the only 
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potential source of future loss of wetland and upland habitats. The column in the 
table titled “Build-Out-Developed” represents impacts that could occur on 
wetland/wildlife habitat if none of the proposed build alternatives are constructed 
(i.e., impacts that would occur in the future under a no-build scenario). The 
columns titled “Alternatives A/B/C or E” and “Build Out” represent impacts that 
could occur on wetland/wildlife habitat if a proposed build alternative were 
implemented.  

Comment Number FA-2-7 
Response The Executive Summary of the wildlife technical memorandum has been expanded 

to provide a clearer summary of the character and extent of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts, both with and without implementation of the proposed action. 

Comment Number FA-2-8 
Response The Supplemental EIS acknowledges the potential for indirect impacts on wildlife 

from implementation of the proposed action. As stated in Section 4.13.3.14, 
Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS, monitoring noise and conducting 
surveys for representative bird species, prior to and during construction, to 
document noise impacts would constitute appropriate mitigation for indirect 
impacts, in addition to the habitat that will be preserved and improved as part of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve. After additional consultation and coordination, the 
wildlife agencies requested assistance from UDOT wildlife specialists to develop 
and implement a postconstruction monitoring plan that meets both the lead 
agencies’ NEPA responsibilities and the wildlife agencies’ objectives. This 
commitment is included in Appendix H, Statement of Commitment, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. An analysis of the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation is 
presented in Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetland and Wildlife 
Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number FA-2-9 
Response Information on the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts presented in the 

Executive Summary of the wildlife technical memorandum has been included in 
Section 4.13, Wildlife, of the Final Supplemental EIS. The mitigation plan has been 
added to the Final Supplemental EIS as Appendix F, Draft Wetland Mitigation 
Plan. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Comment Number FA-3-1 
Response Section 4.12.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the 

Final Supplemental EIS provides additional detail regarding how the Legacy 
Nature Preserve compensates for the loss of wetland habitat associated with 
implementation of the project applicant’s preferred alternative, Alternative E. In 
addition, text has been added to the Introduction; Section 2.2.4, Conclusions; and 
the subsection, Other Alternatives Screening Criteria, in Section 3.2 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS to provide clarification on the federal lead agencies’ definitions 
of practicability and, in particular, logistics. For the purposes of the Supplemental 
EIS, the Corps defines logistics as any of the details associated with implementing 
a project alternative; these details could include construction impacts, relocations, 
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and community impacts/neighborhood changes. The Corps may consider a project 
alternative impracticable due to logistical considerations based on an assessment of 
the above considerations. 

Comment Number FA-3-2 
Response Tables 4.12-6 and 4.12-7 have been added to Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation 

Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS to better illustrate wetland acreage and 
functions that would be lost under each of the proposed build alternatives, and how 
the Legacy Nature Preserve would mitigate the loss of these functions. In addition, 
Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetland and Wildlife Mitigation, of 
the Final Supplemental EIS provides an accounting of impacts relative to 
mitigation in a variety of formats, including functional capacity units, vegetation 
cover type, and wildlife habitat. 

 The discussion in Section 4.12.3.4 explains that the ratio of acres of wetlands 
preserved in the Legacy Nature Preserve to acres of wetlands lost as a result of 
implementation of Alternative E would be greater than 1:1. There would be a net 
gain in all five wetland functions within the lacustrine fringe wetland class, a net 
loss in functions 1, 2, and 3 in the depressional wetland class (net gain in functions 
4 and 5), and a net loss in functions 1 and 2 in the groundwater slope wetland class 
(net gain in functions 3, 4, and 5). In summary, creation of 12 acres of groundwater 
slope wetlands would result in a net gain in all wetland functions in that wetland 
class (see Table 4.12-6), but some wetland functions would be lost in the 
depressional wetland class (i.e., those functions mitigated at less than a 1:1 
mitigation-to-impact ratio), some of which would be compensated by mitigating at 
higher ratios in the lacustrine fringe wetland class.  

 A complete discussion of the implications of out-of-kind mitigation is provided in 
Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS. That section 
also includes a discussion of how the Legacy Nature Preserve would be affected by 
changes in the level of Great Salt Lake.  

Comment Number FA-3-3 
Response More detailed information has been added to Chapters 2 and 3 of the Final 

Supplemental EIS regarding the rationale for determining the unreasonableness and 
impracticability of any of the alternatives within the Denver and Rio Grande 
Railroad (D&RG) Regional Alignment corridor. See Sections 2.2.4, Conclusions, 
3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, and 3.2.3, Summary of 
Alternatives Eliminated of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number FA-3-4 
Response Additional information has been added to the Foreword/Introduction, Chapter 2 

(Section 2.2.4, Conclusions), and Chapter 3 (Sections 3.2.2, Results of Additional 
Alternatives Evaluation, and 3.2.3, Summary of Alternatives Eliminated) of the 
Final Supplemental EIS to clarify the CWA Section 404 criteria used (in addition 
to the NEPA criteria) in evaluating the practicability and reasonableness of the 
D&RG alternatives. This information includes discussion of the evaluation of cost, 
existing technology, and logistics in the evaluation of practicability under CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. A more detailed analysis of these alternatives under 
the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines is included in the Corp’s Section 404(b)(1) 
Alternatives Analysis. 
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Comment Number FA-3-5 
Response It is agreed that there are feasible alternatives (Alternatives A and E) that are less 

environmentally damaging than Alternatives B and C. Neither Alternative B nor C 
is the Preferred Alternative. 

Comment Number FA-3-6 
Response Text has been added to the Foreword/Introduction; Section 2.2.4, Conclusions; and 

the subsection, Other Alternatives Screening Criteria, in Section 3.2 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS to provide clarification on the Corps’ determination of 
practicability, and specifically, on how the Corps defines and considers logistics in 
the Supplemental EIS. Logistics has been defined to include any of the details 
associated with implementing a proposed project alternative, including construction 
impacts, relocations, and community impacts/neighborhood changes. The text 
added to Section 2.2 provides additional clarification on why the D&RG regional 
alignment was considered impracticable by the Corps—due, in part, to logistical 
considerations. 

 In addition, a new table, Table 4.12-6, has been added to Section 4.12.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, that illustrates the 
adequacy of the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve to offset wetland impacts 
associated with construction of Alternative E, the project applicant’s preferred 
alternative. 

Comment Number FA-3-7 
Response Coordination with the EPA on the 14-item task list agreed to by the Corps, FHWA, 

and EPA on February 9, 2005, has been completed. Changes to the Final 
Supplemental EIS have been incorporated as appropriate; a record of those 
decisions is included in the administrative record for the Legacy Parkway project. 

 



Comments 



 

 FA-C-1 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 FA-C-2 

 

 

 



 

 FA-C-3 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 FA-C-4 

 

 

 

 

 



Section 4 
State Agency 



Responses 



 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
4-1 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Section 4 
Responses to State Agency Comments 

This section contains the responses to comments submitted by state agencies. 

Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
Comment Number SA-1-1 
Response Section 4.21.3.10, Water Quality, in the Supplemental EIS addresses cumulative 

impacts on water quality resulting from development. 

Comment Number SA-1-2 
Response UDOT conducted groundwater modeling for the 2000 Final EIS and monitored the 

impacts of the road embankment on groundwater levels during the portion of 
construction that has been initiated. The results of these studies have been sent to 
UDEQ. The groundwater modeling conducted for the 2000 Final EIS (Potential 
Impacts on Groundwater Flow: Addendum 2, prepared by HDR Engineering, 
September 21, 1999) indicates that the maximum decrease in groundwater 
elevation would be less than 2.54 cm (1 inch) in areas where the fill is 2.74 m (9 ft) 
deep; most of the groundwater slope wetlands intercepted by Legacy Parkway are 
located in such areas. Furthermore, the Forster and Neff study (Progress Report #2. 
Legacy Parkway Hydrologic Studies for Drainage Design, prepared by C. Forster 
and M. Neff, 2002) preliminarily concluded: “The groundwater moving from the 
deeper aquifers is the principal source of water supplying wetlands near, and west 
of, the highway right-of-way.”  

 UDOT will continue to monitor the impacts of road fill on groundwater during the 
next construction phase. If necessary, based on the results of the monitoring, 
UDOT will consider installation of additional groundwater conveyance structures 
to minimize impacts on groundwater flow.    

Comment Number SA-1-3 
Response Section 4.11.2.1, Federal Permits and Clearances, of the Final Supplemental EIS 

has been revised to include the requirement for plans and specifications for BMPs 
and vegetated strips and swales in the discussion of the general construction 
stormwater permit. 

Comment Number SA-1-4 
Response The text of Section 4.11, Permits and Clearances, of the Final Supplemental EIS 

has been revised to reflect UDOT’s commitment to maintain current BMPs for 
stormwater treatment facilities. 
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Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 

Comment Number SA-2-1 
Response The specific impacts that would occur on the Legacy Nature Preserve with 

implementation of Legacy Parkway are described in the Analysis of the Adequacy 
of Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, which is included as Appendix E of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number SA-2-2 
Response Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, and Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy 

of Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS describe the 
adequacy of the Legacy Nature Preserve to offset impacts on wetlands associated 
with Alternative E (Supplemental EIS Preferred Alternative).  This analysis 
includes an assessment of the acreage and wetland functions that would be lost 
under Alternative E relative to those that would be gained by the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. Table 4.12-6 of the Final Supplemental EIS summarizes this analysis.   

Comment Number SA-2-3 
Response Table 3-2 and Figures 4a and 4b in Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of 

Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS show the 
progressive change in habitat availability with rising lake level. The 4,212-ft 
elevation line defines the boundary between Inundation Zones 3 and 4.  

Comment Number SA-2-4 
Response UDWR’s comments on the third and final internal review draft of the wildlife 

technical memorandum have been reviewed to ensure that all of those comments 
have been addressed in the wildlife technical memorandum and/or the Final 
Supplemental EIS. The majority of the UDWR comments were addressed in the 
Draft Supplemental EIS; changes have been made to Chapter 4.13, Wildlife, of the 
Final Supplemental EIS to address outstanding comments. 

Comment Number SA-2-5 
Response As described in Section 4.13.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS, 

UDOT has committed to funding a study to determine the effects of highway noise 
on bird populations in the project area and comparable habitats, which would likely 
include the Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area. The study, which is 
being collaboratively designed by the federal lead agencies, UDOT, USFWS, and 
UDWR, will include the monitoring of bird populations and noise before, during, 
and after construction of Legacy Parkway. The results of the monitoring will be 
used to develop a tool for the analysis of noise impacts on wildlife for future 
projects. A statement of commitment outlining the specifics of the noise study is 
included in Appendix H, Statement of Commitment, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number SA-2-6 
Response On June 29, 2005, representatives from FHWA, UDOT, UDWR, and USFWS 

conducted a field review of the eastern boundary of the FBWMA and the proposed 
Legacy Parkway alignments. In the area of concern, the proposed alignments of 
Alternatives A and E are located adjacent to the UPRR and I-15 corridor, and are 
neither within nor immediately adjacent to the FBWMA. Therefore, impacts on the 
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FBWMA under these alternatives would be avoided and minimized to the 
maximum extent possible. Alternatives B and C would have direct impacts on the 
eastern entrance of the FBWMA. 

        The same group also reviewed the USFWS September 13, 2000, letter to the Corps, 
which outlines the UDOT agreement to purchase 317 additional acres adjacent to 
the FBWMA to buffer the FBWMA from future development. As indicated in the 
adopted mitigation in FHWA and the Corps’ previous RODs on the 2000 Final 
EIS, part of the impetus for the location of the 317 acres of additional mitigation 
was to buffer FBWMA from future development, although neither USFWS, 
UDOT, nor FHWA had specifically indicated that to UDWR. As a result of the 
field review and the additional information on the extent of the mitigation lands, 
UDWR agreed that the recreation impacts would be sufficiently reduced such that 
monitoring would not be warranted. 

Comment Number SA-2-7 
Response The parcel indicated by the commenter has been included in Figure 5-1 and other 

applicable maps in the Final Supplemental EIS. Acreage calculations have been 
reviewed and updated as necessary to include the parcel. See Section 5.5, Use of 
Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties, of the Final Supplemental EIS for a description of 
potential impacts on this parcel.  

Comment Number SA-2-8 
Response The commenter suggested that the federal lead agencies consider implementing a 

5- to 10-year monitoring program to document indirect impacts on wildlife, 
including impacts associated with noise, habitat fragmentation, water quality, and 
air quality. UDOT is currently working with USFWS and UDWR to initiate long-
term studies of the effects of noise on wildlife in the study area. See the responses 
to comments SA-2-5 and NG-7-47, as well as the wildlife technical memorandum, 
for a discussion of the noise monitoring studies. 

 Long-term monitoring is not proposed for wildlife impacts resulting from habitat 
fragmentation or changes in water or air quality that would be associated with 
implementation of the proposed build alternatives. These effects are summarized in 
4.13.3.3, Habitat Fragmentation, 4.13.3.4, Air Quality, and 4.13.3.5, Water 
Quality, of the Final Supplemental EIS and are described in detail in Chapter 3 of 
the wildlife technical memorandum.     

Comment Number SA-2-9 
Response Section 4.12.1.3, Regulatory Update, of the Final Supplemental EIS has been 

revised to correct the information regarding the origin and flow of the Bear River. 

Comment Number SA-2-10 
Response Section 4.13.3.14, Mitigation Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS has been 

revised to clarify that the Legacy Nature Preserve would mitigate project-specific 
impacts on wildlife rather than historic or future impacts. 

Comment Number SA-2-11 
Response The text in the Final Supplemental EIS has been modified in accordance with the 

commenter’s suggestion. 
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Comment Number SA-2-12 
Response Section 4.13.3.2 has been revised to include an expanded analysis of the impacts of 

Legacy Parkway on upland wetlands. 

Comment Number SA-2-13 
Response As discussed in Section 5.5.1, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuge 

Resources, which describes the potential 4(f) impacts on the Bountiful City Pond 
property, modifications have been incorporated into the final design of all build 
alternatives to avoid direct use of the pond. Modifications include construction of a 
retaining wall to avoid any fill in the pond and associated wetlands. 

Comment Number SA-2-14 
Response The additional impacts on the Jordan River OHV Center that would occur with 

implementation of Alternative B are described in Section 4.3.5 of the Final EIS and 
in Section 5.5.1, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuge Resources, of the 
Supplemental EIS. Division of State Parks’ concern about the Jordan River OHV 
Center is noted. The lead agencies considered the impacts on the Jordan River 
OHV Center when determining the preferred alternative. 

 UDOT and the lead agencies are aware of the drainage issues pertaining to the 
southern interchange and the Jordan River OHV Center and will ensure that runoff 
from the interchange does not drain onto the OHV Center. 

Comment Number SA-2-15 
Response If Legacy Parkway were implemented, UDOT would coordinate with Utah 

Division of Air Quality to minimize fugitive dust during construction. As stated in 
Section 4.11.2.2, State Permits and Clearances, UDOT is required to prepare a 
fugitive dust control plan and to obtain an air quality approval order from Utah 
Division of Air Quality for the construction activities. 

Utah House of Representatives 

Comment Number SA-3-1 
Response It is acknowledged that the State of Utah House of Representatives passed a 

resolution in support of the Legacy Parkway project.  

Utah State Senate 
Comment Number SA-4-1 
Response It is acknowledged that the Utah State Senate passed a resolution in support of the 

Legacy Parkway project.  

Representative, 19th District 
Comment Number SA-5-1 
Response Representative Sheryl L. Allen’s support for the Legacy Parkway project is noted.  
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Section 5 
Responses to Regional and  

Local Agency Comments 

This section contains the responses to comments submitted by regional and local agencies. 

City of Fruit Heights 
Comment Number LA-1-1 
Response The City of Fruit Heights’ support for the Legacy Parkway project is noted.  

Utah Transit Authority 
Comment Number LA-2-1 
Response UTA’s support of the Shared Solution and immediate construction of the proposed 

action is noted. 

Comment Number LA-2-2 
Response UTA’s participation in the Supplemental EIS analysis and concurrence that the 

analysis supports the need for all components of the Shared Solution are noted. 

Comment Number LA-2-3 
Response UTA’s participation and cooperation in the development of the Legacy Parkway 

project is noted.  

City of Centerville 
Comment Number LA-3-1 
Response Centerville City’s support for Legacy Parkway as proposed in the Supplemental 

EIS is noted. 

Comment Number LA-3-2 
Response Centerville City’s concern that the Redwood Road Alternative does not provide an 

alternative route through the entire length of Centerville is noted.  
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Comment Number LA-3-3 
Response Section 2.4, Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Supplemental EIS describes 

the impacts of alternative sequencing of construction of the components of the 
Shared Solution. 

Comment Number LA-3-4 
Response The commenter’s support for the proposed Legacy Parkway and Legacy Nature 

Preserve are noted. UDOT will continue to work closely with Centerville City to 
resolve concerns regarding maintenance of drainage channels in the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. 

West Bountiful City 
Comment Number LA-4-1 
Response It is acknowledged that the City of West Bountiful passed and adopted on February 

15, 2005, Resolution #195-05, in support of the Legacy Parkway project.  

Comment Number LA-4-2 
Response It is noted that the commenter is in favor of Alternative C or Alternative E with 

listed amenities. Community impacts associated with the build alternatives are 
discussed in Sections 4.3, Social, and 4.4, Relocations, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Woods Cross City  
Comment Number LA-5-1 
Response It is noted that the City of Woods Cross concurs with the findings in the 

Supplemental EIS that the D&RG Alternative would have substantial community 
impacts. Community impacts associated with the D&RG Alternative are discussed 
in Section 2.2.3.1, Impacts on Existing Development, of the Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number LA-5-2 
Response It is acknowledged that constructing a build alternative in the D&RG regional 

alignment would leave land open to development, including land currently within 
the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve, because the size and configuration of the 
mitigation area would change with implementation of a D&RG alignment. 
However, this eventuality is not addressed in the Supplemental EIS because the 
D&RG regional corridor was eliminated as unreasonable and impracticable during 
the screening process, as described in Chapter 3, Alternatives; accordingly, it was 
not necessary to analyze and disclose the full range of impacts of alignments in that 
corridor. 

 The Legacy Nature Preserve was originally established to mitigate wetland and 
wildlife impacts associated with Alternative D (Final EIS Preferred Alternative) 
and now for Alternative E (Supplemental EIS Preferred Alternative). 

Comment Number LA-5-3 
Response The concerns of Woods Cross regarding community impacts resulting from 

construction of Legacy Parkway are noted. Community impacts associated with 
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each of the build alternatives are discussed in Sections 4.3, Social, and 4.4, 
Relocations, of the Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number LA-5-4 
Response The wildlife habitats in the project study area are not considered pristine. The 

conditions of these habitats are addressed in Section 4.13.2.5, Existing Conditions 
Related to Wildlife Habitats in Project Study Area, of the Supplemental EIS. These 
areas have experienced considerable modification from historic pristine conditions, 
but still provide valuable habitat for numerous wildlife species. The species 
associated with each habitat type that occur or could potentially occur in the project 
study area are identified in Tables 4-13-1a and b of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number LA-5-5 
Response It is not uncommon for members of the public, including special interest groups, to 

submit recommended alternatives to federal lead agencies during the public 
comment period in a NEPA process. It is agreed that land use planning decisions 
are the responsibility of local jurisdictions, and that the federal lead agencies have 
coordinated with local officials in evaluating potential alternatives. As part of 
preparing the Supplemental EIS, local land use plans were reviewed for any 
relevant updates.   

 It is noted that the Redwood Road Alternative is inconsistent with the Woods Cross 
City General Plan and that Woods Cross City does not support the Redwood Road 
Alternative as proposed by UBET. A description and analysis of the UBET 
Alternative are provided in Section 3.2, Additional Project Alternatives Evaluated 
in This Supplement EIS but Eliminated from Detailed Study, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number LA-6-1 
Response Receipt of a copy of the correspondence between Woods Cross City and UBET is 

hereby acknowledged. 

Davis County 
Comment Number LA-7-1 
Response It is noted that Davis County concurs with the findings in the Supplemental EIS 

that the D&RG Alternative would have substantial community impacts. 
Community impacts associated with the D&RG Alternative are discussed in 
Section 2.2.3.1, Impacts on Existing Development, of the Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number LA-7-2 
Response Each section in Chapter 4, Supplemental Environmental Analysis, of the Final 

Supplemental EIS presents detailed impact information for a future conditions No-
Build Alternative. The future conditions No-Build Alternative is presented to 
illustrate what impacts might occur in the future if Legacy Parkway is not 
constructed. These are impacts beyond those already accounted for in the existing 
conditions No-Build Alternative (i.e., impacts associated with the Wasatch Front 
Urban Area Long Range Transportation Plan). Such impacts could include 
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development in the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve if Legacy Parkway is not 
constructed. 

 Section 4.12.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the 
Supplemental EIS discloses that, at the current rate of development, the areas 
between the existing developed areas east of the proposed Legacy Parkway and 
Great Salt Lake will likely be developed by 2020. This section quantifies the 
acreage of wetland habitat types that would likely be lost under future build-out 
conditions, and states that wetland resources in the project study area would be 
either directly or indirectly affected by planned development in the future if Legacy 
Parkway were not constructed. 

Comment Number LA-7-3 
Response Davis County’s support for retaining the trail and landscaped areas as part of the 

Legacy Parkway project is noted.  

Comment Number LA-7-4 
Response The less-than-pristine character of wildlife habitats in the project study area is 

recognized in Section 4.13.2.5, Existing Conditions Related to Wildlife Habitats in 
Project Study Area, of the Supplemental EIS. These areas, however, provide 
important habitat for numerous wildlife species. The species associated with each 
habitat type that occur or could potentially occur in the project study area are 
identified in Tables 4-13-1a and b of the Supplemental EIS. The potential benefit 
of the Legacy Nature Preserve with regard to protection of existing wildlife habitat 
from future development is described in Section 4.13.3.14, Mitigation Measures. 

Comment Number LA-7-5 
Response The federal lead agencies concur that development will continue at present trends 

until build-out, regardless of whether Legacy Parkway is constructed. The 
Supplemental EIS acknowledges that the population of Davis County at build-out 
could be slightly less under the proposed action than under the No-Build 
Alternative because of the removal of developable land for establishment of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve. See Section 4.1.3.3, Impacts on Growth within and 
beyond the North Corridor, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number LA-7-6 
Response The federal lead agencies provided a detailed description of the UBET Alternative 

to UBET in a letter dated April 12, 2005. The purpose of the letter was to confirm 
the agencies’ interpretation of the alternative’s components and assumptions, based 
on the comment letter received by UBET in March 2005 during the public 
comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIS. That description is available to the 
public, and was provided to Davis County. A description and analysis of the UBET 
Alternative are provided in Section 3.2, Additional Project Alternatives Evaluated 
in This Supplement EIS but Eliminated from Detailed Study, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. A public comment period will follow publication of the Final 
Supplemental EIS, during which time comments on the UBET Alternative may be 
submitted to the lead agencies. 
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Wasatch Front Regional Council 
Comment Number LA-8-1 
Response As stated in Section 1.1.3, Purpose of Legacy Parkway Project, the primary 

purpose of the proposed action is to help meet a portion of the transportation and 
mobility needs in the North Corridor through 2020, as supported in the CMS. The 
secondary purpose is to provide a single, continuous alternate north-south route 
through the North Corridor to maintain circulation and access for emergency 
service vehicles and other traffic when I-15 is closed, congested, or under 
construction. Although the primary purpose addresses planning for future traffic 
needs, the secondary purpose acknowledges that there are existing capacity 
problems on I-15, particularly during an accident or other incident that reduces the 
capacity of I-15 in the corridor. These existing traffic problems would also be 
addressed by the proposed Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number LA-8-2 
Response Table 3-3 in Section 3.1.6, Reevaluation of Project Alternatives Using Revised 

Traffic Demand Model, has been corrected in the Final Supplemental EIS to 
indicate that I-15 under the Redwood Road Arterial Alternative has 10 lanes 
(including two HOV lanes), rather than eight lanes as was inadvertently stated in 
the Draft Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number LA-8-3 
Response EPA originally approved the SIP on July 8, 1994. The Utah County portion of the 

plan was amended in 2002 and approved in December 2002. The text in Section 
4.8.3.2, Mesoscale Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS has been modified to 
clarify the original approval date and the amended date. 
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Section 6 
Responses to Nongovernmental  

Organization Comments 

This section contains the responses to comments submitted by nongovernmental organizations. 

Friends of Great Salt Lake 
Comment Number NG-1-1 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1, 2005, to March 4, 2005; on March 1 it was extended again, to March 
21, 2005. 

Utahns for Better Transportation 
Comment Number NG-2-1 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1, 2005, to March 4, 2005; on March 1 it was extended again, to March 
21, 2005. 

 For further responses to more detailed UBET comments received later in the 
comment period, see the responses to comments NG-7. 

New State, Inc. 
Comment Number NG-3-1 
Response See the response to comment SA-2-9. 

Comment Number NG-3-2 
Response According to Jason Murdock of UDEQ DERR, the oil drain has been remediated 

from the siphon under Jordan River northward (the northern extent of the 
remediation is not known) (Warner, T., P.E. HDR Engineering, Salt Lake City, UT. 
March 14, 2005: Personal communication with Jason Murdock, Project Manager 
with Utah Division of Environmental Quality, Division of Response and 
Remediation.). Alternative B would cross the oil drain in the remediated portion. 
All other build alternatives would cross the oil drain in the unremediated section. 
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Comment Number NG-3-3 
Response The Utah Auto Auction is listed as an important source of artificial light in the 

project study area. See Section 2.4.10, Existing Sources of Artificial Light in 
Project Vicinity, of the wildlife technical memorandum.  

Great Salt Lakekeeper  
Comment Number NG-4-1 
Response Appendix F, Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan, of the Final Supplemental EIS 

presents the mitigation and monitoring plan for the Legacy Nature Preserve. This 
plan includes a description of the long-term management goals and implementation 
measures that are currently under review by a collaborative design team organized 
by the project proponent. The team’s input is being used to finalize some details of 
the management portion of the plan. The Corps must approve the mitigation and 
monitoring plan as part of the Section 404 permit modification process. 

Comment Number NG-4-2 
Response As described in the response to comment GP-303-1, the right-of-way width for the 

proposed build alternatives has been reduced from 328-ft in the 2000 Final EIS to 
312-ft in the Supplemental EIS. In addition, a 264-ft roadway footprint would be 
used within the proposed 312-ft right-of-way in specific areas of the alignment to 
avoid sensitive resources (see Section 2.1, Right-of-Way Issues, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS). These changes in the right-of-way width would reduce impacts 
on wetlands by approximately 2 acres under Alternative E (Final Supplemental EIS 
Preferred Alternative) compared to Alternative D (Final EIS Preferred Alternative).  

 The option of separating the trail from the Legacy Parkway right-of-way was 
examined in detail and documented in Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail 
Component or Separate Trail Facility, of the Supplemental EIS and rejected for the 
reasons stated therein. If the trail were removed from the right-of-way, the berm 
would still have independent value. See the response to comment GP-212-2. 
Regarding location of the trail on the east side of the right-of-way rather than the 
west side, see the response to comment GP-313-2. 

 An alternative without the trail was evaluated in the right-of-way technical 
memorandum to determine the effect the trail has on wetland impacts. This 
alternative was eliminated because the trail component of the project contributes to 
achievement of the purpose and need as a multi-modal option of meeting the local 
transportation needs. An alternative without a trail was therefore not carried 
forward for detailed study in this Supplemental EIS because it would not achieve 
the project purpose and need to the degree that alternatives with a trail would, 
would not be acceptable to the local communities, and would not be consistent with 
local plans. 

Comment Number NG-4-3 
Response As stated in Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail Component or Separate Trail 

Facility, of the Supplemental EIS, the Legacy Parkway Trail has been designed to 
help meet multi-modal transportation needs and to add recreational opportunities. 
The trail is currently proposed to be located on the eastern side of Legacy Parkway 
at the south end of the alignment, crossing to the west side at the north end. The 
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decision on where to locate the trail was made in part to avoid potential damage to 
the Legacy Nature Preserve and disturbance to wildlife. Specific trail amenities 
such as landscaping and lighting are still under consideration. 

Comment Number NG-4-4 
Response Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Final 

Supplemental EIS discusses arterial transportation facilities that follow the 
Redwood Road corridor. These alternatives did not meet the purpose and need of 
the proposed action, because I-15 in this scenario would operate under 
unacceptable traffic conditions (worse than LOS D in the peak period peak 
direction). 

 Regarding the concern that UDOT should be obligated to mitigate wetlands 
impacts associated with construction activities that occurred prior to the court 
injunction, as described in Section 4.12.3.1, Direct Impacts, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS, if none of the build alternatives are chosen, wetlands affected by 
project-related impacts to date (2005) would either be restored to preconstruction 
conditions or the impacts would be mitigated, as required by the Corps.      

Comment Number NG-4-5 
Response The project proponent has proposed the Legacy Nature Preserve to compensate for 

unavoidable impacts on wetland resources and wildlife that would occur as a result 
of the proposed action. The extent and location of the Legacy Nature Preserve are 
based on collaborative input from the project applicant and federal and state 
regulatory agencies, including the Corps, USFWS, EPA, and UDNR. The proposed 
mitigation area was specifically designed to meet the mandates of each of these 
regulatory agencies, including requirements of CWA Section 404 and the federal 
ESA. 

 If a build alternative is approved for construction by the federal lead agencies, and 
if that build alternative is not the project proponent’s preferred alternative 
(Alternative E), the project proponent will likely request that the state and federal 
regulatory agencies revisit their decisions regarding the extent and location of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve. Any modifications to the proposed Legacy Nature 
Preserve would have to be approved by the relevant regulatory agencies before the 
proposed action could be implemented. 

Comment Number NG-4-6 
Response UDOT has removed all utilities other than PacifiCorp overhead power lines and 

existing flood control drainage ditches from the Legacy Nature Preserve. UDOT 
has finalized an agreement with PacifiCorp that allows PacifiCorp to service and 
maintain existing power lines within an easement, using methods that minimize 
disturbance to the Legacy Nature Preserve. Under this agreement, PacifiCorp also 
has the option of building an additional power line. UDOT is currently working 
with local flood control agencies to finalize similar agreements that will allow 
agencies to maintain existing drainage ditches and minimize disturbance to the 
Preserve.  

 Utilities within the Legacy Parkway right-of-way are allowed in accordance with 
Administrative Rule R930-6. Currently there are no proposals to include utilities 
within the right-of-way. However, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, 
PacifiCorp has the option of installing an additional overhead power line through 
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the Legacy Nature Preserve, if necessary. Any fill of wetlands that occurred during 
the installation of additional overhead power lines would require a permit from the 
Corps; the Corps would be responsible for ensuring that construction of new 
overhead power lines was consistent with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as 
well as with the mitigation and management goals of the Legacy Nature Preserve. 

Comment Number NG-4-7 
Response Current design has not changed from the original proposed design. Design 

specifications prohibit billboards along the entire length of Legacy Parkway, and 
lighting is proposed only at on- and off-ramps. 

 If lighting were implemented along the trail, it would be shielded or directed 
downward.  

 All build alternatives would contribute minimally to cumulative effects on wildlife 
from increased artificial lighting within the project study area, as described in 
Section 4.13.3.9, Artificial Light Disturbance, of the Supplemental EIS and the 
wildlife technical memorandum. 

Comment Number NG-4-8 
Response Substantial expansion of mass transit is included as part of the Shared Solution for 

meeting North Corridor Transportation needs through 2020. See Master Responses 
5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Davis County Law Enforcement Executive Association 
Comment Number NG-5-1 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway, including the need for an alternate route, 

are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number NG-5-2 
Response The needs that would be addressed by Legacy Parkway are presented in Section 

1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 
Discussion of alternatives that do not meet the purpose and need is presented in 
Section 3.2, Additional Project Alternative Evaluated in This Supplemental EIS but 
Eliminated from detailed Study, of the Supplemental EIS. The concern over public 
safety expressed by the Davis County Law Enforcement Administrative 
Association is noted. 

Sierra Club 
Comment Number NG-6-1 
Response As noted in the Foreword/Introduction of the Supplemental EIS, and according to 

FHWA NEPA regulations, the analysis in the Final EIS must be reevaluated 
because more than 3 years has passed. Chapter 2, Tenth Circuit Court Ruling 
Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS contains a summary of the conclusions of the 
technical studies required by the court. The remaining chapters constitute the 
results of the reevaluation. Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, presents the 
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results of the reevaluation of the purpose and need. Chapter 3, Alternatives, 
discloses the results of the evaluation of alternatives considered by FHWA, the 
Corps, and UDOT, including alternatives recommended by the court, alternatives 
recommended during the scoping process, alternatives recommended during the 
public comment period, and alternatives evaluated in the previous Final EIS. 
Chapter 4, Supplemental Environmental Analysis, presents the results of the 
reevaluation of the analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the 
proposed action alternatives. Chapter 5, Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation, presents 
the results of the reevaluated Section 4(f) analysis. The information in these 
chapters has been updated to reflect any changes in circumstances related to the 
existing environment or the proposed action as well as changes in methods, 
standards, and regulations.  

Comment Number NG-6-2 
Response The selection of the rural freeway roadway classification is based on the roadway’s 

current location in a rural area. The Supplemental EIS does not state that the 
project study area will be urbanized by 2020, but that it will be almost fully built 
out in that time period. The proposed roadway would also provide a barrier to 
development in the corridor, and would therefore likely abut undeveloped areas, 
especially the Legacy Nature Preserve on the western side of the roadway. 
Accordingly, the selected standards for a rural roadway are appropriate for Legacy 
Parkway. 

 A comprehensive search was conducted to locate all studies conducted to evaluate 
median width and accident rates, all of which are cited in the Final Supplemental 
EIS and supporting right-of-way technical memorandum. As noted in Section 2.1, 
Right-of-Way Issues, of the Final Supplemental EIS, these studies all support the 
UDOT and AASHTO design guidelines for median width, thereby supporting the 
selection of a 50-ft median width for the proposed Legacy Parkway. Of note, in 
February 2005, UDOT updated its Standard Drawing DD 4 (Geometric Design for 
Freeways) to show a fixed 50-ft median width on new, rural freeways based on the 
studies noted above. Not adhering to federal or state design standards would 
require a design exception and would compromise driver safety. 

 The use of a closed median (barrier) does not dictate the speed limit. The speed 
limit assigned to the roadway is determined by the agency with jurisdiction over 
the facility; in this case UDOT would be responsible for determining the speed 
limit on the facility. The speed limit is based on the functional classification of the 
roadway, adjacent land use, and topography. The speed limit correlates to capacity, 
and the designations of roadway type and speed were selected to meet the purpose 
and need; accordingly, a reduction in speed limit was not studied further. The 
studies previously referenced show that accident rates increase when objects, such 
as a median barrier, are introduced, and that accident rates decline as the width of 
the median increases. In other words, all things being equal, an open median is 
safer than a fixed barrier median at all higher speed limits. In view of these 
findings, the use of a closed median was not implemented. 

Comment Number NG-6-3 
Response The federal lead agencies did not base their justification for the width of the median 

exclusively on the water quality analysis. The water quality analysis was conducted 
strictly to ensure that the reduction in the median (from 66 ft to 50 ft) still allowed 
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adequate room to achieve 80 percent removal of total suspended solids (TSS). The 
width of the median was based on current state and federal design standards. See 
the response to comment NG-6-2.   

 Although use of a median narrower than 50-ft on a new facility would be 
inconsistent with UDOT design standards for rural highways and federal design 
guidelines, the federal lead agencies evaluated a 26-ft median width to determine 
whether additional acreage of wetlands could be saved if alternative water quality 
control methods (i.e., other than a vegetated median) were employed. The 26-ft 
median width reflects the use of a 2-ft concrete median barrier and two, 12-ft 
internal shoulders. The 12-ft shoulders provide room for a vehicle to pull off the 
road without impeding the traffic lane and are required safety components of this 
type of freeway facility. In addition, as described in the right-of-way issues 
technical memorandum, other forms of median barriers (e.g., guardrail) could be 
placed in a vegetated median, but a concrete median barrier was analyzed because, 
due to its deflection characteristics, it allowed for an evaluation of the narrowest 
possible median barrier width.  

Comment Number NG-6-4 
Response The response addresses each sub-part of the comment by the letter designating the 

sub-part. 
a, c: As described in Section 2.1.2.3, Buffer Area Width Evaluation, of the Final 

Supplemental EIS, the buffer area width was selected by UDOT and the federal 
lead agencies to attain four goals: (1) provide a safe separation between the 
roadway facility and the multiuse trail; (2) provide adequate visual screening 
and acoustic buffering; (3) contribute to a “parkway” type project in keeping 
with the desires of local communities and UDOT’s commitment to context 
sensitive solution (CSS) principles; and (4) use CSS principles to provide the 
trail as an asset to the community while minimizing impacts on sensitive 
resources. Within the buffer area, two separate berms (totaling 3.2 miles) are 
proposed to provide additional visual and acoustic buffering for future planned 
development in Farmington and for existing and future planned development in 
West Bountiful. The berms are also intended to provide acoustic buffering for 
future planned development at both locations. They are included in the 
proposed right-of-way in part to address the desires of the Cities of Farmington 
and West Bountiful for landscaped, natural visual and acoustic barriers at 
specific designated locations.     

 As the commenter noted, there are no fixed or variable design standards for 
buffer areas. The appropriate minimum width of the buffer area for the Legacy 
Parkway project (i.e., 81–84 ft) was selected by UDOT and the federal lead 
agencies using best professional judgment. Specifically, the 84-ft buffer width 
was based on incorporation of a 9-foot berm (as measured from the roadway 
surface at its highest point) reflecting 1:2.5 side slopes. (See Figure 2.1-1 in 
Section 2.1, Right-of-Way Issues, of the Final Supplemental EIS). 

 Of note, a reduced buffer area of a minimum of 36 ft would be used within the 
312-ft right-of way, where engineering and design constraints allow, to further 
avoid sensitive natural resources (see Section 2.1.2.4, Alternative Right-of-Way 
Widths and Wetlands Impact Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS). This 
reduced buffer width would be used for up to approximately 2 miles of the 
proposed right-of-way, based on the locations of the berms and interchanges. 
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Although the use of a 36-ft buffer would lessen the advantages of the buffer 
area noted above, this tradeoff would allow for minimization of impacts on 
sensitive resources to the maximum extent practicable and could reduce 
impacts on wetlands by up to 2 acres when applied to the Alternative E (Final 
Supplemental EIS Preferred Alternative) alignment.    

b: The clear zone is defined as the unobstructed area beyond the edge of the 
traveled way that allows for recovery of errant vehicles. The 30-ft width of the 
clear zone is the design standard under both UDOT and AASHTO 
requirements. Design standards provide guidance and requirements for 
designing roadways to facilitate the needs of highway users while maintaining 
the integrity of the environment. The design standards are based on established 
practices and are supplemented by recent research. The 30-ft width is 
independent of surfacing, pavement, or vegetation, but it must be void of any 
and all obstructions. The 12-ft paved portion is the design standard for the 
outside shoulder under both UDOT and AASHTO requirements. The 
remaining 18-ft portion is vegetated. See the right-of-way technical 
memorandum for a detailed discussion. 

d: See the responses to comments NG-6-4 a and c above and Section 2.1.2.3, 
Buffer Area Width Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS for a discussion 
of the purposes and selected locations of the proposed berm.   

e, j:  The width of the buffer area (81–84 ft) applies only to the side of the 
alignment on which the trail is located, and reflects the area necessary to 
accommodate the berm. (See the responses to comments NG-6-4 a and c above 
for a discussion of the purposes of the berm and buffer areas.) The trail follows 
the east side of Legacy Parkway from the I-215 interchange until it crosses to 
the west side at 1250 West in Centerville. The width of the side slope area on 
the adjacent side of the highway (i.e., opposite the trail) is based on UDOT 
design standards; it provides the area necessary for maintenance and safe 
transition from the clear zone to existing grade. For a more detailed discussion, 
see Section 3.1.1, Cross-Section Right-of-Way Components, of the right-of-
way technical memorandum.  

 Figure 2.1-3 of the Final Supplemental EIS illustrates the proposed locations of 
the two separate berms. One would be located along the east side of the 
alignment between 500 South and Porter Lane in West Bountiful, and the other 
would be located along the west side of the alignment between Glovers Lane 
and State Street in Farmington. The berm in the Farmington area would be 
located along the west side of the alignment, where the Legacy Nature Preserve 
does not abut the western edge of Legacy Parkway. The City of Farmington 
has plans for future development in this area and requested the use of a berm 
along the parkway. 

f: See the responses to comments NG-6-4 a and c.   
 As noted by the commenter, an 84-ft buffer area would be used in proposed 

berm locations to accommodate a 9-ft berm and associated 1:2.5 side slopes, 
thereby providing visual and acoustic buffering for future planned development 
in Farmington and for existing and future planned development in West 
Bountiful. The 81-ft buffer area, which would be used in areas without a berm, 
would meet the remaining goals outlined in the response to NG 6-4 a and c, in 
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addition to providing visual screening (via landscaping) for the remaining areas 
adjacent to the project right-of-way. 

g, i: As noted by the commenter and described in Section 2.1.2.3, Buffer Area 
Width Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS, a reduced buffer area with a 
minimum width of 36 ft would be used to position the footprint of the proposed 
highway within the 312-ft right-of-way, providing the opportunity to avoid 
sensitive resources where engineering and design constraints allow. This 
reduced buffer width would be used for up to approximately 2 miles of the 
proposed right-of-way, based on the locations of the berms and interchanges. 
Although the 36-ft buffer would lessen the advantages of the buffer area as the 
commenter noted, this tradeoff would minimize impacts on sensitive resources 
to the maximum extent practicable and could reduce impacts on wetlands by 
up to 2 acres when applied to the Alternative E (Final Supplemental EIS 
Preferred Alternative) alignment.   

h: As depicted in Figures 2.1-1 and 2.1-2 of the Final Supplemental EIS, the trail 
is not included in any part of the buffer area; it is outside the 81–84 ft area 
designated for the buffer/berm and outside the reduced 36-ft buffer area. See 
the response to comments NG 6-4 a and c.   

k: The buffer area is not intended to shield the Legacy Nature Preserve from the 
proposed highway. See the response to comments NG-6-4 a and c for a 
discussion of the purpose of the buffer area and the response to comments NG-
6-4 e and j for a discussion of the proposed location of the berm areas.    

Comment Number NG-6-5 
Response Regarding the location of the trail, see the response to comment GP-742-14. 
 The combined width of the trails is 17 ft: 8 ft paved for multi-use, 6 ft unpaved for 

equestrian use, and 3 ft between the trail and the fence. The paved portion would 
provide walkers, runners, and bicyclists with a smooth surface. The unpaved 
portion would contain mulch, a substrate suited for equestrian use. The separate 
facilities would also accommodate each type of user without introducing potential 
conflicts between equestrians and humans. The 3-ft area between the trail and the 
fence is required for the fill slope. The trail is located 1 ft above the existing ground 
surface to accommodate the surfacing without requiring excavation. 

 The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities is the only official 
guide available. The guide suggests a “wide separation.” (American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials 1999.) However, the Supplemental EIS 
and the right-of-way technical memorandum provide detailed discussions of each 
of these component widths. 

Comment Number NG-6-6 
Response The area between the roadway footprint and the edge of the 312-ft right-of-way 

would be protected from future impacts. This area would be owned and maintained 
by UDOT and protected from any future development. If these areas were not 
maintained within the UDOT right-of-way, wetland protection would not be 
ensured. Avoiding placement of fill material in existing wetlands is preferable to 
complete elimination. For a detailed discussion of this issue, see the right-of-way 
technical memorandum. 
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Utilizing design flexibility within the protected 312-ft right-of-way would allow 
UDOT to minimize placement of fill material in existing wetlands to the maximum 
extent practicable, thereby retaining some of the existing wetland functions and 
values within the project study area.    
The Clean Water Act requires that applicants avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts on wetlands. Such measures specific to the development of the proposed 
action, including minimization of project impacts through incorporation of design 
flexibility techniques, are described in Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of 
the Final Supplemental EIS.    

Comment Number NG-6-7 
Response The Supplemental EIS presents cost estimates reflecting various levels of 

engineering design and development. The estimates in Section 2.2.3.3, Regional 
Corridor Costs and D&RG Alignment-Specific Costs, reflect regional corridor 
estimates. These are conceptual estimates for planning purposes only and were 
used as a baseline for determining the approximate costs for individual corridors.  

 More detailed cost estimates were also developed for conceptual alignments within 
the D&RG regional corridor—as well as for Alternative E in the Great Salt Lake 
regional corridor—based on a variable right-of-way width of between 264 ft and 
312 ft. Although the federal agencies consider that the use of regional corridor 
estimates is adequate and appropriate for determining the feasibility of a project 
alternative within a regional corridor, the additional assessment of the D&RG 
conceptual alignments was completed to verify the cost differential between 
alignments within the D&RG and Great Salt Lake regional corridors. As 
summarized in Table 2.2-9 and explained in detail in Appendix G, Updated Cost 
Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS, the conceptual cost estimate for 
Alternative E is substantially lower than the conceptual cost estimates for the five 
different conceptual D&RG alignments.   

 The regional corridor cost estimates (see Table 2.2-8 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS) prepared for the other regional corridors (i.e., Antelope Island, Trans-Bay, 
Union Pacific, and Farmington Bay) cannot be compared to the alignment-specific 
cost estimates prepared for the D&RG conceptual alignments or for Alternative E 
because they represent very different levels of planning. It should be noted that 
impacts on existing development, rather than costs, were used to screen out the 
D&RG conceptual alignments from detailed consideration in the Final 
Supplemental EIS; moreover, as indicated in Section 2.1.2, Summary of Right-of-
Way Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS, a right-of-way width narrower than 312 ft 
was also evaluated and rejected from further consideration. 

 In reference to footnote 8, all the cost estimates reflect a water treatment cost that is 
based on the 80 percent TSS removal requirement. Whether the alignments are 
located in more or less developed areas, they are all required to treat the water to 
remove 80 percent of the TSS. This requirement ensures that all water leaving the 
right-of-way is of the same quality regardless of the location. 

