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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 



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 

 
7-6 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

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. 



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 

 
7-12 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

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. 



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 

 
7-16 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

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 
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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 



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 

 
7-22 

November 2005

J&S 03076.03

 

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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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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