Comment Number NG-6-8 
Response The estimates of the construction costs of Alternatives D and E presented in 

Appendix G, Updated Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS reflect the 
anticipated cost of building those alignments. They do not factor in numerous other 
costs of bringing a project to completion (e.g., contract incentives, inflation/time 
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over which money will be spent, UDOT oversight expenses, and similar costs for 
which the state must budget). These additional costs, while not relevant to the EIS 
analysis, would have to be paid by the state. Such additional costs constitute the 
difference between those presented in the Supplemental EIS and those discussed by 
UDOT with the State Legislature. See the response to Comment NG-7-26. 

 The characteristics of the soils that occur along each of the alignments were 
considered when evaluating the construction cost estimates. These costs are 
reflected in Appendix G, Updated Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS, 
and were independently verified by FHWA’s Major Projects Unit (see Section 1.5 
of Appendix G).  

Comment Number NG-6-9 
Response Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS 

provides data that support the Corps’ original conclusion: that an alignment within 
the D&RG regional corridor would be impractical because of the additional cost 
and impacts on existing development (compared to an alignment within the Great 
Salt Lake corridor) associated with developing an alignment for Legacy Parkway 
east of the proposed action. 

 A description of the cost estimating methodology and cost estimates prepared at 
different stages of alternative development (i.e., regional corridors, conceptual 
alignments, and build alternatives) are presented in the D&RG technical 
memorandum.  

 Right-of-way issues, including median width, are evaluated in Section 2.1, Right-
of-Way Issues, of the Supplemental EIS. UDOT would apply the same criteria to 
any new highway facility regardless of location. For informational purposes only, 
the federal agencies also evaluated a narrower, 62-m (204-ft) roadway cross section 
to be used in conjunction with the 95-m (312-ft) cross section to minimize impacts 
where the D&RG alignments cross wetlands or existing development. This cross 
section has an open, 50-ft median. The reduction in width is achieved by removing 
the trail and incorporating retaining walls outside the 30-ft clear zone to reduce the 
highway footprint. The 62-m (204-ft) cross section is the narrowest cross section 
that could be built while maintaining design standards. Minimal impact reductions 
were achieved with this narrower cross section. For example, only one to four 
relocations and 3 to 7 acres of wetland impacts would be avoided using this 
narrower roadway cross section. The right-of-way technical memorandum 
evaluates a roadway cross section that does not include a trail and reduces the 
median to 26 ft (i.e., a width that reflects a median barrier and two, 12-ft 
shoulders). This roadway section is 71 m (234 ft) wide and includes only the 
roadway facility. This type of roadway (i.e., without a trail) was previously 
determined by the Corps to be impracticable, but was included in this analysis at 
the request of the federal lead agencies. UDOT does not propose to construct any 
alternative with this cross section. This cross section is, however, wider than the 
section used to evaluate the D&RG alignments, as described above. 

 The criteria for establishing the alignments within the D&RG corridor are 
described in Section 2.2.2.1, Development of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, of the 
Supplemental EIS. With respect to the D&RG railroad corridor, the right-of-way is 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and is therefore subject to Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 regulations. More importantly, the rail is 
active south of 400 North in West Bountiful and serves oil refinery properties 
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within the corridor. Using the railroad right-of-way would require relocating the 
D&RG tracks to continue to serve these facilities. 

 The CWA defines practicable is defined as “available and capable of being done 
after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of 
overall project purposes” (40 CFR 230.3). The Corps considers impacts on existing 
development in both its cost and logistics evaluation criteria. Although logistics is 
not specifically defined in the CWA, Webster’s New World Dictionary defines the 
term to mean “the managing of the details of an undertaking.” For the purposes of 
this Supplemental EIS, the Corps considers an alternative to be logistically 
impracticable if any of the details associated with implementing that alternative 
make that alternative unreasonable. This approach was supported in the court 
decision, in which the appellate court stated that the Corps’ decision to eliminate 
the Denver & Rio Grande alignment due to high cost and high impacts on existing 
development was not arbitrary or capricious because “...impacts on existing 
development would appear to fall within both the cost and logistics portion of the 
practicable definition” (Utahns for Better Transportation et al. v. United States 
Department of Transportation et al. [305 F.3d 1152 (10th Cir. 2002)], page 60). 
See the discussion in the section Lead Agencies and Required Permits and 
Approvals of the Foreword/Introduction of the Final Supplemental EIS for 
clarification on the Corps’ definition and application of the Clean Water Act 
practicability standard. 

Comment Number NG-6-10 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-8. 

Comment Number NG-6-11 
Response Section 4(f) (49 USC 303) applies to FHWA’s decision on the proposed action. In 

accordance with 23 CFR 771.135 (a)(1), “The Administration may not approve the 
use of land from a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site.…” Specifically, this regulation 
applies to FHWA’s selection and approval of alternatives in this NEPA process. 
The 2000 Final EIS included a Section 4(f) evaluation in accordance with 23 CFR 
771.135. The Supplemental EIS updates that evaluation. 

 As part of the NEPA process, the federal agencies are required to consider all 
applicable laws, including Section 4(f) and Section 404. Identifying Section 4(f) 
properties does not mean that FHWA has concluded that Section 4(f) and Section 
404 conflict or that one law overrides the other. In addition, the Supplemental EIS 
identifies various alignments within the D&RG regional alignment that would not 
use the D&RG right-of-way. Therefore, FHWA does not need to create a 
conceptual alignment of the Section 4(f) D&RG right-of-way or determine whether 
the Section 404 regulations could be read to override the express congressional 
direction of Section 4(f). 

 The 4(f) impacts for which mitigation is proposed along the Great Salt Lake 
regional alignment are relatively minor impacts that could be mitigated in 
conjunction with and pursuant to the direction and approval of the Utah SHPO. In 
contrast, the impacts that would result by implementing the proposed action in the 
historic D&RG corridor would not be readily mitigated in the same fashion. In 
addition, a portion of the D&RG corridor is still an active rail corridor. These are 
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the primary reasons for not using the railroad alignment itself for analyzing the 
D&RG alternative. 

Comment Number NG-6-12 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-72 and NG-7-40. 

Comment Number NG-6-13 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-39. 

Comment Number NG-6-14 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-6-15 
Response Section 3.11, Cumulative Effects, of the wildlife technical memorandum presents a 

rigorous GIS-based analysis and quantitative evaluation of changes in the 
availability of wildlife habitat for migratory species in the project and regional 
study areas. This evaluation addresses historic (i.e., presettlement, or before 1847) 
conditions; recent conditions; and reasonably foreseeable future conditions. This 
analysis is included by reference and briefly summarized in Section 4.13.3.13, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Supplemental EIS. Figure 3-19 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum shows the estimated historic conditions of wetland and associated 
upland habitat in the regional study area before Euroamerican settlement. Figure 3-
20 shows the current land use conditions, clearly illustrating considerable loss of 
habitat. Table 3-9 provides a quantitative summary of these losses (20–83 percent) 
by hydrologic unit. Figure 3-29 shows the current trend in permitted wetland 
conversion in Salt Lake and Davis Counties compared to conversion that would 
occur under the proposed action.  

 Reasonably foreseeable future conditions were estimated using current land 
ownership status as an indicator of future potential habitat loss, estimated future 
development, and population growth in the region, estimated future development in 
the project study area, and assessing the relative contribution of the proposed 
action’s impacts to the cumulative effects. A detailed quantitative summary of the 
results of these analyses is presented in Section 3.11.4, Cumulative Effects Analysis 
Summary, of the wildlife technical memorandum. 

Comment Number NG-6-16 
Response Most of the discussion in Section 4.21.3.11, Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS 

addresses past and future impacts of development on wetland resources in the 
region. Moreover, cumulative effects of past and future development on wildlife 
habitat are discussed in Section 4.13.3.13, Cumulative Impacts, and Section 
4.13.3.1, Direct Habitat Loss, of the Supplemental EIS. The Supplemental EIS 
does not, as the Final EIS did not, quantify the extent or precise timing of these 
impacts; to do so would be too speculative to conform to NEPA requirements, 
because such impacts are dependent on the timing of development, the character of 
specific actions, and any mitigation associated with the development. 

Comment Number NG-6-17 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-119. As summarized in Section 4.13.1, 

Approach and Methodology, of the Supplemental EIS and described in detail in 
Section 2.4.2, Existing Distribution and Use of Wildlife Habitats, of the wildlife 
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technical memorandum, wildlife impacts were identified and assessed on both a 
habitat basis and a species-specific basis. Habitat-based impact analysis is a 
standard, scientifically valid and widely accepted method for evaluating project 
effects on wildlife. This methodology was fully reviewed and approved by the 
Legacy Parkway Science Technical Team, and was based on the best commercial 
and scientific data available on bird species in the project study area.   
Local surveys of bird populations in both the regional and project study areas 
(Dolling 2003, Paul and Manning 2002) and scientific literature were used to 
estimate species densities and to verify the effects of habitat loss and change.  
Figure 2-9 in the wildlife technical memorandum shows the non-uniform 
distribution of different bird species throughout the GSLE. The data in this figure 
summarize the results of a 5-year UDWR survey of waterbird distribution and 
abundance in the GSLE; these results clearly indicate regional concentrations of 
species in suitable habitat around Great Salt Lake.  
Based on these analyses, it was determined that habitat availability and quality are 
key determinants of long-term viability of species within the project and regional 
study areas. Therefore, the analysis of impacts on wildlife in the Supplement EIS 
was designed to provide specific quantitative and qualitative information on the 
effects of the proposed action on wildlife species and their habitats, and in 
particular, migratory birds.  
The biological importance of Farmington Bay is addressed in the response to 
comment NG-7-120.  

 Furthermore, the analysis in the wildlife technical memorandum and the Final 
Supplemental EIS does not assume that all wildlife habitat currently available in 
the regional study area will remain available indefinitely. Section 3.11, Cumulative 
Effects, of the wildlife technical memorandum provides quantitative estimates of 
historic, current, and reasonably foreseeable future habitat availability in the 
regional study area. This analysis describes extensive losses of historic wetland 
habitat to land use conversions, and indicates that these losses are ongoing and will 
continue in the future. Figure 3-30 of the wildlife technical memorandum shows 
the present status of land-cover types in the region, as well as wildlife habitat areas 
currently under public and private ownership that would be subject to modification 
or loss in the future, at both low and high lake levels. Table 3-12 provides 
comprehensive estimates of the potential loss/degradation of different wildlife 
habitats in the regional study area at 10-year intervals through 2030. The concerns 
regarding the cumulative impacts analysis are addressed in the response to 
comment NG-6-15. 

Comment Number NG-6-18 
Response The wildlife impact analysis in the wildlife technical memorandum and the Final 

Supplemental EIS is not based solely on low lake levels; it takes into account the 
dynamic fluctuation in the level of Great Salt Lake. Figures 3-5a and 3-5b in the 
wildlife technical memorandum and Figures 4a and 4b of Appendix E, Analysis of 
the Adequacy of the Wetland and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental 
EIS show the pattern of inundation with lake level change from 4,200 ft to 4,220 
plus ft and the encroachment of inundation on existing wildlife habitat in the 
project study area and proposed Legacy Nature Preserve. Figures 3-6 to 3-15 in the 
wildlife technical memorandum provide a comprehensive quantitative analysis of 
the change in habitat availability in the project study area with rise in lake level 
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across these elevations. Figures 3-15 and 3-16 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum summarize the change in habitat availability between low lake level 
and high lake level for the project study area and regional study area. The potential 
effects of lake level change combined with habitat loss caused by the proposed 
action on wildlife (both mobile and less mobile species) are analyzed and discussed 
in Section 3.11, Cumulative Effects, of the wildlife technical memorandum and 
Sections 4.13.3.2, Changes in Lake Level and Habitat Availability, and 4.13.3.14, 
Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS. See the response to comment NG-
7-52 for a discussion of the recovery dynamics of wildlife to lake level changes. 

 Likewise, the Final Supplemental EIS has been updated to include a quantitative 
analysis of the effects of lake level change on wetland function in the Legacy 
Nature Preserve (see Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures). Table 4.12-7 of the 
Final Supplemental EIS discloses the functional capacity unit credits for the 
Legacy Nature Preserve that would be affected by varying inundation levels of 
Great Salt Lake. In addition, Section 3.0 of Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy 
of the Wetland and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS describes the 
consequences that flooding would have on wetland habitats in the Preserve.   

Comment Number NG-6-19 
Response Biological information on the specific effects that habitat fragmentation would 

have on different species was not presented in the Final Supplemental EIS because 
it is not available. See the response to comment NG-7-122. 

Comment Number NG-6-20 
Response Appendix E, Bioacoustics Analysis of Potential Effects of Highway Noise on 

Wildlife of Great Salt Lake, and Section 3.8, Highway Noise Disturbance, of the 
wildlife technical memorandum provide an in-depth analysis of the potential 
impacts of highway noise on birds in the project study area, including special-status 
species that occur or could potentially occur there. This analysis is summarized in 
Section 4.13.3.10, Noise Disturbance, of the Final Supplemental EIS. The wildlife 
analysis protocol uses standard methods for noise analysis and best available 
information. The Traffic Noise Model used to estimate the range of noise effects 
has been validated for distances up to 1,300 ft from a noise source, but that does 
not mean that it cannot provide reasonable estimates for greater distances (see the 
response to comment NG-7-47 and Section 4.9.1.2, Methods Used to Update Noise 
Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS) (Federal Highway Administration 2003). The 
analyses in Appendix E describe potential masking effects for American bittern out 
to 3 miles, but also address other species representative of the project study area: 
Brewer’s sparrow and black-necked stilt. The noise tolerances of birds in the 
project study area are not known.  

 The Supplemental EIS acknowledges the potential for indirect impacts on wildlife 
from implementation of the proposed action. As stated in Section 4.13.3.14, 
Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS, monitoring noise and conducting 
surveys for representative bird species, prior to and during construction, to 
document noise impacts would constitute appropriate mitigation for indirect 
impacts, in addition to the habitat that will be preserved and improved as part of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve. After additional consultation and coordination, the 
wildlife agencies requested assistance from UDOT wildlife specialists to develop 
and implement a postconstruction monitoring plan that meets both the lead 
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agencies’ NEPA responsibilities and the wildlife agencies’ objectives. This 
commitment is included in Appendix H, Statement of Commitment, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. An analysis of the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation is 
presented in Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetlands and Wildlife 
Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number NG-6-21 

Response See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. The 
federal lead agencies do not agree that there were flaws in the traffic models and 
thus do not accept the premise of this comment, that the air quality modeling is 
based on flawed travel demand modeling.  

Comment Number NG-6-22 
Response Mobile source air toxics (MSAT) are described in Sections 4.8.2.5, Air Toxics, and 

4.8.3.2, Mesoscale Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. As described in 
those sections, MSATs are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air 
Act. MSATs 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 sources (e.g., factories and refineries). 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 (see document No. EPA420-R-00-023 
[December 2000]). 

 EPA is the federal agency that leads administration of the Clean Air Act and has 
certain responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs (see document No. 
EPA400-F-92-004 [August 2004]). More recently, in accordance with Section 202 
of the Clean Air Act, EPA issued the Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of 
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (66 FR 17229, March 29,2001) 
whose preamble provides the following summary information regarding the effects 
and control of MSATs. 
 Today’s action addresses emission of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) from motor 

vehicles and their fuels. Hazardous air pollutants refer to a range of compounds that are 
known or suspected to have serious health or environmental impacts. Motor vehicles 
are significant contributors to national emissions of several hazardous air pollutants, 
notably benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, and diesel particulate 
matter, and diesel exhaust organic gases. 

 In today’s action, we list 21 compounds emitted from motor vehicles that are known or 
suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects. Our MSAT list includes 
various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and metals, as well as diesel particulate 
matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. The selection methodology we used to 
develop this MSAT list, which may be used to add compounds to or remove 
compounds from the list in the future as new information becomes available, is also 
described. In today’s action, we also examine the mobile source contribution to 
national inventories of these emissions and the impacts of existing and new 
promulgated mobile source control programs, including our reformulated gasoline 
(RFG) program, our national low emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, our Tier 2 motor 
vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and our proposed 
heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control 
requirements. Between 1990 and 2020, we project these programs will reduce on-
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highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 67 
to 76 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel PM emissions by 90 percent. 

 In the 2001 rulemaking, EPA identified six priority MSATs: acetaldehyde, 
benzene, formaldehyde, diesel exhaust, acrolein, and 1,3 butadiene (66 FR 17230). 
EPA is in the process of assessing the health and environmental effects of exposure 
to these pollutants.  

 The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health 
effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the 
environment. The IRIS database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The 
following toxicity information for the six prioritized MSATs was taken from the 
IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries. This information is 
taken verbatim from EPA’s IRIS database and represents the most current 
evaluations of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. 
 Under the proposed revised Carcinogen Risk Assessment Guidelines (U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency 1996), benzene is characterized as a known 
human carcinogen. 

 Under the Draft Revised Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1999), the potential carcinogenicity of 
acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data are inadequate for an 
assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation 
route of exposure.  

 Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in 
humans and sufficient evidence in animals. 

 Under the Draft Revised Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1999), 1,3-butadiene is characterized as 
carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.  

 Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of 
nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female 
hamsters after inhalation exposure. 

 Under the Draft Revised Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1999), diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be 
carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental exposures. Diesel 
exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel particulate 
matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. 

 As noted above, EPA is the lead federal government agency responsible for the 
establishment of national air quality standards, national guidance, and guidelines 
for the uniform and scientifically reliable study of air pollutants. To date, neither 
NAAQS for MSATs nor national project-level guidelines or guidance to study 
MSATs under various climatic and geographic situations have been developed. 
Such limitations make the study of MSAT concentrations, exposures, and health 
impacts difficult and uncertain. Thus, accurate and reliable estimates of actual 
human health or environmental impacts from transportation projects and MSATs 
are not scientifically possible at this time. 

 EPA has also not established toxicity factors for diesel particulate matter, although 
one study asserts that this pollutant accounts for a large portion of MSAT health 
risk in certain situations, using a toxicity factor that is unique to California.  
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 Project-Level MSAT Discussion 
 The analysis of air toxics is an emerging field. The U.S. DOT and EPA are 

currently working to develop and evaluate the technical tools necessary to perform 
air toxics analysis, including improvements to emissions models and air quality 
dispersion models. Limitations with the existing modeling tools preclude 
conducting the same level of analysis that is typically conducted for other 
pollutants, such as carbon monoxide.  

 FHWA’s ongoing work in air toxics includes a research program to determine and 
quantify the contribution of mobile sources to air toxic emissions, the 
establishment of policies for addressing air toxics in environmental reports, and the 
assessment of scientific literature on health impacts associated with motor vehicle 
toxic emissions. 

 Although reliable quantitative methods do not exist to accurately estimate the 
health impacts of MSATs associated with the Legacy Parkway project, it is 
possible to qualitatively assess future MSAT emissions under the project 
alternatives. Based on this approach and as described in Section 4.8.3.2, Mesoscale 
Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, it is likely that the build alternatives would 
result in lower MSAT emissions than the No-Build Alternative, and that future 
emissions under both the build and no-build scenarios would be lower than present-
day emissions. 

 The amount of MSATs emitted under the build alternatives would be proportional 
to the vehicle miles traveled (VMT), assuming that other variables such as fleet 
mix are the same for each alternative. Because the Supplemental EIS states that 
impacts on regional air quality related to MSATs are not expected to increase under 
any of the build alternatives, it is expected that there would be no appreciable 
difference in overall MSAT emissions between the No-Build and build alternatives.  

 In addition, 2020 emissions would likely be lower than existing levels as a result of 
EPA’s national control programs (such as diesel fuel standards), which are 
expected to reduce MSAT emissions by 67 to 90 percent, both per vehicle mile and 
total fleet. 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 (even after accounting 
for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions are likely to be lower in the future as well. 
FHWA considers these projections credible because the control programs are 
required by statute and regulation. Also, because the build alternatives would 
reduce VMT in the project area compared to the No-Build Alternative, based on 
WFRC air quality data, FHWA believes MSAT emissions in 2020 would also be 
lower in the project area under the build alternatives. Because MSAT emissions on 
a per VMT basis are expected to decline due to EPA’s control program, and 
because each of the build alternatives would result in a nearly equal reduction in 
VMT relative to the No-Build Alternative, FHWA does not believe that there 
would be significant adverse impacts on the human environment. 
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 Unavailable or Incomplete Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis 
 As noted above, the science and modeling of project specific MSAT impacts has 

not developed to the point where there is certainty or scientific community 
acceptance. Accordingly, information on MSAT impacts on any of the alternatives 
in the Final Supplemental EIS is not available, and the means to obtain this 
information have not been fully developed. When this is the case, 40 CFR 
1502.22(b) requires FHWA to address four provisions: 1) A statement that such 
information is incomplete or unavailable; 2) A statement of the relevance of the 
incomplete or unavailable information to evaluating reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts on the human environment; 3) A summary of existing 
credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the reasonably 
foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment; and 4) The 
agency’s evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research 
methods generally accepted in the scientific community. These provisions are 
addressed as follows. 
1. Information is Incomplete or Unavailable. Project specific MSAT analysis is 

an emerging field in which the science has not been developed and is, 
therefore, unavailable. FHWA is aware that MSAT releases to the environment 
may cause some level of pollution. What is not scientifically definable is an 
accurate level of human health or environmental impacts that would result from 
construction of new transportation facilities or modification of existing 
facilities. Project-level MSAT risk assessment involves four major steps: 
emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient 
concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in 
order to estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then 
final determination of health impacts based on the estimated exposure. Each of 
these steps is currently encumbered by technical shortcomings that prevent a 
formal determination of the MSAT impacts of the proposed project. The 
emissions model (MOBILE6.2) is based on limited data raising concerns over 
the accuracy of the final estimates. Further the particulate emissions rate from 
MOBILE6.2 is not sensitive to vehicle speed, which is an important 
determinant of emissions rates (this is a shortcoming for diesel particulate 
matter, but not the remaining priority MSATs) or acceleration. Given 
uncertainties in the emissions estimation process, subsequent calculated 
concentrations would be equally uncertain. But beyond this, the available 
dispersion models have not been successfully validated for estimating ambient 
concentrations of particulate matter or reactive organic MSATs. Available 
exposure models are not well designed to simulate roadside environments. 
Finally, the toxicity value of at least one of the priority MSATs, that of diesel 
particulate matter, has not been nationally established, which would prevent the 
determination of health impacts of this pollutant even if the other necessary 
tools were available. Thus, current scientific techniques, tools, and data make it 
impossible to accurately estimate actual human health or environmental 
impacts from MSATs that would result from a transportation project.  

2. Relevance of Incomplete or Unavailable Information to Evaluating Reasonably 
Foreseeable Significant Impacts. Without the assessment tools and data 
necessary to complete a project-specific MSATs analysis, it is impossible to 
quantitatively evaluate the air toxic impacts at the project level. As such, an 
assessment of the significant adverse impacts on the human environment must 
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be made qualitatively based on the information available and professional 
judgment. The Final Supplemental EIS and this response to comments 
document provide that qualitative evaluation. 

3. Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating 
Impacts. As described above, research into the health impacts of MSATs is 
ongoing. For different emission types, there are a variety of studies that show 
that some MSATs are either statistically associated with negative health 
outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions 
levels found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate negative 
health outcomes when exposed to large doses. There have been other studies 
and papers that suggest MSATs have health impacts. However, noting that 
unresolved issues still remain, the Health Effects Institute, a non-profit 
organization jointly funded by EPA and industry, has undertaken a major series 
of studies to determine whether MSAT hot spots exist and what the health 
implications are if they do. The final summary of these studies is not expected 
to be completed for several years.  

 Recent studies have been reported to show that close proximity to roadways is 
related to negative health outcomes, particularly respiratory problems. 
However, these studies have encompassed the full spectrum of both criteria 
pollutants and other pollutants and are often not specific to MSATs. Thus it is 
impossible to determine whether MSATs or the criteria pollutants are 
responsible for the health outcomes.  

 There is also considerable literature on the uncertainties associated with the 
emissions modeling process. The most significant of these is an assessment 
conducted by the National Research Council (2000. Modeling Mobile-Source 
Emissions. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.). This review noted 
numerous problems associated with then-current models, including the 
predecessor to the current MOBILE 6.2 model. The review found that 
“significant resources will be needed to improve mobile source emissions 
modeling.” The improvements cited include model evaluation and validation, 
and uncertainty analysis to raise confidence in the model’s output. While the 
release of MOBILE 6.2 represents an improvement over its predecessor, the 
MSAT emission factors have not been fully validated due to limits on 
dispersion modeling and monitoring data. The MOBILE 6.2 model is currently 
being updated and its results will not be evaluated and validated for several 
years. 

4. Agency Evaluation of Impacts based on Theoretical Approaches or Generally 
Accepted Research Methods. Although there is no accepted model or science 
for determining the impacts of project-specific MSATs, as noted above, EPA 
predicts that its national control programs will result in meaningful future 
reductions in MSAT emissions, as measured on both a per vehicle mile and 
total fleet basis. FHWA believes that these projections are credible because the 
control programs are required by statute and regulation. Also, since the build 
alternatives result in reduced VMT in the project area relative to the No-Build 
Alternative, based on WFRC air quality data, FHWA is confident that MSAT 
emissions will also be lower in the project area in 2020 under the build 
alternatives. Because MSAT emissions on a per VMT basis are expected to 
decline due to EPA’s control program, and because each of the build 
alternatives would result in a nearly equal reduction in VMT relative to the No-
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Build Alternative, FHWA does not believe that there will be significant 
adverse impacts on the human environment.  

Utahns for Better Transportation 
Comment Number NG-7-1 
Response As shown in Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS, and particularly Tables 3-2 and 3-

4 and Figure 3-3, the Shared Solution with Legacy Parkway fully meets the stated 
project purpose and need. Information submitted by the commenter also supports 
this finding. The following is shown in the Report on the Citizens’ Smart Growth 
Alternative to the Proposed Legacy Parkway (Smart Mobility, Inc., and R. B. 
Cervero. 2005. March.). 
 Level of service conditions throughout the North Corridor in 2001 are 

primarily LOS E, 2020 No Build conditions are primarily LOS F, and the 2020 
Shared Solution provides LOS D or better. The Shared Solution with Legacy 
Parkway transforms about 20 miles of freeway on I-15 and I-215 from LOS E 
or F to acceptable LOS (figures on pages 45, 46, and 47). 

 The level of service on I-15 in the North Corridor is LOS D or better under the 
Shared Solution, but LOS E and F under the UBET Alternative (graphics on 
page 13).  

 Table 4.3-9 in Section 4.3, Social, of the Supplemental EIS also shows that the 
Shared Solution benefits the communities in the North Corridor by reducing traffic 
and congestion on local streets throughout the corridor. 

Comment Number NG-7-2 
Response Scoping comments were fully considered during the process of preparation of the 

Supplemental EIS. These comments were summarized and documented in the 
Scoping Report. Moreover, comments received during the community planning 
information committee (CPIC) meetings were fully considered and are documented 
in the CPIC meeting minutes included as part of the record. All comments received 
during the CPIC meetings and scoping process from various sources were given 
equal consideration. Literature, maps, and reports submitted as part of that input 
have been included in the administrative record. A reevaluation of the information 
included as part of the previous Final EIS process was conducted; this reevaluation 
included a review of comments and responses received during that process. 

Comment Number NG-7-3 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  
 Based on the analysis of the UBET Alternative, which is summarized in Chapter 3, 

Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS, the UBET Alternative would not 
provide adequate transportation capacity in the North Corridor. Under the UBET 
Alternative, I-15 in the corridor would operate at LOS E or F. Therefore, the UBET 
Alternative would not meet the purpose and need. 

Comment Number NG-7-4 
Response None of the travel model runs that were conducted demonstrate likely viability of 

the UBET Alternative. The model run referred to in the comment as one that 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to Nongovernmental 
Organization Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
6-21 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

“demonstrated the likely viability of the CSGA [UBET Alternative]” contained 
errors in the reversible lane detail and therefore could not be used to draw 
conclusions. The run was not used as a basis for analyses or conclusions in the 
Supplemental EIS and was not mentioned for those reasons. Master Response 5, 
which describes the UBET Alternative analysis, explains the reversible lane 
analysis that was performed correctly for the Supplemental EIS. See the response 
to comment NG-7-73. See also Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume.  

 All travel model files generated in support of the Supplemental EIS transportation 
analyses were provided to UBET for review. 

Comment Number NG-7-5 
Response The Shared Solution, as evaluated in the Supplemental EIS, entails a combination 

of improvements that include improvements to I-15, construction of a new roadway 
facility, and implementation of maximum future transit initiatives. Maximum 
future transit is similar to the 2030 transit scenario included in the long range plan, 
but maximum future transit was conceived as the maximum transit system that 
would be reasonably achievable in 2020 if transit funding is more aggressively 
pursued in the short term than is prescribed by the 2030 scenario. As such, 
maximum future transit reflects a 2020 transit scenario, not the 2030 transit 
scenario. The complete description of the 2020 maximum future transit scenario is 
presented in the integration technical memorandum. The base WFRC travel 
demand model includes existing UTA operating plans, programmed transit 
projects, and other highway and transit projects included in the WFRC long range 
plan through Phase 2. The projected completion date for Phase 2 projects is 2022. 
Section B3.2.2, Transit Network Assumptions, of Appendix B, 2020 Travel 
Demand Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS states that travel conditions would be 
marginally worse in 2020 than predicted if key transportation network projects are 
delayed until 2022. 

 The Redwood Road Arterial Alternative was modeled with I-15 at 10 lanes. The 
text in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS was and is correct. The fact that Table 3-3 in Section 3.1.6, 
Reevaluation of Project Alternatives Using Revised Travel Demand Model, of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS reflected an 8-lane I-15 was a typographical error. Table 3-
3 has been corrected in the Final Supplemental EIS to show 10 lanes (includes 2 
HOV lanes) for the I-15 configuration. Thus, the analysis performed for the 
Redwood Road Arterial Alternative is consistent with analyses of the other build 
alternatives in addressing both I-15 improvements and transit components. The 
traffic modeling results presented in the Supplemental EIS are accurate and reflect 
an appropriate range of feasible alternatives. 

Comment Number NG-7-6 
Response The proposed action addresses traffic flow at what is anticipated to be one of the 

most severe chokepoints in the North Corridor during the study period. The 
Supplemental EIS presents traffic analysis results for existing conditions as well as 
under the future 2020 No-Build and Build Alternatives. Section 4.3.3.4, Travel 
Patterns and Accessibility, of the Supplemental EIS discusses the anticipated traffic 
levels along interstates/major arterials that are outside the project study area. These 
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traffic issues are addressed in other studies and initiatives as identified in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number NG-7-7 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

As stated in that response, the federal lead agencies found that the UBET 
Alternative would not meet project purpose and need. The review and analysis of 
the UBET Alternative did not involve information that warrants providing an 
additional opportunity for public notice or comment. 

Comment Number NG-7-8 
Response The Supplemental EIS relies on current information and tools to forecast 2020 

transit ridership and uses the latest official WFRC travel models, which are 
supported by the Federal Transit Administration for use in ridership forecasting in 
the north corridor and validated with respect to actual TRAX ridership. For 
example, the WFRC models estimate that ridership on the TRAX University of 
Utah extension is about 2,200 riders a day. Actual daily ridership is about 2,100, 
indicating that the model accurately forecasts actual rail transit ridership in the 
region. This same model was calibrated to observed data for the North/South and 
University lines. The model shows 28,500 daily riders on those two lines, and 
observed data shows 29,000 daily riders, indicating that the model accurately 
replicates actual rail transit ridership in the region.  

 The Supplemental EIS forecasts closely resemble transit use in existing Salt Lake 
rail corridors. Presently, TRAX daily mode share in the South Corridor is 8 percent 
in the narrow I-15/TRAX corridor, and 5 percent in the wider I-15/215/TRAX 
corridor. In the North Corridor, where commuter rail and BRT will provide the 
premium transit service, the Supplemental EIS forecasts 7 percent transit ridership 
in the narrow I-15/transit corridor, and 5 percent in the wider I-15/Legacy/transit 
corridor, which is likely a reflection of the geographic factors noted by the 
commenter. The transit shares are predicted to be similar for the North and South 
Corridors in spite of the fact that the population of Davis and Weber Counties 
combined is less than half the population of Salt Lake County. 

Comment Number NG-7-9 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-10 
Response The Draft Supplemental EIS (Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives 

Evaluation) presented the results of evaluation of two Redwood Road Arterial 
Alternatives, both of which were recommended during the public scoping process. 
The more robust Redwood Road Arterial Alternative assumed an eight-lane, 
partially controlled facility in the southern portion from I-215 to 500 South and 
would follow the Legacy Parkway Alternative E alignment in the northern portion. 
Traffic analysis of this robust Redwood Road Arterial Alternative showed that it 
did not meet the project purpose and need. The reasons for this are disclosed in 
Section 3.2.2. Another Redwood Road arterial alternative, proposed by UBET and 
denoted the Redwood Road Arterial Boulevard Sub-Alternative, was recommended 
during preparation of the Draft Supplemental EIS. The Redwood Road Arterial 
Boulevard Sub-Alternative was also evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIS. It is 
a variation on the more robust Redwood Road Arterial Alternative. It would be a 
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boulevard-type facility. It would widen Redwood Road through North Salt Lake 
and Woods Cross, extend a new arterial road north of 500 South in Woods Cross to 
the west side of the power utility corridor, then turn east to terminate at Parrish 
Lane in Centerville. It would include frontage roads to accommodate access to 
driveways and businesses along Redwood Road. This alternative was also 
evaluated and screened out because it did not meet the project purpose and need. 

 The alternative presented by UBET as their Citizens’ Smart Growth Alternative 
(UBET Alternative) was not presented until the public hearing in January 2005, 
after the release of the Draft Supplemental EIS; consequently, evaluation of it was 
not included in the Draft Supplemental EIS. Evaluation of the UBET Alternative 
presented by UBET during the circulation of the Draft Supplemental EIS is 
presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS and in Master 
Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
Section 4(f) applies to FHWA’s decision on the proposed action. In accordance 
with 23 CFR 771.135(a)(1), the Administration may not approve the use of land 
from a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a determination is made 
that:  

(i) There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property; 
and  

(ii) The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 
This regulation applies to FHWA’s selection/approval of alternatives in this NEPA 
process. The Final EIS included a Section 4(f) determination in accordance with 23 
CFR 771.135; as a result of the reevaluation, this Supplemental EIS supplements 
that analysis. 
Chapter 5, Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS presents an 
evaluation of the alternatives’ potential use of Section 4(f) properties. Section 4(f) 
properties, along with wetlands, property displacements, hazardous waste sites, and 
other constraints, were considered in the early phases of alignment development—
that is, as the alternatives advanced from the conceptual stage to the alignment 
stage—to minimize effects on these resources. 

 “Use” of Section 4(f) properties under the Section 4(f) guidance is determined on 
the basis of the type of Section 4(f) resource potentially affected. Historic buildings 
are treated differently than buried archaeological sites. If the information contained 
in the buried archaeological site can be extracted through excavation prior to 
construction or “use” of the site, then it is not considered a 4(f) use. The data 
recovery eliminates the 4(f) resource. Taking of a historic structure, or of a portion 
of the property on which the building stands, is considered a 4(f) use. Several 
historic buildings exist along the Redwood Road alignment. 

 The mere presence of a Section 4(f) resource does not preclude an alternative as 
potentially reasonable. If, however, there is an alternative that would have fewer 
impacts on Section 4(f) resources, then FHWA cannot adopt the alternative with 
greater Section 4(f) impacts unless extraordinary circumstances exist. The 
Redwood Road and UBET Alternatives have the potential for a greater number of 
impacts on 4(f) resources than the Great Salt Lake regional alignment alternatives, 
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although they were not rejected on this basis. Rather, as described in Master 
Response 5 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume, the Redwood Road 
and UBET Alternatives were rejected because they did not meet purpose and need. 

 At the time the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued, only the more robust Redwood 
Road Arterial Alternative, the Redwood Road Arterial Boulevard Sub-Alternative, 
and the Parkway Facility Adjacent to Redwood Road Alternative had been 
evaluated along that alignment, and review of Section 4(f) resources was done as 
part of that evaluation. As noted above, an evaluation of the UBET Alternative is 
included in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number NG-7-11 
Response Section 5.5, Use of Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties, of the Supplemental EIS 

provides the evaluations for direct and constructive use of the Farmington Bay 
Waterfowl Management Area (FBWMA) and Bountiful City Pond. Based on these 
evaluations it was determined that there is no constructive use of FBWMA or 
Bountiful City Pond. 

Comment Number NG-7-12 
Response Section 5.4.1, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuge Resources, of the 

Supplemental EIS, describes the Section 4(f) status of the Bountiful City Pond and 
the improvements made to the recreation facilities since issuance of the Final EIS, 
referring to a September 23, 2004, letter from the City of Bountiful (Appendix A of 
the Supplemental EIS). The letter states that the City does not have plans for 
developing additional recreation on the remaining portions of the property, 
specifically the southeast and southwest corners. The letter further states that these 
remaining portions of the property are intended for other, non-recreational uses 
and, as a dual-use facility, these portions of the property are not protected under 
Section 4(f). As described in Section 5.5, Use of Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties, 
access to the Bountiful City Pond would be maintained, albeit with a slight increase 
in travel distance and time. This minor increase is not expected to affect use of the 
recreation facilities. It is appropriate, under Section 4(f), for FHWA to consider the 
information provided by the governmental entity that administers a property. 

Comment Number NG-7-13 
Response See the response to comment NG-6-11.  

Comment Number NG-7-14 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-10. The UBET Alternative was screened out 

because it did not meet the primary project purpose and need. 

Comment Number NG-7-15 
Response The federal lead agencies asked the State of Utah to provide them with additional 

information about its authority to acquire the Legacy Nature Preserve and to retain 
the Preserve if the transportation project was eliminated. The Utah Office of 
Attorney General has advised the federal lead agencies that because the Legacy 
Nature Preserve was acquired under condemnation authority exercised to achieve a 
transportation project, the State will be unable to retain the Preserve lands in the 
absence of a transportation purpose. Accordingly, the brief explanation of state law 
presented in the Supplemental EIS was correct. This analysis is not related to the 
filling of wetlands in connection with the initial construction activities. Those 
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impacts will be addressed in either the modified 404 permit, should one be issued 
for the proposed action, or through a subsequent arrangement between the Corps 
and UDOT. See Section 3.6, Land Acquired to Date, of the Supplemental EIS. 

 Neither the UBET Alternative nor any other alternative was screened out as a result 
of the assertion that the currently proposed Legacy Nature Preserve could be 
maintained only in conjunction with the currently proposed Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number NG-7-16 
Response The UBET Alternative, as proposed by UBET at the public hearing and submitted 

to the lead agencies in March 2005, is evaluated and documented in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS. See Master Response 5 in Section 2 of 
this response to comments volume 

Comment Number NG-7-17 
Response A comprehensive search was conducted to locate all studies conducted to evaluate 

median width and accident rates, all of which are cited in the Final Supplemental 
EIS and supporting right-of-way technical memorandum. As noted in Section 2.1, 
Right-of-Way Issues, of the Final Supplemental EIS, these studies all support the 
UDOT and AASHTO design guidelines for median width, thereby supporting the 
selection of a 50-ft median width for the proposed Legacy Parkway. Of note, in 
February 2005, UDOT updated its Standard Drawing DD 4 (Geometric Design for 
Freeways) to show a fixed 50-ft median width on new, rural freeways based on the 
studies noted above. Not adhering to federal or state design standards would 
require a design exception and would compromise driver safety. 

 For comparative purposes, the federal agencies evaluated a right-of-way width 
reflecting a 26-ft median, composed of a concrete barrier and two 12-ft shoulders, 
although such a median is not consistent with UDOT design standards. The use of a 
concrete barrier would require alternate water quality treatment methods, which in 
turn would result in additional impacts on wetlands (HDR Engineering 2005a). See 
Section 2.1.2.2, Median Width Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS for more 
discussion. 

 See the response to comment NG-6-2 regarding median barriers and speed limits. 

Comment Number NG-7-18 
Response The fact that a slower speed limit may decrease accidents is not dispositive to the 

median analysis. As described in the response to comment NG-7-17, studies 
indicate that at all highway speeds, an open median was safer than a median with a 
barrier. Thus, while a lower speed limit might reduce accidents, a lower speed with 
an open median would reduce accidents even further. The use of a closed median 
(barrier) and narrower right-of-way does not dictate the speed limit. The speed 
limit assigned to the roadway is determined by the agency with jurisdiction over 
the facility; in this case UDOT would be responsible for determining the speed 
limit on the facility. The speed limit is based on the functional classification of the 
roadway, adjacent land use, and topography. 

 Exhibit 23-2 of the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 shows the relationship 
between LOS, capacity, and free-flow speed. The actual capacity of a facility is the 
LOS E/F threshold (far right column). As the design speed of a facility increases, 
so do the free-flow speed and the capacity. A facility with a 65-mph design speed, 
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therefore, has a higher free-flow speed and higher capacity than a facility with a 
55-mph design speed.  

 The comment incorrectly states that the Draft Supplemental EIS used peak-hour 
design criteria. The travel demand modeling conducted for the proposed action 
demonstrates the need for additional capacity for the 3-hour peak period, rather 
than just the peak hour. The 3-hour peak period demand, evaluated against the 3-
hour capacity, would provide an average LOS D for the Legacy Parkway, as 
proposed. The Supplemental EIS relies on comparisons of demand and capacity for 
the LOS evaluation, as opposed to comparisons of speed and capacity.  

 A comprehensive search was undertaken to locate all studies conducted to evaluate 
median width and accident rates. See the right-of-way technical memorandum for 
the complete studies. 

 These studies indicate that accident rates increase when objects, such as a median 
barrier, are introduced, and decline as the median width increases. In view of these 
findings, the use of a closed median was not implemented. 

Comment Number NG-7-19 
Response There are currently no design standards or guidelines for parkways under 

AASHTO. A parkway is defined in the following ways: A broad landscaped 
highway, often divided by a planted median strip (Dictionary.com); a wide scenic 
road planted with trees (Dictionary.com); a broad landscaped thoroughfare 
(Merriam-Webster); arterial highway for noncommercial traffic, with full or partial 
control of access, and usually located within a park or ribbon of park-like 
developments, or a wide road, usually divided, with an area of grass and trees on 
both sides and in the middle (Cambridge Dictionary). Due to the lack of specific 
guidelines for a Parkway, the use of AASHTO’s rural freeway guidance is 
appropriate. 

 Legacy Parkway provides access to recreation along the corridor. Access is 
provided to Bountiful Pond, FBWMA, and local area trails. Access to Bountiful 
Pond will be improved with Legacy Parkway, because access is currently via an 
unimproved road, while the new access will be via a two-lane frontage road 
between 500 South and the Landfill. This same roadway provides improved access 
to the FBWMA. Access to Bountiful Pond from the trail will be along the frontage 
road between 500 South and the Bountiful Landfill. Limiting access to the Legacy 
Nature Preserve was a decision made by the management team in order to protect 
this area from potential impacts. The Corps will determine whether access to the 
Legacy Nature Preserve is appropriate, in the Section 404 permit.  

 The availability of other, more attractive barriers does not affect the analysis 
comparing the safety of an open median to that of a closed median with a barrier; 
an open median is safer, regardless of how attractive the barrier is. 

Comment Number NG-7-20 
Response The UDOT design standard for medians on new, rural freeways is 50-feet. (See the 

response to NG-7-17.) However, for comparative purposes, the Final Supplemental 
EIS evaluates the relative impact of using a 26-ft median width and alternative 
water quality treatment method. See the response to comment NG-6-2 for a 
discussion of median width.  
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 As noted in Section 2.1.2.2, Median Width Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental 
EIS, future travel lanes are neither proposed nor reasonably foreseeable for the 
Legacy Parkway project. In fact, as described in Section 3.2.2, Results of 
Additional Alternatives Evaluation, the Final Supplemental EIS analysis 
determined that a six-lane Legacy Parkway facility should be eliminated from 
detailed considered because additional capacity (beyond four lanes) is not needed 
to meet the project purpose and need. 

Comment Number NG-7-21 
Response The cross sections in the Final Supplemental EIS were simplified to represent a 

cross section used on straight, flat sections of the proposed highway alignment. 
This simplification involved omitting the analysis of roadway “superevelation.” 
Superelevation can be compared to banking along a racetrack. (See the following 
figure for graphic view of superelevated section.). Superelevation occurs along all 
horizontal curves in the alignment. The inside shoulders are both at a 2 percent 
cross slope into the median, not toward the side slopes. The median would catch all 
runoff from the inside shoulders as well as the runoff from the entire paved area in 
areas of superelevation. In these areas the pavement cross slope changes to 
facilitate maneuvering along a curve without loosing traction along the pavement. 
The roadway is superelevated along approximately 30 percent of its length. Thus, 
along much of the roadway, runoff from the travel lanes would enter the vegetated 
median. The remainder of the runoff would be treated by the vegetated filter strips 
on the side slopes.  

 See also the response to comment NG-6-3. 

 

Comment Number NG-7-22 
Response The primary objective of planning stormwater runoff management for Legacy 

Parkway was to eliminate concentrated stormwater discharges to the extent 
feasible. This approach was determined in coordination with UDEQ. Eliminating 
point discharges would have positive effects on the surrounding area by limiting 
erosion and instability and by removing suspended solids (thereby reducing 
turbidity).  

 While wetlands typically can serve to filter water, neither the specific tolerance 
capacity of individual wetlands and wetland types to various pollutants nor the 
concentrations of pollutants that can result in detrimental effects are known. 
Individual wetlands have distinct characteristics and functions, which in turn affect 
the feature’s capacity for filtering water. 
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 The location of wetlands also plays a role in their contribution to water quality. The 
wetlands in the project study area do not occur in a linear distribution adjacent to 
the right-of-way, but are distributed in groups or complexes. Consequently, median 
vegetated filter strips would still be needed in areas without wetlands. Alternating 
between interior and exterior filtration as dictated by the presence of wetland 
complexes would entail complex changes in slope, and is not feasible from an 
engineering perspective. Moreover, because of this irregular distribution of 
wetlands, runoff water would likely have to be routed to the wetland complexes for 
discharge into the wetlands. Additionally, each wetland’s capacity and filtration 
characteristics would have to be evaluated individually. Finally, the point 
discharges necessitated by this approach could cause soil erosion at the point of 
discharge as well as groundwater table instability. 

 Thus, to reduce the potential to harm the surrounding wetlands, and because it 
would be difficult to quantify the overall treatment effectiveness of the wetlands 
without actually designing the stormwater controls and studying each individual 
wetland, even with this method, water would still be treated to the extent practical 
prior to leaving the right-of-way.  

Comment Number NG-7-23 
Response As noted in Section 2.1.2.2, Median Width Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental 

EIS, future travel lanes are neither proposed nor reasonably foreseeable for the 
Legacy Parkway project. In fact, as described in Section 3.2.2, Results of 
Additional Alternatives Evaluation, the Final Supplemental EIS analysis 
determined that a six-lane Legacy Parkway facility should be eliminated from 
detailed considered because additional capacity (beyond four lanes) is not needed 
to meet the project purpose and need. The reference in the Final Supplemental EIS 
to NEPA review requirements for any proposed future expansion was made simply 
to disclose to the public the environmental review requirements, not to indicate that 
UDOT intends to add additional lanes to the Legacy Parkway median in the 
reasonably foreseeable future.  

 See the response to comment NG-6-2 for a description of the proposed median 
width.   

Comment Number NG-7-24 
Response Regarding separation of the parkway and trail rights-of-way, see the response to 

comment GP-742-14. 
 The Denver and Rio Grande railroad is still in active use in the southern portion of 

the North Corridor to 400 North in West Bountiful; consequently, it is not available 
for use. UTA has applied for funds from WFRC to convert the railway grade to a 
trail. Although the D&RG corridor is not available for a trail associated with 
Legacy Parkway, it may become a trail in the future. 

Comment Number NG-7-25 
Response UDOT prepared cost estimates at various stages of development of project 

alternatives: the regional corridor stage, the conceptual alignment stage, and the 
build alternative stage, allowing detailed analysis. Consistent cost estimating 
methodologies were employed at each stage of alternatives development. The costs 
prepared at each stage used progressively more detailed information on both the 
alignment location (providing progressively more accurate estimates on the total 
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number and types of impacts) and the design features for the specific alignment 
(including the number of bridges), allowing better projections for construction 
material quantities. 

 More detailed cost estimates were prepared for the five conceptual alignments 
within the D&RG regional corridor and one alignment (Alternative E) within the 
Great Salt Lake regional corridor. To situate the conceptual D&RG alignments, the 
project team used aerial photography that showed the major physical constraints in 
the corridor (refineries, developments, public facilities, and large wetland areas). 
The conceptual alignments are, however, less detailed than the Legacy Parkway 
build alternative alignments, which used survey information (elevational contours 
and detailed surface constraints) and preliminary highway design to establish 
highway footprints, providing more detailed impact analyses and initial 
construction quantities. Table 2.2-9 of the Supplemental EIS summarizes the cost 
estimates prepared for these conceptual alignments, as well as an estimate for 
Alternative E using the same cost estimating methodology. Appendix G, Updated 
Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS provides overall cost estimates for 
the regional corridor alignments as well as detailed cost estimates for the build 
alternatives: Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E. 

Comment Number NG-7-26 
Response The cost estimates used in the Supplemental EIS for regional corridors, conceptual 

alignments, and build alternatives were prepared to evaluate alternatives. Appendix 
G, Updated Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS presents these cost 
estimates. These estimates include the costs for highway construction (materials 
and labor costs), property acquisitions for the highway right-of-way and mitigation 
land (Legacy Nature Preserve), and wetland enhancement activities. 

 In contrast, UDOT’s Executive Director reported the approximate total budget for 
the Legacy Parkway and Nature Preserve project, which includes all past and future 
costs associated with the proposed action. Thus it presents a very different cost 
than the above-mentioned estimates. In addition to construction materials, right-of 
way costs, and mitigation, the project budget includes environmental analysis and 
permitting; public involvement; construction program management and 
environmental compliance oversight (including UDOT personnel, consultants, and 
legal council); an overall project risk and inflation contingency; and contractor 
preaward engineering and incentives. The difference between the total project 
budget ($685 million) and the cost estimate for build Alternative E as reported in 
the Supplemental EIS ($426 million), is $259 million. With some limitations, this 
amount could be added to the projected cost of any alternative to determine the 
total project budget for that alternative. Appendix G, Updated Cost Estimates, has 
added to the Final Supplemental EIS to explain this matter in more detail. 

Comment Number NG-7-27 
Response The possibility of separating the trail from the Legacy Parkway right-of-way was 

examined in detail in Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail Component or 
Separate Trail Facility, of the Supplemental EIS and rejected for the reasons stated 
therein. Regarding a narrower right-of-way, see the response to comment GP-
303-1. Section 2.2.2.1, Development of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, of the 
Supplemental EIS fully discusses the “variable ROW width that is only as wide as 
necessary” for the D&RG alternative, which was prepared in response to the court 
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opinion. The D&RG alternative was screened out because of high community 
impacts. 

Comment Number NG-7-28 
Response See the responses to comments and NG-7-18 and GP-303-1. 

Comment Number NG-7-29 
Response The criteria used to locate the D&RG alignments are typical constraints that are 

considered in establishing alternative alignments. Some are based on federal 
regulations; others are specific to the corridor under consideration. As described in 
Section 2.2.2.1, Development of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, of the 
Supplemental EIS, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 
1966 requires selection of alternatives that avoid designated parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife refuges, and historic sites. The D&RG railroad right-of-way is eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and subject to Section 
4(f) regulations. More importantly, the rail is active south of 400 North in West 
Bountiful and serves oil refinery properties within the corridor, as mentioned in 
Section 2.2.2.1. Using the railroad right-of-way in this area would require 
relocating the D&RG tracks to continue to serve these facilities. The West 
Bountiful Golf Course is located just north of 400 North and abuts the west side of 
the D&RG railroad right-of-way. This golf course is publicly owned and also 
subject to 4(f) regulations. 

 The additional criteria used to locate the D&RG alignments were selected with the 
express purpose of preventing impacts and estimated costs from being overstated. 
As mentioned in Section 2.2.2.1, the federal lead agencies determined that a 
southern termini interchange where the D&RG tracks meet I-215 would be 
impractical. From the southern interchange to the north, the D&RG alignment links 
were placed to avoid the most densely developed areas, avoid major oil refineries, 
and have a right-of-way that is only as wide as necessary to minimize wetland 
impacts and relocations. The evaluation showed that the impacts greater for the 
east-west D&RG links than for Alternative E. However, this increase is a reflection 
of the developed nature of the corridor and not a deliberate attempt to exaggerate 
environmental problems. In addition, a reasonable number of D&RG alignments 
were evaluated to ensure a range of impacts and that a least damaging alignment 
was considered within the D&RG corridor. See Section 2.2.4, Conclusions, of the 
Supplemental EIS for a discussion of practicability considerations used in 
evaluating D&RG regional corridor alignment alternatives, and Section 3.2.1, 
Criteria for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, for a discussion of the 
reasonableness and feasibility screening criteria used to evaluate alternatives. 

Comment Number NG-7-30 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-10. However, the D&RG regional corridor was 

screened out on the basis of logistics in addition to Section 4(f) and historic 
property considerations. Impacts on Section 4(f) resources were analyzed for the 
2000 Final EIS analyzed despite the fact that Section 4(f) likely did not apply to the 
proposed action because no federal funds were being used. The Supplemental EIS 
continues this analysis. 
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Comment Number NG-7-31 
Response As stated in Section 4.16.2.4, Historic Railroad Corridors, and Section 5.4.2, 

Historic and Archaeological Resources, of the Supplemental EIS, the D&RG 
Railroad is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, and is therefore 
eligible for protection under Section 4(f). The criteria for inclusion in the NRHP 
are provided in Section 4.16.1.3, National Register of Historic Places – Criteria for 
Eligibility, of the Final Supplemental EIS. Section 4(f) applies to historic properties 
only when the property is included in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, as stated 
in Section 5.2.1, Section 4(f). This determination was made in consultation with the 
Utah SHPO subsequent to publication of the Final EIS. Section 2.2.2.1, 
Development of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, provides information regarding 
development of the D&RG alignments—specifically that the D&RG Railroad is an 
active railroad line south of 400 North in West Bountiful, and that the D&RG 
alignments avoid the D&RG Railroad right-of-way in this area for that reason. The 
D&RG Railroad provides a freight transportation link to the refineries in North Salt 
Lake, Woods Cross, and West Bountiful. This information is included in Section 
2.2.2.1, Development of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, and Section 5.4.2, Historic 
and Archaeological Resources. Accordingly, the statement that the Supplemental 
EIS asserts that the alignments cannot be located in the D&RG right-of-way due to 
the eligibility of the D&RG railroad for listing in the NRHP is erroneous. Utilizing 
the railroad right-of-way would require relocation of the active section of railroad 
tracks so that the railroad could continue to serve the area’s refineries. Refer to 
Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor Evaluation, for further information on 
the evaluation of the D&RG corridor. 

Comment Number NG-7-32 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-24 and NG-7-31. 

Comment Number NG-7-33 
Response An assessment of the criteria that were used to determine whether the D&RG 

regional corridor should be carried forward for detailed consideration in the Final 
Supplemental EIS is presented in both the D&RG technical memorandum and 
Section 2.2.3, Evaluation of D&RG Conceptual Alignments, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS. In summary, impacts on existing development (including 
community cohesion), impacts on wetlands, and cost were used to evaluate D&RG 
conceptual alignments. 

 As summarized in Table 2.2.1 of the Final Supplemental EIS, relocation impacts on 
existing development under the D&RG conceptual alignments range from 149 to 
279 residential and business relocations and from 13 to 28 major utility relocations. 
The D&RG conceptual alignments would also affect between 36 and 70 platted 
residential lots and sever 30 percent of the West Bountiful community to the west 
of the D&RG conceptual alignments. The relocation impacts on existing 
development under Alternative E would be 18 residential and business relocations 
and 21 major utility relocations. There would be no impacts on newly platted 
residential lots, and there would be minimal impacts on communities adjacent to 
the Alternative E alignment.  

 The communities in south Davis County have been involved in the Legacy 
Parkway planning process since the Major Investment Study in 1998 and, with the 
exception of Centerville City, all support the Alternative E alignment. These 
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communities have consistently expressed preference for the westernmost possible 
alignment in order to maintain geographical cohesion. Community leaders have 
detailed knowledge about the social composition of various sections of the D&RG 
corridor. As part of designing and implementing the proposed action, UDOT 
endorses a context-sensitive solution that addresses transportation needs as well as 
safety concerns and scenic, environmental, and community values. Therefore, 
contacting community leaders is an important component of a community cohesion 
analysis and project implementation. 

 Soliciting comments through a community leaders’ survey and the open forum of 
the CPIC meetings was only one method used to evaluate social impacts, including 
community cohesion, of the alignments within the D&RG regional corridor. 
Chapter 3 of the D&RG technical memorandum quantifies social impacts 
associated with constructing an alignment within the D&RG regional corridor by 
describing the number of residential and business relocations, the amount of a 
particular community’s land area separated by each D&RG conceptual alignment 
(including school service areas), travel pattern disruptions, and noise and visual 
impacts. The technical memorandum also describes the physical barriers that would 
be created as a result of any one of the D&RG alignments. All these factors, in 
addition to public comments, were considered in the agencies’ qualitative 
evaluation of community cohesion effects. 

 In addition, as mentioned above, alignments within the D&RG regional corridor 
were also evaluated to determine their impacts on aquatic resources and their cost 
relative to Alternative E. As summarized in Section 2.2.4, Conclusions, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS, an alignment in the D&RG regional corridor would cost 
between $134 million and $256 million more than the conceptual alignment 
associated with Alternative E. These additional costs, as well as the additional 
relocation and community cohesion impacts described above, led to the federal lead 
agencies determination that an alignment in the D&RG regional corridor was not a 
reasonable alternative under NEPA or practicable under the CWA and therefore 
was not evaluated in detail in the Final Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number NG-7-34 
Response As part of the environmental analysis for the proposed action, Chapter 4, 

Supplemental Environmental Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS discusses the 
socioeconomic resources and community cohesion in the project study area and the 
potential effects on the surrounding communities. Standard industry practices were 
used to develop the evaluation methodologies for the resources that were 
considered. 

Comment Number NG-7-35 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-33. 

Comment Number NG-7-36 
Response Community cohesion is a social impact and is one component considered under the 

“impacts to existing development” criterion in the Corps’ practicability evaluation. 
Under the CWA, “practicable” is defined as “available and capable of being done 
after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of 
overall project purposes” (40 CFR 230.3). Although logistics is not specifically 
defined in the CWA, Webster’s New World Dictionary defines the term as “the 
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managing of the details of an undertaking.” For the purposes of evaluating 
alternatives in the Supplemental EIS, the Corps considers that logistics includes all 
the details associated with implementing an alternative, including not only direct 
construction impacts such as relocation of homes or businesses, but also resulting 
neighborhood changes associated with the alternative. This definition of logistics, 
for determining the practicability of alternatives, is consistent with the reasoning in 
the court decision, from which the following statement is excerpted. 
 

Practicable is defined as “available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project 
purposes” (40 DVR Section 230.3[q]). In its ROD, the COE found the D&RG 
Alignment to be infeasible because of its high cost and high impact on existing 
development (I Aplee. App. At 44–45). Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary 
defines infeasible as impracticable (Id. At 618 [9th ed. 1991]). Therefore, the 
Appellants are incorrect in saying that the Federal Agencies applied the wrong legal 
standard in rejecting the D&RG alternative. The Appellants further argue that even if 
the impracticable test was applied, it was not met (Aplt. Br. At 23). We can set aside 
the COE’s action only if we find that the COE abused its discretion, or acted 
arbitrarily, capriciously, or contrary to law (5 USC Section 706[2][A]). Impact on 
existing development would appear to fall within both the cost and the logistics portion 
of the practicable definition.  

 A particular alternative’s social impact on community cohesion can be difficult to 
quantify. Section 2.2.3.1, Impacts on Existing Development, of the Supplemental 
EIS attempts to quantify overall social impacts by describing the number of 
residential and business relocations, the amount of a particular community’s land 
area (including school service areas) separated by each D&RG alignment, travel 
pattern disruptions, and noise and visual impacts. Section 2.2.3.1 also describes the 
physical barriers that would be created as a result of any one of the D&RG 
alignments. These quantifiable aspects, combined with public comments, are 
considered in the lead agencies’ qualitative evaluation of community cohesion 
effects.  

Comment Number NG-7-37 
Response The transit integration strategy for the corridor used in the Supplemental EIS goes 

beyond the robust transit concept proposed by UTA and by WFRC in its adopted 
2030 long range transportation plan. The forecasting methods used in the 
Supplemental EIS are enhanced to be even more sensitive to transit benefits than 
the standard WFRC model approved by FTA. The results closely match local and 
national experience with transit investments. 
The modeling results presented in the Supplemental EIS have been verified through 
comparisons with local and national experience on the effects of new transit 
investments on transit ridership. In the Salt Lake region and in comparable urban 
areas, the Supplemental EIS forecasts closely resemble transit use in existing UTA 
rail corridors. Currently, TRAX daily mode share in the south corridor is 8 percent 
for the narrow I-15/TRAX corridor, and 5 percent for the wider I-15/215/TRAX 
corridor. In the North Corridor, where commuter rail and BRT will provide the 
premium transit service, the Supplemental EIS forecasts 7 percent transit for the 
narrow I-15/Transit corridor and 5 percent for the wider I-15/Legacy/Transit 
corridor.  
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The Supplemental EIS integration analysis transit forecasts also resemble transit 
use in comparable corridors in other cities. The Supplemental EIS forecasts that 
about 25 percent of downtown commuters from the North Corridor will use transit. 
This falls within the range of current transit shares for larger western cities: 35 
percent for Denver, 18 percent for San Diego, and 31 percent for Portland. 
Many travelers through the North Corridor are not headed to downtown Salt Lake, 
and transit use by these travelers is lower than use by downtown commuters. As a 
result, the average mode share for all travelers crossing the Woods Cross screenline 
is projected to be between 5 and 6 percent. This compares favorably with transit 
ridership in other western rail corridors that serve a comparable share of 
downtown-oriented, regional, and interregional travel patterns. For example, transit 
shares in the Dublin and Willow Pass BART corridors and Altamont commuter rail 
corridor in the San Francisco Bay Area range from 2 to 6 percent. 
The transit strategies included in the Supplemental EIS integrate new transit 
investments with other components of the transportation system and supportive 
transportation policies, including more frequent commuter rail service, express bus, 
BRT, “seamless transfers” among transit vehicles, feeder bus improvements, transit 
fare discounts, downtown parking price hikes, and transit-supportive land use. 
Regional and local plans have made great strides in incorporating transit-supportive 
land use. These include balance between jobs and housing in the corridor, with jobs 
growing at more than twice the rate of population over the next 15 years, as well as 
special efforts by corridor communities to place new development near transit, 
shifting growth that could accommodate more than 8,000 jobs and residents to 
transit station areas. 
Regarding the purpose of the integration analysis, see the response to comment 
NG-7-40. 

Comment Number NG-7-38 
Response The transit ridership forecasting presented in the Supplemental EIS was performed 

within the WFRC travel model, which had been updated and recalibrated based on 
TRAX actual performance using the 2002 UTA on-board ridership survey. As an 
example of the model’s accuracy, the model estimated ridership on the TRAX 
University of Utah extension at about 2,200 riders per day, and actual ridership is 
about 2,100 per day. This same model was calibrated to observed data for the 
North/South and University lines. The model shows 28,500 daily riders on those 
two lines; observed data shows 29,000 daily riders. The model used for the Legacy 
Parkway Supplemental EIS has not been found to under-predict TRAX ridership.  

 The transit forecasts in the Supplemental EIS also closely resemble transit use in 
existing Salt Lake rail corridors. Presently, TRAX daily mode share in the South 
Corridor is 8 percent for the narrow I-15/TRAX corridor, and 5 percent for the 
wider I-15/215/TRAX corridor. In the North Corridor, where commuter rail and 
BRT will provide the premium transit service, the Supplemental EIS forecasts a 7 
percent transit mode share for the narrow I-15/Transit corridor and a 5 percent 
share for the wider I-15/Legacy/Transit corridor. 

 The Supplemental EIS transit forecasts for the North Corridor also closely 
resemble transit use in comparable corridors in other cities. The Supplemental EIS 
forecasts that about 25 percent of commuters from the North Corridor to downtown 
Salt Lake City will use transit. This falls within the range of current transit shares 
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for larger western cities: 35 percent for Denver, 18 percent for San Diego, and 31 
percent for Portland. Because many travelers through the North Corridor are not 
headed to downtown Salt Lake, the average mode share for all travelers crossing 
the Woods Cross screenline is projected to be between 5 and 6 percent. This 
compares favorably with transit ridership in other western rail corridors that serve a 
comparable range of downtown-oriented, regional and interregional travel patterns. 
For example, transit shares in the Dublin and Willow Pass BART corridors and 
Altamont commuter rail corridor in the San Francisco Bay Area range between 2 
and 6 percent. 

 The Report on the Citizens’ Smart Growth Alternative to the Proposed Legacy 
Parkway (Smart Mobility, Inc., and R. B. Cervero. 2005. March. Berkeley, CA.) 
provides no specific citations of corridors that are similar to the North Corridor that 
achieve transit mode shares approaching 50 percent. Moreover, it appears that the 
comment may be comparing regional shares with shares of travelers going to a 
central business district. The mode shares projected in the Supplemental EIS are 
well supported by credible modeling and confirmed through comparisons to 
comparable corridors in the Salt Lake region and other urban areas. See also the 
response to comment NG-7-38. 

Comment Number NG-7-39 
Response  See the response to comment NG-7-37.  
 The integration analysis conducted for the Supplemental EIS reflects integration of 

various transportation modes and is not intended to “maximize the performance of 
the transit system.” To respond to suggestions raised in scoping and to realistically 
and accurately project the potential for transit in the corridor, the integration 
analysis modeled a transit scenario with many transit enhancements. The transit 
integration scenario presented in the Supplemental EIS goes beyond the robust 
transit concept proposed by UTA and WFRC in the WFRC long range 
transportation plan. The linkages addressed in the Supplemental EIS analysis are 
not limited to linkages between Legacy Parkway and transit, but rather, the 
integration analysis looked at the entire North Corridor network.  

 The locations of transit service and access improvements in the Maximum Future 
Transit Alternative are specifically oriented toward existing and future jobs and 
residences in the North Corridor. This is true of both the baseline future transit 
planned for the corridor, as described in the WFRC long range plan, and the transit 
enhancements included in the integration assessment’s maximum transit 
enhancements. The following enhancements were assumed for the maximum 
transit scenario. 
  More frequent commuter rail service.  
  Express bus service on I-15 HOV lanes.  
  Bus rapid transit (BRT) through the central areas of the North Corridor.  
  Expanded local circulator and feeder bus service sufficient to place 95 percent 

of corridor population within walking distance of bus service.  
  “Seamless transfers” among transit vehicles so that feeder bus users have 

smooth access to the corridor’s premium transit commuter rail and BRT.  
  Transit fare discounts.  
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  Price hikes in downtown parking. 
  Transit-supportive land use clustered around commuter rail and BRT stations. 

Comment Number NG-7-40 
Response The court was quite clear that it wanted the federal agencies to include mass transit, 

along with Legacy Parkway and reconstruction of I-15, in the sequencing analysis. 
There was no indication that it was an issue of investment. The question of 
investment has already been answered, in part, in the Commuter Rail EIS, which 
concluded that constructing commuter rail was a sound investment even with 
Legacy Parkway incorporated into the baseline conditions. 

 Legacy Parkway and expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, are two of 
the major components of the Shared Solution developed to address transportation 
needs in the North Corridor. The court’s opinion was clear on the need for all parts 
of the Shared Solution by 2020. The analysis of the No-build Alternative clearly 
demonstrates that severe congestion will exist in the North Corridor if the Shared 
Solution in its entirety is not built by 2020. Intentionally causing severe congestion 
on I-15 with the aim of achieving high ridership on transit would constitute a 
failure to meet the public’s need for travel. 

 The sequencing analysis accomplished the objectives established by the court. The 
analysis identified the tradeoffs of sequencing transit before, concurrently with, or 
after constructing Legacy Parkway. This analysis will be considered by the federal 
agencies in their respective decisions. 

 As was true of TRAX, the sequencing analysis determined that, compared to 
typical levels in the corridor, there would be very high ridership on mass transit 
during the reconstruction of I-15 in the absence of Legacy Parkway. The difference 
between such a course of action in the North Corridor and in Salt Lake County is 
that in Salt Lake County a substantial number of parallel roadways—some of 
which were improved prior to the I-15 reconstruction project—were available to 
provide relief while I-15 was being reconstructed. There are no such facilities in the 
North Corridor. Accordingly, reconstruction of I-15 in the North Corridor with 
mass transit providing the only means of congestion relief would lead to severe 
congestion on the roadway system and extremely high costs to the traveling public. 

Comment Number NG-7-41 
Response The wildlife analysis fully addresses the remand of the court to evaluate the 

impacts of the proposed action on wildlife in the GSLE, particularly migratory 
species, at distances greater than 1,000 ft from the project right-of-way. All 
migratory species that use or could potentially use the project study area, their 
habitats, and their uses of those habitats were identified and described in Chapter 2 
of the wildlife technical memorandum. Impacts on all special-status species, 
including threatened and endangered species, within the project study area and up 
to and beyond 1,000 ft from the project study area were disclosed in extensive 
detail in Chapter 3 of the wildlife technical memorandum.  

 As described in the wildlife technical memorandum and in the Supplemental EIS, 
the wildlife analysis conducted for the Supplemental EIS utilized three basic 
geographic zones: project-level study area, regional study area, and GSLE. For 
particular impacts on wildlife, the geographic zone of evaluation was specifically 
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related to the zone of the particular impact. Analysis of impacts on wildlife based 
on habitat change and loss is a valid scientific method recognized by USFWS and 
UDWR as well as by many expert conservation biologists. See the response to 
comment NG-7-106.  

 This review also presents and analyzes the comprehensive results of UDWR’s 
5-year migratory waterbird survey (Figure 2-9; Paul, D., and A. E. Manning. 2002. 
Great Salt Lake Waterbird Survey: Five-year report [1997–2001]. Unpublished 
confidential report. Great Salt Lake Ecosystem Project), showing the distribution 
and abundance of these species throughout the GSLE. The analysis has been 
revised to include additional analyses using UDWR’s avian monitoring of the 
proposed Legacy Nature Preserve (Dolling, J. S. 2003. Baseline Avian Monitoring 
for the Proposed Legacy Nature Preserve March 2002 to February 2003. Final. 
December. Submitted to HDR Engineering, Inc.; see the response to comment NG-
1-119). In combination, these studies clearly document the low abundances and 
densities of migratory species within the project study area compared to other areas 
of similar habitat throughout the GSLE (Figures 2-8 and 2-9 of the wildlife 
technical memorandum).  

 In view of these results and the parallel analysis of migratory bird habitat 
availability in the GSLE vs. loss/change in the project study area (Chapter 3 of the 
wildlife technical memorandum), it is clear that, barring an ecosystem-wide impact 
from a catastrophic event, implementation of the proposed action would not 
notably affect the long-term viability of any of the migratory bird species in the 
GSLE or project study area. It should be noted that potentially serious events, such 
as a spill of hazardous materials from one or two trucks, would likely be controlled 
to an area reaching no more than 1 mile from the incident, given the geography in 
the project study area and incident management expertise and experience. Although 
the types and extents of impacts are speculative, animals, such as birds, that can 
easily escape the area would not likely be affected. Species that are less mobile 
would have greater risk of being affected from such incidents.   

 The wildlife technical memorandum and Appendix E of the memorandum also 
provide systematic analysis of the potential effects of highway noise and changes 
in Great Salt Lake level on migratory species. These analyses are based largely on 
new research conducted specifically for this study (Sections 3.2, Combined Effects 
of Changes in Lake Level on Habitat Availability and Habitat Loss from Build 
Alternatives, and 3.8, Highway Noise Disturbance, and Appendix E of the wildlife 
technical memorandum). They provide detailed descriptions of potential impacts on 
migratory species both within the project study area and far beyond it (3 plus 
miles). 

Comment Number NG-7-42 
Response A principal remand of the court was to identify and disclose impacts of the 

proposed action that could potentially affect migratory species, particularly at 
distances greater than 1,000 ft from the project right-of-way. Because of their 
mobility, these species not only use the project study area, but move to many other 
areas throughout the GSLE. Approximately 156 migratory bird species found 
around Utah Lake also use habitat around Great Salt Lake. Their populations are 
therefore ecologically defined as all the individuals of each species within the 
GSLE.  
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 To fully disclose the impacts on these populations, it was necessary to determine 
how changes in the abundances of each species within the project study area would 
proportionally affect each population as a whole within the GSLE. The scale for 
this analysis (regional population level) is uniform and consistent with fundamental 
ecological impact analysis methods and was developed and approved in 
consultation with the expert wildlife biologists from the resource agencies. In 
addition, the cumulative effects analysis presented in the Final Supplemental EIS 
and wildlife technical memorandum relied not only on an assessment of the GSLE, 
but also on an assessment of impacts within smaller hydrology units in the project 
study area. 

Comment Number NG-7-43 
Response Figure 2-9 of the wildlife technical memorandum shows the abundances and 

concentrations of migratory waterbirds throughout the GSLE. The high abundances 
of these species in FBWMA are summarized in the appropriate column (survey site 
12). The potential impacts on these species that would result from their proximity 
to the proposed highway, particularly with regard to noise disturbances, are 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences, of the wildlife technical 
memorandum. See the responses to comments NG-7-106 and NG-7-119 for 
discussions on the use of habitat and population densities, respectively, for 
assessing impacts on bird populations in the GSLE. 

Comment Number NG-7-44 
Response The ecologically appropriate area of analysis for this study is the GSLE used by 

migratory waterbird species that use the project study area (see the response to 
comment NG-7-42). During migration, many species move progressively up or 
down the Wasatch Front (e.g., Utah Lake to Bear River NWR), stopping at 
appropriate available habitat—largely wetland areas—as needed. Figure 3-19 in the 
wildlife technical memorandum shows the estimated historic extent of this habitat; 
Figure 3-20 shows the approximate present-day condition. Figure 3-30 shows the 
extent of public and private lands that are subject to potential land use change—and 
hence loss of wildlife function—in the future. Collectively, these figures show the 
geographical extent of historic, present, and future conditions that define the 
cumulative habitat impacts on wildlife in the region. 

 The wildlife technical memorandum also provides analysis of wildlife habitat 
changes at in intermediate scale—that of hydrologic units—thus bridging the scale 
of project-level analysis to region-level analysis. A review of the photographs 
provided in attachment E of this comment show similar patterns of avian habitat 
loss, and the Supplemental EIS analysis reflects these land use changes. The 
relative contribution of the proposed action to these impacts is fully described in 
Section 3.11, Cumulative Effects, of the wildlife technical memorandum. The 
species population scale was used to evaluate the proportional effects of the 
proposed action on populations of migratory wildlife species in the GSLE (see the 
response to comment NG-7-42).  

Comment Number NG-7-45 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-119 for justification of the habitat-based 

impact assessment method and the results of a corollary study of species population 
densities that supports the findings of the habitat-based study. 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to Nongovernmental 
Organization Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
6-39 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Comment Number NG-7-46 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-122 for a discussion of the intent and scope of 

the fragmentation analysis. Section 3.3, Habitat Fragmentation, of the wildlife 
technical memorandum presents a comprehensive analysis of the potential impacts 
of habitat fragmentation on both sedentary species and the more mobile avian 
species. The projected total habitat loss and potential local population declines of 
migratory species that would result from the proposed action are very small in the 
context of total habitat available within the GSLE; moreover, the total numbers of 
birds are proportionally very high outside the project study area. The overall 
impacts of habitat fragmentation are of considerably lesser magnitude than the 
impacts of habitat loss and numbers decline, and therefore would not contribute 
notably to overall species population changes in the GSLE. 

Comment Number NG-7-47 
Response Appendix E, Bioacoustics Analysis of Potential Effects of Highway Noise on 

Wildlife of Great Salt Lake, of the wildlife technical memorandum and Section 
4.13.3.10, Highway Noise Disturbance, of the Supplemental EIS provide a 
comprehensive analysis of the potential effects of highway noise on wildlife within 
and beyond (3 plus miles for American Bitterns) the project study area. Figures 3-
24a and 3-24b in the wildlife technical memorandum and Figure 4.13-14 in the 
Supplemental EIS show the estimated effects distances from the proposed highway 
of different noise levels. These distances and the analysis provided in the text 
clearly address areas well beyond the 1,000-ft boundary considered in the Final 
EIS. Figure 3-25 in the wildlife technical memorandum shows the estimated area 
within which wildlife could potentially be affected by highway noise. FHWA’s 
Traffic Noise Model was developed and extensively tested by FHWA and is a 
standard tool used by departments of transportation nationwide for modeling the 
magnitude and transmission range of highway noise (Federal Highway 
Administration 2003). It is the best model available for this task. FHWA has 
evaluated the Traffic Noise Model to distances of approximately 1,300 ft (Rochat, 
J. L., and G. G. Fleming. 2002. Validation of FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM): 
Phase 1. Report Numbers FHWA-EP-02-031 and DOT-VNTSC-FHWA-02-01. 
Cambridge, MA: U.S. Department of Transportation, Volpe National 
Transportation Systems Center, Acoustics Facility). The model has been extended 
beyond that distance in this analysis to approximate the location of the lower noise 
level contour boundaries and to estimate the potential area of effect. The potential 
variances in these measurements are identified for the reader in the footnotes of 
each figure and table. 

Comment Number NG-7-48 
Response The data required to fully address the wildlife issues identified are provided in the 

wildlife technical memorandum, the Draft Supplemental EIS, and the new 
population-based analysis conducted for the Final Supplemental EIS (see the 
response to comment NG-7-119 based on surveys by Dolling [2003. Baseline 
Avian Monitoring for the Proposed Legacy Nature Preserve March 2002 to 
February 2003. Final. December. Submitted to HDR Engineering, Inc.] and Paul 
and Manning [2002. Great Salt Lake Waterbird Survey: Five-year report (1997–
2001). Unpublished confidential report. Great Salt Lake Ecosystem Project.]). 
Based on the best information available, including that provided by expert USFWS 
and UDWR biologists on the Science Technical Team, these analyses show that the 
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numbers of migratory birds that use the project study area, including special-status 
species, are proportionally very small compared to the total numbers of birds of 
each species within the GSLE. Similarly, the habitat available to these birds in the 
project study area represents only a small proportion of the total lands used by the 
same species throughout the GSLE, even those species with concentrated 
populations (see Figure 2-9 of the wildlife technical memorandum). The conclusion 
of these analyses, as stated in the wildlife technical memorandum and the 
Supplemental EIS, is that the impacts of the proposed action on GSLE populations 
of wildlife species that use the project study area would be small and would not 
likely affect the long-term viability of any of these species. The information that 
would be obtained from the studies recommended by reviewers would not change 
these proportional relationships or the above-stated conclusion. 

Comment Number NG-7-49 
Response The wildlife technical memorandum and the Supplemental EIS fully disclose the 

nature and extent of the potential impacts on wildlife that could result from the 
proposed action. The changes in habitat availability to species in the project study 
area and Legacy Nature Preserve during different lake levels are shown and 
quantified in Figures 3-4a through 3-16 in the wildlife technical memorandum and 
Figures 4a and 4b and Table 3-2 of Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the 
Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. The areas (and 
habitats) of the Legacy Nature Preserve that will potentially be affected by different 
levels of highway noise from the proposed action are shown and quantified in 
Figure 4.13-14 of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number NG-7-50 
Response The issue of reduced habitat availability for species in the project study area and 

Legacy Nature Preserve at high lake level is described in Section 3.2.3, Potential 
Combined Effects of Changes in Lake Level and Habitat Loss from Build 
Alternatives on Migratory Birds, of the wildlife technical memorandum and 
Section 4.13.3.2, Changes in Lake Level and Habitat Availability, of the 
Supplemental EIS. The acreage of habitat available in the Legacy Nature Preserve 
at different lake levels is also quantified in Table 3-2 and Figures 4a and 4b of 
Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of 
the Final Supplemental EIS. 

 This analysis recognizes that the carrying capacities of the floodplain habitats, 
particularly wetlands, in the Preserve and around the GSLE are proportionally 
reduced as lake level rises, and that competition for resources and the risk of 
project-related impacts within the project study area will likely increase. The 
analysis does not assume or imply that when habitat availability within the project 
study area is reduced at high water, migrating birds can simply move to other areas 
around the GSLE. Most such areas would be similarly reduced at high lake levels 
(see Figures 4.13-10 and 4.13-11 in the Supplemental EIS and Figure 3-30 in the 
wildlife technical memorandum). The birds will move to areas where they can find 
suitable resources, whether such areas are within the GSLE or at other locations 
along their migratory pathway. Some mortality is likely to occur in individuals that 
have depleted their energy reserves upon arrival at Great Salt Lake and cannot 
compete effectively for the limited resources available around the lake at high 
water. Other individuals will find what they need and move on. The rise and fall of 
lake level is a natural cyclic process, which migratory species that use the area have 
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experienced for millennia. The proposed action will contribute proportionally to the 
large historic and current growing loss of habitat around the lake, which will 
exacerbate the diminishment of resources for these species at high water. However, 
the proportion contributed by the proposed action would be relatively low for all 
build alternatives (see Table 4.13-8). 

Comment Number NG-7-51 
Response The analysis of wetland impacts in the Supplemental EIS used the wetlands 

functional assessment that was conducted for the 2000 Final EIS. Mitigation credits 
affected at the various lake levels in terms of functional units for each wetland 
function are shown in Tables 3-3 through 3-6 of Appendix E, Analysis of the 
Adequacy of the Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 
That assessment was based on wetland conditions in 1997, when lake levels were 
approximately 4,200 ft. The impact of inundation on wetland functions was 
examined in a qualitative, not quantitative, fashion. The models used for the 
wetlands functional assessment were neutral with respect to wetland type; that is, 
the same parameters were used for all wetland types. Consequently, the change 
from marsh, meadow, and playa habitats to open water habitat that would 
accompany a rise in lake level were not reflected in the results of the wetlands 
functional assessment. Therefore, the proposed action’s impacts under flood 
conditions, expressed as functional capacity units, would be the same as those 
under the baseline conditions. As summarized in Table 3-2 of Appendix E, 
Analysis of the Adequacy of the Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS, 1,314 acres of wildlife habitat would be available if the lake 
level was at 4,212 ft; 600 acres of wildlife habitat would be available at a lake level 
of 4,216-ft. Figure 3-17 of the wildlife technical memorandum shows the dynamics 
of the Great Salt Lake shoreline habitat as a dynamic ecological process. It should 
be noted, however, that periodic inundation is an integral part of the ecology that 
defines the Great Salt Lake Ecosystem and the dynamic nature of the wildlife 
habitats.  

 Section 4.13, Wildlife, of the Final Supplemental EIS contains a more detailed 
assessment of the effects of lake flooding on wildlife habitat. In that section and in 
the wildlife technical memorandum, habitat reduction as a result of inundation was 
examined quantitatively. See also the response to comment NG-7-50. 

Comment Number NG-7-52 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-50 and NG-7-51 for a discussion of the 

impacts on migratory wildlife at high lake levels. The changes in habitat 
availability around the lake at high and low lake levels, relative to the habitat losses 
caused by the proposed action, are documented in Figures 4.13-10 and 4.13-11 and 
Table 4.13-8 in the Supplemental EIS and Figure 3-30 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum. Potential mortality of less mobile species (e.g., mice, snakes, frogs) 
resulting from loss of habitat during high lake levels and from the proposed action 
is discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results, of the wildlife technical memorandum. 
Discussion of the potential mortality of migratory birds arriving at the lake during 
high water has been added to both the wildlife technical memorandum and the 
Final Supplemental EIS. A description of the dynamics of habitat recovery from 
inundation is provided in Section 3.2.2 of the wildlife technical memorandum. It is 
recognized that the results of inundation may or may not be fully reversible, 
depending on prevailing ecological conditions, the local adaptability of species, and 
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intervening management practices. However, the overall relatively low level of 
mortality of migratory species that would likely occur due to project-related habitat 
loss at high water would not, in and of itself, determine the recovery potential of 
any migratory species in the GSLE. 

Comment Number NG-7-53 
Response The effectiveness of the proposed mitigation is evaluated in Appendix E, Analysis 

of the Adequacy of Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, of the Final Supplemental 
EIS. In addition, a wetlands mitigation plan has been included in the Final 
Supplemental EIS (Appendix F, Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan). Regulatory 
Guidance Letter (RGL) 02-02 permits preservation credit when “existing wetlands 
or other aquatic resources are preserved in conjunction with establishment, 
restoration and enhancement activities.” RGL 02-02 further states that preservation 
credit may be used as the sole basis for generating mitigation credits when 
wetlands are under a demonstrable threat of loss or substantial degradation, as 
noted above. The value of preservation is largely based on whether the wetlands, 
“(1) perform important functions, the protection and maintenance of which is 
important to the region where those aquatic resources are located, and (2) are under 
demonstrable threat of loss or substantial degradation from human activities that 
might not otherwise be avoided.” 

 Preservation and restoration of wetland habitat were favored over creation of 
wetland habitat during development of the Legacy Nature Preserve. The Preserve 
would preserve approximately 2,100 acres of upland and wetland complexes 
associated with the lake that are regionally important and are currently an 
internationally important part of the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve 
Network in the GSLE. The Legacy Nature Preserve would maintain a buffer 
between the lake and developed lands in perpetuity. Most if not all the ecological 
functions of the land within the preserve would be preserved, including the natural 
dynamics of inundation during changes in lake level. 

 Based on data presented in the Final EIS and the Draft Supplemental EIS, wetlands 
in the study area are under demonstrable threat of loss or substantial degradation 
from human disturbance and other land use changes. Due to hydrologic 
modifications such as creating dikes and channels not related to the proposed 
action, natural dynamic processes have diminished in wetlands in much of the area 
along the eastern shoreline of Great Salt Lake. These wetlands face continued 
threats from projected growth and development in and west of the study area. The 
Final EIS stated that open space in Davis County is being developed at a rate of 
about 700 acres per year, which would lead to most of the study area being 
developed by 2020. Projected losses attributable to future build-out (Figure 4.13-12 
in the Supplemental EIS) clearly demonstrate a high likelihood of development of 
many areas within the Legacy Nature Preserve. 

 Approximately 62.6 percent (1,314 acres) of the 2,100-acre Preserve lies above the 
recorded historical maximum elevation of Great Salt Lake of 4,211.8 feet. The 
Corps did not give preservation credit for preserving land above the FEMA 
floodplain elevation of 4,212 feet. As such, the functional assessment analysis 
performed to generate preservation credits only assumed that uplands above the 
FEMA floodplain boundary would be developed.  

 Although preservation is an important component of the Legacy Nature Preserve, it 
should be noted that preservation only represents 30 percent of the mitigation 
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credits. The Legacy Nature Preserve has generated preservation credit in 
conjunction with establishment, restoration, and creation activities. Appendix E, 
Analysis of the Adequacy of Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, provides a detailed 
accounting of the mitigation credits generated by establishment of the Legacy 
Nature Preserve. 

Comment Number NG-7-54 
Response As described in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the 

Supplemental EIS, the Redwood Road Arterial Alternative was eliminated as a 
reasonable alternative to the proposed action because it would not meet the project 
purpose and need as reflected by its failure to meet LOS D on I-15 during the peak 
period. Because this alternative did not meet the project purpose and need, it was 
eliminated from further consideration in the Supplemental EIS and thus from an 
assessment of wildlife impacts associated with that alternative. 

 Similarly, an alternative in the D&RG regional corridor was eliminated from 
further consideration for the reasons stated in Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande 
Corridor Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. As a result, it too was 
eliminated from further consideration in the Supplemental EIS and thus from an 
assessment of wildlife impacts associated with that alternative. See Master 
Response 2 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-55 
Response The federal lead agencies’ review of the administrative record specific to UBET’s 

comments from the public scoping meeting and CPIC meetings indicates that all 
outstanding comments were addressed. In the absence of identifying information, it 
is not possible to ascertain which comments have not been addressed or to explain 
the rationale for declining to modify the Final Supplemental EIS as suggested. See 
also the response to comment NG-7-2. 

Comment Number NG-7-56 
Response The cost projections presented in the Final EIS have been updated in Appendix G, 

Updated Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental EIS on the basis of the most 
current available geophysical information and design provided by the designer-
builder. The proposed action is designed for the geophysical and hydrologic 
environment in the project study area. See the response to comment NG-7-126. 

 The assessment of the potential hydrologic effects of the roadway on wetlands and 
wildlife habitat has been revised to clarify the conclusions from the Forster and 
Neff report. See Sections 4.12.3.3, Impacts on Wetland Functions, and 4.13.3.6, 
Wetland Hydrology, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number NG-7-57 
Response Legacy Parkway is located almost entirely in southern Davis County. According to 

Weber County planners, development in unincorporated areas of Weber County 
will not change substantially with the proposed Legacy Parkway build alternatives. 
They state that growth in Weber County is attributable to local economic 
influences, not sprawl from Davis County or Salt Lake City. This information 
suggests it is not necessary to expand the project study area beyond that defined in 
the Supplemental EIS. This conclusion is also supported by the results of the 
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growth analysis in southern Weber County and the City of Ogden, which showed 
limited or no impacts in these areas. 

 Although infrastructure decisions can generate development patterns, all available 
information indicates that land uses along the Legacy Parkway corridor will change 
only minimally with either the build or the No-Build Alternatives. The timing of 
development may change, but with the exception of the areas in the vicinity of the 
Parkway interchanges, the type of development is not expected to deviate 
significantly from that projected for the future build-out conditions in 2020. 

 It is acknowledged that some relatively minor changes in land uses are directly 
attributable to the Legacy Parkway build alternatives. These include some retail-
commercial parcels at the proposed 500 South interchange and some residential 
density changes near the proposed action. However, these changes do not represent 
a marked deviation from the No-Build Alternative. 

Comment Number NG-7-58 
Response See the response to comment NG-6-22. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 

of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-59 
Response The projected WFRC population estimates rather than population growth rates 

were used in the travel demand models. For the Supplemental EIS, WFRC lowered 
the 2020 projected population to 1,918,000. For the benefit of the reader, a 
compound annual growth rate was calculated that tied current population to future 
population. This rate was calculated to be 1.87 percent; it was rounded up to 
1.9 percent. Coincidently, in a similar exercise conducted for the Final EIS, the 
growth rate was calculated to be 1.93 percent and was rounded down to 1.9 
percent. In the interest of greater precision, this calculation has been carried out to 
at least two significant digits in the Final Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number NG-7-60 
Response The reference to the Hartgen study was intended to illustrate that the causal 

relationship between highway construction and population growth is uncertain. 
There is ample evidence that highway construction accelerates growth in certain 
areas; there are also examples suggesting that urban highway construction has little 
or no effect on development patterns. The Supplemental EIS states that households 
and businesses, when deciding where to locate, use a hedonic approach that 
considers a range of variables. Although the transportation system is certainly 
important, it is not the only criterion. The Wasatch Front is a case in point. The 
combination of available jobs, climate, affordability, scenery, recreation 
opportunities, and other attributes make it a desirable place to live. Under the 
current economic and social environment, people will continue to live in and 
migrate to the Wasatch Front because it offers a reasonable scope of economic 
opportunity. The concomitant development will occur regardless of whether the 
Legacy Parkway and other roadway projects are constructed, albeit possibly at 
slightly different locations and pace. 

 The WFRC traffic model is a mathematical optimization model that allocates 
traffic through the road system in a manner that minimizes travel cost. Land use 
patterns underlying growth rates, location of population, and employment are 
inputs into the model. There is not an iterative process in the model that modifies 
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these variables in response to traffic volume. WFRC is examining the possibility of 
integrating UrbanSim into its model, which, if done, might offer some of the 
functionality addressed in the comment. However, WFRC has not yet determined 
if, how, and when this integration will occur. Therefore, induced growth with 
respect to land use issues must be addressed outside the WFRC model. Such 
modifications were achieved through the use of off-model adjustments, particularly 
with regard to the maximization of transit ridership. 

 The WFRC model does estimate induced travel. This additional travel demand is 
estimated in response to improved travel speed and travel times. The model does 
not explicitly estimate future land use changes. It forecasts travel that would result 
from the officially adopted regional land use forecasts.  

Comment Number NG-7-61 
Response Section 4.10.2.3, Water Quality of Surface Conveyances, of the Supplemental EIS 

states that UDEQ listed the Jordan River as impaired for low dissolved oxygen 
(DO) and high total dissolved solids (TDS). The lead agencies have coordinated 
with UDEQ. UDEQ has determined that the proposed action will not cause the 
water quality standards to be exceeded; this conclusion is based on the mitigation 
measures proposed in Section 4.10.3.2, Surface Water Quality, of the Supplemental 
EIS. The mitigation measures include vegetated filter strips and a retention pond 
near Center Street designed to prevent discharge to the Jordan River in storms up to 
a 100-year storm. UDEQ will review UDOT’s application for a General 
Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities to ensure that these mitigation 
measures are included in the permit. UDEQ has not completed the TMDL analysis 
for the Jordan River as of June 2005; UDEQ listed the Jordan as low priority for 
further analysis in its 2004 303(d) List of Impaired Waters. 

Comment Number NG-7-62 
Response Section 4.11, Permits and Clearances, of the Supplemental EIS states that UDEQ 

will reevaluate the Clean Water Act 401 water quality certification. The lead 
agencies have coordinated with UDEQ regarding the Section 401 certification. 

Comment Number NG-7-63 
Response The regional HGM guidebook for Great Salt Lake ecosystem slope and 

depressional wetlands remains in an early draft form. The guidebook is not 
expected to be completed in the near future and will not be available for use within 
the timeframe of the Legacy Parkway environmental review. 

Comment Number NG-7-64 
Response As described in Section 4.12.2.5, Regulatory Update, of the Supplemental EIS, the 

Corps has decided that Great Salt Lake and the wetlands adjacent to it are 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, and that their federal jurisdiction relative 
to these areas would not be affected by the noted Supreme Court ruling (i.e., Solid 
Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, No.99-
1178 [January 9,2001]). As a result, the Corps has determined that all of the 
delineated wetlands in the project study area remain jurisdictional and subject to 
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
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Comment Number NG-7-65 
Response Table 4.10-2 of the Supplemental EIS presents recent data on chloride and TDS 

concentrations in highway runoff and roadside streams compared to UDEQ water 
quality standards. As illustrated in that table and described in the accompanying 
text, it is possible that chloride and TDS concentrations in direct runoff from 
roadways that have been de-iced can vary widely in winter months, and that 
chloride concentrations can be very high. However, no regulatory standards or 
chronic toxicity levels for impacts on aquatic wildlife species have been established 
by the state or federal government for these substances.  

 Studies have shown declines in the abundance and diversity of macroinvertebrate 
species in streams affected by road salt. LC50 concentrations, or the amount of solid 
or liquid material that it takes to kill 50 percent of test animals, were estimated for 
macroinvertebrate species in a 2004 road-salt toxicity study in Michigan (Benbow, 
M. E., and R. W. Merritt. 2004. Road Salt Toxicity of Michigan Wetland 
Macroinvertebrates under Different Testing Conditions. Wetlands 24(1):68–76.). In 
that study, road-salt 96-hour LC50 concentrations ranged from 5,000 mg/L (2,558 
mg/L of chloride) to 10,000 mg/L (4,502 mg/L of chloride). In comparison, 
chloride concentrations measured in 43 roadside wetland complexes in Michigan 
ranged from 18 to 2,700 mg/L of chloride, with 75 percent of the chloride 
concentrations measuring less than 334 mg/L. This study indicates that LC50 
concentrations for some macroinvertebrate species are well above most 
concentrations found in roadside wetland complexes in Michigan (Benbow and 
Merritt 2004). 

 Chloride concentrations in runoff directly from Highway 20 in New York ranged 
from 20 to 5,550 mg/L, as illustrated in Table 4.10-2 (Sorenson et al. 1995). In 
comparison, chloride concentrations in rural streams downstream of Highway 20 
ranged from 10 to 235 mg/L. Based on the LC50 estimates from the Michigan study 
above, it is possible that the proposed action would affect macroinvertebrate 
populations adjacent to the highway, but not those species living downstream 
where chloride concentrations decrease significantly.  

 Mitigation for water quality impacts would be accomplished, in part, through 
incorporation of vegetated filter strips into the design of the proposed highway. The 
vegetated filter strips, which would be located on the side slopes and in the median 
of the proposed highway, would reduce flow, capture contaminants, and minimize 
discharges to downstream water bodies. As required under Section 401 of the 
CWA, UDOT would also implement BMPs to minimize impacts on water quality.  

Comment Number NG-7-66 
Response The WFRC travel model and the modified model used for the Supplemental EIS 

generate results that are consistent with empirical data for the region. WFRC 
calibrates and validates the travel demand model to locally gathered data and 
empirical data from comparable regions. The integration analysis conducted for the 
Supplemental EIS also tested the response of the mode choice models to transit 
system changes and compared the results against empirical data. For the integration 
analysis, post model adjustments were used to account for the few changes in the 
transportation system that the model did not adequately address. The post model 
adjustments were determined from empirical data and are documented in the 
integration technical memorandum. For further discussion see the response to 
comment NG-7-92.  
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 The p.m. peak period highway forecasts for vehicles and average auto occupancy 
were compared to data gathered in the study area, along the Wasatch Front, and 
from other locations across the country. Thus, each element of the travel model that 
was used to determine whether alternatives met the purpose and need and by what 
margin has been tested against empirical data and found to respond appropriately.  

Comment Number NG-7-67 
Response Section 4.10.3.2, Surface Water Quality, of the Supplemental EIS states that a wide 

range of more recent literature was reviewed to supplement the water quality 
information. This literature is listed in Chapter 8, References. 

Comment Number NG-7-68 
Response See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-69 
Response With regard to travel forecasting methodologies, see Master Response 7 in Section 

2 of this response to comments volume and Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand 
Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. With regard to land use forecasts, see Master 
Response 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With regard to the 
impact of congestion points north and south of the project area, see Master 
Response 5 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  

Comment Number NG-7-70 
Response The court found errors in the Corps decision on the earlier Section 404 permit, but 

did not direct the Corps to take any particular action with respect to that permit. 
The Corps has authority to suspend a permit and to suspend work under a permit. 
Suspending work under the permit allowed UDOT to continue to acquire and 
manage the mitigation properties in the Legacy Nature Preserve. The Corps has 
received and published notice of UDOT’s application to amend (and lift the 
suspension of work under) the Section 404 permit. This process will allow a 
complete evaluation of the terms for the Section 404 permit going forward. 

Comment Number NG-7-71 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-70 regarding the status of the project 

proponent’s Clean Water Act Section 404 permit modification application. 
 Title 33, Part 325.3 of the Code of Federal Regulations specifies that the following 

information must be included in a Corps public notice: the applicable statutory 
authority or authorities; the name and address of the applicant; the name or title, 
address, and telephone number of the Corps employee from whom additional 
information concerning the application may be obtained; the location of the 
proposed activity; a brief description of the proposed activity, its purpose, and 
intended use; a plan and elevation drawing showing the general and specific site 
location and character of all proposed activities; a list of other government 
authorizations obtained or requested by the applicant; a statement of the Corps 
District Engineer’s current knowledge on endangered species; other available 
information that may assist interested parties in evaluating the likely impact of the 
proposed activity; the duration of the comment period; and a statement that any 
person may request, in writing, that a public hearing be held to consider the 
proposed application. The public notice for the proposed Legacy Parkway was 
published by the Sacramento District of the Corps on December 3, 2004 (Public 
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Notice number 200350493). As described above, all the information required under 
33 CFR 325.3 for publication in a public notice is contained in that notice. In 
addition, the public notice referenced the Draft Supplemental EIS and directed the 
public to the Corps’ website where the Draft Supplemental EIS and five technical 
memoranda were posted for public review. 

 A determination regarding the Corps findings relative to the proposed action will 
be disclosed in the Corps’ Record of Decision and Section 404 permit application 
decision. 

Comment Number NG-7-72 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-40 and NG-7-64. The Supplemental EIS 

determined that the Redwood Road extension is not a reasonable alternative to 
Legacy Parkway. Because the purpose of the sequencing analysis was to evaluate 
alternative sequences for implementing the major components of the Shared 
Solution, and because the Redwood Road extension is not a reasonable alternative 
to Legacy Parkway, it cannot be substituted for the Parkway in the Shared Solution 
or included in the sequencing analysis. 

Comment Number NG-7-73 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-74. The model run to which the comment 

refers is not directly comparable to the network described in the comment. The 
referenced model run did not assume roundabouts or a boulevard configuration for 
Redwood Road; it assumed a higher speed and higher capacity configuration for 
Redwood Road. With regard to freeway coding, the cited model run was a 
preliminary test and did not contain the fully descriptive coding of the reversible 
lane concept, lacking specific access/egress points and the friction associated with 
weaving into and out of the median lanes on a six-lane facility. Furthermore, the 
model run did not produce a finding that the concept would meet purpose and need. 
It appears that the commenter did a post-processing of the model output, as shown 
in Table 3, page 42 of the “Report on the Citizens’ Smart Growth Alternative to the 
Proposed Legacy Parkway.” Even then, as shown in the table, the results did not 
meet the primary purpose and need as reflected by its failure to meet the LOS D 
criterion.     

 To directly address the concept proposed in this comment, a thorough and accurate 
traffic model analysis of the commenter’s concept was conducted as part of the 
analysis of the UBET Alternative; these traffic model runs demonstrate that the 
UBET Alternative does not meet project purpose and need.  See also Master 
Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-74 
Response This comment contains three main points and is therefore addressed in three parts.  

1. Coding reversible lanes abstractly was not a component of the package of 
model runs used as part of the Supplemental EIS. Abstract coding of reversible 
lanes would not provide reliable results and was therefore not used to present 
results or help draw conclusions, and was not mentioned in the Supplemental 
EIS. After publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS in December 2004, 
UBET requested that the federal lead agencies model reversible lanes to 
evaluate the performance of the roadway network if there were reversible lanes 
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on I-15. This modeling was done, and the results are summarized in Master 
Response 5 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

2. To conduct this modeling, more specific assumptions about the configuration 
of the reversible lanes on I-15 were needed to ensure a reasonable level of 
accuracy in the results. In this regard, alternative models run at UBET’s 
request were not more detailed than any of the other alternative model runs 
performed for the Supplemental EIS. That is, the level of detail used to 
model all of the alternatives, including those proposed by UBET, was 
comparable. It was not necessary to develop complex engineering 
alternatives for reversible lanes in order to conduct modeling of reversible 
lanes. For a description of the accessibility to reversible lanes utilized to 
evaluate the UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of 
this response to comments volume. The UBET Alternative, its variations, and 
the refinement of the concept was evaluated against the primary purpose and 
need criterion, and the UBET Alternative did not meet purpose and need.  

3. The UBET Alternative does result in lower regional VMT and VHT than the 
Shared Solution, but it also results in lower regional average speed than the 
Shared Solution, and higher regional average speed indicates greater 
mobility. The UBET Alternative therefore provides less regional mobility 
than the Shared Solution. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-75 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-76 
Response Local planners have repeatedly informed UDOT that, with few exceptions, South 

Davis County population growth, employment growth, and future land uses are 
expected to remain largely invariant when comparing the build and No-Build 
Alternatives. The exceptions involve the lands immediately adjacent to the 500 
South and Parrish Lane interchanges, which would have a retail commercial 
component if Legacy Parkway were constructed. The jobs/housing balance cited by 
the commenter reflects the current best estimates of the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Budget, WFRC, and the local jurisdictions. 
Evidence is inconclusive regarding the extent to which elimination of a planned 
highway from a regional corridor already served by freeway and premium transit 
would suppress land development in the corridor. The following bullet list provides 
examples related to this topic from various studies.  
 “Although improvements in transportation have structured land use in previous 

decades, this is no longer true in most American cities. The overall level of 
accessibility is so high that any improvement resulting from transit can cause 
only micro changes.” (Transportation Research Board. 1998. Transit Markets 
of the Future: The Challenge of Change. Transit Cooperative Research 
Program, Report 28. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.) 

 “Land-use impacts were dependent upon (1) overall local economic conditions, 
(2) access to medium income or high-income residential areas, (3) availability 
of land to develop, and (4) favorable local zoning policies. (Giuliano, G. 1989. 
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New Directions for Understanding Transportation and Land Use. University 
of California, Irvine.) 

 “Later studies … test the relationship between highway spending and 
employment growth. With time series data, they … concluded that highway 
spending did not cause employment growth in Minnesota counties.” (Boarnet, 
M. G. 1995. Highways and Intra-Metropolitan Employment Growth. 
University of California, Irvine.) 

 “… factors such as zoning and permitting requirements, quality of schools, and 
prejudices either for or against certain communities may play a much more 
important role in location decisions than transportation access or planned 
improvements.” (Ewing, R., and Lichtenstein, A. 2002. Induced Traffic and 
Induced Development. Rutgers University. Citing Kockelman et al. 2001) 

 “…the influences of behavioral shifts (latent trips, modal changes, route 
diversions) are nearly four times as strong as those of structural changes (land 
use shifts). (Cervero, R. 2001. Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced 
Travel: A Path Analysis. July. University of California, Berkeley.) 

Therefore, and as discussed in Evaluation of UBET Proposals for North Corridor 
Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005), no compelling arguments 
support the premise that market conditions would produce the major regional land 
use shifts proposed in the UBET Alternative. In the absence of compelling 
arguments to the contrary, adopted regional forecasts will be used in the 
Supplemental EIS.   
It is possible that future market forces substantially above or below recent historical 
trends may result in modifications of the population and employment projections 
and associated land use plans. These uncertainties are inherent in all major public 
investments. However, the use of estimates other than those endorsed by the local 
planning jurisdictions is difficult to support, especially when these jurisdictions 
have consistently stated that Legacy Parkway will not substantially affect their 
future growth. 

 In contrast, the revised jobs/housing balance identified by the commenter appears 
highly speculative. Projections of such massive changes in future jobs and housing 
are unsupported by any local planning agency. The validity of the land use 
assumptions incorporated in the Supplemental EIS has been confirmed through 
discussions with local land use planners. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 
2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-77 
Response The comment references Figures ES-6 and ES-7; on the basis of the context, it is 

assumed that the comment intended to reference are to Figures ES-9 and ES-10 
from the Report on the Citizens’ Smart Growth Alternative to the Proposed Legacy 
Parkway (Smart Mobility, Inc., and R. B. Cervero. 2005. March. Berkeley, CA.). 
The alternative noted in the comment was evaluated as the Maximum Future 
Transit Alternative in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, 
of the Supplemental EIS. This alternative includes the maximum future transit 
scenario, I-15 with 10 lanes, but without Legacy Parkway. Table 3-4 and Figure 3-
3 show that I-15 would operate at LOS F under this alternative in the peak period 
peak direction. 
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 Although the Supplemental EIS focuses primarily on the project study area, 
Section 4.3.3.4, Travel Patterns and Accessibility, of the Supplemental EIS 
discusses interstates/major arterials outside the study area. This discussion 
acknowledges the potential future traffic congestion that may occur along segments 
of I-15, US-89, and I-215 that are located north and south of the study area. 
Separate studies and proposed improvements to address these segments are also 
documented. Nevertheless, the fact that there may be other traffic problems in 2020 
does not affect the purpose of and need for the proposed action. 
See also the response to comment NG-7-87 and Master Responses 5 and 6 in 
Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-78 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-37 and NG-7-92 regarding the comment’s 

reference to errors in the transit modeling in the Supplemental EIS. The transit 
analysis in the Supplemental EIS presents a reasonable scenario for the potential 
for transit in the North Corridor. The transit integration strategy used for the 
Supplemental EIS goes beyond the robust transit concept proposed by UTA and 
WFRC in the WFRC long range transportation plan. The forecasting methods used 
in the Supplemental EIS are enhanced to be even more sensitive to transit benefits 
than the standard WFRC model supported by the Federal Transit Administration 
for use in ridership forecasting in the North Corridor. The results closely match 
local and national experience with transit investments. The changes in the transit 
modeling from the Supplemental EIS are not a result of errors, but rather, the fact 
that the transit scenario was modeled for the Supplemental EIS instead of based on 
financial constraint as it was in the 2000 Final EIS. Actual future transit 
improvements in the region would require the passage of ordinances, the support 
and actions of local elected officials, and the reaction of the real estate market. 

 The land use assumptions used in the Supplemental EIS are not erroneous. See the 
responses to comments NG-7-86 and NG-7-91 for a more detailed response.  

 With respect to the purpose of the sequencing analysis, see the response to 
comment NG-7-27. The federal lead agencies consider it reasonable to assume that 
all components of the Shared Solution will be in place by 2020 because that 
assumption agrees with state, regional, and local plans. In addition, travel demand 
forecasting performed for the June 2000 Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS 
confirm that the corridor will need all components of the Shared Solution to meet 
projected 2020 travel demand. To evaluate whether and how investment in transit 
could help to meet projected travel demand, the Supplemental EIS sequencing 
analysis assumed that maximum future transit could be implemented as early as the 
major transit investments in commuter rail would occur. That is, the analysis of the 
Maximum Future Transit Alternative includes implementation of changes in land 
use, transit-oriented development, seamless transfers, and other transit-enhancing 
changes. The forecasting assumes that these transit-enhancing changes, which 
would normally require many years to become reality, would be in place when 
commuter rail first operates. In the sequencing analysis, the scenarios in which it 
was postulated that commuter rail was implemented first do show somewhat higher 
transit mode shares (almost 6 percent) in the early years when rail is operating and 
the highways are under construction than in 2020 when all elements of the Shared 
Solution are in place (about 5 percent). Even at this higher level, however, the 
transit mode does not capture a sufficient share of projected travel demand to 
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warrant a different conclusion about the need for all components of the Shared 
Solution, including Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number NG-7-79 
Response The Shared Solution includes both significant travel demand management efforts 

and TOD. TOD is a form of land use planning and therefore the Supplemental EIS 
used information from WFRC and the local city and county plans for projections of 
anticipated future land use. These included substantial TOD, which was 
incorporated into the maximum transit analysis. In addition, comments on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS have identified a possible TOD in Farmington that does not 
currently appear in the Farmington land use plan. Such possible changes, including 
TOD at planned commuter rail stations in South Davis County, were presented in 
the Supplemental EIS as part of the maximum future transit scenarios. 
Additionally, the Supplemental EIS was closely coordinated with the commuter rail 
final EIS (prepared by FTA and UTA) to assure consistency of information 
concerning transit and TOD. The federal lead agencies believe that the 
Supplemental EIS analysis properly relied on established land use projections of 
the local governments, as well as identifying potential changes in transit mode 
share if changes in land use, such as TOD, which might be reasonably expected to 
occur, were adopted and implemented.   

Comment Number NG-7-80 
Response In the Shared Solution, HOV lanes are under consideration for future 

reconstruction of I-15. The relative proportion of single-occupant vehicles to HOVs 
in the North Corridor justifies only one HOV lane for the corridor. Given 
operational efficiencies and the orientation of I-15 toward the Salt Lake central 
business district, it is more appropriate to locate the HOV lane on I-15 than on 
Legacy Parkway. The Supplemental EIS evaluated HOV lanes to consider how 
variations of HOV and general-purpose lanes on I-15 might affect the need for 
Legacy Parkway. For these purposes, the benefits of HOV lanes are captured 
appropriately in the WFRC travel demand model, with the additional adjustments 
described in the Supplemental EIS. To compensate for the fact that the WFRC 
model does not address the likely effect of shifting from single occupancy vehicles 
to carpool vehicles given the savings in travel time of an HOV lane, the 
Supplemental EIS analysis maximized the HOV lane volume to the maximum 
service flow rate of a freeway prior to congestion. In other words, the HOV lanes 
have been modeled to allow maximum speeds; volumes beyond this speed could 
lead to decreased HOV usage, because the benefits of HOV lanes are reduced when 
compared to general-purpose lanes. See the response to comment NG-7-82 for 
further discussion of HOV lanes and their respective service flow rates. 

  The observation that all the alternatives as modeled would result in more capacity 
and lower congestion if all the lanes were general-purpose lanes is partially correct. 
A general-purpose lane at 1.2 persons per vehicle carries approximately 2,500 
people per hour. An HOV lane carrying 2.2 persons per vehicle would need to 
carry at least 1,140 vehicles per lane per hour to match the person-carrying capacity 
of a general-purpose lane. The modeling has assumed that the HOV lane would 
carry 1,680 vehicles, the maximum service flow rate of the HOV lane, as described 
above. 
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  The Supplemental EIS does not mislead readers into thinking that carpool 
promotions and vanpool incentives are specifically included in the travel model. 
The mode choice model does include many of the “soft” incentives offered by 
UTA and employers in the region to encourage people to shift from driving to 
various forms of mass transit. Traffic assignment applies the reduction of vehicle 
trips that result from these incentives to the highway network. Although the model 
uses traffic congestion, including congestion caused by limiting the operational 
capacity of the HOV lane, to alter the “appeal” of various modes through a logit 
model, it does not specifically make carpooling or vanpooling more appealing on 
the basis of the travel time savings of the HOV lane. To account for this, the HOV 
lane was post processed and assumed “full” from an operational standpoint even 
though it might carry fewer vehicles.        

Comment Number NG-7-81 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-81 and NG-7-82 for discussion of HOV 

lanes. 
 See the response to comment GP-562-2 for further discussion of reversible lanes. 

The Katy freeway example referenced in the comment letter is not pertinent to the 
proposed action because the Katy freeway has adjacent general-purpose lanes that 
operate at LOS F, indicating that the HOT lanes can provide a meaningful travel 
time advantage to those willing to pay. According to Evaluation of UBET 
Proposals for North Corridor Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005), 
the travel time advantage provided by HOV/HOT lanes for an alternative that 
meets purpose and need cannot exceed approximately 5 miles per hour (speed limit 
= 65 mph, slowest general-purpose lane speed = 59.7 mph [Transportation 
Research Board 2000]). The value of time necessary to justify a minimal toll of 5 
cents per mile is in excess of $35/hour, which is dramatically higher than any 
value-of-time data gathered along the Wasatch Front. Nevertheless, by modeling 
the HOV lanes at full to maximum speed, as described in the response to comment 
NG-7-80, the Final Supplemental EIS essentially mimics the usage of a perfectly 
efficient HOT lane.   

 The Supplemental EIS has used the most up-to-date information available on HOV 
and HOT lanes. Table B-9 in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS has been 
updated to show that both the TSM and the TDM aspects of HOV lanes were 
considered in travel modeling. The TSM aspect is included in the modeling itself; 
the TDM aspect is accounted for by post-model adjustments as necessary. The 
Utah statewide managed lanes study identifies I-15 in the North Corridor as having 
high potential for HOV/HOT lanes (Utah Department of Transportation. 2005. 
Managed Lanes. Final Report). The evaluation of alternatives in the Supplemental 
EIS is consistent with this designation. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 
of this response to comments volume for discussion of HOV and HOT lane 
evaluation for I-15 in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number NG-7-82 
Response UDOT seeks to maintain service at a minimum of LOS D in the peak period, 

consistent with the purpose and need for the Legacy Parkway. According to the 
Highway Capacity Manual, a 65 mph freeway under LOS D operates at 59.7 mph, 
with a maximum flow rate (capacity) of 2,090 passenger cars per lane per hour. It 
was assumed that the maximum capacity of the HOV lane would be 1,680 vehicles 
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per hour, or the maximum service flow rate for freeway under LOS C operating at a 
speed of 64.6 mph. Traffic counts in Salt Lake County reveal the HOV lane 
operating at approximately 1,200 vehicles per lane during the peak hour. 

 Given the current HOV volumes in Salt Lake County, I-15 opening day HOV use 
is not likely to exceed 1,680 vehicles per lane per hour. It is difficult to anticipate 
the HOV demand for the design year 2020, as HOV forecasts are not accurately 
developed in the WFRC travel model. It is possible that the HOV lane could 
become a managed lane of a different nature, such as a 3+ HOV lane, an HOT lane, 
or some combination that would allow the HOV lane to continue to function at its 
optimum capacity. These I-15 features could be addressed in the I-15 EIS or other 
I-15 planning and management assessments. 

 HOT lanes provide a means of “selling” excess capacity to single occupant vehicle 
users by essentially charging a “toll” for the use of one or more travel lanes to 
drivers who choose to pay that toll in exchange for reduced traffic congestion. 
Accordingly, the capacity of 1,680 passenger cars per hour represents the 
maximum service volume of a single HOV or HOT lane to achieve a travel time 
advantage over other lanes operating at or below 2,090 passenger cars per hour. 
Any increase in the lane volume above 1680 vehicles per hour would erode the 
travel time advantage of the HOV or HOT lane. From an analytic perspective, the 
use of 1,680 vehicles per hour as the maximum HOV volume serves the same 
purpose as an HOT lane—that of maximizing the managed lane demand. 

 One of the advantages of managed lanes is the ability to change the management 
strategy based on changing conditions. In other words, an HOV lane can be 
converted to a 3+ HOV, or a 2+ HOV in the off peak and a 3+ HOV in the peak, or 
an HOT lane, or various combinations of these. In most areas, including Salt Lake 
County, the use of HOV lanes is driven as much by policy as by detailed capacity 
analysis. Therefore, the Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS is not intended to 
create an overriding managed lane policy for UDOT as much as it is proposed to be 
consistent with the HOV policies already established in Salt Lake. A single 
managed lane could be accommodated within existing and newly proposed freeway 
systems and ramp terminals; dual managed lanes would require more widespread 
changes. 

Comment Number NG-7-83 
Response The 2000 Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS use analysis techniques that capture 

transportation systems management (TSM) strategies, such as ramp meters, with 
the approaches to traffic flows. The suggestion in the comment that the capacity 
number should change, with and without ramp meters, neglects to consider that the 
capacity number is based on free flows. That is, the capacity analyses for I-15 and 
Legacy Parkway assume effective traffic flow management such as ramp meters. 
The WFRC model speed flow curve is an accurate representation of the effects of 
congestion on traffic speed. It is used as the basis of all emissions and air quality 
analysis in the region.  

 The lane capacity of 2,090 vehicles per lane (LOS D) used in the Supplemental EIS 
represents conditions under metered flow. It is derived from the maximum flow of 
2,400 vehicles per lane maximum capacity (LOS E/F) as stated in the Highway 
Capacity Manual: 2000 (Transportation Research Board 2000) . 
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Comment Number NG-7-84 
Response The Redwood Road Arterial Alternative was evaluated in the Supplemental EIS; it 

was screened out because it did not meet the purpose and need. The arterial in the 
Supplemental EIS combined the eight-lane arterial with widening I-15 to 10 lanes, 
projected maximum future transit, TSM, ITS, and TDM. 

 Because the UBET Alternative was not received prior to publishing the Draft 
Supplemental EIS, the specific alternative was not evaluated in that document. This 
alternative was submitted March 21, 2005, and was evaluated prior to release of the 
Final Supplemental EIS. 

 The evaluation process for the UBET Alternative is equivalent to the evaluation 
process of all other alternatives. The first criterion is an alternative’s ability to meet 
purpose and need; if an alternative is not eliminated on the basis of this criterion, 
then additional screening factors, such as wetlands, farmlands, hazardous waste 
sites, Section 4(f)/6(f) resources, socioeconomic factors, community impacts, and 
costs, are considered. For a more detailed description, see Section 3.2.1, Criteria 
for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, in the Supplemental EIS. All alternatives 
evaluated were subjected to this same process. 

Comment Number NG-7-85 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-84. In addition, note that UBET’s proposed 

Frontage Road cross section totals 74 ft. This cross section comprises a 16-ft 
landscaped area, four 11-ft travel lanes, another 6-ft landscaped area, and an 8-ft 
multi-use path. The figure referencing this example only shows a 45-ft impact, 
which accommodates only the travel lanes. When impacts are determined they are 
based on the total area affected, which in this case would be at least 74 ft, and 
wider at intersections.  
See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-86 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume 

for a discussion of how this alternative would affect travel conditions and address 
the future transportation demand in the North Corridor. The UBET Alternative 
with reversible lanes would exceed the LOS D capacity threshold by considerably 
more than 0.08 percent and would not meet the proposed action’s purpose and 
need. Because it would not meet purpose and need, it was screened out and, 
accordingly, not considered as part of the sequencing analysis. 

 The post-processing analysis in the Supplemental EIS did account for the positive 
effects of HOV and high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes by reducing the amount of 
traffic using the mixed-flow general-purpose (GP) lanes to account for the 
maximum auto-occupancy achievable in the corridor and the maximum utilization 
of the HOV or HOT lanes before reaching the maximum functional capacity of 
such lanes (no worse than LOS C, and no worse than one LOS grade better than the 
adjoining GP lanes). See the response to comment NG-7-81. 

 The land use assumptions used in the Supplemental EIS reflect the adopted 
regional land use of local governments, as utilized by the WFRC for travel demand 
forecasting. The land use assumptions were reviewed for reasonableness with 
representatives of cities and counties in the North Corridor. As described in the 
Supplemental EIS, for purposes of the integration analysis and other forecasting, a 
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more robust scenario, including land use changes, was developed. The resulting 
land use patterns used in the Supplemental EIS are the most transit-supportive 
assumptions that are reasonable. The comment states that more compact transit-
oriented development is needed not just in the study area, but throughout the 
region. As discussed elsewhere in these responses, such large-scale changes in land 
use are inconsistent with the information gathered for the Supplemental EIS. See 
the responses to comments NG-7-79 and NG-7-92. 

Comment Number NG-7-87 
Response This comment, and the figures and tables in Report on the Citizens’ Smart Growth 

Alternative to the Proposed Legacy Parkway (Smart Mobility, Inc., and R. B. 
Cervero. 2005. March. Berkeley, CA.) to which it refers, contain a number of 
incorrect assumptions and observations. Note also that the referenced Figure 18 of 
the Smart Mobility report shows that without Legacy Parkway, the study area 
contains a significant bottleneck in the freeway system in both 2001 and 2020. The 
Smart Mobility report provides the following information. 
 As Figure 17 on page 45 of the Smart Mobility document indicates, mile-for-

mile I-15 in the North Corridor operated at considerably worse LOS in 2001 
than did the regional freeway system as a whole. 

 Sufficient traffic reaches I-15 through the North Corridor today (Figure 17 on 
page 45 of comment document) to cause traffic backups entering and through 
the corridor, while downstream freeways operate at acceptable levels of 
service. 

 As shown in Figures 17 and 18 (pages 46 and 47 of Smart Mobility comment 
document), compared to the 2020 maximum transit plus 10-Lane I-15 case, the 
Shared Solution with Legacy Parkway transforms about 20 miles of freeway on 
I-15 and I-215 from LOS E or F to LOS D or better. 

 The Smart Mobility figures indicate that conditions on the freeways upstream 
and downstream of the North Corridor are similar or better in 2020 under the 
Shared Solution than under alternatives that do not include Legacy Parkway. 

 The graphics on page 13 of the Smart Mobility document show the LOS on I-
15 within the North Corridor is LOS D or better under the Shared Solution, but 
LOS E and F under the UBET Alternative. 

 The referenced figures on page 13 of the Smart Mobility document are 
inconsistent and misleading in that they only report conditions on the freeways 
for the UBET Alternative and not for the Shared Solution. If full information 
were reported in both cases, the underlying congestion on surface streets would 
be lower under the Shared Solution than under the UBET Alternative 

 The Legacy North project from US-89 to Gentile Street is included in the current 
WFRC transportation long range plan as a Phase 1 improvement for 
implementation in the 2004 to 2012 timeframe. This is the same phase and the 
same timing as the long range plan envisions for Legacy Parkway. Were Legacy 
North constructed prior to Legacy Parkway, the additional lanes north of US-89 
without additional lanes to the south, would worsen the capacity imbalance and 
intensify the bottleneck caused by the lack of capacity south of US-89. As a result, 
excluding Legacy North from the 2020 quantitative analysis in the Supplemental 
EIS analysis understates rather than overstates the degree to which the absence of 
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Legacy Parkway in the southern part of the corridor would constitute a capacity 
bottleneck in 2020. With the projected growth in corridor traffic between 2020 and 
2030, bottleneck conditions in 2030 would be worse in 2030 than in the 2020 
conditions quantified in the Supplemental EIS. 

 The Supplemental EIS does not overstate the need for additional capacity through 
the North Corridor. As information contained both in the Supplemental EIS and in 
the Smart Mobility document indicate, improvements in the study area would 
benefit peak period traffic flow through the corridor. Moreover, the fact that other 
areas in the system will experience congestion does not eliminate the need for the 
proposed action. 

 The Supplemental EIS used a robust transit component with considerable transit 
improvements beyond those in the adopted 2020 regional transportation plan in 
order to evaluate how the system would operate with maximum integration of 
transit and roads. This, again, was a conservative approach. Had the Supplemental 
EIS used only the transit improvements in the adopted regional transportation plan 
(which is now a 2030 plan), the transit share would have been lower and the need 
for additional road capacity would have been more compelling. These 
improvements are used for modeling to determine road capacity requirements; they 
are not intended to be guaranteed improvements. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in 
Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-88 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

The comments concerning suppressed and latent demand are noted, and the 
discussion in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS has been clarified. The data and 
description have been updated concluding that the Shared Solution generates a 
slightly higher level of VMT than the No Build Alternative. See Master Response 7 
of Section 2 of this response to comments volume for discussion on state of the 
practice for travel demand models. 

Comment Number NG-7-89  
Response The percentages cited are the ratios of employment totals provided in the WFRC 

model to employment totals provided for the counties by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). UBET acknowledges that “the 
model inputs exclude non-farm proprietors, construction, and agriculture 
employment that is included in the BEA totals” and that “these differences account 
for the majority of the differences.” The apparent model assumption is that 
employees in these fields generate few work trips. UBET does not dispute this. The 
65 and 77 percent figures are not biased; rather, they reflect that there is a higher 
percentage of agricultural employment in Davis County than in Salt Lake County. 
This is not a model bias, but an indication that the model properly reflects the 
difference in agricultural activity between the counties. 

 If the non-farm proprietors and construction and agricultural employment are 
included, the BEA numbers are 85,014 for Davis County (compared to 78,969 in 
the WFRC model) and 523,528 for Salt Lake County (compared to 512,659 in the 
WFRC model). Based on the BEA figures, there are actually more “missing” 
employees in Salt Lake County. But the difference of about 4,000 individuals is not 
substantial and does not cause a large directional shift of commuting trips in the 
model. 
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 The number of workers per household is an accurate statistic on which to base the 
number of work trips, and it is not included in the model. However, the WFRC 
model does not rely solely on the number of vehicles per household in the work trip 
generation model; the number of persons per household is also a variable. Since the 
number of persons in a household correlates to the number of workers in a 
household, at least some of the effect of the number of workers on trip generation is 
considered in the model. Relying on the number of vehicles and persons per 
household is an acceptable, state-of-the-practice method for modeling work trips. 
UBET’s comment overstates the potential concern because it does not account for 
the fact that not only is the number of vehicles per household higher in the suburbs, 
but so are the numbers of persons per household and workers per household. 
Consequently, the number of work trips per household is higher in the suburbs.  

 Specific to the comment regarding whether the base 2001 model matches afternoon 
peak-period volumes on I-15 or elsewhere in the region, it would appear that the 
comment attempts to question the validation of the model in terms of its ability to 
reflect existing travel demand on I-15. The 2001 travel demand model was 
validated, and, while the 2004 model has not yet been validated, it remains 
appropriate because it is based on the 2001 validated model.  

 See also Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-90 
Response WFRC has been testing UrbanSim but has not decided whether or how to use 

UrbanSim in its travel forecasting. Pending such decision, official adopted travel 
forecasts have been used. Regarding the land use assumptions in the Supplemental 
EIS, see the response to comment NG-7-86. Regarding possible shifts in land use 
within the corridor, see the response to comment NG-7-91. 

 As discussed elsewhere in these responses, such large-scale changes in land use are 
inconsistent with the information gathered for the Supplemental EIS. See the 
response to comment NG-7-92.  

Comment Number NG-7-91 
Response The federal lead agencies have no authority over local land use choices, including 

locations and nature of housing or places of employment. Generally, FHWA and 
the Corps rely heavily on state, regional, and local projections of population 
distribution and land use. For the integration analysis in the Supplemental EIS, the 
lead agencies used the CPIC process to explore transit enhancements and to assess 
whether there might be TOD and transit-enhancing changes in land use. As 
indicated in Table 1-1 of the Supplemental EIS, population and employment within 
the North Corridor are projected to change by about 32,000 combined between 
2001 and 2020. The TOD land use assumptions developed through the CPIC 
process for the integration analysis shifted about 5,300 individuals (plus another 
3,300 beyond the North Corridor) to locations within transit station areas. This 
represents about 17 percent of the expected growth in the corridor. The comment 
referring to this number as a small percentage of regional growth is misleading and 
misrepresents the efforts in the Supplemental EIS in this regard.  

 The Supplemental EIS considers the possibility that a second land use pattern could 
evolve if Legacy Parkway were not built. Section B5.1, Possible Land Use Shifts 
under No-Build Alternative, of Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS discusses the 
possible land use shifts that could occur within the North Corridor under the No-
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Build Alternative and the resulting changes to travel patterns and impacts. The land 
use pattern discussed in Section B5.1, although inconsistent with the official 
WFRC forecasts, addresses the concerns expressed in the comment that currently 
unpredicted changes in the real estate market could emerge. Section B5.1 of 
Appendix B concludes that if the Legacy Parkway right-of-way and nature preserve 
were not constructed, as would happen under the No-Build Alternative, land use 
development in the corridor could be higher in 2020 than under the Shared Solution 
scenario. As a result, traffic impacts under No-Build would be greater on local 
streets in the western areas of the North Corridor and on I-15. See Master 
Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-92 
Response Section 2.3, Integration, of the Supplemental EIS cites Traveler Response to 

Transportation System Change (Transportation Research Board. 2004. Traveler 
Response to Transportation System Change. TCRP Project B-12, Report 95) for 
assessing likely effects of transit and land use change because it is a nationally 
respected compendium of research and empirical data on the subject. Developed by 
the international Transportation Research Board, under a structured process 
involving expert panels and peer review, it represents the most complete, credible, 
and balanced source of practical information on the subject. For the Supplemental 
EIS analysis, the federal agencies and their consultants relied on years of 
experience and knowledge as well as this particular compendium. 

 Concerning specific transportation elements, the Supplemental EIS made 
reasonable adjustments, as described below, based on research and experience: 
 Transit-oriented development (TOD)—The transit forecasts presented in the 

integration analysis of the Supplemental EIS adjusted the WFRC model 
forecasts to account for TOD design characteristics independent of the effects 
of proximity to transit, which were accounted for by a separate adjustment (see 
next bullet). The TOD adjustment accounts for changes in automobile trip 
generation resulting from changes in neighborhood design. Other common 
characteristics of TOD were specifically addressed in the WFRC model, 
including development density and diversity or mix; these characteristics 
therefore did not warrant an off-model adjustment. Focusing on the design 
factor itself, reputable research, includes the relevant chapter of Traveler 
Response to Transportation System Change, indicates the reduction in trip 
generation per capita associated with TOD is about 3 percent. The preparers of 
the Supplemental EIS obtained a pre-release version of the TOD Chapter B-12 
of the Traveler Response to Transportation System Change from the authors. 

 Proximity to transit—To relate the “proximity to transit” adjustment to 
proximity to commuter rail, the Supplemental EIS uses a 2003 study (Bay Area 
Rapid Transit and Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates. 2003. I-580 
Corridor Transit Study Phase 2. Draft Final Report. June.) of transit station–
area effects along a successful commuter rail line in the San Francisco Bay 
Area instead of the 1996 study of light rail stations referenced in the comment. 
Furthermore, the transit proximity factors in the 1996 Transit Cooperative 
Research Program (TCRP) study have been superseded by subsequent work by 
the same author (Cervero, R. 1998. Methodology and Results for Forecasting 
Year 2025 Ridership among Three Land-Use Scenarios. July 6.): “The TCRP 
H-1 model failed to include a variable measuring transit service intensity. This 
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omission resulted in an underspecified model that ended up overstating the 
influence of other variables, including population densities, on ridership 
levels.” The elasticity derived in the 1998 study relating transit ridership to 
population density within 0.5 mile of a transit station was 0.192, or a 19.2 
percent increase in ridership resulting from a 100 percent increase in 0.5-mile 
population. Hence, the 20 percent to 25 percent factor used in the Legacy 
Parkway transit integration modeling represents a generous allowance for 
transit share based on the most recent research on light rail and even more 
recent research specifically on commuter rail. 

 Transit access—In the Supplemental EIS analysis, this factor is intended to 
account for the effects of expanded feeder and local bus service, not the effects 
of proximity to rail, which is addressed by the “proximity to transit” factor 
described in the preceding bullet. 

 Transit fares—The fare elasticities cited in the referenced document include 
factors for services ranging from standard local bus service to premium 
services such as rail. As stated in the comment, bus fare elasticities range 
between about -0.36 and -0.42. However, page 12-11 of TCRP Chapter B-12 
indicates that the fare elasticity for rail is 50 percent of the bus elasticity, 
translating to a factor of about -0.20. This is the more relevant value for the 
Supplemental EIS analysis because premium transit (rail) fares were reduced to 
the fares charged for local bus travel. The fare structure change included in the 
Supplemental EIS integration analysis and the definition of maximum future 
transit for the alternatives analysis applied to reducing fares on premium 
transit. Therefore, -0.20 elasticity (one-half of bus elasticity) is appropriate. 
Because the WFRC model was found to produce the -0.20 level of fare 
sensitivity, the model did not require additional adjustments to account for the 
effects of fare changes. 

 Parking—Parking price elasticities are not uniform over the range of parking 
prices in urban areas. A Transportation Research Board study in Portland 
(Hess, D. B. 2001. The Effect of Free Parking on Commuter Mode Choice: 
Evidence from Travel Diary Data. Transportation Research Record 1753:35–
42) indicates that elasticities are lowest at relatively low parking price ranges, 
and elasticities increase in high parking price areas. Elasticities are less than -
0.08 where prices are less than $2 daily, and up to -0.18 where prices are up to 
$4 daily. The maximum future transit strategy used in the Supplemental EIS 
integration and alternatives analysis increased downtown parking charges by 
50 percent and 100 percent above the rates of increase already projected for 
2020. These adjustments applied to all parking costs, long term and short term, 
and consequently affected all-day commuter parking as well as short-term 
parking for other purposes. 

 Local and express bus—The WFRC model was found to have an elasticity for 
express bus of +0.84, closely matching the +0.83 cited in the comment for 
areas with population greater than 500,000 population. The maximum future 
transit strategy employed in the Supplemental EIS did not propose increases in 
local bus frequencies, only improvements in route coverage and timing of 
transfers with premium commuter rail and bus rapid transit modes. Therefore, 
the WFRC model was found appropriately accurate for analyzing the effects of 
express bus service increase and seamless transfers without further 
adjustments. 
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 Synergies—The WFRC model was found to be capable of accurately modeling 
the effects of most of almost all the proposed transit improvements. The model 
is capable of combining the effects of different improvements because it 
includes all sources of improvement to travel times, transfer times, access 
efficiency, transit fares, and parking costs in its calculations, combining them 
into weighted composite impedances that are then compared non-linearly 
among the available modes (bus, rail, carpool, auto). The model was validated 
against local transit ridership data, including the successful TRAX system. 
Post-process adjustments to account for the effects of transit-oriented design 
and proximity to transit were applied through multiplication so that their 
effects compounded the effects of in-model impedance and incentive factors, 
thus representing synergies. 

 Bus rapid transit and commuter rail—BRT is a relatively new concept, and 
in only a limited number of locations has conventional bus service been 
converted to BRT. BRT bus lines, including the Wilshire Metro Rapid line in 
Los Angeles, experience ridership increases of between 20 percent and 
50 percent over the conventional transit service they replace. BRT was 
modeled explicitly in the WFRC model by coding frequent high-speed bus 
service (with prioritized traffic signals and queue-jump opportunities) along 
routes east of I-15 with high concentrations of population and employment. 
The BRT routes generated ridership increases in the corridor of about 
40 percent, consistent with increases experienced on BRT lines such as Metro 
Rapid. Express buses in the North Corridor would travel separate routes from 
BRT, including the planned I-15 HOV lanes. They are handled separately in 
the analysis using the validated modeling approach cited above and 
demonstrating elasticities of about 84 percent consistent with empirical 
evidence. Concerning commuter rail service sensitivities, the WFRC model 
was supported by the Federal Transit Administration for forecasting transit 
ridership in the North Corridor. The comment cites no information that 
contradicts the commuter rail headway elasticities found in the model. The 
commenter states an expectation that transit response should be higher under 
LOS E. Response would be somewhat higher under LOS E conditions; 
however, the Shared Solution, as examined in the integration analysis and the 
alternatives analysis, would operate under LOS D conditions. The 
Supplemental EIS transit forecasts are produced by a validated, federally 
reviewed model, the results of which are corroborated by empirical evidence, 
and the commenter provides no evidence to the contrary. 

 Concerning the statements on page 40 of the Supplemental EIS integration report 
on relative transit shares in other regions, the sources of this information include 
the Downtown Denver Partnership, Portland Region Transit Facts, and American 
Public Transportation Association (APTA) for San Diego, as well as data provided 
directly by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), and 
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) commuter rail, and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) in the San Francisco Bay Area. Specifically, the 
information indicates that the Supplemental EIS transit forecasts for the North 
Corridor compare well with transit use measured in comparable corridors in other 
cities. The range of current transit shares for downtown commutes (i.e., share of 
riders traveling to a central business district from a defined regional area) are 35 
percent for Denver, 18 percent for San Diego, and 31 percent for Portland. The 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to Nongovernmental 
Organization Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
6-62 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Supplemental EIS forecasts that about 25 percent of commuters from the North 
Corridor to downtown Salt Lake City will use transit. It also finds that many 
travelers through the North Corridor are not headed to downtown Salt Lake; 
therefore, the average transit share for all travelers crossing the Woods Cross 
screenline is projected to be between 5 and 6 percent. This compares favorably 
with transit ridership in other western rail corridors that serve a comparable range 
of downtown-oriented, regional and interregional travel patterns, such as the 
Dublin and Willow Pass BART corridors and ACE commuter rail corridor in the 
San Francisco Bay Area. 

Comment Number NG-7-93 
Response See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-94 
Response With regard to the underlying validity of the travel demand model, see Master 

Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. The Supplemental 
EIS includes future traffic projections for the year 2020 No-Build Alternative and 
the year 2020 Build Alternatives. As the projections show, traffic is expected to 
increase in the future. Table 4.3-9 indicates that future traffic will likely be higher 
on several of the local roadways under the No-Build conditions versus the Build 
conditions. This shifting of through-corridor traffic from I-15 to the local roadway 
network is a result of growing traffic congestion on I-15 if transportation 
improvements are not implemented. Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy 
Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS, and Table 1-4 in particular, presents 
average accident rate information and discusses the relationship between increased 
through-corridor traffic using local streets and the increased risk of accidents. 

Comment Number NG-7-95 
Response The multi-modal combination of improvements included in the Shared Solution, 

including the Legacy Parkway, is forecast to provide LOS D conditions northbound 
during the p.m. peak period on I-15 in 2020 and 2030, thus meeting the primary 
purpose and need.  

Comment Number NG-7-96 
Response There are currently no design standards or guidelines for parkways under 

AASHTO. A parkway is defined in many ways, including the following: A broad 
landscaped highway, often divided by a planted median strip (Dictionary.com); a 
wide scenic road planted with trees (Dictionary.com); a broad landscaped 
thoroughfare (Merriam-Webster); arterial highway for noncommercial traffic, with 
full or partial control of access, and usually located within a park or ribbon of park-
like developments, or a wide road, usually divided, with an area of grass and trees 
on both sides and in the middle (Cambridge Dictionary). Due to the lack of specific 
guidelines for a Parkway, the use of AASHTO’s rural freeway guidance is 
appropriate. 

 The design for the proposed Legacy Parkway provides access to recreation along 
the corridor. Access is provided to Bountiful Pond, FBWMA, and local area trails. 
Access to Bountiful Pond will be improved with Legacy Parkway, because access 
is currently via an unimproved road, while the new access will be via a two-lane 
frontage road between 500 South and the Landfill. This same roadway provides 
improved access to the FBWMA. Access to Bountiful Pond from the trail will be 
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along the frontage road between 500 South and the Bountiful Landfill. Limiting 
access to the Legacy Nature Preserve was a decision made by the Corps and the 
management team in order to protect this area from potential impacts. 

 The trail is being proposed in conjunction with the roadway alternatives. The trail 
connects with the Jordan River Parkway in Salt Lake County and the Farmington 
Creek Trail in Farmington. The Legacy Parkway provides a link in the regional 
trail system. 

 UDOT has committed to making the trail very user friendly. There will be 
extensive landscaping, using native trees, grasses, and shrubs, along the trail 
corridor. There will be a fence to separate motorists from trail users, as well as a 
fence to separate multi-users from equestrian users. 

 In addition to landscaping for the trail, there will be extensive landscaping along 
the entire roadway. Native grasses, trees, and shrubs will be planted along the sides 
of the roadway used for landscaping in the median and along the sides of the 
roadway, as appropriate. 

 All these elements contribute to Legacy Parkway’s character as a Parkway, with 
extensive landscaping, improved access to neighboring recreational resources, the 
addition of a trail (providing a regional link to existing trail systems), and the 
creation of the Legacy Nature Preserve. 

Comment Number NG-7-97 
Response See the responses to comments NG-7-18 and NG-6-2 regarding speed limit and 

safety, the response to comment GP-303-1 regarding median width, and the 
response to comment NG-6-3 regarding water quality. 

Comment Number NG-7-98 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-21.      

Comment Number NG-7-99 
Response Right-of-way issues, including the median width, are evaluated in Section 2.1, 

Right-of-Way Issues, of the Supplemental EIS. The impacts reported in the analysis 
of the D&RG alignments are not overstated. For the reasons presented in that 
discussion, the 15-m median was the narrowest practicable median. For 
informational purposes only, UDOT evaluated a narrower, 62 m (204 ft) roadway 
cross section to be used in conjunction with the 95 m (312 ft) cross section to 
minimize impacts where the D&RG alignments cross wetlands or existing 
development. The width reduction is achieved by removing the trail and 
incorporating retaining walls outside the 30-ft clear zone to reduce the highway 
footprint. The 62 m (204 ft) cross section is the narrowest cross section that could 
be built in accordance with design standards. Information is presented in the 
D&RG technical memorandum. Minimal impact reductions were achieved with 
this narrower cross section. For example, only one to four relocations and 3–7 acres 
of wetland impacts would be avoided using this narrower roadway cross section.  

Comment Number NG-7-100 
Response A variety of alternatives were evaluated for the ability to meet the purpose and 

need criteria. The Legacy Parkway alternatives, as part of the Shared Solution, 
were the only alternatives that met the primary purpose and need and provided 
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LOS D conditions on average over the peak travel demand period on I-15 in the 
North Corridor. No other alternatives, including the UBET Alternative and its 
variations, have been demonstrated to meet the primary purpose and need as 
reflected by their failure to achieve LOS D on I-15. In Section 2.4, Sequencing, the 
Supplemental EIS provides information about the costs of delaying implementation 
of Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number NG-7-101 
Response The projected population and employment for 2020 has not changed significantly 

between the 2000 Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS. As reflected in Table B-1 in 
Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS, there has been a slight reduction (between 1 
and 2 percent) in the projected 2020 population and employment in Davis and 
Weber Counties. The WFRC model, in contrast, was changed significantly between 
2000 and 2004. WFRC is constantly working to improve the forecasting of its 
travel demand model. The various model changes reflected in the February 2004 
model used for the Supplemental EIS have resulted in projecting lower travel 
demand for 2020 than the model used for the 2000 Final EIS. Nevertheless, the 
Supplemental EIS demonstrates that Legacy Parkway (and the other components of 
the Shared Solution) is needed to meet travel demand in 2020. Therefore, the 
Supplemental EIS already addresses the point raised by this comment about 
whether the changes in projected population and the changes in forecasting 2020 
travel demand affect the need for Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number NG-7-102 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number NG-7-103 
Response The Legacy Parkway, in essentially the same way it is defined in the Supplemental 

EIS, has been endorsed by the WFRC and other community representatives. They 
have also endorsed other parts of the Shared Solution, including I-15 reconstruction 
and expansion, commuter rail and other expansion of mass transit. The Shared 
Solution, including Legacy Parkway, is consistent with the following: 
 Long range transportation plan (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2003a). 
 Congestion management system (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2004). 
 Increased transit funding allocations to Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties. 
 Transit 2030 Committee recommendations. 
 Envision Utah goals. 

 Even with maximum future transit, all available TSM, and TDM, the WFRC 
congestion management system study concludes that Legacy Parkway is needed to 
provide acceptable LOS on I-15 in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number NG-7-104 
Response The Supplemental EIS reflects the fact that UDOT and the local communities 

support “commuter choice” and other programs. This support has also been 
reflected in many plans and statements. Recently, the WFRC Congestion 
Management System (CMS) study (Wasatch Front Regional Council 2004) 
investigated a full array of system management/efficiency and demand 
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management/reduction for the Salt Lake and Ogden-Layton urbanized areas. CMS 
measures included such commuter choice benefits as commute 
alternatives/rideshare promotion, car sharing, staggered and flexible work hours, 
telecommuting, employer commute trip reduction ordinances, growth planning, 
walk and bicycle programs, parking management and pricing, and increased gas or 
auto-related taxes and fees. System efficiency measures included transit 
improvements, HOV lanes, signal coordination, access management, ITS, incident 
management, reversible lanes and ramp metering. After studying the potential 
feasibility and effectiveness of the full set of potential measures and conducting 
computer modeling of regional system needs with the CMS, the study concluded 
that Legacy Parkway would be needed to address transportation needs in the North 
Corridor, even with maximum feasible CMS measures in effect (see pages IV-15 
and IV-16 of the CMS study). These conclusions are consistent with the 
Supplemental EIS, which found that robust transit, travel demand management, 
intelligent transportation systems, and transportation management systems were 
desirable and needed, but could not alone meet projected travel demand without 
Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number NG-7-105 
Response As indicated by the analyses described in the Supplemental EIS, Legacy Parkway 

is necessary to provide adequate transportation capacity in the North Corridor. The 
comment indicates that the overall corridor capacity would be 20,500 passenger car 
equivalents per hour (pceph) for the Shared Solution (Capacity Legacy) or 16,000 
pceph for the UBET Alternative (Capacity Smart Growth), compared to the 
projected peak hour demand of 15,000 pceph (Traffic Volume). At volumes 
reaching or approaching the full design capacity, every facility in the corridor 
would operate at an unacceptable LOS; that is, the lanes would be full. In the 
example presented in the comment, all lanes on I-15, Redwood Road, US-89, 1100 
West, 800 West, and 500 West would operate at 94 percent of their full design 
capacity, indicating LOS E conditions would prevail on all facilities. Conversely, 
as indicated in the graphic referenced in the comment, the projected travel demand 
can be accommodated on Legacy Parkway (and the remainder of the transportation 
system) at an acceptable LOS. As the graph referenced in the comment illustrates, 
without Legacy Parkway, the North Corridor would operate at worse than LOS D, 
indicating it would not meet the purpose and need. Also according to the graph, 
with Capacity Smart Growth, I-15 and the major surface streets in the North 
Corridor would operate at LOS E or F, indicating that the UBET Alternative would 
not meet the project objective related to minimizing intrusion of through traffic 
onto local streets. 

Comment Number NG-7-106 
Response Habitat-based impact analysis is a standard, scientifically valid, and widely 

accepted method for evaluating project effects on wildlife (Cooperrider et al. 1986; 
Noss et al. 1997; Morrison et al. 1998; Gifford Pinchot Task Force v. USFWS; U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 1998). This methodology was fully reviewed and 
approved by the Science Technical Team, which included expert wildlife biologists 
from USFWS and UDWR. Moreover, to examine the relative densities of birds and 
supplement the habitat-based impact analysis presented in the Draft Supplemental 
EIS, a new analysis was conducted to evaluate the numbers of waterbirds in the 
project study area relative to those in the regional study area (see Section 2.4.2, 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to Nongovernmental 
Organization Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
6-66 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Existing Distribution and Use of Wildlife Habitats, of the wildlife technical 
memorandum). A principal focus of the wildlife study was to evaluate the potential 
effects of Legacy Parkway on migratory species. The habitats described in the 
wildlife technical memorandum define biologically distinct and GIS-quantifiable 
areas used by these species in the project and regional study areas. Tables 2-2 
through 2-10 in the wildlife technical memorandum and Tables 4.13-1a and 1b in 
the Final Supplemental EIS show which species use each habitat type, what they 
use it for (e.g., foraging, breeding), and their potential occurrence and breeding 
status in the project study area. Analysis of impacts on special-status species was 
not conducted by habitat proxy alone, but was supported by demographic 
information on species densities, habitat specificity, and seasonal abundances in the 
area (see Section 3.10, Effects on Special-Status Wildlife, of the wildlife technical 
memorandum). Figure 2-9 in the wildlife technical memorandum shows the 
differences in the abundances of various species and their spatial use of the GSLE. 
The GIS-based habitat analysis used in this study is both appropriate and 
scientifically justifiable for assessing project impacts on wildlife. 

 The conclusion that the proposed action would not result in a notable change in the 
long-term viability of species in the GSLE is based on local variations in numbers 
of birds in the project study area contrasted with numbers in the GSLE (see Figure 
2-9). This conclusion is supported by the presence of large areas of suitable habitat 
throughout the GSLE that are occupied by large numbers of focus species, 
compared with documented numbers and densities in the project study area. 
Reduction in the numbers of these species in the project study area would not 
appreciably affect the species’ population size in the GSLE. See the responses to 
comments NG-6-17 and NG-7-119. 

Comment Number NG-7-107 
Response The proximity of the project study area to the areas commonly used by long-billed 

curlews (including the Associated Duck Clubs) is shown in Figures 2-8 and 2-9 of 
the wildlife technical memorandum. Expert local ornithologists on the Science 
Technical Team classified this species as a common transient (i.e., a bird that 
migrates through in the spring and fall) in the GSLE and a rare transient in the 
project study area. During a recent survey of the Legacy Parkway Nature Preserve 
(conducted over 35 survey periods performed between April 2001 and February 
2002, in which 9 km of transect were surveyed each period), only two birds were 
observed, both on April 13, 2001 (Dolling, J. S. 2002. Baseline avian monitoring 
for the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve April 2001 to February 2002. Final. 
November. Submitted to HDR Engineering, Inc.). Given the results of these 
surveys and the fact that long-billed curlew were not seen on subsequent surveys 
during the breeding season, it is unlikely these birds breed in the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. 

 The annual mean number of birds documented in the Associated Duck Clubs over a 
5 survey-year period (Paul, D., and A. E. Manning. 2002. Great Salt Lake 
Waterbird Survey: Five-year Report [1997–2001]). Unpublished confidential 
report. Great Salt Lake Ecosystem Project) was 16. This number represents 
approximately 13 percent of the total mean abundance of long-billed curlews (125 
birds) or 4 percent of the high count (409 birds) documented in the GSLE during 
this survey. The vehicle traffic disturbance of curlews cited by the commenter 
(Jenni et al. 1981 cited in Dugger, B. D., and K. M. Dugger. 2002. Long-billed 
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Curlew (Numenius americanus). In A. Poole and F. Gill (eds.), The Birds of North 
America, No. 628. Philadelphia, PA: The Academy of Natural Sciences and 
Washington, DC: The American Ornithologists’ Union.) was due to direct off-road 
vehicle use in a nesting area. No information is currently available on highway 
traffic disturbance of long-billed curlews. Specific information from the 
commenter’s personal citations (i.e., Cavitt personal observation, Cavitt and Budge 
in preparation) was unavailable, has not been substantiated by peer review, and 
therefore could not be evaluated. 

Comment Number NG-7-108 
Response Only the Pacific coastal populations of the snowy plover are currently listed, not 

the interior populations. No snowy plovers have been documented within the 
project study area (See Table 2-6). Neither the Supplemental EIS nor the wildlife 
technical memorandum assert that the total habitat of any type available in the 
GSLE or project study area is likely to be used uniformly by snowy plover or any 
other species; local variations in habitat use are clearly illustrated in Figure 2-9. 
Comparisons of the acreages of habitat in the project study area to regional 
availability of that same habitat provides a baseline for spatial assessment of 
overall habitat availability in the GSLE. Cavitt 2005 is not listed in the 
commenter’s references and cannot be reviewed or verified. 

Comment Number NG-7-109 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-106. 

Comment Number NG-7-110 
Response Figure 3-23 in the wildlife technical memorandum summarizes Reijnen et al.’s 

(Reijnen, R., R. Foppen, C. ter Braak, and J. Thissen. 1995. The effects of car 
traffic on breeding bird populations in woodland. III. Reduction of density in 
relation to the proximity of main roads. Journal of Applied Ecology 32:187–202) 
highway noise effects on grassland bird species diversity in the Netherlands. 
Appendix E, Bioacoustics Analysis of Potential Effects of Highway Noise on 
Wildlife of Great Salt Lake, of the wildlife technical memorandum reviews this 
study. Figures E-3a and E-3b show the potential areas of effect at specified 
highway noise intensities in the project study area. Figure 4.13-14 of the 
Supplemental EIS shows the potential area of effect of highway noise on the 
Legacy Nature Preserve. Table 4.13-11 summarizes the estimated acres of wildlife 
habitat that would be exposed to highway noise disturbance of various levels. 

Comment Number NG-7-111 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-42.   

Comment Number NG-7-112 
Response Section 2.4.4, Existing Habitat Fragmentation, of the wildlife technical 

memorandum does not state that the negative effects of fragmentation are limited to 
sedentary species, but that fragmentation is more likely to affect such species due 
to their limited dispersal capabilities. An analysis of the potential effects on these 
species (in addition to fragmentation effects on more mobile species, such as 
shorebirds and waterfowl) appears in Section 3.3.2, Results, of the wildlife 
technical memorandum. 
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Comment Number NG-7-113 
Response FRAGSTATS is a widely used procedure for measuring changes in landscape 

structure. When applied to habitat-based impact analysis, the results can be used to 
evaluate the potential effects on wildlife of changes in habitat availability. The 
sentence in the wildlife technical memorandum addressing this point has been 
edited to reflect this. Section 4.13.3.12, Changes in Lake Level and Habitat 
Availability, in the Supplemental EIS combines this procedure with population data 
(species density) to estimate the effects of habitat loss from different build 
alternatives on populations of special-status species. Population Viability Analysis 
(PVA) and Bayesian Belief Network (BBN) models were not used for the reasons 
stated in the wildlife technical memorandum. The long-term viability of species 
within the GSLE depends on the viability of all populations around the lake, not 
just the project study area. Detailed demographic data were not available for any 
species or were insufficient to reliably use this methodology. The scope of work, 
cost, and time estimates provided by the commenter to obtain this data are not 
realistic. Furthermore, the inherent error associated with estimating parameters 
based on published data from often remarkably different populations commonly 
makes this analysis untenable or too generalized to be useful for site-specific 
impact analysis. The true nature of fragmentation of the project study area and 
region is illustrated by comparing Figures 3-19 and 3-20 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum. 

Comment Number NG-7-114 
Response The habitats defined by the polygons in the fragmentation analysis are not species 

specific, but are areas used by multiple migratory species. See the response to 
comment NG-7-106. The fragmentation analysis shows how these polygons (and 
hence habitat available to species that use them) change in the course of 
development. The potential effects of these changes on these species are described 
in Sections 3.3.2, Results, and 3.3.3, Potential Effects of Habitat Fragmentation on 
Special-Status Wildlife Species, of the wildlife technical memorandum. 

Comment Number NG-7-115 
Response Figure 3-20 shows the extensive nature of the fragmentation referenced in the 

excerpt reproduced in the comment. The wildlife technical memorandum does not 
state or suggest that extant habitats are unsuitable for wildlife or that all human-
affected habitats are equally degraded. However, all such habitats are degraded to 
some degree. Tables 2-2 through 2-10 show what species are likely to use these 
habitats, including pasture, croplands, and developed lands. 

Comment Number NG-7-116 
Response As indicated in the description of catastrophic hazardous spills in Section 3.4.3, 

Catastrophic Hazardous Materials Spills, of the wildlife technical memorandum, 
by definition, catastrophic spills are those that would have significant adverse 
effects on wildlife. It is recognized that even single spills could have such effects, 
depending on the substances, the season, and the location of the spill. The word 
“only” has been deleted from Section 3.4.3 of the wildlife technical memorandum. 

 The agencies are only able to estimate the number of hazardous spills that will 
occur in a given year; they are not able to predict the type or quantity of material 
that will be involved. Accordingly, it is speculative and inappropriate to attempt a 
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more specific determination of the potential impacts than is already presented. See 
also the response to comment NG-7-41. 

Comment Number NG-7-117 
Response Native vegetation is generally preferable for a variety of reasons. Landscape 

vegetation will be selected to consider potential wildlife usage; the landscape 
design will be undertaken in consideration of the potential for increased wildlife 
usage to result in increased road mortality for certain species. UDOT is committed 
to using native vegetation where feasible and practical. 

Comment Number NG-7-118 
Response Appendix D of the wildlife technical memorandum presents a comprehensive 

analysis of the impacts of artificial lighting on wildlife in the project study area. 
This information provides the scientific basis for the conclusions presented in 
Section 3.7, Artificial Light Disturbance, of the wildlife technical memorandum 
and Section 4.13.3.9, Artificial Light Disturbance, of the Supplemental EIS. For 
clarity, additional supporting detail for the conclusions in the wildlife technical 
memorandum has been added to the Final Supplemental EIS. Because no citations 
were provided for the additional effects identified in the comment, it was not 
possible to verify the commenters’ contentions regarding effects of light on bird 
nest-site density or nest-site selection behavior. Moreover, because no species or 
examples of specific impacts were given regarding the purported effects of light on 
mammal communication, it was not possible to interpret the comment as 
identifying a positive or negative effect, nor what the actual effect would be. 
Similarly, no information was provided to allow critical evaluation of the comment 
that the positive effects of light for some species (e.g., attracting moths for bats) 
would have negative consequences within the broader community. 

Comment Number NG-7-119 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-106. The assumption that all areas of a given 

classified habitat type are equally suitable for wildlife is not stated or implied in the 
wildlife technical memorandum or the Supplemental EIS. Figure 2-9 in the wildlife 
technical memorandum shows the non-uniform distribution of individual bird 
species throughout the GSLE. The habitat types defined by each polygon are 
structurally and vegetatively similar, allowing for quantitative comparison of the 
local and regional distribution and availability of these areas to wildlife. The 
polygons are not defined by unique species-specific characteristics. Each area is 
used by multiple species (see Tables 2-2 and 2-3 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum and Tables 4-13-1a and 1b in the Supplemental EIS) to the extent 
that suitable resources are available to them. The percent availability comparisons 
of project study area vs. regional study area offer a coarse estimate of relative 
availability of each habitat type; however, these comparisons do not evaluate 
species densities or population levels for the specific areas because those data are 
not available. (See the response to comment NG-7-106 for the description of and 
justification for this habitat proxy methodology.) These comparisons do not infer or 
imply any causal relationship between the spatial availability of these areas and 
uniformity in individual species densities, survival, or reproductive success. The 
analysis should be viewed in that context only. 

 To examine the relative densities of birds, an additional analysis was conducted for 
the Final Supplemental EIS to evaluate the numbers of waterbirds in the project 
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study area relative to those in the regional study area. This analysis is summarized 
in Section 4.13.1, Approach and Methodology, of the Final Supplemental EIS and 
described in detail in the wildlife technical memorandum.   

 The habitat-based impact analysis discussed above indicates that the amount of 
wildlife habitat within the project study area constitutes approximately 0.1 percent 
of that available throughout the GSLE. The estimated proportional abundances of 
wildlife species (waterbirds) in the Legacy Nature Preserve are comparably small 
(0.22–0.44 percent overall; a maximum of 0.01 percent for special-status species). 
These results show that the habitat-based analysis provides a reasonable 
quantitative representation of the proportional impacts the proposed action would 
have on migratory wildlife populations within the project study area. 

Comment Number NG-7-120 
Response This comment is consistent with the Supplemental EIS. Table 4-13 in the 

Supplemental EIS summarizes the seasonal abundances and breeding status of all 
bird species that use Farmington Bay WMA. Figure 2-9 in the wildlife technical 
memorandum fully documents the estimated abundances of birds that use 
Farmington Bay WMA. It ranks the survey site (#12) as 4th highest in total bird 
abundance of all the areas surveyed by Paul and Manning (2002. Great Salt Lake 
Waterbird Survey: Five-year Report (1997–2001). Unpublished confidential report. 
Great Salt Lake Ecosystem Project) around Great Salt Lake. The abundances of 
each species within each survey area are color coded to provide a proportional 
reference to abundances of the same and other species in all sites surveyed, 
including those adjacent to the project study area. The Great Salt Lake population 
sizes of American avocet, black-necked stilt, American white pelican, and other 
species used in determining the international importance of the GSLE for migratory 
birds are provided in Table 2-14 of the wildlife technical memorandum. These data 
provide extensive information on the relative proportion and ecological importance 
of Farmington Bay’s bird populations. The proposed action’s potential impacts on 
Farmington Bay, particularly noise, are fully described in Chapter 3 of the wildlife 
technical memorandum and are incorporated by reference in the Supplemental EIS. 
Note also that Appendix A, Consultation and Coordination, of the Supplemental 
EIS contains a summary of the consultation and coordination activities engaged in 
during preparation of the Supplemental EIS and the wildlife technical 
memorandum; it does not contain population data. 

Comment Number NG-7-121 
Response The analysis of relative levels in bird populations in the project study area (Dolling, 

J. S. 2002. Baseline Avian Monitoring for the Proposed Legacy Nature Preserve 
April 2001 to February 2002. Final. November. Submitted to HDR Engineering, 
Inc.) and the regional study area (Paul, D., and A. E. Manning. 2002. Great Salt 
Lake Waterbird Survey: Five-year Report [1997–2001]. Unpublished confidential 
report. Great Salt Lake Ecosystem Project) are described in the response to 
comment NG-7-119. 

Comment Number NG-7-122 
Response The intent of the fragmentation analysis in the wildlife technical memorandum and 

the Supplemental EIS was to demonstrate that habitat fragmentation would occur 
as a result of the proposed action, approximate the extent and character of 
fragmentation within the project study area, and compare the relative impacts of 
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fragmentation that would result from each of the build alternatives. As stated in the 
Supplemental EIS, biological information on the specific effects fragmentation 
would have on different species was and is not available. As a result, the best 
commercial and scientific data available was used to disclose the spatial extent and 
biological nature of these impacts on wildlife. The analysis showed that the spatial 
effects differed only slightly between alternatives, and that they would be additive 
to the fairly extensive fragmentation already characterizing the project study area. 
Based on this information and the documented low populations of species in the 
project study area, it was reasonably concluded that the actual effects of 
fragmentation on wildlife present in the project study area would be less than the 
effects of direct habitat loss; moreover, analysis showed that direct habitat loss 
resulting from the proposed action would not likely produce any detectable change 
in the long-term viability of any special-status species in the area. 

Comment Number NG-7-123 
Response The discussion of habitat fragmentation presented in the wildlife technical 

memorandum and the Supplemental EIS describes the effects of fragmentation 
relative to direct habitat loss and how such losses would affect the regional 
population viability of special-status species. See the response to comment NG-7-
122. 

Comment Number NG-7-124 
Response Measurements of light and noise are fairly easy to obtain, but measurements of 

their effects on species are not. Appendices D, Effects of Artificial Light on 
Wildlife, and E, Bioacoustics Analysis of Potential Effects of Highway Noise on 
Wildlife of Great Salt Lake, of the wildlife technical memorandum (discussed in the 
Supplemental EIS) provide analyses of the known and potential effects of noise 
and light on wildlife. Appendix E provides the results of bioacoustics research 
conducted specifically for evaluating the potential effects of noise on wildlife 
within the project study area. This information and additional analyses provided in 
Sections 3.7, Artificial Light Disturbance, and 3.8, Highway Noise Disturbance, of 
the wildlife technical memorandum fully discuss the extent and nature of highway 
noise effects on wildlife species in the area as can be determined from best 
available information. The complex details of these studies and their results cannot 
be simply surmised. 

Comment Number NG-7-125 
Response After additional consultation and coordination, USFWS and UDWR requested 

assistance from UDOT wildlife specialists to develop and implement a 
postconstruction monitoring plan that meets both the lead agencies’ NEPA 
responsibilities and the wildlife agencies’ objectives. This commitment is included 
as part of the mitigation plan (Appendix F, Draft Wetland Mitigation Plan, of the 
Final Supplemental EIS). 

Comment Number NG-7-126 
Response A sentence has been added to Sections 4.13.3.6, Wetland Hydrology, and 4.12.3.3, 

Impacts on Wetland Functions, of the Final Supplemental EIS stating that the 
conclusions in the Forster and Neff study are preliminary and that monitoring will 
continue. The preliminary conclusions, however, form the basis for a portion of the 
analysis of this subject. UDOT has committed to continue monitoring groundwater 
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during construction of the Legacy Parkway. This mitigation commitment is 
presented in Section 4.24, Mitigation Summary, and Section 4.10.3.2, Surface 
Water Quality, Groundwater Conveyances. 

 The groundwater modeling conducted for the Final EIS indicates that the maximum 
decrease in groundwater elevation would be less than 2 inches in interchange areas 
where the fill is up to 27 ft, and less than 1 inch in areas where the fill was 
projected to be 9 ft. Since the 2000 Final EIS, UDOT has determined that the fill 
will likely be 6 ft rather than 9 ft in many locations. Most of the groundwater slope 
wetlands that the project intercepts are near 500 South and 1200 North, where the 
fill was projected to be 9 ft and now may only be 6 ft. Also, the model 
conservatively assumes that there is no discharge of water from the deeper 
principal aquifer to the shallow aquifer. Modeling the upward discharge of water 
from the principal aquifer (as is known to occur in the project study area) would 
further reduce this estimate of impact. The benefit of additional monitoring 
locations, or of isotropic (chemical) or geochemical testing, to refine an estimate of 
impacts conservatively projected to be less than 2 inches would be marginal. 

 The groundwater conveyance structures, which were designed by the UDOT 
design-build team, allow groundwater to flow from the east side to the west side of 
the road if groundwater is impounded to a certain level near the ground surface. 
During the course of a season or a decade, groundwater levels vary from being near 
the ground surface to many feet below the ground surface. The groundwater slope 
wetlands derive water from the shallow aquifer when the ground surface intercepts 
the groundwater. Accordingly, the groundwater conveyances will function to 
convey groundwater to the groundwater slope wetlands on the west side of the 
Parkway during periods when the wetlands would normally derive water from the 
shallow aquifer. 

Wasatch Mountain Club 
Comment Number NG-8-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-665-2. 

PacifiCorp 
Comment Number NG-9-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS acknowledges that high voltage transmission lines owned 

and operated by PacifiCorp exist within the area designated as mitigation for the 
Legacy Parkway project (i.e., the Legacy Nature Preserve). Research determined 
that on some properties PacifiCorp had obtained properly described and recorded 
easements, while on other properties no easement was found. UDOT would acquire 
nearly 2,100 acres of land in fee title to create the Legacy Nature Preserve. It is 
proposed that PacifiCorp relinquish its current easements with respect to each 
individual property within the Legacy Nature Preserve; a new comprehensive 
easement will be developed incorporating PacifiCorp’s existing facility and 
accommodating the installation of a future sixth line. UDOT’s efforts to identify 
PacifiCorp’s existing and future rights as they pertain to the operation and 
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maintenance of this utility entailed extensive negotiations with PacifiCorp, 
concluding with a mutually agreed upon Utility Asset Maintenance and Operations 
Plan (UAMOP). This plan does not eliminate any current or future PacifiCorp 
rights, but rather outlines specific locations for future access and procedures that 
will be followed when PacifiCorp works on its facility within the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. In many ways, accessibility to the power line facility will be improved as 
a result of removal of existing fences that delineated individual properties within 
the Preserve. 

Comment Number NG-9-2 
Response UDOT and PacifiCorp have worked diligently to develop and agree to the terms of 

the Utility Asset Maintenance and Operations Plan. This plan has been developed 
in conjunction with and reviewed by the Corps and FHWA. UDOT intends to fully 
implement the terms of this agreement to the extent feasible through property 
acquisitions and as required to mitigate the impacts of the proposed action and to 
comply with the terms of the 404 permit. Inclusion of this document in the 
Supplemental EIS is not necessary, and may be inappropriate. Approximately 40 
third-party interests, including various cities, counties, and other utility companies, 
are involved with the proposed action. Agreements are in place with these entities 
that essentially outline the scope of work and cost allocation responsibilities.  

Comment Number NG-9-3 
Response Under the terms of the agreement negotiated with UDOT, PacifiCorp will 

relinquish its easements on the individual property within the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. In return UDOT will rewrite and grant a new comprehensive, wider 
easement that incorporates PacifiCorp’s existing facility and accommodates the 
installation of a future sixth line. 

Comment Number NG-9-4 
Response Under the terms of the agreement negotiated with UDOT, PacifiCorp will be 

allowed access to the UDOT facility at specified locations to minimize the potential 
damage to land areas within the Legacy Nature Preserve. PacifiCorp will conduct 
its regular inspection and maintenance activities within established time periods 
that would not impede the natural nesting seasons of wildlife species that utilize the 
Legacy Nature Preserve area. In the event of an emergency outage situation, 
PacifiCorp has the right to conduct repairs on its facility irrespective of such 
nesting periods. 

Comment Number NG-9-5 
Response Various existing utility easements encumber many of the properties that would be 

acquired for the proposed action. Some of these utilities may require relocation into 
other easements to accommodate project components; others may remain in place 
with little or no impact. 

Comment Number NG-9-6 
Response The phrase “but impacts would be minor” has been removed from the 

Supplemental EIS. 
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Comment Number NG-9-7 
Response This section states that the transmission corridor easement is being widened by 

75 ft. 

Comment Number NG-9-8 
Response Table 4.4-7 summarizes displacements associated with the various alternatives. 

Other sections of the Supplemental EIS describe right-of-way purchases and the 
UAMOP agreement (see the response to comment NG-9-1). Under the terms of the 
agreement negotiated with UDOT, PacifiCorp is to relinquish its easements with 
respect to the individual property within the Legacy Nature Preserve. In return 
UDOT will rewrite and grant a new comprehensive wider easement that 
incorporates its existing facility and accommodates the installation of a future sixth 
line. 

Comment Number NG-9-9 
Response No utility upgrades have been identified for the Legacy Nature Preserve. Under the 

agreement with UDOT, PacifiCorp has the ability to construct an additional high-
voltage power line through the Legacy Nature Preserve, but such construction 
would require issuance of a 404 permit by the Corps. The existing access for those 
utilities that remain in the Preserve has been determined to be adequate, with some 
restrictions. 

Comment Number NG-9-10 
Response Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS only addresses mitigation for 

impacts on wetlands. General guidelines for utility agreements associated with 
wetland mitigation will be included in a Final Mitigation Plan; this mitigation plan 
would be approved by the Corps when it takes action on the application for the 
Section 404 permit amendment. While some agreements include necessary utility 
access improvements, overall access to the Legacy Nature Preserve would be 
reduced and controlled to prevent activities within the Preserve that could degrade 
wetlands. 

Comment Number NG-9-11 
Response Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS only addresses mitigation for 

impacts on wetlands. While some agreements include necessary utility access 
improvements, the net effect of utility agreements in the Legacy Nature Preserve 
has been designed to protect and improve existing wetland functions. 

Comment Number NG-9-12 
Response There are no additional impacts on wetlands for any utility line relocations 

authorized or addressed in the Legacy Parkway Section 404 permit. Accordingly, 
the Section 404 permit includes impacts for the roadway, with no additional 
impacts resulting from utility line relocations. 

Comment Number NG-9-13 
Response General guidelines for utility agreements associated with wetland mitigation will 

be included in a Final Mitigation Plan; this mitigation plan would be approved by 
the Corps when it takes action on the application for the Section 404 permit 
amendment. 
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Comment Number NG-9-14 
Response The culverts that will be used to convey water under the highway will range up to 2 

m or more in diameter. During spring runoff these conduits may be filled to 
capacity, but during most of the remainder of the year they would not be. At such 
time numerous species of wildlife, including deer, could move through the culverts. 
The responses of birds to the fencing will be different for different species. Larger 
birds such as waterfowl are likely to take a higher flight path when crossing over 
the highway. This may not be the case for smaller birds (e.g., songbirds). Section 
4.13.3.7, Wildlife Mortality, has been modified to address these issues. 

Comment Number NG-9-15 
Response The voltage of the transmission lines has been corrected in the Final Supplemental 

EIS.
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Section 7 
Responses to General Public Comments 

This section contains the responses to substantive comments submitted by the general public. Comments 
are presented herein sequentially by comment number. Table 1 in Section 1, Introduction to Volume 2, 
provides a list of the individual commenters and the number assigned to each commenter. Commenters 
are presented in the table alphabetically by last name, except where no last name was provided.  

General Public 
Comment Number GP-9-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-9-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-9-3 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume 

for a discussion of the ability of this alternative to meet the future transportation 
demand in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-10-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-16-1 
Response UDOT has assisted UTA in developing efficient infrastructure for the commuter 

rail project, specifically in integrating the Legacy Parkway project with mass 
transit. See Section 3.4.2, Modified Build Alternatives A, B, C, and D/E, of the 
Supplemental EIS for a discussion of the infrastructure improvements and funding 
provided by UDOT for the commuter rail project. 

Comment Number GP-17-1 
Response Environmental impacts related to the proposed action are disclosed in Chapter 4, 

Supplemental Environmental Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. Effects on growth 
trends are presented in Section 4.1, Land Use. See Master Response 1 in Section 2 
of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-18-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. An 

analysis of a “transit first” scenario is presented in Section 2.4, Sequencing of the 
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Shared Solution. It is agreed that thousands of birds use the habitat provided by the 
GSLE. An analysis of wildlife impacts, including those on migratory birds, is 
presented in Section 4.13, Wildlife, of the Supplemental EIS. Substantial expansion 
of mass transit is included as part of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility 
needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-26-1 
Response The lead agencies analyzed the impact of the proposed action on fuel consumption. 

See Section 4.19, Energy, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-31-2 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-34-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-35-1 
Response Mass transit is a crucial component of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 

mobility needs in the North Corridor. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-
Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional 
highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-38-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-39-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-39-2 
Response Analysis of the proposed action’s effects related to land use and growth trends is 

presented in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS. Air quality analysis is 
presented in Section 4.8, Air Quality. Substantial expansion of mass transit, 
including commuter rail, is an important part of the Shared Solution for addressing 
mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. Planning by UTA and UDOT 
planning for the commuter rail project is underway. However, as noted in Section 
3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of 
additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road 
improvements, transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded 
mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-42-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 
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Comment Number GP-43-1 
Response See Master Responses 3 and 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See also the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-44-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-46-1 
Response It is noted that the commenter prefers the alignments that are west of the D&RG 

railroad tracks in Centerville. Alternatives A, B, C, and E, as presented in the 
Supplemental EIS, are all located on alignments west of the D&RG railroad tracks 
between I-215 and Parrish Lane. North of Parrish Lane in the Centerville area, 
Alternatives B and C are west of the tracks. See Figure 3-2 of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Comment Number GP-53-1 
Response Substantial expansion of mass transit is included as part of the Shared Solution for 

addressing transportation needs in the North Corridor. See the response to 
comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-56-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-57-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-59-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-62-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-65-1 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1 to March 4, 2005. On March 1 it was extended again, to March 21, 
2005. 

Comment Number GP-66-1 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1 to March 4, 2005. On March 1 it was extended again, to March 21, 
2005. 
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Comment Number GP-67-1 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1, 2005, to March 4, 2005; on March 1 it was extended again, to March 
21, 2005. 

Comment Number GP-67-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-68-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-72-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-73-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-74-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-75-1 
Response The sequencing of the transportation improvements proposed for the Shared 

Solution is discussed in Section 2.4, Sequencing, of the Supplemental EIS. The 
need for an alternate route is discussed in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by 
Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-76-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-77-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-78-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume 

for a discussion of the ability of this alternative to meet the future transportation 
demand in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-78-2 
Response UDOT, the project proponent, still proposes to construct a trail within the Legacy 

Parkway right-of-way. The trail system has been designed to help meet multi-
modal transportation needs and to add amenities and recreation opportunities to the 
area. The trail provides additional capacity for alternate modes (walking and 
bicycling); this additional capacity contributes to the proposed action’s ability to 
address transportation needs. Alternative locations (outside the Legacy Parkway 
right-of-way) for the trail were not addressed in the Supplemental EIS because the 
trail is an integral part of Legacy Parkway. For additional information about the 
location of the Legacy Parkway trail, see Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail 
Component or Separate Trail Facility, of the Supplemental EIS. 
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Comment Number GP-79-1 
Response Regarding the right-of-way width, see the response to comment GP-303-1. The 

option of constructing Legacy Parkway within the D&RG Railroad regional 
corridor was evaluated and presented in Sections 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande 
Corridor Evaluation, 3.2.1, Criteria for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, and 
3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. The 
D&RG alternative would require substantial residential and business relocations, 
would have severe impacts on community cohesion, and would have substantial 
noise and visual impacts on adjacent neighborhoods. Based on the analysis 
presented in the D&RG technical memorandum and summarized in Section 2.2, 
Denver & Rio Grande Corridor Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, the D&RG 
regional corridor was eliminated from further consideration in the Supplemental 
EIS as a reasonable or practicable alternative. See Section 2.2.4, Conclusions, for a 
discussion of practicability considerations used in evaluating D&RG regional 
corridor alignment alternatives, and Section 3.2.1, Criteria for Evaluating 
Additional Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS for a discussion of the 
reasonableness and feasibility screening criteria used to evaluate alternatives. 

 The D&RG line is still in active use by the railroad in the southern portion of the 
North Corridor to 400 North in West Bountiful and is therefore is not available for 
use as a trail. The use of that corridor would likely require relocation of the 
railway, an action that would have wetlands impacts similar to those resulting from 
placing the Legacy Parkway right-of-way in that location. North of this location, 
UTA has applied for funds from WFRC to convert the railway grade to a trail. 
Consequently, the D&RG corridor is not available for a trail associated with 
Legacy Parkway, but a trail may be constructed there in the future. 

Comment Number GP-80-1 
Response UTA has recently published an EIS regarding the proposed commuter rail in the 

North Corridor. This Supplemental EIS concerns only Legacy Parkway and does 
not address the choices between light rail and commuter rail in Davis County; 
however, Chapter 3, Alternatives, of this Supplemental EIS does demonstrate that 
expansion of transit alone (all modes) cannot meet future transportation demands in 
the North Corridor. With regard to the sequencing of the elements of the Shared 
Solution, see the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-81-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-83-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-301-3. 

Comment Number GP-85-1 
Response It is noted that the commenter has concerns about the proximity to I-15 of the 

portion of the alignment through Centerville. It is true that the north/south 
transportation facilities in the North Corridor (D&RG Railroad, Union Pacific 
Railroad, I-15, and planned commuter rail and Legacy Parkway) are concentrated 
in a narrow area. That is because existing development and the Wasatch Range are 
immediately to the east, and Great Salt Lake and other sensitive natural resources 
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are to the west. These geographic features limit the area in which a new 
transportation facility could be sited. 

Comment Number GP-86-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-87-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-212-2. 

Comment Number GP-89-1 
Response The roadway elevation is designed to be above the Corps of Engineers Floodplain 

at 4,217 feet. This elevation was determined on the basis of flooding in the early 
1980s and should be sufficiently high to minimize the effects of similar flooding. 

Comment Number GP-99-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-102-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-105-1 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, and 

expansion of the existing I-15 are important components of the Shared Solution for 
addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. However, as noted in 
Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence 
of additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road 
improvements, transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded 
mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-106-1 

Response  See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
As described in Chapter 3, Alternatives, the Supplemental EIS evaluated a 
reasonable range of alternatives. Converting I-15 to a double-decker highway was 
eliminated from detailed evaluation because of unreasonable costs and operational 
concerns, as discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives 
Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. See the response to comment GP-301-3 
regarding toll feasibility 

 Rail solutions are emphasized as part of the Shared Solution. However, as 
discussed in Master Responses 3 and 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments 
volume, without the proposed action, all modes of transit, including rail—even 
when combined with enhanced arterials, increased capacity on I-15, transportation 
demand management, and intelligent transportation systems—have insufficient 
capacity to meet the anticipated future travel demand in the North Corridor. 

 Routing interstate truck traffic in the North Corridor to routes farther west (the 
“west desert”) would raise operational and logistical concerns and would not 
remove a sufficient volume of traffic from the North Corridor to change the need 
for Legacy Parkway. 
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Comment Number GP-109-1 
Response As stated in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, in the 

Supplemental EIS, a Legacy Parkway alternative with more than four lanes was 
eliminated from further consideration due to additional costs, environmental 
impacts, and limited benefits in travel conditions on I-15. 

Comment Number GP-111-1 
Response The option of constructing Legacy Parkway within the D&RG Railroad corridor 

was evaluated and presented in Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor 
Evaluation, and Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS. The D&RG alternative would require substantial residential and 
business relocations, would have severe impacts on community cohesion, and 
would have substantial noise and visual impacts on adjacent neighborhoods. It was, 
accordingly, determined to be impracticable and unreasonable. 

Comment Number GP-113-1 
Response The need for an alternate route to address through-corridor traffic volumes, to limit 

the diversion of regional traffic onto local streets when I-15 is congested, to 
provide adequate north-south capacity as part of the Department of Defense 
Strategic Highway Network, and during the planned reconstruction of I-15 can be 
found in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-115-1 
Response Trailhead locations and access to the Legacy Parkway trail will be further evaluated 

during final design of Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number GP-117-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-126-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-128-1 
Response Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material to 

waters of the United States, including wetlands. To determine whether a site is a 
wetland, the Corps of Engineers uses a three-parameter test as described in the 
1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. Areas exhibiting wetland 
characteristics that are sustained solely by application of irrigation water are not 
regulated under Section 404 of the CWA. The only sure way to prove irrigation is 
sustaining a wet area is to discontinue the use of irrigation water and evaluate the 
results. When irrigation cannot be turned off to test whether the area reverts back to 
a non-wetlands state, the Corps will assume the wet area is supported by natural 
hydrology.  

 Wetlands within the Legacy Parkway study area were mapped in 1998 and 1999; 
their locations were reassessed in November 2003 as part of the Supplemental EIS 
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process. The Corps verified the location of all jurisdictional wetlands in March 
2004. 

Comment Number GP-129-1 
Response A description of the UBET Alternative was not officially submitted until March 21, 

2005, two and a half months after the public hearing and open house. Prior to its 
submission, the UBET Alternative was previously presented as a concept only. 
Details were insufficient to support a characterization of the specific UBET 
Alternative or to provide the basis for meaningful commentary or analysis on that 
alternative. To examine alternatives approximating the UBET Alternative, the 
Draft Supplemental EIS examined the Parkway Facility Adjacent to Redwood 
Road Alternative and the Redwood Road Arterial Alternative (see Section 3.2.2, 
Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS). Both these 
alternatives were rejected for the reasons stated in Section 3.2.2. Presumably, the 
UBET Alternative was not submitted until March 21 because its design 
components were not communicated until that time. Accordingly, any official 
presentation on the UBET Alternative would have been premature and 
inappropriate at the time of the public hearing and open house. The UBET 
Alternative has been subsequently evaluated, and the results are presented in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS. See Master Responses 5 
and 6. 

Comment Number GP-129-2 
Response The primary purpose of the proposed action is to provide additional capacity 

through the North Corridor, ensuring that I-15 and local arterial roads operate at an 
acceptable level of service during the peak period. The North Corridor 
accommodates a large percentage of interstate and interregional through travel, 
dispersed travel within the Salt Lake region, and a small percentage of commuter 
travel to downtown Salt Lake City (8–9 percent estimated by the WFRC model). 
Legacy Parkway has not been promoted as a commuter link to downtown Salt Lake 
City. However, many commuters and other travelers have destinations other than 
downtown Salt Lake City and may, accordingly, benefit from the availability of 
Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number GP-129-3 
Response To exclude specific vehicle types from Legacy Parkway would require special 

legislative action. As stated in Section 1.1.3, Purpose of Legacy Parkway Project, 
of the Final Supplemental EIS, the primary purpose of the proposed action is to 
help meet the current and projected travel demand in the North Corridor through 
2020 by providing additional transportation capacity. Also, there is a need to 
provide a single, continuous north-south alternate route to I-15 through this 
corridor.  

 A parkway is a special type of limited-access highway, typically providing 
vegetated medians and side slopes that create a general feeling of openness. Legacy 
Parkway would provide an open vegetated median between the north- and 
southbound lanes, as well as vegetated side slopes and a trail. Compared to 
highways with concrete median barriers, Legacy Parkway would provide a more 
open feeling, much like that provided by a traditional parkway-type facility. 
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Comment Number GP-129-4 
Response The purpose of the Legacy Parkway Trail is to provide an alternate route and 

recreational opportunities for pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists (see Section 
1.3.2, Trails, in the Supplemental EIS). Emissions are discussed in detail in Section 
4.8, Air Quality, of the Supplemental EIS. The issue of air quality impacts on 
wildlife was examined in Section 4.13.3.4, Air Quality, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-129-5 
Response There is no proposed or authorized plan for the Bear River Pipeline, so there is no 

plan to place it within Legacy Parkway’s right-of-way. However, under state law, 
utilities are allowed within UDOT rights-of-way. Any proposal to put such a 
pipeline or any other utilities in Legacy Parkway right-of-way would be evaluated 
to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. 

Comment Number GP-129-6 
Response There is a possibility that Legacy Parkway could be extended in the future. 

However, NEPA does not require that all potential future expansions of a proposed 
action be considered in the same NEPA document. Rather, under FHWA 
regulations (23 CFR 771.111[f]), a highway project may be considered 
independently of other highway projects when it meets the following criteria. 
  Connects “logical termini” and is of sufficient length to address the 

environmental matters on a broad scope. 
 Has “independent utility” or “independent significance” (i.e., is usable and is a 

reasonable expenditure of public funds even if no additional transportation 
improvements in the area are made). 

 Does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 
transportation improvements. 

 Because the Legacy Parkway project satisfies these criteria, it has been evaluated 
as an independent project. Further, although very preliminary planning has begun 
on potential future extensions of Legacy Parkway, specifics about such a project or 
projects are not yet known. If the planning process reached the point of an actual 
proposal for future expansion, such expansion would be subject to a separate 
environmental study under NEPA. 

Comment Number GP-131-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-133-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-135-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-135-2 
Response The public hearing was held to enable federal decision makers to obtain comments 

from the public concerning project-related issues. The format of the hearing did not 
allow discussion between the public and the hearing officers. On the other hand, 
the open house, which was held simultaneously in the building adjacent to the 
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hearing room, was specifically designed to allow the public to have a one-on-one 
dialog with the technical staff assisting the federal lead agencies in conducting the 
detailed studies to which the commenter refers. 

 The sequencing analysis was conducted in response to the court’s specific direction 
to include such an analysis. The results of this analysis are reported in Section 2.4, 
Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Supplemental EIS. Two of the four 
sequencing scenarios evaluated assumed that mass transit would be the first project 
constructed, one scenario assumed that mass transit and Legacy Parkway would be 
constructed concurrently, and one scenario assumed that mass transit would be 
constructed after Legacy Parkway. 

 The Supplemental EIS does reexamine impacts on wetlands and wildlife. Because 
the wildlife analysis is more robust than that conducted for the original EIS, there is 
more supplemental information on wildlife impacts. This analysis was conducted in 
part to respond to the circuit court’s decision. The wetland analysis was also 
revisited, and certain adjustments were made to reflect more accurate information. 
These modifications are included in the Supplemental EIS. 

 Expansion of Redwood Road was evaluated to see if it would function as an 
alternative to Legacy Parkway in the Shared Solution by meeting the need to move 
people and goods through 2020. In addition, the Final Supplemental EIS looks 
carefully at the alternative recommended by UBET to see if it would meet the need 
for the proposed action. The results of this analysis are reported in Section 3.1, 
Summary of Alternatives Presented in Final EIS, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 
The conclusion of this analysis is that this alternative would not reduce congestion 
on I-15 sufficiently to qualify it as a reasonable alternative. 

 While cost is certainly a consideration, an alternative that costs less than Legacy 
Parkway is only relevant if the alternative would satisfy the need to meet future 
travel demand. Moreover, as part of the review of the UBET Alternative, the lead 
agencies reviewed the cost provided by UBET for its recommended alternative. 
The analysis of the UBET Alternative has been included in Section 3.2.2, Results 
of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-135-3 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

responses to comments GP-75-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-136-1 
Response Non-highway alternatives to the proposed action are evaluated in Section 3.1.1, 

Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS. As explained in that section, 
it was determined that none of the non-highway alternatives provided enough 
capacity alone to meet the anticipated transportation demand in 2020. In addition, 
as described in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, even 
with full implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, and an expanded mass transit scenario, I-15 would still operate at LOS 
F, which does not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action. 

 As explained in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS, local land use 
plans and regional land use planning studies for the project study area are the 
primary tools used to determine zoning ordinances and planned growth within a 
given region. In the Supplemental EIS, the federal lead agencies utilized local land 
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use plans and regional land use planning studies to assess impacts on growth 
associated with the proposed action (see Section 4.1.3.3, Impacts on Growth within 
and beyond the North Corridor, in the Supplemental EIS). Population control and 
revision of tax policy are not reasonable alternatives for analysis in the 
Supplemental EIS. See Master Response 2 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-138-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-140-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-142-1 
Response An analysis of impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat is provided in Section 4.13, 

Wildlife, of the Supplemental EIS. Although the proposed action would have direct 
and indirect impacts and contribute to cumulative impacts on wildlife species and 
their habitats, it would not affect the long-term viability of any wildlife species in 
the GSLE. Regarding the potential for the proposed highway to flood due to its 
proximity to the FEMA floodplain boundary, as described in Section 4.14.3.1, 
Floodplains Management, of the Supplemental EIS, all the proposed build 
alternatives have been designed to allow passage of 100-year flood flows at stream 
crossings and a 100-year floodwater elevation in Great Salt Lake. These design 
considerations minimize the likelihood that the proposed highway would be 
inundated by floodwaters. 

Comment Number GP-143-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-145-1 
Response Section 4.20.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the 

Supplemental EIS discusses the environmental impacts associated with potential 
borrow sources for the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-145-2 
Response The Legacy Nature Preserve was acquired under state laws that allow UDOT to use 

condemnation authority for transportation purposes, including mitigation impacts 
of transportation projects. This is why the Draft Supplemental EIS explained that 
without a transportation purpose, UDOT lacks authority to acquire the Legacy 
Nature Preserve. The federal lead agencies are unable to respond to the suggestion 
that the Utah State Legislature should enact legislation that would retain the Legacy 
Nature Preserve as open space. See the response to comment NG-7-15. 

Comment Number GP-145-3 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of public transit should be, and is, an 

important part of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North 
Corridor. Planning by UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is well under 
way; construction began on the commuter rail project in July 2005. 
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Comment Number GP-146-1 
Response See the responses to comments GP-975-1 and PT-54-1. 

Comment Number GP-147-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-148-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-150-1 
Response Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft Supplemental EIS, describes 

the measures proposed to mitigate impacts on wetlands associated with 
implementation of the build alternatives. The mitigation has not been reduced since 
publication of the Final EIS, even though the impacts of the proposed action have 
been reduced. 

 Supplemental tables have been added to Section 4.12.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS to illustrate 
how the wetland functions lost under Alternative E would be compensated for in 
the Legacy Nature Preserve. 

Comment Number GP-150-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

 

Comment Number GP-151-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-151-2 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, is 

an important part of the overall solution for addressing mobility needs in the North 
Corridor in 2020. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, 
of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway capacity—even with 
full implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still 
operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-152-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-156-1 
Response The Davis County Shorelands Master Plan was one of the regional land use 

planning studies reviewed in conjunction with the land use analysis. This planning 
document and the issues it addresses are discussed in Section 4.1.2.3, Regional 
Land Use Planning Studies, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-157-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume.  
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Comment Number GP-159-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-160-1   
Response The date of the public hearing and open house was based on the availability of 

official representatives from FHWA, the Corps, and UDOT, all of whom were 
needed to present information and to receive public comments. The date chosen 
was not ideal for several reasons (it was a Friday, which generally is not a good day 
for holding public meetings; it was also only a week past the traditional Holiday 
season); but it was the only date in January on which representatives from all three 
agencies were available. Looking for additional dates that were mutually 
acceptable would have pushed the meeting into February or March, and it was felt 
that it would be in the best interest of all involved to proceed with the January 7 
date. For this same reason, it was decided to hold only one meeting, which is all 
that NEPA regulations require. 

 Great care was taken to structure the public hearing in such a way that no 
advantage was given to either side of the discussion in terms of speaking order and 
arrangements. Speaker cards were numbered and then spread out among different 
registration desks so that it would be more difficult for like-minded individuals to 
dominate the speaking platform. Nevertheless, it should be noted that project 
proponents significantly outnumbered project opponents throughout the public 
hearing, particularly during the first hour or so to which the commenter alludes. 

Comment Number GP-161-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-171-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-172-1 
Response With regard to transit, see the response to comment PT-12-1. With regard to 

impacts on wetlands, see the response to comment GP-274-1. With regard to the 
UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. With regard to sprawl, see Master Response 4 in Section 2 of 
this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-173-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-174-1 
Response Dogs would be permitted on the trail system; specific trail amenities would be 

determined at a later date. 

Comment Number GP-175-1 
Response A wide range of alternatives, including those noted in the comment, were 

considered and are discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives 
Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. The Shared Solution provides a combination 
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of improvements including improvements to I-15, construction of a new roadway 
facility, and implementation of maximum future transit initiatives. The model 
includes existing UTA operating plans, programmed transit projects, and other 
transit projects included in the WFRC long range plan through Phase 2. The 
Supplemental EIS analysis supports the conclusion that feasible improvements 
without Legacy Parkway would not provide sufficient capacity to delay the need 
for the overall Shared Solution, which includes Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number GP-176-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-177-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-179-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-180-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-181-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-182-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-183-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-184-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-185-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-186-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-187-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-188-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-189-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-190-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-313-2. Section 1.3.2, Trails, and Section 4.7.3.2, 

Proposed Facilities, of the Supplemental EIS discuss the proposed Legacy 
Parkway Trail and the corresponding design elements. Potential trail links such as 
those discussed in the comment are shown in Figure 4.6-1. Boardwalks have not 
been proposed for the Legacy Parkway Trail due to their high cost. 

Comment Number GP-191-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-192-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume 

for a discussion of how this alternative would affect travel conditions and would 
address the future transportation demand in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-194-1 
Response Constructing a facility along the east side of the Wasatch Front would not be 

reasonable because it would either have to encroach on the National Forest or 
traverse heavily developed areas. Neither option would likely be approved because 
the proposed action would have substantially less impact. In addition, such an 
option would likely be located too far from I-15 to provide sufficient congestion 
relief on that highway, thereby failing to meet the primary project purpose. 

Comment Number GP-197-1 
Response Because Legacy Parkway would provide a more direct route for traffic bound for 

the airport, the International Center, and westbound I-80, it is likely that truck 
traffic bound for these destinations would use Legacy Parkway. Truck traffic is 
forecast to make up 10 to 13 percent of the total daily traffic using Legacy 
Parkway, but only 2 to 3 percent of peak-hour traffic; this estimate is consistent 
with I-15 percentages in the North Corridor. UDOT has no specific plans to 
encourage trucks to use Legacy Parkway.  

Comment Number GP-197-2 
Response US-89 provides access to the western end of the Eagleridge Drive. I-215 and 

Legacy Parkway are full-access control roadways; that is, access is only provided 
at interchanges. Because Eagleridge Drive terminates east of both highways (I-215 
and Legacy Parkway), connectivity between it and the highways is not feasible. 
The US-89 access would be maintained. 

Comment Number GP-200-1 
Response The 50-foot median without a barrier meets both state (UDOT) and federal 

(AASHTO) design standards for safety. Several safety studies that support this 
conclusion are referenced in Chapter 2, Tenth Circuit Court Ruling Analysis, of the 
Supplemental EIS. As discussed in Section 2.1.2.2, Median Width Evaluation, of 
the Supplemental EIS, roadways with a median like that suggested for Legacy 
Parkway are safer than those with barrier separations. Without a median barrier 
there is the possibility of crossover accidents, but the safety studies indicate that the 
likelihood of such accidents is lessened with the presence of a 50-foot median. 
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Comment Number GP-202-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-209-1 
Response NEPA and the CWA require the federal lead agencies to comply with both laws 

before they can grant their required federal approval/permits for the proposed 
action. As proposed, UDOT cannot legally construct the proposed action without 
federal lead agency approval. 

Comment Number GP-210-1 
Response The commenter received the requested reply to the email. 

Comment Number GP-212-1 
Response During scoping for both the Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS, trail facilities 

along Legacy Parkway were discussed and recommended. The pathway is both an 
alternative means of transportation and a recreational opportunity for pedestrians, 
equestrians, and bicyclists. 

 In implementing the proposed action, UDOT seeks to provide a project that is an 
asset to the community and that incorporates context-sensitive solutions (CSS) into 
the project design. CSS approaches are endorsed and encouraged by FHWA. CSS 
principles ensure that multimodal transportation facilities are integrated with 
community interests. Surrounding communities have expressed a strong desire to 
have a trail along the Legacy Parkway. The cost of the trail varies for each 
alternative. See Appendix G, Updated Cost Estimates, of the Final Supplemental 
EIS for trail costs associated with each alternative. 

Comment Number GP-212-2 
Response The locations of the berm were determined during scoping for the Final EIS. The 

locations were based on existing and future residential developments to provide 
visual and acoustic buffers for those areas, in keeping with the parkway model of 
UDOT’s proposal. UDOT consulted with each of the cities to determine the correct 
placement. 

Comment Number GP-216-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-217-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

A wide range of alternatives, including a Redwood Road Arterial Alternative, was 
considered; these alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional 
Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. The Redwood Road Arterial 
Alternative was eliminated because it did not result in I-15 operating at LOS D and 
would consequently not achieve the project purpose and need of providing capacity 
to relieve existing and projected travel demand in the North Corridor through 2020. 

Comment Number GP-222-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-225-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. With regard to impacts on wetlands, see the response to comment GP-
474-1. 

Comment Number GP-226-1 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit is an important part of the 

Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full 
implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still 
operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-227-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-230-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-231-1 
Response Section 4.13, Wildlife, in the Supplemental EIS describes direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts on wildlife species and their habitats that would be associated 
with implementation of the proposed action. As explained in that section, although 
the proposed action would have such effects, impacts are not likely to affect the 
long-term viability of any wildlife species within the GSLE. See Master Responses 
5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-233-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-234-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-235-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-237-1 
Response There are no foreseeable plans for expansion beyond two lanes in each direction. 

Comment Number GP-238-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-239-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-239-2 
Response The status of bald eagles in the project study area and the potential effects of the 

highway on this species are described in Section 4.13.3.12, Changes in Lake Level 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to General Public Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
7-18 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

and Habitat Availability, of the Supplemental EIS. Management of the Legacy 
Nature Preserve would include preservation of the existing bald eagle nest there. 

Comment Number GP-240-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-243-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-244-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-245-1 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit is an important part of the 

Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full 
implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still 
operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-250-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-252-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-254-1 

Response UDOT would advocate that its employees work four 10-hour days per week but 
cannot mandate that its contractors allow this work schedule. 

Comment Number GP-257-1 
Response The small regional percentage of wildlife habitat that would be affected by the 

proposed action is shown in Table 4.13-6 and described in Section 4.13.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-259-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-260-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-261-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-262-1 
Response A wide range of alternatives were considered and are discussed in Section 3.2.2, 

Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, including 
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those noted in the comment. The Shared Solution provides a combination of 
improvements including improvements to I-15, construction of a new roadway 
facility, and implementation of maximum future transit initiatives. The model 
includes existing UTA operating plans, programmed transit projects, and other 
transit projects included in the WFRC long range plan through Phase 2. The 
Supplemental EIS analysis supports the conclusion that feasible improvements 
without Legacy Parkway will not provide sufficient capacity to delay the need for 
the overall Shared Solution, which includes Legacy Parkway. 

Comment Number GP-263-1 
Response With regard to the UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of 

this response to comments volume. With regard to wetlands, see the response to 
comment GP-474-1. With regard to open space, see the response to comment GP-
903-1. With regard to air quality, see Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. With regard to transit, see the response to comment 
PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-265-2 
Response A full analysis was conducted of the cost of building a roadway within the Denver 

& Rio Grande right-of-way. This analysis included examination of impacts on 
existing development, such as community cohesion (Section 2.2.3.1, Impacts on 
Existing Development, of the Supplemental EIS). The full results are presented in 
Chapter 2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor Evaluation, and Chapter 3, Alternatives, 
of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-266-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-267-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-269-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-269-2 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-269-3 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-270-2 
Response ITS and TSM, which include ramp metering, are key components of the Shared 

Solution in meeting the growing transportation demand in the North Corridor. Law 
enforcement is a critical component to ensure that these systems operate efficiently 
and successfully. However, even with these systems in place, anticipated traffic 
volumes will not be adequately accommodated without construction of Legacy 
Parkway. 
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Comment Number GP-271-1 
Response Section 2.5, Wildlife Issues, of the Supplemental EIS summarizes the additional 

analyses conducted by the federal lead agencies in response to the court decision 
relative to the wildlife impact analysis presented in the Final EIS. Section 
4.13.3.14, Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS provides a description of 
mitigation measures to compensate for wildlife impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-271-2 
Response See Master Responses 3 and 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See Section 4.1.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-271-3 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-273-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-274-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. With regard to air emissions, see Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. Wetlands in the project right-of-way and in the 
proposed mitigation area (Legacy Nature Preserve) are under threat of loss from 
ongoing regional development. The Supplemental EIS indicates that development 
in the study area is continuing at a rate of approximately 700 acres per year and that 
by the end of the study period, almost the entire area will be developed. The 
analysis assumed, conservatively, that wetlands in the area would not be directly 
affected (i.e., filled), but would nonetheless suffer reduced functions from 
development of nearby and adjacent uplands. The Legacy Nature Preserve 
mitigates the impacts of the proposed action; moreover, the effects of wetland 
restoration and enhancement associated with the establishment of the Legacy 
Nature Preserve would constitute a net increase in many wetland functions 
compared with the impacts on wetlands associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
See Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-275-1 
Response Legislation addressing Local Corridor Preservation Funding and incentives for 

alternative fuel vehicles are issues beyond the scope of this Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-276-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-276-2 
Response The Legacy Nature Preserve is located on parcels adjacent to Legacy Parkway. 

Legacy Parkway would not be built through the Preserve, although it would be 
adjacent to parts of the Preserve. Large amounts of oil are not expected to be 
present in runoff from Legacy Parkway. Section 4.10.3, Water Quality, of the 
Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential impacts of runoff containing oil and other 
organic compounds. 
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Comment Number GP-278-2 
Response This statement is confirmed by the findings presented in Section 1.2.3, Definition 

of the Shared Solution, and Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway 
Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-280-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Wetland impacts are discussed in detail in Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the 
Supplemental EIS. The proposed action includes establishment of the 2,098-acre 
Legacy Nature Preserve, which would protect a substantial amount of wetland 
habitat from future development. 

Comment Number GP-281-1 
Response Construction on the Beck Street project has been completed. The commuter rail 

final EIS has been completed, and the federal lead agencies met with local 
communities to develop a transit-oriented land use plan in support of the maximum 
future transit alternative (which included transit components other than just 
commuter rail) that was developed for the Supplemental EIS. 

 The Supplemental EIS analyzed how effectively these efforts would meet the 
projected future demand for travel. The results of the analysis demonstrated that 
even with all these components completely operational, the congestion on I-15 and 
local streets in the North Corridor would be unacceptable by 2020. The Corps will 
eventually decide if the alignment proposed by UDOT avoids and minimizes 
wetland impacts sufficiently that it can be approved. However, some form of the 
proposed action will be needed to meet the projected 2020 travel demand and to 
avoid major congestion on I-15 and local streets in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-282-1 
Response The ability of wetland ecosystems to remove pollutants from water is discussed in 

Section D.2, Wetland Functions, of Appendix D, Wetlands Functional Assessment, 
of the Supplemental EIS. The vegetated filter strips that would be installed along 
Legacy Parkway (see Section 4.10, Water Quality, of the Supplemental EIS) would 
use this ability to remove suspended solids and other contaminants from Legacy 
Parkway runoff. 

Comment Number GP-283-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS analyzes a wide range of alternatives, including non-

highway alternatives, five regional alignment alternatives (including one along the 
Denver & Rio Grande Railroad corridor), four specific build alternatives, a revised 
build alternative, arterial alternatives, and a no-build alternative. The federal lead 
agencies believe that all feasible alternatives to the proposed action have been 
evaluated in the Supplemental EIS, and that all alternatives that meet the project 
purpose and need have been carried forward for detailed environmental review in 
the Supplemental EIS. 

 As described in the Foreword/Introduction to the Supplemental EIS, in reviewing 
the project proponent’s request for a Section 404 permit modification, the Corps 
will ensure, among other important standards, that the proposed action is the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative relative to the aquatic ecosystem. 
The Corps cannot issue a permit application if there is a practicable alternative to 
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the proposal that has less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, as long as that 
alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. 

 The Corps will make a decision on the request for permit modification and 
document it in the ROD associated with the Final Supplemental EIS. The ROD will 
explain how the decision complies with the requirements of CWA Section 
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis, including any determinations regarding the 
practicability of alternatives. 

Comment Number GP-283-2 
Response Mitigating impacts on wetlands is an expensive and difficult undertaking. UDOT 

has made the commitment to mitigate all wetland impacts associated with 
implementation of the proposed action and has already acquired the mitigation 
parcels. The mitigation site contains 778 acres of wetlands. Monitoring and initial 
mitigation activities have been initiated. Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS has been revised to include a discussion of the adequacy of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve for mitigating project-related wetland impacts. 

Comment Number GP-284-1 
Response The impacts of the proposed action on wetlands are presented in Section 4.12, 

Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-285-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-286-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-287-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-288-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-289-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-290-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-291-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-292-1 
Response The federal lead agencies initially evaluated locations for the southern terminus of 

the proposed action. 5600 West was one of the locations originally considered. The 
studies completed for the Final EIS indicated that I-215 south of 2200 North in 
North Salt Lake had sufficient capacity to handle the projected 2020 travel demand 
that would be accommodated by Legacy Parkway and a reconstructed I-15 through 
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the North Corridor. Accordingly, there was no justification for extending the 
southern terminus to 5600 West. 

Comment Number GP-293-1 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit is an important part of the 

Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full 
implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, a substantially expanded mass transit scenario, and the addition of two 
lanes—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020.  

Comment Number GP-296-1 
Response Section 1.1.3, Purpose of Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS 

indicates that the primary purpose of the proposed action is to help meet existing 
and projected travel demand through 2020 in the North Corridor by providing 
additional north-south transportation capacity. The Supplemental EIS evaluates the 
future conditions with the No-Build and build alternatives, considering traffic 
conditions in both Salt Lake and Davis Counties. Figure 3-3 in the Supplemental 
EIS shows that the Shared Solution is the only feasible alternative that satisfies 
future travel demand in the North Corridor by providing enough capacity to result 
in an acceptable LOS on I-15 in 2020.  

Comment Number GP-296-2 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-301-3 
Response Whether to make Legacy Parkway a toll road is a funding issue. The authority for 

highway funding decisions lies with the Utah State Legislature, which has decided 
to use general revenue funds for the highway. 

Comment Number GP-302-2 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-302-3 
Response See the response to comment GP-301-3. 

Comment Number GP-303-1 
Response The proposed width is 312 feet. The original proposed width was 328 feet; the 

reduced width results in a 1-acre reduction in wetland impacts. A full analysis of 
this width and alternative narrower widths is presented in Section 2.1, Right-of-
Way Issues, of the Supplemental EIS.  

Comment Number GP-303-2 
Response The Supplemental EIS transit projections of 5–7 percent for the North Corridor 

compare closely with actual transit ridership on the existing TRAX south line. 
Despite this projected transit use, the remaining demand on the highway system in 
the North Corridor will require more capacity than is planned for I-15, just as the 
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South Corridor benefits from having both I-15 and I-215 in addition to numerous 
connected arterials. 

Comment Number GP-303-3 
Response The Supplemental EIS contains an evaluation of alternatives that involve 

expanding Redwood Road in lieu of constructing Legacy Parkway. The Redwood 
Road alternatives did not meet corridor transportation purpose and need. See 
Section 3.5, Summary of Alternatives Evaluated, of the Supplemental EIS.  

 In response to comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS, the federal lead agencies 
conducted additional evaluation of alternatives that proposed extending and 
converting Redwood Road to a boulevard. None of these alternatives met the 
project purpose and need. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this 
response to comment volume. 

Comment Number GP-303-4 
Response Legacy Parkway differs from Bangerter Highway in facility type, location relative 

to existing and future development, and context-sensitive design features. 
 Legacy Parkway is being designed as a four-lane, divided, limited-access freeway, 

with two internal interchanges (500 South and Parish Lane) and a 
pedestrian/bicycle and equestrian trail paralleling the highway. Bangerter Highway 
was designed and constructed as a multi-lane (six- to eight-lane), limited-access 
arterial, with signalized intersections at all cross streets. Limited-access freeway 
facilities provide greater efficiency in moving large volumes of traffic by limiting 
access points to designated interchange locations. For example, Legacy Parkway 
would have two interior interchanges along its 14-mile length, while Bangerter 
Highway has a signalized intersection approximately every mile. 

 Legacy Parkway has been situated to avoid dividing communities. Its location has 
been selected to balance the needs of the surrounding communities with protection 
of the natural environment. Legacy Parkway would serve as a barrier between 
communities and the natural environment. The adjacent cities would be able to 
develop up to the eastern boundary of Legacy Parkway, while 2,098 acres of land 
west of Legacy Parkway would be preserved for wildlife management. Bangerter 
Highway was positioned to allow cities to develop on both sides of the facility. 

 Legacy Parkway has been designed using context-sensitive design features. The 
goal is to make Legacy Parkway an asset to the adjacent communities as well as the 
surrounding natural environment. Assets include a 14-mile pedestrian/equestrian 
trail, landscaping along Legacy Parkway’s entire length (including interchanges), 
landscaped berms to provide visual screening and acoustical buffering for adjacent 
communities, and 2,098 acres of wildlife mitigation. 

Comment Number GP-303-5 
Response UDOT has committed to making the trail user friendly. There would be extensive 

landscaping, using native trees, grasses, and shrubs, along the trail corridor. There 
would be a fence to separate motorists from trail users, as well as a fence to 
separate multi-users from equestrian users. 

Comment Number GP-305-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-309-1 
Response Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS presents the analysis of two 

alternatives that are similar to the UBET Alternative. As indicated in Section 3.2.2, 
Results of Additional Alternatives Analysis, these two alternatives did not meet the 
purpose and need of the proposed action, as defined in Chapter 1, Purpose of and 
Need for Action. Nevertheless, upon receipt of UBET’s and the Sierra Club’s 
proposed alternative, the specifics of that alternative were modeled to determine 
whether it would meet the purpose and need. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in 
Section 2 of this response to comments volume for a discussion of the results of 
that analysis. 

 With regard to Legacy Parkway as a necessary part of the Shared Solution, see the 
response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-313-2 
Response The location of the trail was based, in part, on public input. The trail is located 

along the east side of the roadway in this area to facilitate access. The Cities of 
North Salt Lake, Woods Cross, and West Bountiful all have plans to tie into the 
Legacy Trail. Some of these tie-ins would be trailheads with parking and restroom 
facilities. If the trail were located on the west side, access would be limited. In 
addition, if the trail were located on the west side it could have adverse 
environmental impacts, which would affect the value of the proposed wetland and 
wildlife mitigation credits from the Corps. 

Comment Number GP-315-1 
Response Bridging the wetlands is prohibitively expensive. Several regional alternatives 

(Antelope Island, Tran-Bay, and Farmington Bay) were evaluated in both the Final 
EIS and the Supplemental EIS. Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS 
discusses the costs and impacts associated with an alternative located farther west 
than the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-318-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-320-1 
Response A meeting with the BYU students was held on February 25, 2005, at the Legacy 

Parkway Office to answer questions about the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-322-1 
Response This comment pertains to a possible future North Legacy Project north of 

Farmington. The North Legacy Project is in the planning stage, and a formal EIS 
would likely be required in the future to consider specific alignments and 
associated impacts. 

Comment Number GP-323-1 
Response It is noted that the commenter is opposed to Alternative B due to neighborhood 

impacts. 
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Comment Number GP-325-2 
Response The sequencing analysis evaluated the effects of constructing mass transit before 

constructing Legacy Parkway. The results of this analysis are reported in Section 
2.4, Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Supplemental EIS. While the 
sequencing analysis did not delay the construction of Legacy Parkway for any 
specific amount of time, two specific aspects of the analysis reflect how transit 
would function between the time mass transit would become operational and the 
time Legacy Parkway would be completed. 

 First, the federal lead agencies developed a very aggressive mass transit system for 
the North Corridor. This is identified as the maximum reasonable future transit and 
is described in detail in Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy Parkway with Mass 
Transit, of the Supplemental EIS. The lead agencies assumed implementation of 
this system in a 3-year period, in contrast with the normal 30-year period identified 
in WFRC’s long range transportation plan. Second, the lead agencies projected 
how mass transit would function during the 3 years that Legacy Parkway was 
assumed to be under construction. Even with the aggressive implementation 
schedule, mass transit would not eliminate the need for Legacy Parkway because 
I-15 would be operating under LOS F conditions during the 3-year period. The 
LOS component of the sequencing analysis has been added to Section 2.4, 
Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Final Supplemental EIS for easy 
reference. 

 This analysis demonstrates that, even with a fully developed mass transit 
alternative, construction of Legacy Parkway is needed as soon as possible to 
prevent extreme congestion from occurring on I-15. 

Comment Number GP-325-3 
Response The Supplemental EIS describes existing land uses in the community. It is beyond 

the scope of the Supplemental EIS to advocate particular changes to local land use 
policies, such as promoting infill development. 

Comment Number GP-328-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-328-2 
Response The projection for commuter rail usage is based on coordination with the WFRC 

and on results from the WFRC travel demand model (version 3.2), which was 
released February 2004. The model includes existing UTA operating plans, 
programmed transit projects, and other transit projects included in the WFRC long 
range plan through Phase 2. 

Comment Number GP-329-1 
Response It is agreed that substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, is 

an important part of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North 
Corridor in 2020. Planning by UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is 
underway. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS, even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario, without additional highway capacity, I-15 would operate at LOS F in 
2020. 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to General Public Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
7-27 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Comment Number GP-330-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-331-1 
Response Some of the concerns raised in the comment (e.g., controlling population growth) 

are not reasonable alternatives. Land use—and hence control of sprawl—is a local 
government responsibility and also beyond the Constitutional authorities of federal 
transportation and regulatory agencies.  

 Carpooling is indirectly encouraged by providing HOV lanes for cars with two or 
more people in them. These lanes allow carpools to travel more quickly to and 
from work. Because Legacy Parkway would only have two travel lanes in each 
direction, it is not reasonable operating practice to designate one of these as an 
HOV lane. However, the I-15 project that has been completed in Salt Lake includes 
HOV lanes, and the initial plans for the future reconstruction of I-15 in the North 
Corridor also include them. 

 I-15 in Salt Lake County is the only freeway facility in the region for which a 
vehicle occupancy survey has been completed. Averaged over the a.m. and p.m. 
peak periods, single-occupant vehicles comprised 80 percent of the vehicles on 
I-15. (Source: raw data from Dr. P. T. Martin, D. Lahon, and A. Stevanovic. 2004 
High Occupancy Vehicles Lanes Evaluation II, University of Utah, Utah Traffic 
Lab. July. Prepared for the Utah Department of Transportation Research and 
Development Division). See also Master Responses 5, 6, and 7. 

Comment Number GP-332-1 
Response Section 4.9, Noise, of the Supplemental EIS discusses noise impacts associated 

with the proposed action. Specifically, Table 4.9-2 discloses the noise impacts and 
the change from existing conditions associated with each alternative. 

Comment Number GP-332-2 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, is an important part 
of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
Planning by UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is underway. However, 
as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in 
the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of 
arterial road improvements, transportation management strategies, and a 
substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 
2020. 

Comment Number GP-333-1 
Response To facilitate access, the trail is located on the east side of the roadway in North Salt 

Lake, Woods Cross, and West Bountiful. UDOT has worked with the Cities of 
North Salt Lake, Woods Cross, and West Bountiful to develop plans for trailheads 
and access to the trail. The trail is on the west side of the alignment in Centerville 
and Farmington. Through Centerville and Farmington, access to the west is not 
restricted by the Legacy Nature Preserve, as is the case further south. Existing 
roads and other development on the west side through those communities will help 
facilitate trail access. 
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Comment Number GP-334-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-336-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-337-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-340-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-341-1 
Response Land use and zoning decisions for the area around the proposed action are not part 

of the project description, but are rather the responsibility of the local jurisdictions. 
See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-342-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-343-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-344-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-344-2 
Response Alternatives to the proposed action are evaluated on the basis of a number of 

factors, such as cost, logistics, and existing technology, as well as on a broad range 
of environmental factors and the alternatives’ ability to meet the project purpose 
and need. See Section 2.2.4, Conclusions, for a discussion of practicability 
considerations used in evaluating alignment alternatives in the D&RG regional 
corridor, and Section 3.2.1, Criteria for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, for a 
discussion of the reasonableness and feasibility screening criteria used to evaluate 
alternatives. 

Comment Number GP-345-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-346-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-347-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-348-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-348-2 
Response The transit usage estimates in the Supplemental EIS use state-of-the-practice travel 

forecasting models specifically developed by WFRC for the purpose and reviewed 
and accepted by FTA. The transit forecasts are consistent with transit use in 
existing Salt Lake rail corridors and comparable commute patterns in other cities. 
North Corridor transit forecasts are consistent with existing TRAX south line 
ridership transit shares, as well as with transit use in comparable corridors in 
Denver, San Diego, and Portland. See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-349-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-350-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-377-2 
Response Alternative E would restrict development west of the alignment through the cities 

of North Salt Lake, Woods Cross, and West Bountiful (excluding 123 acres just 
west of 500 S), and would restrict development west of Sheeps Road through 
Centerville. See Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS for further details. 

Comment Number GP-380-1 
Response A Legacy Parkway beyond Four Lanes Alternative was considered and is discussed 

in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental 
EIS. This alternative was eliminated because additional capacity beyond four lanes 
is not needed to meet the project purpose and need. Additional costs and 
environmental impacts are minimized by not increasing the size of Legacy 
Parkway. 

Comment Number GP-388-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-388-2 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-388-3 
Response Substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail and bus rapid 

transit, and expansion of I-15 and Redwood Road are important parts of the Shared 
Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. Planning by 
UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is underway. However, as noted in 
Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence 
of additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road 
improvements, transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded 
mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. A discussion of 
the evaluation of various Redwood Road Alternatives is presented in Section 3.2.2, 
Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. 
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Comment Number GP-389-1 
Response Section 4.12.2, Affected Environment, and Appendix D, Wetlands Functional 

Assessment, of the Supplemental EIS describe the classes, cover types, and 
functions of the wetland resources in the study area. As described in those sections 
and noted in the comment, wetlands in the study area perform a variety of 
functions, including removal of dissolved substances from the water column and 
support of habitat for flora and fauna. The project proponent is proposing to 
mitigate unavoidable impacts on wetland resources by creating the Legacy Nature 
Preserve west of the proposed build alternative alignments, adjacent to Great Salt 
Lake. The size and configuration of the Legacy Nature Preserve have been 
determined on the basis of negotiations with several federal and state regulatory 
agencies; the Preserve has been designed to mitigate the loss of wetland function, 
including wildlife habitat. Detailed tables of wetland functions lost under each of 
the build alternatives, as well as functions that would be gained through mitigation 
at the Legacy Nature Preserve, have been added to Section 4.12.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-389-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-390-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-391-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-392-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-393-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-395-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-398-1 
Response Analysis of the proposed action’s effects related to land use and growth trends is 

presented in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS. Air quality analysis is 
presented in Section 4.8, Air Quality. Substantial expansion of mass transit, 
including commuter rail, is an important part of the Shared Solution for addressing 
mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. Planning by UTA and UDOT for the 
commuter rail project is underway. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-
Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional 
highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-399-1 
Response The Final EIS concluded that an alternative beginning at the 5600 West/I-80 

interchange was not needed because the existing facilities could accommodate the 
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traffic in 2020 without adding additional capacity. The Supplemental EIS supports 
this conclusion. A connection at 7200 West and 4100 South is outside the project 
study area. 

Comment Number GP-404-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-408-1 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this 

response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-421-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-422-1 
Response See the response to comments PT-12-1 and GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-423-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-425-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-437-1 
Response The purpose of Legacy Parkway is not to protect wetlands; however, a 

consequence of the mitigation measures for wetland impacts would be to protect a 
large area of wetlands adjacent to Great Salt Lake from future development. As 
discussed in Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Supplemental EIS, these wetlands have 
been adversely affected by historical activities that were not regulated by the 
Corps, as well as by more recent activities such as illegal dumping. Future 
development in this area would adversely affect the wetlands, even if no additional 
wetlands were filled. Although the wetlands could be protected by other measures, 
establishment of the Legacy Nature Preserve would provide immediate protection. 

Comment Number GP-437-2 
Response In the North Corridor, commuter rail is predicted to be the principle new transit 

investment capable of attracting long-distance, corridor-oriented travel that would 
otherwise use I-15. In addition, recent planning studies have identified BRT as a 
high-priority mode for premium local and corridor-length transit service. It is 
unlikely that light rail, such as TRAX, will be constructed in the near or mid-term 
in Davis County. Commuter rail and BRT combined can achieve transit ridership 
levels in the North Corridor similar to current TRAX ridership in the I-15 corridor 
south of the Salt Lake City central business district. Even with such successful 
transit service in the North Corridor, the remaining demand on the highway system 
will require more capacity than is planned for I-15. The sequencing of these 
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transportation investments is examined in Chapter 2, Tenth Circuit Court Ruling 
Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-437-3 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-438-1 
Response The proposed action helps serve the need foreseen in the study area for additional 

transportation services. It has logical termini and independent utility. Any 
substantial additional transportation improvements north or south of the proposed 
action will likely require separate environmental evaluations. Such projects are 
currently in the early planning stages. 

 The commenter appears to be suggesting an alternative alignment that is different 
from those evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. As explained in the response to 
comment GP-129-6, the Supplemental EIS evaluated a reasonable range of 
alternatives, as required by NEPA. Although very preliminary planning has begun 
on potential future expansions of Legacy Parkway, specifics about future segments 
are not yet known.  

Comment Number GP-438-2 
Response Section 3.2.2, I-15 Improvements beyond Ten Lanes, of the Supplemental EIS 

discusses why this alternative was deemed to be infeasible. 

Comment Number GP-438-3 
Response Alignments in corridors farther west, including the Antelope Island Alignment, the 

Trans-Bay Alignment, and the Farmington Bay Alignment, were considered and 
evaluated. See Figure 3-1 and Section 3.1.4, Legacy Parkway Alternatives 
Analyzed in Final EIS, of the Supplemental EIS for an evaluation of these 
alternative alignments. 

Comment Number GP-438-4 
Response It is true that the north/south transportation facilities in the North Corridor (D&RG 

Railroad, Union Pacific Railroad, I-15, and planned commuter rail and Legacy 
Parkway) are concentrated in a narrow area. That is because the existing 
development and the Wasatch Range are immediately to the east, and Great Salt 
Lake and other sensitive natural resources are to the west. These geographic 
features limit the area in which a new transportation facility could be sited. 

Comment Number GP-438-5 
Response A number of alternatives were considered and are discussed in Section 3.2.2, 

Results of the Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. The 
Shared Solution provides a combination of improvements including improvements 
to I-15, construction of a new roadway facility, and implementation of maximum 
future transit initiatives. As part of the Shared Solution, I-15 would be widened to 
10 lanes north to the interchange at 200 North in Kaysville. The segment of I-15 
north of US-89 currently operates at LOS D in the peak period. Table 4.3-8 in the 
Supplemental EIS indicates that traffic operations on this segment are expected to 
decrease to LOS E by 2020 under the No-Build Alternative. Under the Shared 
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Solution, traffic operations for this segment of I-15 north of US-89 will improve to 
LOS C. 

 The Supplemental EIS indicates that highway segments north of the North Corridor 
are expected to experience demand in excess of capacity in 2020, according to the 
WFRC regional transportation plans. UDOT and WFRC are currently conducting a 
study to identify solutions. 

Comment Number GP-438-6 
Response The ultimate route selected will need to be in compliance with NEPA and CWA. 

CWA provides for protection of wetlands and other waters of the United States. 

Comment Number GP-438-7 
Response WFRC, in collaboration with state and local government agencies, has developed a 

comprehensive long range plan to address the growing transportation needs in the 
North Corridor (Northern Salt Lake County and Davis County). The components or 
projects that constitute the long range plan are financially restrained by available 
transportation funds and may appear to be constructed in a piecemeal approach due 
to availability of funding, but are implemented in a coordinated fashion. Legacy 
Parkway is one of the projects identified in the long range plan needed to address 
future transportation demands in the North Corridor. Other important projects 
identified in the long range plan include expanding I-15 to 10 lanes; expanding the 
mass transit system (including Commuter Rail); and improving capacity to arterial 
streets along with implementation of ITS, TSM, and TDM measures. All 
components identified will be implemented over a 20- to 30-year time frame. The 
transportation plans are coordinated with city and county plans throughout the 
region as well. For further information, refer to Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for 
Action, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-440-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Establishment of HOV lanes is among the TDM and TSM strategies incorporated 
into the non-highway alternatives. 

Comment Number GP-440-2 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  

Comment Number GP-440-3 
Response Legacy Parkway would entail operational costs, including normal police patrols. 

However, increased police costs would be minimal compared to the overall costs of 
construction and implementation of any of the alternatives. As discussed in Master 
Responses 1, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume, without 
the proposed action, all modes of transit, including rail—even when combined with 
increased capacity on I-15 and TDM and ITS strategies—do not provide sufficient 
capacity to meet the anticipated future travel demand in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-448-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-274-1 and GP-665-2. 
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Comment Number GP-452-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-274-1 and GP-494-1. 

Comment Number GP-474-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-475-1 
Response Substantial expansion of mass transit, including development of the commuter rail 

project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing transportation needs in the 
north corridor. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-483-1 
Response With regard to wildlife, see the response to comment GP-231-1. With regard to 

sequencing, see the response to comment GP-75-1. With regard to transit first, see 
the response to comment PT-12-1. Alternatives within the D&RG regional corridor 
are discussed in Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS. The analysis shows that highway facility alternatives in both the 
Great Salt Lake regional corridor (Alternative E) and the D&RG regional corridor 
would require substantial residential and business relocations, would have severe 
impacts on community cohesion, and would have substantial noise and visual 
impacts on adjacent neighborhoods. The D&RG regional corridor was eliminated 
from further consideration in the Supplemental EIS as reasonable or practicable 
alternatives. 

Comment Number GP-488-1 
Response Potential impacts on air quality, including the effects of temperature inversions, are 

addressed in detail in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the Supplemental EIS. See Master 
Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.. With regard to 
transit, see the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-494-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  

Comment Number GP-505-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-516-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-517-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-518-1 
Response After the Final Supplemental EIS is published, the Corps and FHWA will issue 

decisions, called records of decision (RODs), on whether to build the proposed 
action. Construction cannot occur before the federal lead agency decisions have 
been made. 
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Comment Number GP-522-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-743-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-523-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-526-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-527-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-531-1 
Response Impacts related to relocation of businesses and residences are disclosed in Section 

4.3, Social, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-534-1 
Response Substantial expansion of mass transit, including construction of the commuter rail 

project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing transportation needs in the 
North Corridor. See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-535-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-540-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-552-1 
Response A reference to Figure 1-2 has been added to Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by 

Legacy Parkway Project, of the Final Supplemental EIS. A discussion of how the 
model allocates travel demand among various roads appears in Appendix B, 2020 
Travel Demand Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. The reason that additional 
traffic would not shift from I-15 to arterial streets is that freeways inherently 
operate at higher speeds at any given level of service than do arterials, which are 
typically characterized by lower design speeds; lower speed limits; and greater 
numbers of intersecting streets, signals, and/or roundabouts. For example, an 
arterial operating at LOS D operates at lower speeds than a freeway operating at 
LOS E. Transit does not attract a greater share of corridor demand primarily 
because transit seldom offers shorter door-to-door travel times than auto travel, 
even when some portions of an auto trip are subject to congestion. Moreover, fewer 
than 10 percent of individuals traveling through the North Corridor are headed to 
destinations best served by transit, such as the central business district in Salt Lake 
City. 
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Comment Number GP-552-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-552-3 
Response Several of the alternatives represented by the rightmost three bars do reflect 

combinations of multi-modal elements, as itemized in Table 3-3. For example, both 
the Redwood Road and I-15 Beyond Ten Lanes Alternatives include Maximum 
Future Transit. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-552-4 
Response Section B3.5, Mode Choice, of Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, of the 

Supplemental EIS provides technical discussion of the methodology by which 
transit travel was forecast for analysis in the Supplemental EIS. In general terms, 
transit ridership projections used the WFRC mode choice model, while the transit 
projections in the Final EIS were based on different methods of forecasting. The 
Supplemental EIS model predicts transit travel by comparing the relative travel 
time and cost of each trip from starting point to destination via automobile with the 
time and cost of a comparable trip via transit. The complete door-to-door time and 
cost are considered. The transit option includes time spent walking or driving to a 
transit stop, time spent waiting for a bus or train, time spent on board, any time 
spent transferring, and time to walk to the final destination. Accordingly, transit 
service that offers high speeds and more direct door-to-door service is more 
attractive than slower service or service that requires multiple transfers or long 
waits. Transit fares for each leg of the trip are included, along with out-of-pocket 
expense to drive to park-and-ride locations. The automobile option includes time 
spent driving under projected levels of congestion; time spent parking and walking 
to/from parking locations; and costs of fuel, maintenance, and parking. Presented 
with the travel time and cost via transit, auto, and carpool options, individuals 
select a mode of travel on the basis of their income, automobile availability, and 
personal preferences. Thus, an increase in parking costs at major destinations can 
help cause a shift to lower auto use and a higher preference for transit. Similarly, 
carpooling incentives can influence the individual’s decision. The model 
“simulates” this decision on the basis of measured mode-choice tendencies for 
similar trip comparisons within the region as well as in other regions with similar 
transit modes and demographics. The WFRC model used for the Supplemental EIS 
travel forecasts has been validated through comparisons to existing TRAX and bus 
ridership and existing highway traffic flows in major corridors. 

 A travel model, like any model, is simply a formalized process of predicting 
change. There is no claim that the travel model used in the Supplemental EIS is 
accurate to the nearest vehicle or to the nearest transit rider, but the model has been 
accepted by FHWA and FTA as state-of-the-practice tools. Cambridge Systematics 
conducted an independent review of the WFRC travel model version 3.2. The 
report concludes that the current version of the WFRC model appears to be a 
reliable tool for travel demand forecasting, similar to models used in many U.S. 
metropolitan areas (Rossi, Thomas. Cambridge Systematics. Memorandum to 
UDOT regarding review of the WFRC travel demand model. October 11, 2005.). 

 For the purposes of the Supplemental EIS, significant efforts were made to 
understand the model’s sensitivity to various issues such as transit fares, parking 
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costs, access to transit, TOD, seamless transfers from local bus access, and various 
other factors, and to include pre- and post-processing steps to improve the 
sensitivity to the factors when and if the models do not appropriately account for 
these factors. Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS 
describes the methodology used in the travel demand model, and Sections B3.2.2, 
Transit Network Assumptions, and B3.5, Mode Choice, specifically focus on 
transit-supportive factors. See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-552-5 
Response As described in Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, the model used for the 

Supplemental EIS produces transit forecasts that correlate closely with transit use 
in existing Salt Lake rail corridors, as well as comparable commute patterns in 
other cities. Currently, the TRAX daily mode share in the narrow I-15/TRAX 
South Corridor (near 4500 South) is 8 percent. In the narrow I-15/Transit North 
Corridor (Woods Cross screenline), where commuter rail and BRT would 
constitute the transit service, the Supplemental EIS forecasts a 7 percent transit 
mode share. Travel patterns in the I-15 South Corridor (extended to include I-15, I-
215, and TRAX) indicate a transit share of about 5 percent. The model for the 
wider North Corridor (I-15, Legacy Parkway, commuter rail, and BRT) also 
forecasts a 5 percent transit mode share. See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

 The Supplemental EIS analysis indicates that about 25 percent of downtown 
commuters from the North Corridor would use transit. This forecast is comparable 
to current transit shares for larger western cities: 35 percent for Denver, 18 percent 
for San Diego, and 31 percent for Portland. Conversely, many North Corridor 
travelers are not bound for downtown Salt Lake; accordingly, the average mode 
share for all travelers crossing the Woods Cross screenline is projected at 5–6 
percent. This projection is consistent with transit ridership in other comparable 
western rail corridors. For example, transit shares in the Dublin and Willow Pass 
BART corridors and the Altamont commuter rail corridor in the San Francisco Bay 
Area range from 2 to 6 percent. 

 The suggestion that freeway traffic should use local streets to traverse the North 
Corridor is inconsistent with the corridor objective, which calls for minimizing use 
of local streets by long-distance through traffic. Forcing such traffic to use local 
streets would cause additional traffic congestion, community disruption, noise, 
emissions, and related impacts on local communities. Furthermore, allowing traffic 
flows to deteriorate to LOS E or F would not meet the project purpose and need 
LOS criterion. 

Comment Number GP-555-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-560-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-245-1. 

Comment Number GP-561-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-562-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Improvements to highway exits and entrances are part of transportation systems 
management, which is included in the Shared Solution. However, even with the 
other improvements discussed in Master Response 2, such improvements are 
insufficient to meet projected demand. 

Comment Number GP-562-2 
Response The Ten-Lane I-15 with Reversible Lanes Alternative was considered and is 

discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results of the Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS. This alternative was eliminated because operational 
inefficiencies associated with the combination of reversible and mixed-flow lanes 
would limit its effectiveness. In addition, it would not provide sufficient traffic 
congestion relief on I-15 to eliminate the need for Legacy Parkway, and it would 
not provide congestion relief for the sequencing of construction activities along 
I-15. 

 Similarly, a Redwood Road Arterial Alternative is presented in Section 3.2.2, 
Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. This 
alternative was eliminated because it did not meet purpose and need as reflected by 
its failure to result in I-15 operating at LOS D. The Shared Solution will include 
access improvements along I-15, but taken alone, they would not satisfy the 
capacity needs of the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-565-2 
Response Alternate transportation options were carefully analyzed in the alternatives 

analysis. For more information on the alternatives that were considered, see the 
alternatives analysis in the 2000 Final EIS and Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-566-1 
Response The potential adverse effects on the environment that could occur as a result of the 

proposed action are disclosed in Chapter 4, Supplemental Environmental Analysis, 
of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-568-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS evaluated the need for a six-lane Legacy Parkway. See the 

response to comment NG-7-23. 

Comment Number GP-568-2 
Response The western edge of the Legacy Parkway right-of-way is currently proposed as the 

boundary for development. As illustrated in Figure 4.12-2, the majority of the lands 
west of Legacy Parkway that are not currently protected would become part of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve, which would be protected in perpetuity from 
development. Lands east of the proposed highway would be available for 
development by the local jurisdictions in accordance with their respective general 
plans. 
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Comment Number GP-568-4 
Response As proposed, there are two interchanges planned for Legacy Parkway: one at 500 

South and one at Parrish Lane. These do not include the southern and northern 
interchanges to tie into existing facilities. As discussed in the previous Final EIS, 
the 500 South and Parrish Lane interchanges were determined necessary in a 
warrants analysis. 

Comment Number GP-576-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-576-2 
Response The proposed Legacy Parkway Trail is constrained to 14 miles by transportation 

funding limitations. However, a number of existing and proposed trail systems are 
anticipated to connect to the Legacy Parkway Trail. 

Comment Number GP-576-3 
Response Table 4.19-1 in the Supplemental EIS indicates that the current (2001) VMT for the 

four-county area of approximately 40 million miles per day is expected to increase 
to approximately 62 million miles per day in 2020. This 55 percent increase is 
associated with the 40 percent population growth that is forecast for the same time 
period. 

Comment Number GP-581-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-975-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-582-1 
Response The commenter noted that studies have shown that there are certain health hazards 

associated with living in close proximity to highways. Potential impacts on human 
health associated with the proposed Legacy Parkway, as well as identified 
mitigation measures, are discussed in Sections 4.8, Air Quality, 4.9, Noise, 4.10, 
Water Quality, and 4.17, Hazardous Waste Sites, of the Supplemental EIS.  

 In addition, Section 4.1, Land Use, describes existing land uses in the project study 
area. Land use and zoning decisions specific to the study area are the responsibility 
of local jurisdictions; it is beyond the scope of this Supplemental EIS to advocate 
particular changes to local land use policies, including the proposed relocation and 
disbursement of Salt Lake City’s central business district. See Master Response 4 
in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-583-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-583-2 
Response Legacy Parkway is a part of a concept promulgated by then Utah Governor Leavitt 

in the late 1990s. However, the proposed action is a stand-alone roadway that is 
justified on its own merit; in other words, it would function with independent 
utility in the absence of other roads north or south of it. NEPA does not require that 
all potential future expansions of a proposed action be considered in the same 
NEPA document. Rather, under the FHWA regulations (23 CFR 771.111[f]), a 
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highway project may be considered independently of other highway projects when 
it meets the following criteria. 
 Connects “logical termini” and is of sufficient length to address the 

environmental matters on a broad scope. 
 Has “independent utility” or “independent significance” (i.e., is usable and is a 

reasonable expenditure of public funds even if no additional transportation 
improvements in the area are made). 

 Does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 
transportation improvements. 

 The Legacy Parkway project satisfies these criteria; accordingly, it is appropriate 
for the lead agencies to evaluate it as an independent project. See the response to 
comment GP-129-6 for further explanation of an independent project. 

Comment Number GP-591-1 
Response See Master Responses 1 and 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-594-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-600-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-602-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-603-1 
Response UDOT, Farmington City, WFRC, and Horrocks Engineers have been coordinating 

and discussing conceptual design alternatives for this area. A formal decision has 
not yet been made. UDOT is proceeding with current completed design until a 
formal decision has been reached. UDOT will continue to work closely with all 
parties. 

Comment Number GP-606-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-608-1 
Response As discussed in the 2000 Final EIS, the Corps had determined that the impacts of 

Alternative A and what is now Alternative E were similar. The build alternatives 
are examined in detail in Section 3.4.2, Modified Guild Alternatives A, B, C, and 
D/E, and the impacts of the alternatives are compared in Chapter 4, Supplemental 
Environmental Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-608-2 
Response The upland and wetland habitats in the Legacy Nature Preserve will be managed to 

benefit many different species of wildlife. The Preserve management team is 
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evaluating several habitat management options, including controlled grazing. An 
adaptive approach will be used to implement selected management options. 
Adaptive management integrates design, management, and monitoring to 
systematically test assumptions in order to learn and adapt management strategies. 
Thus, management options for the Preserve will be implemented, monitored, and 
adapted in order to best manage habitats for shorebirds, waterfowl, and other 
species of wildlife. 

Comment Number GP-608-3 
Response See the response to comment GP-609-1. 

Comment Number GP-609-1 
Response The federal lead agencies are currently working with the project proponent, 

USFWS, and the UDNR Division of Wildlife Resources, to determine the 
appropriate level of access that people should have to the proposed Legacy Nature 
Preserve. Because the Legacy Nature Preserve is proposed as mitigation for 
wildlife and wetland impacts associated with the proposed action, access to the 
Preserve would need to be balanced with wildlife and habitat requirements, which, 
as the commenter noted, include breeding and foraging habit for wildlife species in 
the study area. It should be noted that general access to the study area would be 
provided for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians via the proposed multi-use trail 
that would parallel the highway through its entire length. 

 The commenter also noted that the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve would, over 
time, become overgrown with invasive and nonnative plant species, thereby 
diminishing its value to wildlife. Implementation of the Legacy Nature Preserve as 
mitigation for wildlife and wetland impacts requires that the project proponent 
develop a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan designed to assess whether the 
mitigation area is functioning as envisioned during the planning process. One 
measure of the success of the Legacy Nature Preserve would be the amount of 
invasive plant species on the site. If the site begins to become overgrown with 
invasive or nonnative plant species, the project proponent will develop and 
implement a strategy to remediate the problem. 

Comment Number GP-609-2 
Response There are no plans for the concept put forth by then Governor Leavitt. As explained 

in the response to comment GP-583-2, Legacy Parkway is a stand-alone project 
with independent utility, and consideration of other parts of the concept need to be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS only if they have progressed far enough in the 
development process to be considered reasonably foreseeable. The only project 
considered reasonably foreseeable is Mountain View Corridor; accordingly, it is 
included in the cumulative effects analysis of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-616-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-619-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume.  
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Comment Number GP-620-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-621-1 
Response Legacy Parkway would become the western edge of development in those areas 

where the Legacy Nature Preserve is adjacent to Legacy Parkway. There would be 
many other areas west of I-15 where development will still occur in the future; 
some of these are west of Legacy Parkway. Specifically, such areas are at the 
proposed 500 South interchange and north of Centerville where Legacy Parkway 
parallels the UPRR. As explained in the response to comment GP-568-1, 
constructing a six-lane facility is not justified. 

Comment Number GP-628-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-630-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-743-1. 
Comment Number GP-630-2 

Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 
response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-631-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-639-1 
Response The needs for Legacy Parkway are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by 

Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. The assessment of growth 
trends is presented in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-644-1 
Response All the area between Salt Lake City and Ogden is currently open for development 

and, in fact, is already being developed. There is no new area to open for 
development. Moreover, future development in any region is a largely a reflection 
of the economic vitality of the region. As long as the Wasatch Front remains 
economically active, development will continue. If the economic vitality declines, 
development will cease and an out-migration of people will occur. Legacy Parkway 
would have little effect on the economic vitality of the Wasatch Front and, hence, 
no effect on future regional development. 

 As discussed in the Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS, people choose 
to live and work in specific areas for a number of reasons. The amount of time 
required to travel between their place of residence and place of work is only one of 
these reasons. Because Legacy Parkway would affect only one of the reasons that 
people use to choose where they live and work, it would not have a substantial 
effect on where future development will occur within the Wasatch Front. 

 As the analysis in Section 4.1.3.1, Impacts on Cities and Counties, of the 
Supplemental EIS indicated, development will occur regardless of whether Legacy 
Parkway is constructed. Along with that development will come increased demand 
for movement of goods and people. The alternatives analysis demonstrates that 
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meeting this demand requires a multi-project solution; no single project will meet 
this future demand. The commuter rail project between Ogden and Salt Lake City 
is one component, as is future bus rapid transit in southern Davis County. 
However, roadway improvements are also needed. Failure to implement this total 
solution, including constructing the Legacy Parkway, will not stop future 
development in Davis and Weber Counties; it would, however, result in increasing 
levels of congestion on I-15 between Ogden and Salt Lake City. 

 With regard to air quality, see Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. With regard to induced travel, see the response to comment 
GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-644-2 
Response The Corps did not present a conclusion about the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA) in the Draft Supplemental EIS because it wanted 
to present the impact analysis and allow the public to comment before preparing 
the LEDPA evaluation. The determination of the LEDPA and permit decision will 
be presented in the ROD. The ROD will be prepared after the Final Supplemental 
EIS is published and filed. It is noted that the commenter considers a high-speed 
mass transit system and restrictions to sprawl development as the least damaging 
alternative. Analysis of the proposed action’s effects related to land use and growth 
trends is presented in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS. Substantial 
expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, is an important part of the 
Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
Planning by UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is underway. However, 
as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in 
the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of 
arterial road improvements, transportation management strategies, and a 
substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 
2020. 

Comment Number GP-646-1 
Response The Coalt property encompasses approximately 256 acres, of which approximately 

64 acres fall within the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve and approximately 50 
acres fall within the footprints of the build alternatives. The property contains both 
uplands and delineated wetlands. As described in the Legacy–West Davis Highway, 
Wetland Delineation Technical Report prepared for the 2000 Final EIS, the 
jurisdictional wetland delineation was conducted according to the 1987 Corps of 
Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. The wetland delineation was reconfirmed 
by the Corps for the Supplemental EIS.  

 The Corps may consider revising portions of the delineation on the basis of new 
information regarding existing conditions on a case-by-case basis. A property 
owner or consultant on the owner’s behalf can provide new information to the 
Corps and request a review of the wetland delineation. 

Comment Number GP-646-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-646-3 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 
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Comment Number GP-646-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-646-5 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-646-6 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-646-7 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-646-8 
Response See the response to comment GP-646-1. 

Comment Number GP-650-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

responses to comments GP-743-1, GP-274-1, and GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-652-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-652-2 
Response The Corps did not present a conclusion about the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA) in the Draft Supplemental EIS, because it wanted 
to present the impact analysis and allow the public to comment before preparing 
the LEDPA evaluation. The determination of the LEDPA and permit decision will 
be presented in the ROD. The ROD will be prepared after the Final Supplemental 
EIS is published and filed. It is noted that the commenter is in favor of mass transit. 
Substantial expansion of mass transit, including commuter rail, is an important part 
of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 
Planning by UTA and UDOT for the commuter rail project is underway. However, 
as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in 
the absence of additional highway capacity—even with full implementation of 
arterial road improvements, transportation management strategies, and a 
substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 
2020. 

Comment Number GP-653-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-654-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-655-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-657-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-658-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-659-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-659-2 
Response Land development patterns are established and projected by local cities and 

counties. Section 4.1.3.3, Impacts on Growth within and beyond the North 
Corridor, of the Supplemental EIS provides a description of how the proposed 
action could affect population growth and land development in Ogden and other 
parts of Weber County outside the south Davis County project study area. In 
addition, the Supplemental EIS addresses growth in the south Davis County study 
area. All the planning officials in Davis and Weber Counties have stated that the 
proposed action, when combined with other improvements in the North Corridor 
(i.e., other components of the Shared Solution), could accelerate the pace of 
planned growth in the counties, but that (1) in Davis County, the projected growth 
for 2020 would be approximately the same with or without Legacy Parkway, and 
(2) in Weber County, it is unlikely that the increase in highway capacity associated 
with the proposed action would spur additional residential development. Growth 
inducement south of the study area was not evaluated in the Supplemental EIS 
because much of the land use south of the study area is currently developed or 
planned for development. Accordingly, it was assumed that areas south of the study 
area would experience full build-out regardless of whether the proposed action is 
constructed. 

Comment Number GP-660-1 
Response The wildlife technical memorandum and the Supplemental EIS evaluate and 

describe impacts on wildlife in the project study area and the regional study area, 
both of which encompass lands beyond the 1,000-foot perimeter borders used in 
studies conducted for the Final EIS. 

Comment Number GP-660-2 
Response WFRC conducted a regional (Weber, Davis, and Salt Lake Counties) air quality 

analysis to evaluate air quality impacts with and without the proposed action. The 
results of that analysis are shown in Table 4.8-3 in Section 4.8.3.2, Mesoscale 
Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. As Table 4.8-3 shows, the proposed action 
has very little effect on regional air quality: 0–1 percent difference in 2020 between 
the No-Build Alternative and the build alternatives. Irrespective of the proposed 
action, air quality is expected to improve in the future due to more efficient 
vehicles and tighter regulatory controls on emission sources (both mobile and 
stationary). 

Comment Number GP-661-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume.  
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Comment Number GP-661-2 
Response Great Salt Lake is not listed as an impaired water for any pollutant in Utah’s 2004 

303(d) List of Impaired Waters prepared by the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

Comment Number GP-662-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-663-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-663-2 
Response Although there are economic costs associated with increased pollution (e.g., health 

expenses, pollution control measures, erosion repair), the evaluation of such effects 
would be highly speculative and the cost of evaluating them excessive. The types 
of economic costs associated with pollution are very specific to a region and would 
require a great deal of research and calculation beyond the scope of the proposed 
action. Under CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.22), when there is incomplete 
or unavailable information about an impact and the cost of obtaining such 
information is too high, the agency need not provide it. Accordingly, the project 
team chose to quantify the approximate level of pollution expected from the 
sequencing alternatives but not the associated economic costs. 

Comment Number GP-665-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-665-2 
Response The number of accidents is related to the amount of VMT on a roadway; because 

VMT is projected to increase in the future due to population increase, the number 
of accidents is likely to increase as well. 

 The commenter suggests that if Legacy Parkway is not built people will not drive. 
However, the data contradict this assertion. As discussed in Section B3.4.4, Unmet 
and Induced Demand, of Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, of the 
Supplemental EIS, the travel model’s elasticity of demand is only 1 percent of total 
screenline volume. Thus, 99 percent of drivers will drive regardless of whether 
Legacy Parkway is constructed. See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

 The Supplemental EIS analyzes several alternatives to meeting this future travel 
demand, including transit and non-freeway alternatives. As discussed in Section 
3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS, 
neither transit alone nor non-highway alternatives would be able to satisfy the 
predicted demand. One reason non-highway alternatives were determined not to be 
reasonable was that more accidents occur on non-highway roadways than on 
highways. This relationship is shown in Table 1-4 of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-665-3 
Response Section 4.12.3.2, Indirect Impacts, and Section 4.12.3.3, Impacts on Wetland 

Functions, of the Supplemental EIS discuss the effects that the proposed action 
would have on wetlands adjacent to Legacy Parkway. 
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Comment Number GP-666-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the responses to comments GP-743-1, GP-274-1, and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-668-1 
Response See Master Responses 1 and 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-674-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-675-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-678-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-681-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-684-1 
Response See the responses to comments GP-975-1 and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-686-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-687-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-690-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-692-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-693-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-698-1 
Response See the responses to comments GP-975-1, GP 274-1, and GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-699-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With 

regard to impacts on wetlands, see the response to comment GP-274-1. 
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Comment Number GP-701-1 
Response The travel demand analysis conducted for the Supplemental EIS suggests that 

traffic service levels in the North Corridor in 2020 are likely to be similar to those 
currently experienced on I-15. The analysis also shows, however, that in the 
absence of the proposed action, congestion on I-15 and local streets in the North 
Corridor would become much worse than it was prior to the completion of 
temporary improvements on I-15 several years ago.  

Comment Number GP-701-2 
Response As described in the introduction to the Supplemental EIS, Section 404 of the CWA 

prohibits the placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, 
including wetlands, without first obtaining authorization from the Corps. When 
processing permit applications, the Corps must ensure that the proposed action is 
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative relative to the aquatic 
ecosystem, does not significantly degrade aquatic resources, complies with the 
applicable requirements of other statutes, and is not contrary to the public interest. 
Additionally, the Corps cannot issue a permit for a project if there is a practicable 
alternative to the proposal that has less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, as 
long as that alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental 
impacts. 

 The Corps will make a decision on the request for modification to UDOT’s permit 
and prepare an ROD explaining how the permit decision was made after the Final 
Supplemental EIS has been filed. 

Comment Number GP-702-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-704-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-706-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-707-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-707-2 
Response See the response to comment NG-7-15. 

Comment Number GP-708-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-709-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-710-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-710-2 
Response Potential impacts on wetland habitat and wildlife resources are discussed in 

Sections 4.12, Wetlands, and 4.13, Wildlife, of the Supplemental EIS, respectively. 
As described in those sections, wetland resources and wildlife habitat in the study 
area would be both directly and indirectly affected under all the build alternatives. 
The project proponent is proposing to mitigate these impacts by construction of the 
proposed Legacy Nature Preserve, which would encompass approximately 2,100 
acres on the west side of the build alignments.  

Comment Number GP-711-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-712-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-713-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-714-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-715-1 
Response As discussed in Section 4.10, Water Quality, and Section 4.12, Wetlands, 

implementation of the proposed action would result in some adverse impacts on 
water quality and on wetlands. However, the project would comply with applicable 
water pollution and water quality standards, and would include avoidance, 
minimization, and compensation measures to protect wetlands to the extent 
possible. 

Comment Number GP-716-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-717-2 
Response In response to the requests received, the public comment period was extended from 

February 1, 2005, to March 4, 2005. On March 1, it was extended again, to March 
21, 2005. The extensions of the public comment period were covered extensively 
by local newspapers, television, and radio. 

Comment Number GP-718-1 
Response The project applicant has proposed the Legacy Nature Preserve to compensate for 

unavoidable losses of wetlands that would result from the proposed action. The 
wetland and wildlife habitat functions of the Legacy Nature Preserve are described 
in Appendix E, Analysis of the Adequacy of Wetlands and Wildlife Mitigation, 
along with a summary of the mitigation policies followed by the Corps. As 
explained in that report, the federal lead agencies are satisfied by the mitigation 
provided by the combination of preservation, enhancement, restoration, and 
creation encompassed in the Legacy Nature Preserve. Additional tables and 
interpretative text have been added to Section 4.12, Wetlands, of the Final 
Supplemental EIS to illustrate, by wetland class, how wetland functions lost as a 
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result of the proposed action would be compensated for in the Legacy Nature 
Preserve. 

Comment Number GP-718-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-721-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-722-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-723-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-724-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-724-2 
Response All alternatives recommended by the public during the scoping process were 

evaluated and given full consideration. The UBET Alternative was presented in 
concept at the January 2005 public hearing and submitted in writing to the agencies 
in March 2005. Results of the evaluation of the UBET Alternative are presented in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-724-3 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With 

regard to the consideration of transit-oriented development, see the response to 
comment NG-7-42. See also the response to comment NG-7-57. 

Comment Number GP-725-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-726-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-726-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-734-3. 

Comment Number GP-727-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-727-2 
Response The Legacy Parkway project includes a trail system that is intended to address 

multi-modal transportation needs between Salt Lake and Davis County. In addition, 
UTA, UDOT, interest groups, and the adjacent communities have proposed a joint 
development project that would entail construction of a pedestrian/bicycle corridor 
from West Bountiful to the Roy Area along the D&RG railroad corridor. The 
D&RG trail would tie into the Legacy Parkway Trail under all the build 
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alternatives. These trails are intended to accommodate recreational and commuter 
bicycle traffic needs. 

Comment Number GP-727-3 
Response It is noted that the commenter is in favor of bicycle routes and mass transit. The 

proposed Legacy Parkway project, however, is not proposed by UDOT to the 
exclusion of other strategies for reducing congestion in the North Corridor, such as 
commuter rail and bus service. Substantial expansion of mass transit, including 
commuter rail, is an important part of the Shared Solution for addressing mobility 
needs in the North Corridor in 2020. Planning by UTA and UDOT for the 
commuter rail project is underway. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-
Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional 
highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario, and the addition of two lanes—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-727-4 
Response As shown in Figure 2.1-1 of the Supplemental EIS, the bike trail would be 

separated from Legacy Parkway by a fence and buffer, which would minimize 
safety concerns and noise and visual impact issues. With regard to sprawl, see 
Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With regard 
to induced travel, see the response to comment GP-665-2. With regard to the 
UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-727-5 
Response The international importance of the GSLE to migratory birds is discussed in 

Section 2.4.2, Existing Distribution and Use of Wildlife Habitats, of the wildlife 
technical memorandum and Section 4.13.2.3, Existing Wildlife in Project Study 
Area, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-728-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

responses to comments GP-659-2 and GP-665-2. Analyses in the Supplemental EIS 
support the argument that Legacy Parkway would relieve projected traffic 
congestion. Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, of the Supplemental EIS 
states that the purpose of the proposed action is, among other things, to 
accommodate present and predicted future travel demand. 

 Given the relatively few land use changes in the south Davis County communities 
expected as a result of the Legacy Parkway, it would appear that the No-Build 
Alternative and the build alternatives would generate about the same fiscal 
revenues. Most of the points raised in the comment concern land use planning and 
development in Davis County; such comments are more appropriately directed to 
local government representatives. 

Comment Number GP-728-2 
Response The federal lead agencies carefully considered the potential temporal and 

geographical horizons for assessing environmental impacts. The federal lead 
agencies selected the 2020 time horizon because this is a Supplemental EIS, 
providing information in addition to that provided by the Final EIS, which used the 
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2020 horizon for its analyses. Both the Final EIS and this Supplemental EIS 
present historic information relative to long-term regional plans, as well as 
information beyond 2020—specifically, they consider current long range 
transportation plans, which extend to 2030. For this Supplemental EIS, the federal 
lead agencies believe they have selected an appropriate period for which reasonable 
projections can be made concerning project purpose and need, as well as 
environmental impacts, consistent with NEPA. The geographic boundaries of the 
impact analysis for the Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/Reevaluation comprise 
a varied, or nested, array of boundaries reflecting zones that relate to particular 
resources under consideration. Accordingly, the boundaries extend beyond the 
immediate project footprint and the North Corridor, as appropriate, to consider 
resources and impacts. For example, the wildlife analysis considered wildlife and 
impacts within the North Corridor project area, the region, and the GSLE. The air 
quality analysis addressed both regional air quality and potential local hot spots. In 
contrast, the archaeological resources analysis addressed the area of potential 
construction and ground disturbance, as well as noise and vibration for a specific 
area (the Clark Lane Historic District). These varied geographic and temporal 
zones reflect reasonable choices to understand potential impacts under NEPA. 

Comment Number GP-728-3 
Response The Supplemental EIS recognizes that development would likely be different with 

the proposed action than without it. The federal lead agencies consulted with local 
governments on projected land use plans, as referenced in Section 4.1.3.1, Impacts 
on Cities and Counties, of the Supplemental EIS. The Supplemental EIS explains 
that the communities do not expect Legacy Parkway to result in major changes in 
land use, with the exception of likely development around the proposed 
interchanges, where the type and timing of development would be different with 
the proposed action than without it. The Supplemental EIS acknowledges that the 
timing of projected growth may vary over the period through 2020, with or without 
the proposed action.  

 The commenter’s projection of 100,000 additional trips per day is not supported by 
existing data. The Supplemental EIS provides estimates of induced travel based on 
existing literature and modeling. See the responses to comments GP-665-2 and GP-
659-2. The federal lead agencies evaluated three scenarios for level of transit 
service and multiple combinations of transportation options for the corridor. The 
federal lead agencies used a robust transit scenario, assuming transit enhancements 
beyond those projected by WFRC, to generate estimates of mode share between 
transit and roads. The integration analysis in the Supplemental EIS considered 
enhanced transit with reasonable land use changes, and the resulting robust transit 
scenario was used for the sequencing analysis and other forecasting. This analysis 
is summarized in Section 2.3, Integration of Legacy Parkway with Mass Transit, of 
the Supplemental EIS. The federal lead agencies considered other possible land use 
scenarios but determined that assuming additional land use changes would not be 
reasonable. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-728-4 
Response The Supplemental EIS travel forecasting uses state-of-the-practice modeling 

developed by WFRC and reviewed and approved by FTA for analyzing transit 
demand. It is consistent with modeling performed by WFRC for the environmental 
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documentation on the North Corridor commuter rail project and the regional long 
range transportation plan. The modeling accounts for increased congestion and its 
effects on trip destination choice, mode choice, and time-of-day travel choice. It 
also accounts for projected changes in automobile fuel and operating costs and 
changing incomes and demographics within the region. See also Master Response 
7 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-728-5 
Response As discussed in the response to comment GP-728-3, Legacy Parkway would have 

minimal effect on land use in the project study area. The exception is around the 
proposed interchanges, where a greater concentration of commercial development 
is expected. This type of development typically generates more revenues than it 
requires in services. Accordingly, the minor effect of the proposed action on taxes 
would likely be a beneficial rather than a negative one. 

 Because Legacy Parkway would have no substantive effects on land use, there is no 
need to respond to how land use would affect taxes. The North Corridor is 
undergoing active development and will continue to do so for the next 20 years, 
regardless of whether Legacy Parkway is constructed.  

Comment Number GP-728-6 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume 

for a discussion of the various land use alternatives considered in the Supplemental 
EIS and an evaluation of more significant land use change proposed in other 
comments. Refer to Evaluation of UBET Proposals for North Corridor 
Transportation and Land Use (Fehr & Peers 2005) for further detailed discussion 
of land use alternatives and broader geographic areas of analysis. 

Comment Number GP-729-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS shows that all elements of the Shared Solution will be 

needed by 2020 to prevent I-15 from operating at an unacceptable level of service. 
Section 2.4, Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Supplemental EIS shows 
that constructing Legacy Parkway as soon as possible is necessary to avoid 
significant adverse impacts on the public. 

Comment Number GP-729-2 
Response The need for Legacy Parkway and the Shared Solution is not based on congestion 

during a single peak hour, but on providing acceptable LOS on average for the full 
three-hour peak period. Projected growth in traffic over the next 15 years indicates 
that congestion on I-15 will increase to exhibit LOS F conditions for a full 3 hours 
every afternoon (see Table 1-3 in the Supplemental EIS). Similar conditions are 
expected to prevail for approximately 3 hours each morning. Moreover, without a 
secondary route, accident-related delays will continue to have a considerable 
impact on travel through the corridor and will become increasingly pronounced 
during periods of heavy use. 

Comment Number GP-729-3 
Response Because the analysis in the Supplemental EIS is based on data and forecasting 

rather than anecdotal reporting, literature concerning perceptions of traffic 
congestion was not relevant to the project purpose and need. 
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Comment Number GP-729-4 
Response Because the analysis in the Supplemental EIS is based on data and forecasting 

rather than anecdotal reporting, literature concerning perceptions of traffic 
congestion was not relevant to the project purpose and need. 

Comment Number GP-729-5 
Response See the response to comment GP-729-3. Travel surveys conducted in November 

2004 and January 2005 along I-15 indicate that the average travel speed 
northbound through the North Corridor is 64 mph in the p.m. peak period. In 2020 
under the No-Build Alternative, the average travel speed through the corridor is 
forecast to be approximately 50 mph in the p.m. peak period, based on LOS F 
travel speeds (Highway Capacity Manual, 2000, page 23-4). 

Comment Number GP-729-6 
Response Several state agencies—Utah Department of Public Safety, UDOT, and the Utah 

Highway Patrol—work closely together to promote education and ensure 
enforcement of regulations on the state highway system. Community outreach 
campaigns include Drive Alive…Arrive Alive, Schools Open…Drive Carefully, 
Buckle Up for Love, Operation Lifesaver, National Walk our Children to School 
Day, Click It or Ticket, Youth Couth Program, Cops in Shops, Buckle Up America, 
Operation Combined Accident Reduction Effort (C.A.R.E), Truckers-n-Troopers, 
and others. 

 According to the Utah Department of Public Safety 2003 Crash Summary 
Statistics, measurable progress has been made to reduce motor vehicle crashes in 
Utah, with a steady decline in the injury and fatal crash rates since 1971. These 
reductions can be attributed to a variety of factors, including those listed below. 
 Statewide and local traffic safety programs that have increased awareness of 

traffic safety issues. 
 Legislation mandating seatbelt use, graduated driver licensing, and enhanced 

penalties for impaired driving. 
 Aggressive media and enforcement programs targeting driver behavior. 
 Improved engineering of roadway infrastructure. 
 Advanced engineering to provide safer motor vehicles and improve crash 

survivability. 

 The personal and socioeconomic effect of motor vehicle crashes is a continuing 
concern in the state of Utah, with special focus on reducing the tragedy of injury 
and death. In 2003, Utah made notable progress over 2002 statistics, as shown 
below. 
 Utah experienced a 4 percent reduction in the rate of motor vehicle crashes, 

resulting in a 5 percent reduction in the rate of injured persons. 
 Approximately 15 percent of motor vehicle crashes in Utah involved alcohol or 

other drugs; this was the lowest percentage in 10 years. 
 Teenage-driver crashes dropped to 28 percent, a 10-year low; 
 The rate of speed-related crashes decreased 3 percent. 
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 The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration reports that in 2002, Utah’s 
fatality rate per 100 million VMT was 1.34, below the national average of 1.51. 
This corresponds to a fatality rate of 14.15 per 100,000 population, which is less 
than the national average of 14.93. In 2003, Utah’s fatality rate was 1.29 per 100 
million VMT, less than the national average of 1.48. This corresponds to a fatality 
rate of 13.14 per 100,000 population, which is less than the national average of 
14.66 (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 2005. Utah Toll of Motor 
Vehicle Crashes 2002. Available: 
http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/STSI/State_Info.cfm?Year=2002&State=UT&Accessible
=0. Last revised August 2005).  

Comment Number GP-730-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-730-2 
Response UDOT has never claimed that Legacy Parkway would curb development; to the 

contrary, UDOT has indicated that the proposed action would have little overall 
effect on future development. See the analysis in Section 4.1.3.1, Impacts on Cities 
and Counties, of the Supplemental EIS; also see the response to comment GP-
728-3. 

 Moreover, UDOT recognizes that the North Corridor is being rapidly developed 
and that, as projected by WFRC, it will essentially be fully developed by 2020. 
This understanding led UDOT and the federal lead agencies to propose mitigation 
in the form of acquisition and preservation of about 2,100 acres west of the 
highway. Without Legacy Parkway and the associated Legacy Nature Preserve, 
much of this acreage would be developed. Accordingly, only in this context does 
UDOT believe that Legacy Parkway would affect future development. 

 With regard to induced growth, see the response to comment GP-659-2. 

Comment Number GP-730-3 
Response While it is true that the character of many areas in the vicinity of Salt Lake City 

will be changed over time through continued development, the evidence suggests 
that this development will be the result of continued economic growth in the 
Wasatch Front and will occur with or without construction of the proposed action. 
See the response to comment GP-644-1. 

Comment Number GP-730-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-659-2. 

Comment Number GP-730-5 
Response UDOT has informed the federal lead agencies of its belief that adequate funds exist 

to maintain existing roads. 

Comment Number GP-731-1 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 
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Comment Number GP-731-2 
Response Existing local land use plans and regional transportation plans are based on 

demographics developed by the state demographer’s office and WFRC. These 
plans are usually for a 30-year planning horizon.  

Comment Number GP-731-3 
Response As described in Section 4.19, Energy, of the Supplemental EIS, VMT in the study 

area in 2020 under both No-Build and build conditions are projected to increase by 
approximately 47 to 48 percent over 2001 levels. Related energy consumption is 
projected to increase by approximately 11 percent over the next 20 years. The 
difference in daily energy consumption between the proposed build alternatives and 
the No-Build Alternative is 81 million Btu (0.005 percent), and the difference in 
daily fuel consumption is 641 gallons (0.005 percent). This slightly higher energy 
usage under the build alternatives would result from the added traffic capacity 
provided by the build alternatives. The difference in energy usage is relatively 
small because the added traffic capacity of the build alternatives would decrease 
the energy consumption of individual vehicles by increasing average speeds and 
smoothing traffic flows. Although the No-Build Alternative in 2020 results in 
lower VMT than the build alternatives, congestion and stop-and-go traffic would 
increase energy usage in the study area. 

Comment Number GP-733-1 
Response The project study area contains many diverse types of wetlands. Additional 

information on this subject may be found in the Legacy Parkway Wetlands 
Delineation Technical Report. 

Comment Number GP-733-2 
Response Federal laws and policies require that applicants for Section 404 permits minimize 

impacts on wetlands. The median was designed to minimize impacts on wetlands to 
the extent practicable. (See Section 2.1.2.2, Median Width Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS for a discussion of the median for the proposed action.) Other 
measures to minimize impacts on wetland cover types and their functions are 
described in Sections D1, Wetland Classes and Cover Types, and D2, Wetland 
Functions, of Appendix D, Wetlands Functional Assessment. 

Comment Number GP-734-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-734-2 
Response Public transit is an important part of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 

mobility needs in the North Corridor. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-
Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional 
highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario, and the addition of two lanes—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020.  

Comment Number GP-734-3 
Response Although some developers have likely acquired land under the assumption that its 

value would increase with construction of the proposed action, such activities are 
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unconnected with the federal lead agencies’ decision regarding the construction of 
Legacy Parkway. The need for Legacy Parkway is explained in Chapter 1, Purpose 
of and Need for Action, of the Supplemental EIS; future development is discussed 
in the responses to comments GP-728-3 and GP-730-4. 

Comment Number GP-735-1 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-736-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-736-2 
Response UDOT, the project proponent, proposes to construct a trail within the Legacy 

Parkway right-of-way. The trail system has been designed to help meet multi-
modal transportation needs and to add amenities and recreation opportunities to the 
area. The trail provides additional capacity for alternate modes (walking and 
bicycling); this additional capacity contributes to the proposed action’s ability to 
address transportation needs. Alternative locations (outside the Legacy Parkway 
right-of-way) for the trail were not addressed in the Supplemental EIS because the 
trail is an integral part of Legacy Parkway. For additional information about the 
location of the Legacy Parkway trail, see Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail 
Component or Separate Trail Facility, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-737-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-738-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-739-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-741-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-743-1, GP-274-1, and GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-742-1 
Response The analyses in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, and Chapter 3, 

Alternatives, document that both mass transit and Legacy Parkway are needed, 
along with reconstruction of I-15, to meet the need to move people and goods 
through the North Corridor between now and 2020. 

Comment Number GP-742-2 
Response All reasonable measures were taken in the Legacy Parkway planning process to 

balance the needs of the environment and the cost to local communities. The 
environmental commitment is evidenced by Legacy Parkway’s function as a barrier 
between development on the east and the Legacy Nature Preserve on the west. The 
establishment of the Legacy Nature Preserve and the concomitant protection of 
lands from future development represent a high level of cooperation and 
compromise by the communities. 
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Comment Number GP-742-3 
Response In accordance with NEPA, the federal lead agencies preparing the EIS for Legacy 

Parkway must consider how the proposed action would affect the quality of the 
human environment. NEPA broadly defines the human environment to include 
many different aspects of the natural environment, built environment, and human 
health. Chapter 4, Supplemental Environmental Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS 
describes each of the resource areas that were evaluated and considered in 
assessing the potential impacts of the proposed action. Section 4.12, Wetlands, and 
Section 4.13, Wildlife, address only two of the resource areas considered in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-742-5 
Response A discussion of population growth and travel demand is included in Chapter 1, 

Purpose and Need, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-742-6 
Response Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS presents land use data for the 

North Corridor. The population of Davis County is projected to continue to 
increase at an annual rate of 1.8 percent between 2002 and 2020. Land use is 
planned and managed by local agencies, as indicated in the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-742-7 
Response A description of the proposed 2,098-acre Legacy Nature Preserve mitigation site is 

presented in Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, and 4.13.3.14, Mitigation 
Measures, of the Supplemental EIS. The proposed mitigation site includes 
approximately 800 acres of wetlands. A discussion of the evaluation of the D&RG 
Corridor Alternatives is presented in Section 2.2, Denver & Rio Grande Corridor 
Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS. Redwood Road Alignment Alternatives were 
evaluated and presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-742-8 
Response The character of wildlife habitats in the project study area is discussed in Section 

4.13.2.5, Existing Conditions Related to Wildlife Habitats in Project Study Area, of 
the Supplemental EIS. These areas do provide some valuable habitat for numerous 
wildlife species. The species associated with each habitat type that occur or could 
potentially occur within the project study area are identified in Tables 4-13-1a 
and b of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-742-9 
Response The Supplemental EIS recognizes the future existence of these projects, as well as 

others, through the analysis of future travel demand in the North Corridor.  

Comment Number GP-742-10 
Response A description of the impacts on the communities from the loss of developable lands 

is included in Section 4.5 (pages 4-47 to 4-66) of the Final EIS. The developable 
land east and west of Legacy Parkway is shown on page 4-50 of the Final EIS. The 
information presented in the Final EIS has not changed significantly. A summary 
of these impacts is included in Chapter 3, Alternatives, Section 4.5, Economics, and 
Section 4.3.3.3, Neighborhood and Community Cohesion, of the Supplemental EIS. 
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Comment Number GP-742-11 
Response The proposed Legacy Parkway would provide a continuous, high-speed, north-

south route through Davis County. 

Comment Number GP-742-12 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-742-13 
Response Table 4-10a in the Final EIS summarizes impacts on developable uplands in the 

study area that would occur under Alternatives A, B, C, and D. Although the right-
of-way width of the proposed build alternatives evaluated in the Supplemental EIS 
was reduced due to changes in the median width (see Section 3.4.2, Modified Build 
Alternatives A, B, C, and D/E, of the Supplemental EIS), the information in Table 
4-10a and the supporting discussion on pages 4-47 and 4-48 of the Final EIS have 
not significantly changed. Section 4.3.3.3, Community Concerns about Build 
Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS summarizes this information from the Final 
EIS, and includes a discussion on community concerns specific to the relocation of 
current businesses and residents, loss of developable uplands and tax base, 
fragmentation of remaining developable uplands, effects on emergency services, 
and impacts on neighborhood and community cohesion. 

Comment Number GP-742-14 
Response Community desires such as those expressed by the commenter played a large role 

in the decision to use a berm for visual and acoustical buffering. 
 The Redwood Road alignment was examined but was determined to have 

insufficient capacity to meet the purpose and need of the project. See Section 3.2.1, 
Criteria for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS. The 
possibility of separating the trail from the Legacy Parkway right-of-way was 
examined in detail in Section 3.3.4, Alternatives without Trail Component or 
Separate Trail Facility, of the Supplemental EIS and rejected for the reasons stated 
therein. An alternative without the trail was evaluated in the right-of-way issues 
analysis to determine the effect the trail has on wetland impacts. It was determined 
that there was not a substantial impact from the trail; consequently, an alternative 
trail location was not carried forward for further analysis. 

Comment Number GP-742-15 
Response As described in Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS, 

the areal extent of the proposed Legacy Nature Preserve was determined after 
publication of the Final EIS by the federal lead agencies, project applicant, and 
resource agencies (e.g., USFWS and EPA) on the basis of the results of the 
wetlands functional assessment, application of established federal wetland 
mitigation-to-impact ratios, and additional considerations relative to wetland and 
wildlife habitat impacts. The timing of proposed impacts associated with 
construction of the Legacy Nature Preserve (i.e., advanced mitigation) was not a 
factor considered by the federal lead agencies when determining the areal extent of 
the proposed mitigation site. 

 As described in Section 4.12.1.1, Wetland Delineation and Reverification, of the 
Supplemental EIS, approximately half the wetlands in or intersected by the right-
of-way of Alternative D (Final EIS Preferred Alternative) were entirely or partially 
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filled prior to the court-ordered suspension of construction activities associated 
with the Legacy Parkway project. Accordingly, not all the mitigation activities on 
the Legacy Nature Preserve have occurred prior to project impacts associated with 
the proposed action. In any case, the federal lead agencies will make a 
determination on the disposition of the Legacy Nature Preserve after a decision on 
the Final Supplemental EIS has been made. 

Comment Number GP-742-16 
Response The Supplemental EIS generally recognizes the impacts on the traveling public that 

would result from not constructing Legacy Parkway by quantifying the congested 
conditions that would exist under the No-Build Alternative. The costs to the 
traveling public are specifically determined in the sequencing analysis, which is 
summarized in Section 2.4, Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the Supplemental 
EIS. Further, by supporting the mass transit component of the Shared Solution, the 
federal lead agencies recognize the need to provide more transportation choices for 
travel in and through the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-743-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

With regard to the wildlife habitat affected by construction of the proposed action, 
an analysis of wildlife impacts is presented in Section 2.5, Wildlife Issues, and 
Section 4.13, Wildlife, of the Supplemental EIS. In summary, it was concluded that, 
while some habitat would be lost as a result of the proposed action, there would not 
be a significant overall impact on wildlife. 

Comment Number GP-743-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-303-1. 

Comment Number GP-744-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-715-1. 

Comment Number GP-745-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-746-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-747-2 
Response With regard to the need for the project, see the response to comment GP-975-1. As 

stated in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, the Shared Solution 
includes the expansion of and incorporation of HOV lanes into I-15. UDOT is 
assessing improvements to I-15 at Beck Street but, as explained in the 
Supplemental EIS, improvements to I-15 without construction of Legacy Parkway 
would not meet the project purpose and need. 

Comment Number GP-747-3 
Response The Supplemental EIS addresses decreased air quality resulting from exhaust 

emissions and tire and pavement wear in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to General Public Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
7-61 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Supplemental EIS. Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.9, Noise, of the 
Supplemental EIS. Also, see Master Responses 3 and 4 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

 Because the land around the Legacy Parkway interchanges is privately owned, 
development cannot be prohibited. The type of development is under the control of 
the cities and county. The federal lead agencies rely on information from these 
local governments concerning projected land uses. The comment suggests that the 
land through which Legacy Parkway would pass would not be developed if Legacy 
Parkway were not constructed. However, most of this land will be developed 
regardless of whether the proposed action is constructed. All the cities in the North 
Corridor have stated that this area will develop under both the build and No-Build 
scenarios. Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS describes environmental 
consequences associated with both the No-Build Alternative and the build 
alternatives. Although development around the four interchanges would be 
different with the proposed action than without it, much of the remaining area 
would likely develop along similar lines under both scenarios. However, because 
approximately 2,100 acres of land would be preserved from development in the 
Legacy Nature Preserve as part of the proposed action, development would likely 
be more extensive under the No-Build Alternative than under the build alternatives. 

Comment Number GP-747-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-749-1 
Response Maps of the alternatives examined in the Supplemental EIS are available for review 

on UDOT’s website at <http://www.udot.utah.gov/index.php/m=c/tid=1090/> and 
on the Corps’ website at 
<http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/projects/regulatory/legacyparkway/news/DSEIS.p
df>. 

Comment Number GP-750-1 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway, including the need for an alternate route, 

are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-750-2 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway, including the need to limit diversion of 

through-corridor traffic onto local streets, are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs 
Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-750-3 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs 

Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-750-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-245-1. 



Federal Highway Administration and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to General Public Comments

 

 
Volume 2, Response to Comments 
Final Legacy Parkway Supplemental EIS/ 
Reevaluation and Section 4(f), 6(f) Evaluation 

 
7-62 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

Comment Number GP-750-5 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway, including the need for an alternate route, 

are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-750-6 
Response The federal approval process is designed to ensure that federal decision makers 

reach a decision that considers all factors and is defensible. While these 
considerations include local community issues, they also include other factors that 
have been identified by Congress. In some cases, including Legacy Parkway, this 
process adds time and cost to the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-751-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-1. 

Comment Number GP-751-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-2. 

Comment Number GP-751-3 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-3. 

Comment Number GP-751-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-4.  

Comment Number GP-751-5 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-5. 

Comment Number GP-751-6 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-6. 

Comment Number GP-752-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-1. 

Comment Number GP-752-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-2. 

Comment Number GP-752-3 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-3. 

Comment Number GP-752-4 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-4.  

Comment Number GP-752-5 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-5. 

Comment Number GP-752-6 
Response See the response to comment GP-750-6. 
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Comment Number GP-753-1 
Response A major incident, such as a chemical spill, could conceivably shut down both 

Legacy Parkway and I-15 if it occurred in the area where the two facilities are 
nearest one another. However, such an occurrence would likely only result from an 
event involving an aerial emission, because a liquid spill on one highway would be 
unlikely to threaten the other. Moreover, only the portion of Legacy Parkway 
between Centerville and Farmington shares the same corridor with I-15. UDOT 
proposed the alignment of Legacy Parkway in this segment to avoid impacts on the 
Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area and to minimize impacts on 
wetlands. 

Comment Number GP-754-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-757-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-757-2 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-759-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-760-1 
Response UDOT initially considered three alternatives—Antelope Island, Trans-Bay, and 

Farmington Bay—that would have required the type of bridging that the comment 
cites. In addition to causing substantial environmental impacts, these alternatives 
would have cost considerably more than the estimated cost for Legacy Parkway. 
While the wetlands affected by the proposed action are important and should be 
avoided to the extent practicable, the Corps and FHWA have determined that 
bridging these resources is not economically justified. 

Comment Number GP-761-1 
Response Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS provides detailed explanations of 

the build alternative alignments. The estimated timeline for construction of Legacy 
Parkway cannot be projected with any certainty until the approval process has been 
completed. Because Legacy Parkway would be a controlled access roadway, there 
would be no stoplights. 

Comment Number GP-762-1 
Response With regard to alternatives to the proposed action, see Master Response 1 in 

Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With regard to transit, see the 
response to comment PT-12-1. With regard to impacts on air quality, see Master 
Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.. With regard to 
impacts on wetlands, see the response to comment GP-474-1. 

Comment Number GP-763-1 
Response The agencies analyzed the impact of the proposed action on fuel consumption. See 

Section 4.19, Energy, of the Supplemental EIS. With regard to transit, see Master 
Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-764-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-769-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-770-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-771-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-774-1 
Response Legacy Parkway is intended to help serve projected future transportation needs in 

the North Corridor. It has logical termini and independent utility. Any additional 
transportation improvements north or south of the proposed action would require 
separate environmental evaluations. 

Comment Number GP-776-1 
Response While truck traffic would comprise a significant amount of the total traffic on 

Legacy Parkway, passenger cars would constitute the preponderance of traffic. See 
the response to comment GP-197-1.  

Comment Number GP-777-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-780-1 
Response As stated in Section 4.12, Wetlands, the Alternative B alignment would result in 

greater impacts on wetlands than Alternatives A or E. 

Comment Number GP-780-2 
Response Mosquitoes typically breed in areas that have standing water for extended periods 

of time. The Legacy Parkway project would affect approximately 3 acres of marsh-
type wetlands with standing water. The other types of wetlands affected by the 
proposed action do not support standing water for extended periods. Due to the 
small area of marsh wetlands to be filled, the proposed action is not anticipated to 
result in a reduction in mosquito breeding, mosquito abatement needs, or taxes. 

Comment Number GP-782-1 
Response An alignment using Antelope Island would eliminate the potential for a major 

incident on either I-15 or Legacy Parkway to cause the other facility to be shut 
down. This alternative was considered in the original EIS. It was eliminated from 
detailed consideration because of high costs and high wetland impacts. Section 
2.3.2 of the Final EIS contains more detail on the evaluation of this alignment. 
Also, Table 3-1 of the Supplemental EIS contains updated costs for the Antelope 
Island Alternative, which would be more than three times the cost of the proposed 
action. Despite its advantages regarding the effects of a potential chemical spill, the 
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high costs and the high level of wetland impacts make the Antelope Island 
alignment an unreasonable alternative. 

Comment Number GP-784-1 
Response The needs addressed by Legacy Parkway, including the need to relieve congestion 

and the need for an alternate route, are presented in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed 
by Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-786-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-787-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume.  

Comment Number GP-788-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-794-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-796-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-797-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-799-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-800-1 
Response The Shared Solution includes plans to increase mass transit. 

Comment Number GP-802-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-802-2 
Response The cost estimates presented are for construction costs, or the cost to build the 

facility. Because costs associated with unexpected events such as accidents can 
vary widely and reflect a very small portion of the overall project costs, such costs 
have not been included in the estimates. UDOT cannot pay the highway patrol to 
provide service or additional patrols. For this reason, no cost can be added to the 
estimates for such service. 

Comment Number GP-805-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-301-3. 

Comment Number GP-808-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-903-1. 
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Comment Number GP-810-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume.  

Comment Number GP-811-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-812-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-813-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-814-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-818-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-583-2. 

Comment Number GP-820-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-822-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-827-1 
Response See Master Responses 1 and 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  

Comment Number GP-828-1 
Response With regard to wildlife impacts, see the response to comment GP-743-1. The 

impacts on farmland of implementing the proposed action are addressed in Section 
4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Comment Number GP-833-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-837-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-840-1 
Response See Master Responses 1 and 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume.  

Comment Number GP-846-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Comment Number GP-853-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-855-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-857-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-862-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-865-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS presents information to assist the federal lead agencies in 

making final decisions regarding Legacy Parkway. The federal lead agencies must 
make independent decisions in accordance with the law, rather than decide on the 
basis of a majority or minority view. 

Comment Number GP-870-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-876-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-877-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-878-1 
Response The impacts associated with construction of Legacy Parkway as well as the benefits 

associated with establishment of the Legacy Nature Preserve are evaluated in detail 
in Chapter 4, Supplemental Environmental Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS. 
While the proposed action would not eliminate future congestion problems, it 
would ameliorate them to a considerable degree. Analysis indicates that the No-
Build Alternative would result in substantially worse congestion than current 
conditions. As explained in the response to comment GP-644-1, development will 
continue in Davis and Weber Counties at a similar level under both the build and 
No-Build Alternatives. See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-883-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-884-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Comment Number GP-885-1 
Response Despite recent increases in fuel prices, there is no evidence that these increases 

have had any effect on vehicle usage. Traffic volumes in the Wasatch Front are still 
meeting or exceeding projections. Consequently, UDOT must assume that, for the 
foreseeable future, travel demand will remain sufficiently high to require the 
development of projects like Legacy Parkway and the reconstruction of I-15. 

Comment Number GP-886-2 
Response The federal lead agencies consider all substantive comments received on the Draft 

Supplemental EIS, regardless of where the commenter resides. 

Comment Number GP-887-1 
Response See Master Responses 2, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-888-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-889-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-894-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS transit forecasts for the North Corridor are consistent with 

transit use measured in comparable corridors in other cities. The Supplemental EIS 
indicates that about 25 percent of downtown commuters from the North Corridor 
would use transit. This forecast is comparable to current transit shares for larger 
western cities: 35 percent for Denver, 18 percent for San Diego, and 31 percent for 
Portland. Conversely, many North Corridor travelers are not bound for downtown 
Salt Lake; accordingly, the average mode share for all travelers crossing the Woods 
Cross screenline is projected at 5– 6 percent. 

 As discussed in Appendix B, 2020 Travel Demand Analysis, Section B3.4.4, 
Unmet and Induced Demand, of the Supplemental EIS, adoption of the entire 
maximum future transit scenario described in the Supplemental EIS without 
Legacy Parkway would result in congestion in the corridor sufficient to cause some 
travelers to cancel their trips. Compared with the Shared Solution (comprising 
commuter rail, I-15 HOV lanes, and Legacy Parkway), the highway congestion 
experienced under the No-Build Alternative (commuter rail only) would suppress 
overall travel in the corridor by all modes by 2 to 3 percent. 

 These mode shifts and vehicle reductions would not allow the corridor to operate at 
an acceptable LOS and would accordingly fail to meet the project purpose and 
need. 

Comment Number GP-897-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

With regard to air emissions, see Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response 
to comments volume. With regard to mass transit, see the response to comment 
PT-12-1. 
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Comment Number GP-899-1 
Response The commenter’s support of the Legacy Parkway project is noted. 
  As proposed, Legacy Parkway would be a four-lane, limited-access, divided 

highway, extending 14 miles from I-215 in Salt Lake City north to I-15 and US-89 
in Farmington. The right-of-way for the roadway has been narrowed since the 2000 
Final EIS to minimize potential impacts on sensitive environmental and social 
resources.  

 There is an existing truck stop located near the southern end of the project at 
Redwood Road off I-215. Additional opportunities exist for private development of 
truck stops near the proposed interchange locations along Legacy Parkway at 500 
South and Parrish Lane. Private developers have the opportunity to work with local 
municipal agencies in pursuing future facilities in these interchange locations that 
would be compatible with Legacy Parkway.  

 Locations for rest stops are typically considered along long stretches of highways 
where interchanges are spaced far apart and the adjacent land use is generally 
undeveloped. Because Legacy Parkway would be a relatively short stretch of new 
roadway and viable rest stop locations along the roadway are restricted by the 
limited available right-of-way, it is recommended that rest stops not be included in 
the Legacy Parkway design. However, local land use planners and developers 
could work together to explore truck stop opportunities near interchange locations. 

Comment Number GP-901-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-902-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-903-1 
Response With regard to other alternatives, see Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this 

response to comments volume. With regard to mitigation, UDOT is acquiring the 
2,098-acre Legacy Nature Preserve as mitigation for the anticipated direct and 
indirect impacts of the proposed Legacy Parkway. The Legacy Nature Preserve 
would preserve the wetlands on this acreage; in addition, wetland restoration and 
enhancement has occurred and would continue to be carried out in the preserve 
area. Many wetland functions after restoration and enhancement would be greater 
than those lost through construction of the proposed action. 

Comment Number GP-906-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-910-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-301-3. 

Comment Number GP-911-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Comment Number GP-913-1 
Response With regard to wildlife impacts, see the response to comment GP-743-1. Section 

4.10, Water Quality, of the Supplemental EIS addresses potential impacts on water 
quality. The project would comply with laws and permits addressing water quality. 

Comment Number GP-914-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-916-1 
Response Analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on wildlife that would 

result from construction and operation of Legacy Parkway is presented in both the 
wildlife technical memorandum and the Supplemental EIS. See the response to 
comment GP-231-1. 

Comment Number GP-917-1 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-918-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-919-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-921-1 
Response See Master Responses 3, 4, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-922-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-923-1 
Response See the responses to comments GP-975-1 and GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-924-1 
Response The need for an alternate route in the case of an accident on I-15 is one of the 

purposes of the proposed action, as described in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need 
for Action, of the Supplemental EIS. The need for an alternate route, and 
specifically the need to accommodate through-corridor traffic and safety issues 
associated with the need to limit diversion of through-corridor traffic onto local 
streets, is addressed in Section 1.2.4, Needs Addressed by Legacy Parkway Project, 
of the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-925-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-926-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Comment Number GP-927-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-931-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-935-1 
Response As noted in the Section 404 permit modification application, UDOT believes that 

the mitigation included in its application is adequate. The Corps, however, will 
make the final determination on the adequacy of wetland mitigation in its permit 
decision following completion of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number GP-935-2 
Response Analysis conducted on fill placed after publication of the 2000 Final EIS has 

determined that subsurface flows are affected when embankment heights are 
greater than 10 feet. As discussed in Section 4.10.3.2, Surface Water Quality, in the 
Supplemental EIS, this impact would be mitigated by installation of groundwater 
conveyance structures to allow shallow groundwater to pass Legacy Parkway 
unimpeded in locations where embankment heights exceed 10 feet. UDOT’s 
standard maintenance procedures include maintaining culverts and oil water 
separators. 

Comment Number GP-936-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-937-1 
Response See the responses to comments PT-54-1, GP-274-1, and GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-941-1 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-943-1 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-944-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-953-1 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See also 

the responses to comments GP-665-2 and GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-954-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-955-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Comment Number GP-964-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-967-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number GP-969-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-970-1 
Response With regard to transit, see the response to comment PT-12-1. With regard to 

impacts on wetlands, see the response to comment GP-474-1. With regard to the 
UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-971-2 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-972-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-974-1 
Response As proposed, Legacy Parkway would be a controlled-access facility, with only two 

access points between the I-215 and I-15 interchanges: at 500 South and Parrish 
Lane. Some development would occur around these interchanges as a direct result 
of the road; however, most of the development in the North Corridor will occur 
regardless of whether the proposed action is constructed. See the response to 
comment GP-644-1. In addition to Legacy Parkway, commuter rail and expansion 
of the existing I-15 are important components of the Shared Solution that will 
address mobility needs in the North Corridor in 2020. 

Comment Number GP-974-2 
Response Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS describes the 

measures proposed to mitigate impacts on wetland resources associated with 
implementation of the build alternatives. These mitigation measures include 
creation of a Legacy Nature Preserve, which, under Alternative E, would 
encompass approximately 2,100 acres. The specific restoration and enhancement 
measures proposed for the Legacy Nature Preserve are also described in Section 
4.12.3.4. 

Comment Number GP-975-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS analysis considered expanding and improving existing 

roads. The analysis concluded that no alternative other than construction of 
additional roadway lanes could meet 2020 transportation demand. This conclusion 
includes alternatives such as the UBET Alternative, which entails enhanced transit, 
the construction of two additional lanes on I-15, and the expansion and 
enhancement of Redwood Road. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. Also see Section 3.1, Summary of Alternatives 
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Presented in Final EIS, and Section 3.2, Additional Project Alternatives Evaluated 
in This Supplemental EIS but Eliminated from Detailed Study, of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Comment Number GP-979-1 
Response National statistics and recent research contradict the opinion set forth in the 

comment. Growth in VMT has outpaced growth in capacity in most U.S. urban 
areas. Research studies on the relationships have found that there is a modest 
correlation between the location of a major road improvement and subsequent 
growth of the area. However, growth and development are more directly a function 
of regional economic health; prior growth rates; available land; zoning; utility, 
sewer, and water provision; tax rates; income; crime rates; and schools and housing 
policies. The WFRC travel model used in the Supplemental EIS analysis reflects 
the extent to which there is an actual relationship between additional roadway 
capacity and additional propensity to travel. The model includes feedback loops 
and adjustments to simulate driver behavior and reaction to congestion. These 
adjustments produce a small decrease in number of trips as congestion increases. 
As discussed in Section B3.4.4, Unmet and Induced Demand, of Appendix B, 2020 
Travel Demand Analysis, of the Supplemental EIS, congestion in the North 
Corridor under the No-Build and Maximum Future Transit Alternatives would 
suppress vehicle demand in the corridor by 2 to 3 percent. This traffic reduction is 
not sufficient to allow either the No-Build or Maximum Future Transit Alternatives 
to meet project purpose and need. See Master Response 7 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-979-2 
Response The data and information substantiating the need for the proposed action were 

reevaluated since publication of the previous Final EIS. That updated information 
is presented in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Comment Number GP-979-3 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-980-1 
Response Section 1.1.3, Purpose of Legacy Parkway Project, of the Supplemental EIS 

indicates that the primary purpose of the proposed action is to help meet existing 
and projected travel demand through 2020 in the North Corridor. It is UDOT’s 
policy to maintain at least LOS D in the peak period on I-15, consistent with the 
purpose of and need for Legacy Parkway. The traffic modeling conducted for the 
Supplemental EIS is based on the WFRC travel demand model (version 3.2), which 
was released in February 2004. Results from the travel demand model indicate that 
I-15 currently operates at LOS D; under the No-Build Alternative it will deteriorate 
to LOS F by 2020. As the existing condition falls below LOS D, additional 
capacity will be needed. Figure 3-3 in the Supplemental EIS illustrates that the 
Shared Solution is the only feasible remedy that satisfies the future travel demand 
in the North Corridor by providing adequate capacity to maintain an acceptable 
LOS on I-15 in 2020. 
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Comment Number GP-980-2 
Response As discussed in Master Responses 1, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 

comment volume, all modes of transit, including rail, even when combined with 
increased capacity on I-15 and with TDM and ITS strategies, have insufficient 
capacity to meet the anticipated demand in the North Corridor in the absence of the 
proposed action. It was determined in the Supplemental EIS that the most 
appropriate sequencing of the various alternatives entailed construction of Legacy 
Parkway as soon as possible. See Section 2.4.1, Summary of Approach for 
Supplemental EIS, of the Supplemental EIS. Regarding tolls, see the response to 
comment GP-301-3. 

Comment Number GP-981-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-983-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-984-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-985-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-987-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1.  

Comment Number GP-988-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-989-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-990-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-992-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number GP-994-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-995-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-996-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-997-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1002-1 
Response The Shared Solution would address the needs identified in the comment through 

construction of Legacy Parkway, encouragement of mass transit, and enhancement 
of I-15. 

Comment Number GP-1002-2 
Response 1. Hill AFB Command has submitted a comment that explains its concern about 

needing an alternative route through the North Corridor. 
 2. The Supplemental EIS recognizes the potential for I-15 to be shut down, as it 

was several years ago, if a major incident occurs within the North Corridor. 
Accordingly, one of the purposes of the Legacy Parkway is to provide an 
alternate route to I-15. 

 3. Comment noted. 
4. The location of the proposed alignment reflects UDOT’s effort to minimize 

wetland impacts. This, however, was done in part to improve the likelihood of 
receiving federal approval of the proposed action and in part to develop 
projects that are environmentally acceptable to the citizens of Utah, rather than 
in any response to UBET concerns. 

 5, 6, 7, 8. Comment noted. 
 9. Separating all the transportation projects would reduce the likelihood that an 

incident on any one facility would shut down the others. However, UDOT must 
weigh this potential risk against causing greater environmental impacts in 
deciding on a project location. In this instance, UDOT believes that minimizing 
environmental impacts is worth the slight increase in risk in the 4-mile portion 
of the project where the referenced facilities are near each other. See the 
response to comment GP-85-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-2 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-3 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-4 
Response Unfortunately, there would be some residential displacement associated with all the 

build alternatives. As discussed in Section 4.4, Relocations, of the Supplemental 
EIS, all displaced residents would be provided relocation assistance in accordance 
with state and federal regulations. With regard to impacts on wetlands, see the 
response to comment GP-474-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-5 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-743-1. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-6 
Response See the response to comment PT-54-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-7 
Response Various regional alignments were examined before all but the Great Salt Lake 

regional alignment were screened out. Section 3.2, Additional Project Alternatives 
Evaluated in This Supplemental EIS but Eliminated from Detailed Study, of the 
Supplemental EIS provides details regarding the alternatives screening process. 

Comment Number GP-1003-8 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Potential impacts on wetlands and existing residences are disclosed in Section 4.12, 
Wetlands, and Section 4.3, Social, of the Supplemental EIS. See the responses to 
comments GP-274-1 and GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-9 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-11 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-12 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-13 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-14 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-15 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-16 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-17 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-18 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-19 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-20 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-21 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-22 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-23 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-24 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-25 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-26 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-27 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-28 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-29 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-30 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-31 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-32 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-33 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP 659-2 and GP-975-1.  

Comment Number GP-1003-34 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-35 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-36 
Response See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-37 
Response See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-38 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-39 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-40 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-41 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-42 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-43 
Response See the responses to comments and GP-975-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-44 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-45 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-47 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-48 
Response See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-49 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-50 
Response As discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, in the Supplemental 

EIS, Legacy Parkway is proposed to meet current and projected transportation 
demands for the North Corridor. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this 
response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-51 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. Substantial expansion of mass transit, including implementation of the 
commuter rail project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing the 
transportation needs in the north corridor. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-52 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-53 
Response See the response to comment GP-247-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-55 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-56 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-57 
Response See the response to comment GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-58 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. Substantial expansion of mass transit, including construction of the 
commuter rail project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing the 
transportation needs in the north corridor. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-59 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-60 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-61 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-62 
Response See the responses to comments GP-274-1 and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-63 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-64 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-65 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-66 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the responses to comments GP-828-1 and GP-743-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-67 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-68 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-69 
Response See the response to comment GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-1003-70 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-71 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-73 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-74 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-75 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-76 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-77 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Substantial expansion of mass transit, including construction of the commuter rail 
project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing the transportation needs in the 
north corridor. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-78 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-79 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-80 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-81 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment 975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-82 
Response See Master Response 4 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

responses to comments GP-743-1 and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-83 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Substantial expansion of mass transit is included as part of the Shared Solution for 
addressing transportation needs in the north corridor. See the responses to 
comments GP-274-1 and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-84 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Substantial expansion of mass transit, including construction of the commuter rail 
project, is part of the Shared Solution for addressing transportation needs in the 
north corridor. See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-85 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-87 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-88 
Response See the responses to comments PT-54-1 and GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-89 
Response See the responses to comments GP-975-1 and GP-665-2. 

Comment Number GP-1003-91 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-92 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-93 
Response There is currently insufficient need to warrant a facility such as that suggested in 

the comment. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to 
comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-94 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-95 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-96 
Response See the response to comment PT-54-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-97 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-98 
Response See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-99 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-100 
Response See the responses to comments GP-743-1, GP-975-1, and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-101 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-102 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-103 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

responses to comments GP-274-1 and GP-975-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-104 
Response See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-105 
Response See Master Responses 4, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the response to comment PT-12-1. Cities in the study area have 
confirmed that the type of large-scale rezoning that would be necessary to eliminate 
the need for the proposed action is not a foreseeable possibility. 

Comment Number GP-1003-106 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-107 
Response See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-108 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-109 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 
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Comment Number GP-1003-110 
Response See Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. See the responses to comments GP-274-1 and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-111 
Response Analyses conducted for the Supplemental EIS indicate that the proposed action 

would reduce congestion on both new and existing roadways. See Master 
Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number GP-1003-112 
Response See Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. See the 

response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-113 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Comment Number GP-1003-114 
Response See the response to comment PT-12-1. 

Oral Transcript from Public Meeting 
Comment Number OT-2-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number OT-5-1 
Response All necessary safety applications and standards, such as signage for fog, would be 

used to ensure a safe facility for motorists. UDOT would salt/sand the roads 
whenever necessary to avoid slick surfaces. 

Comment Number OT-6-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number OT-7-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number OT-8-1 
Response The travel demand analysis conducted by WFRC indicates that truck traffic 

traveling through the North Corridor will be traveling between diverse locations. 
While some trucks will likely use the roads identified in the comment, there is no 
indication that such use will result in sufficient congestion to warrant specific 
improvements. Should usage of these roads increase beyond expectations, any 
needed improvements would be incorporated into the WFRC regional 
transportation plan or into the cities’ transportation improvement plans. 

Comment Number OT-10-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 
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Transcript of Public Meeting 
Comment Number PT-3-1 
Response With regard to the need for an alternate route, see the response to comment 

GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-4-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number PT-12-1 
Response As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, a maximum 

transit alternative was analyzed. It was determined that, even in conjunction with 
two additional lanes on I-15 and maximum practicable enhancements in 
transportation management strategies (including travel demand management, 
intelligent transportation systems, and transportation systems management), the 
maximum transit alternative was insufficient to adequately meet the projected 
travel demand. See Section 3.1, Summary of Alternatives Presented in Final EIS, of 
the Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number PT-13-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-14-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number PT-15-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-17-1 
Response The international importance of the project study area as an integral part of the 

Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network is recognized both in Section 
2.4.2, Existing Use and Distribution of Wildlife Habitats, of the wildlife technical 
memorandum and by reference in the Supplemental EIS. See the response to 
comment NG-7-119 for estimates of the approximate densities of birds on the 
proposed Legacy Nature Preserve. These estimates do not approach the density of 
9,000 birds/acre that the comment suggests. 

Comment Number PT-20-1 
Response Other alternatives were examined, but none met the purpose and need of the 

proposed action. See Chapter 2, Tenth Circuit Court Ruling Analysis, and Chapter 
3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS. A narrower right-of-way was also 
examined; see Section 2.1, Right-of-Way Issues, of the Supplemental EIS. There 
are no provisions in the right-of-way for a utility pipeline. There is no additional 
width included to accommodate any utility lines. The width of the right-of-way, 
which was reduced by 5 m, complies with state and federal design standards. See 
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Section 2.1 of the Supplemental EIS for a detailed explanation of each right-of-way 
component. 

Comment Number PT-20-2 
Response The Legacy Parkway Trail is being proposed in conjunction with the build 

alternatives. The trail connects with the Jordan River Parkway in Salt Lake County 
and with the Farmington Creek Trail in Farmington. The Legacy Parkway Trail 
would provide a link in the regional trail system. 

Comment Number PT-20-3 
Response Water quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.10, Water Quality, of the 

Supplemental EIS; light and noise pollution are both addressed in the wildlife 
technical memorandum (Section 3.7, Artificial Light Disturbance, and Section 3.8, 
Highway Noise Disturbance; and Appendices D, Effects of Artificial Light on 
Wildlife, and E, Bioacoustics Analysis of Potential Effects of Highway Noise on 
Wildlife of Great Salt Lake) and the Supplemental EIS (Section 4.13.9, Artificial 
Light Disturbance, and Section 4.13.10, Noise Disturbance). The boundaries of the 
Legacy Nature Preserve are defined by the boundaries of the lands purchased and 
are not subject to modification. 

Comment Number PT-21-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-22-1 
Response See Master Response 1 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Expansion of mass transit and transportation demand management measures are 
crucial components of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 mobility needs 
in the North Corridor. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway 
Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway 
capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number PT-25-1 
Response It is noted that the commenter supports more travel choices in the future. 

Expansion of mass transit and transportation demand management measures are 
crucial components of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 mobility needs 
in the North Corridor. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway 
Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway 
capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

 A bicycle and pedestrian trail is included as part of the proposed action. This aspect 
of Legacy Parkway would help reduce vehicular travel demand and provide a 
portion of the capacity needed through 2020. However, a bicycle trail only without 
additional road improvements would not provide enough additional capacity to 
meet the project purpose and need. See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of 
this response to comments volume. 
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 Results of the evaluation of the UBET Alternative, as recommended by UBET to 
the lead agencies and UDOT in March 2005, are disclosed in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives, of the supplemental EIS. See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number PT-25-2 
Response Table 4.19-1 in the Supplemental EIS indicates that the existing (2001) VMT for 

the four-county area of approximately 40 million miles per day is expected to 
increase to approximately 62 million miles per day in 2020. This 55 percent 
increase is correlated with the 40 percent population growth that is forecast for the 
same period. 

Comment Number PT-26-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-28-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-274-1. 

Comment Number PT-30-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-32-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-34-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Results of the evaluation of the UBET Alternative, as recommended to the lead 
agencies and UDOT in March 2005, are disclosed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number PT-36-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-37-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-975-1. 

Comment Number PT-38-1 
Response The Shared Solution provides a combination of improvements that include 

improvements to I-15, construction of a new roadway facility, and implementation 
of maximum future transit initiatives. The projection for commuter rail usage is 
based on coordination with the WFRC and results from the WFRC travel demand 
model (version 3.2), which was released February 2004. The model includes 
existing UTA operating plans, programmed transit projects, and other transit 
projects included in the WFRC long range plan through Phase 2. 

Comment Number PT-38-2 
Response Substantially expanding mass transit, including construction of a commuter rail 

line, is a crucial component of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 
mobility needs in the North Corridor. Planning by UTA and UDOT for the 
commuter rail project is underway. Evaluation of additional alternatives 
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recommended during the public comment period is presented in Chapter 3 of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number PT-39-2 
Response Advance notice of the public meeting and open house indicated when the doors 

would open. The use of expensive technical equipment necessitated the presence of 
adequate staff prior to opening. Nevertheless, because of low temperatures, the 
open house doors opened 1 hour prior to the announced time, and the public 
hearing doors opened 40 minutes prior to the announced time. Issuance of speaker 
cards began 20 minutes earlier than planned. 

Comment Number PT-43-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-44-2 
Response Section 2.4.2.2, Results of Construction Sequencing Scenarios, in the Supplemental 

EIS addresses costs to the traveling public. The cumulative costs to the traveling 
public associated with the various sequencing scenarios are illustrated in Figure 
2.4.4. 

Comment Number PT-45-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-45-2 
Response Natural and human-caused disasters that may occur in the future could affect both 

I-15 and Legacy Parkway. Liquefaction has been studied in the design phase and 
would be addressed in the construction phase.  

Comment Number PT-47-1 
Response With regard to the UBET Alternative, see Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of 

this response to comments volume. With regard to sprawl, see Master Response 4 
in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. With regard to impacts on air 
quality, see Master Response 3 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

Comment Number PT-48-1 
Response UDOT endorses the commenter’s recommendation that no future UDOT public 

meetings be held on Fridays for the reasons stated. It should be noted that the date 
of the public hearing and open house was based on the availability of official 
representatives from FHWA, the Corps, and UDOT, all of whom were needed to 
present information and to receive public comments. Although the selected date 
was not ideal from a variety of perspectives (i.e., it was a Friday and it was just a 
week past the traditional Holiday season), it was the only date in January on which 
representatives from all of these organizations were available. The next mutually 
acceptable date would have been in February or March, and it was determined that 
proceeding with the January 7 date was in the best interest of all involved parties. 

Comment Number PT-48-2 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-665-2. 
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Comment Number PT-48-3 
Response The results of the evaluation of additional alternatives recommended during the 

public comment period is presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Comment Number PT-49-1 
Response See the responses to comments PT-12-1 and PT-14-1.   

Comment Number PT-51-2 
Response A bicycle route—the Legacy Parkway Trail—is a component of the proposed 

action. The Legacy Parkway Trail would be approximately 14 miles long and 
would parallel the proposed highway. As discussed in Section 1.3.2, Trails, of the 
Supplemental EIS, one of the purposes of the trail is to provide an alternate 
transportation route. 

Comment Number PT-53-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the response to comment GP-75-1. 

Comment Number PT-54-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

All alternatives that were recommended by the public during the scoping period 
were given full consideration and evaluated as part of the Supplemental EIS 
process. The results of that evaluation are presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of 
the Supplemental EIS. See the response to comment GP-129-1 

Comment Number PT-54-2 
Response The Shared Solution includes a bus rapid transit component as well as planned 

commuter rail. The maximum future transit component of the Shared Solution was 
analyzed in the Supplemental EIS to determine whether implementation of 
maximum future transit could delay or eliminate the need to construct Legacy 
Parkway. A description of this alternative (the No-Build Alternative) is presented 
in Section 3.4.1, Modified Definition of the No-Build Alternative, of the 
Supplemental EIS. Figure 3-3 shows that the No-Build Alternative would not 
adequately meet the projected demand to move people and goods through the North 
Corridor through 2020 and, therefore does not eliminate the need for Legacy 
Parkway. See Section 3.2.1, Criteria for Evaluating Additional Alternatives, and 
Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, for a detailed 
discussion this analysis. 

Comment Number PT-55-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-57-1 
Response See Master Responses 2, 5, and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments 

volume. 

Comment Number PT-57-2 
Response As described in the Introduction to the Supplemental EIS, the Corps is responsible 

for ensuring compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1500–1508) and the CWA (33 CFR 
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320–330 and 40 CFR 230). Section 404 of the CWA prohibits the placement of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, 
without first obtaining authorization from the Corps. The Corps is required to 
review a proposed action to determine whether it is the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative relative to the aquatic ecosystem (and does not 
have other significant adverse environmental consequences), does not significantly 
degrade aquatic resources, complies with the applicable requirements of other 
statutes, and is not contrary to the public interest. 

 The commenter is correct in stating that the Corps must take a sequenced approach 
when determining what measures are adopted to mitigate wetland impacts. 
Specifically, project applicants must demonstrate that they have avoided and 
minimized impacts on wetland resources prior to proposing compensation for such 
impacts. Section 4.12.3.4, Mitigation Measures, of the Supplemental EIS describes 
how avoidance and minimization measures were incorporated into the project 
proponent’s proposed design, and what compensation is proposed to offset the loss 
of wetland habitat. 

Comment Number PT-60-1 
Response The commenter is correct in pointing out that local officials have the responsibility 

for local land use planning. 

Comment Number PT-62-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-65-1 
Response The Supplemental EIS documented the need for a diverse and robust transportation 

system to meet the demand for moving people and goods through 2020. Based on 
the schedule for completing the NEPA and other administrative approval processes 
for the three major components of the Shared Solution—expansion of mass transit, 
including commuter rail; reconstruction of I-15; and construction of Legacy 
Parkway—it appears that commuter rail may be the first of these projects 
constructed. 

Comment Number PT-65-2 
Response Although routes around the west side of the airport were originally considered 

during the regional corridor analysis, those routes have been screened out from 
further consideration. The westernmost routes (Alternatives B and C) presented in 
the Supplemental EIS are not considered preferred because of their greater impact 
on wetlands. 

 It is noted that the commenter is concerned about growth. Analysis of growth 
issues is presented in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Supplemental EIS. 

 See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 
Results of the evaluation of the UBET Alternative, as recommended to the lead 
agencies and UDOT in March 2005, are disclosed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Comment Number PT-68-1 
Response Air quality impacts are presented in Section 4.8, Air Quality, of the Supplemental 

EIS. It is noted that the commenter supports mass transportation. Mass transit is a 
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crucial component of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 mobility needs in 
the North Corridor. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-Highway Alternatives, 
of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional highway capacity—even with 
full implementation of arterial road improvements, transportation management 
strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit scenario—I-15 would still 
operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number PT-68-2 
Response Reversible lanes are specific lanes that are designated for inbound travel in the 

morning peak period and changed to convey outbound travel during the afternoon 
peak period. A Ten-Lane I-15 with Reversible Lanes Alternative was considered 
and is discussed in Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of 
the Supplemental EIS. This alternative was eliminated from detailed consideration 
because operational inefficiencies associated with the combination of reversible 
and mixed-flow lanes would limit its effectiveness. In addition, it would not 
provide sufficient traffic congestion relief on I-15 to eliminate the need for Legacy 
Parkway, and it would not provide congestion relief for the sequencing of 
construction activities along I-15. Reversible lanes on I-15 were also analyzed in 
conjunction with the UBET Alternative. See Master Response 5 for a discussion of 
the UBET Alternative. 

Comment Number PT-70-1 
Response See the response to comment GP-924-1. 

Comment Number PT-72-1 
Response Alternative forms of transportation, including substantially expanding mass transit, 

a bicycle and pedestrian trails, and transportation demand management measures, 
are all crucial components of the Shared Solution for addressing the 2020 mobility 
needs in the North Corridor. Planning by UTA and UDOT for implementation of 
the commuter rail project is underway. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, Non-
Highway Alternatives, of the Supplemental EIS, in the absence of additional 
highway capacity—even with full implementation of arterial road improvements, 
transportation management strategies, and a substantially expanded mass transit 
scenario—I-15 would still operate at LOS F in 2020. 

Comment Number PT-75-1 
Response See Master Responses 5 and 6 in Section 2 of this response to comments volume. 

See the responses to comments GP-743-1, GP-274-1, and PT-12-1. 

Comment Number PT-76-1 
Response The analysis of the Maximum Future Transit Alternative (see Section 3.2.2, Results 

of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the Supplemental EIS), and the 
sequencing analysis (see Section 2.4, Sequencing of the Shared Solution, of the 
Supplemental EIS) demonstrated that even with the maximum amount of mass 
transit that could be developed, it would be impossible to satisfy the future demand 
to move people and goods through the North Corridor without causing severe 
congestion on I-15 and on local streets in North Salt Lake, Woods Cross, West 
Bountiful, Bountiful, Centerville, and Farmington. 
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Comment Number PT-78-1 
Response As described in Section 1.2.3, Definition of the Shared Solution, of the 

Supplemental EIS, a significant enhancement of mass transit is part of the Shared 
Solution to meet future transportation needs in the North Corridor. 

Comment Number PT-79-1 
Response The Shared Solution includes implementation of maximum future transit 

initiatives, including commuter rail. The analysis of the Maximum Future Transit 
Alternative (see Section 3.2.2, Results of Additional Alternatives Evaluation, of the 
Supplemental EIS), and the analysis in Section 2.4, Sequencing of the Shared 
Solution, of the Supplemental EIS indicate that commuter rail improvements alone 
will not provide sufficient capacity to delay the need for the overall Shared 
Solution, which includes Legacy Parkway. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AASHTO American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation 
Officials 

ac Acre 

af Acre-feet 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 

a.m. Ante meridian (before noon) 

AMOP Asset maintenance and operations 
plan 

APE Area of potential effect 

AST Aboveground storage tank 

AVO Average vehicle occupancy 

BARD Bay Area Refuse Disposal 

BART San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

BMP Best management practice 

BO Biological opinion 

BRT Bus rapid transit 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAS Conservation agreement species 

CBD Central business district 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Information System 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations  

CH4 Methane  

CLHD Clark Lane Historic District  

CMAQ Congestion mitigation/air quality  

CMS Congestion management system  

CO Carbon monoxide  

CO2 Carbon dioxide  

Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

CPIC Community Planning Information 
Committee  

CSS Context-sensitive solution  

CWA Federal Clean Water Act  

D&RG Denver & Rio Grande Railroad 

dB Decibel  

dBA A-weighted decibel scale  

DERR Division of Environmental 
Response and Remediation  

DMU Diesel multiple units  

DOD Department of Defense  

DOI U.S. Department of the Interior 

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation  

DWSP Drinking water source protection  

EIS Environmental impact statement 

EMC Emissions Control Plan  

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency  

ERNS Emergency Response Notification 
System  

ESA Federal Endangered Species Act  



Acronyms and Abbreviations (Continued) 

FBWMA Farmington Bay Waterfowl 
Management Area 

FCI Functional Capacity Index  

FCU Functional capacity unit  

FEMA Federal Emergency Management 
Agency  

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission  

FHWA Federal Highway Administration  

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act  

FINDS Facility Index System  

FIRM Flood insurance rate map  

FRS Facility Registry System  

ft Foot  

FTA Federal Transit Administration  

FTTS FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System  

GIS Geographic information system  

GOPB Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budget  

GSLE Great Salt Lake Ecosystem  

ha Hectare  

HBC Home-based college  

HBO Home-based other  

HBW Home-based work  

HCM Highway Capacity Manual  

HGM Hydrogeomorphic 

HOT High-occupancy toll  

HOV High-occupancy vehicle  

HSIS Highway Safety Information 
System  

HUD Housing and Urban Development  

I-15 Interstate 15  

I-215 Interstate 215  

ID Identification  

IJR Interchange design/justification 
report  

ILS Intensive-level survey  

IRCAA Inter-Regional Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis  

ITS Intelligent transportation systems  

JEDI Justice Economic Dignity and 
Independence for Women  

JVWCD Jordan Valley Water Conservancy 
District  

km Kilometer  

KOP Key observation point  

kph Kilometers per hour  

LDS Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints 

LEDPA Least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative  

Leq Equivalent sound level  

Long range plan Wasatch Front Urban Area 
Transportation Plan Update: 
2004–2030 

LOS Level of service  

LPA Locally preferred alternative  

LUST Leaking underground storage 
tanks  

LWCF Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act  

m Meter  

MAG Mountainland Association of 
Governments  

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MCD Multi-county district 

mg/kg Milligrams per kilogram 

mi Mile 

Mine Open or closed mine  

MIS Major investment study  

MOA Memorandum of agreement  



Acronyms and Abbreviations (Continued) 

mpg Miles per gallon  

MPO Metropolitan planning 
organization  

MSAT Mobile-source air toxics  

MSID Modified stratified iterative  
disaggregation  

MTMCTEA Military Traffic Management 
Command Transportation 
Engineering Agency 

N2O Nitrous oxide  

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards  

NAC Noise abatement criteria  

NCHRP National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program  

NEPA National Environmental Policy 
Act  

NFIP National Flood Insurance Program  

NHB Non-home-based  

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act  

NO Nitric oxide  

NO2 Nitrogen dioxide  

NOA Notice of availability  

NOx Nitrogen oxides  

NPL National Priorities List  

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation 
Service  

NRHP National Register of Historic 
Places  

O3 Ozone  

OHV Off-highway vehicle  

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 

Pb Lead 

PCE Passenger-car equivalent  

PCEPPPL Passenger-car equivalents per  
3-hour peak period per lane 

PCEPL Passenger-car equivalents per lane  

PM Particulate matter  

PM10 PM with a diameter of 10 microns 
or less  

PM2.5 PM with a diameter of 2.5 microns 
or less  

Preserve Legacy Nature Preserve  

QA/QC Quality assurance/quality control  

RCRIS Resource conservation and 
recovery information system  

RCRIS-LQG Large-quantity generators  

RCRIS-SQG Small-quantity generators  

RCRIS-TSDF Treatment, storage, or disposal 
facilities  

ROD Record of decision  

RP Reference post  

SAFETEA-LU  Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users 

SCDOT South Carolina Department of 
Transportation 

SDDDC TEA  Surface Deployment and 
Distribution Command 
Transportation Engineering 
Agency 

SE Substantial exceedance  

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office  

SID Stratified iterative disaggregation  

SL Sound level  

SOR Statement of responsibilities  

SOV Single-occupancy vehicle  

SOx Oxides of sulfur  

SPC State of Utah species of special 
concern  

sq ft Square feet 

sq m Square meter  

STRAHNET Strategic highway network  



Acronyms and Abbreviations (Continued) 

STT Science technical team  

SVOC Semi-volatile organic compound  

SWANCC Solid Waste Agency of Northern 
Cook County 

SWLF Solid waste landfills database  

TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone  

TCPU Transportation, communications, 
and public utilities 

TCRIS Toxic chemicals release inventory 
system  

TDM Transportation demand 
management  

TDS Total dissolved solids  

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act 

TMDL Total maximum daily load 

TNM FHWA traffic noise model  

TOD Transit-oriented development  

TSCA Toxic Substance Control Act  

TSM Transportation systems 
management  

TSS Total suspended solids  

UBET Utahns for Better Transportation  

UDEQ Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality  

UDNR Utah Department of Natural 
Resources  

UDOT Utah Department of 
Transportation  

UDWR Utah Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Wildlife 
Resources 

UPDES Utah pollutant discharge 
elimination system  

UPED Utah process economic and 
demographic model 

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad 

URAA Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act  

URMCC Utah Reclamation Mitigation 
Conservation Commission  

US-89 U.S. Highway 89  

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

USGS U.S. Geological Survey  

USIECR U.S. Institute for Environmental 
Conflict Resolution  

UST Underground storage tank  

UTA Utah Transit Authority  

VMT Vehicle miles traveled  

VOC Volatile organic compounds  

WBWCD Weber Basin Water Conservancy 
District  

WFRC Wasatch Front Regional Council  

WTT Wildlife technical team  
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