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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) are proposing a project (the West Davis Corridor) to improve regional mobility in
Davis and Weber Counties, Utah. These lead agencies, together called the West Davis
Corridor (WDC) team, are preparing the West Davis Corridor Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), which will evaluate different alternatives for meeting the purpose of the
project. All of the WDC action alternatives advanced in the EIS that propose a new roadway
facility have a southern interchange with Interstate 15 (I-15) and Legacy Parkway.

Since the start of the EIS process, the WDC Team has received numerous comments
regarding potential alternative connections in Farmington and Kaysville (referred to in this
document as southern alignment options). The WDC Team considered these various southern
alignment options as part of the alternatives-evaluation process for the Draft EIS. At that
time, the WDC Team concluded that only the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options were
reasonable and practicable. After the Draft EIS was published in May 2013, the WDC Team
updated the EIS traffic analysis according to the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC)
2015-2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the associated 2016 travel demand
model (version 8.1). The WDC Team also began a more detailed evaluation of the Shepard
Lane and Glovers Lane interchange options in accordance with FHWA'’s review process for
modifying access to the interstate system. This analysis was compiled in an Interstate Access
Change Request that evaluated whether the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options met
FHWA'’s requirements for access to the interstate system.

In its review, FHWA concluded that the Shepard Lane Option could not satisfy its Interstate
Access Policy because the option would adversely affect the safety and operations of 1-15 and
does not meet design standards. FHWA, therefore, could not approve the Shepard Lane
Option. Because this option did not comply with FHWA’s interstate access requirements, it is
not considered practicable under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Clean Water
Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines nor reasonable under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). This evaluation is described in the Draft Shepard Lane Interchange Section
404(b)(1) Practicability and NEPA Reasonable Alternative Analysis (WDC Team 2017).
Based on its review, FHWA also concluded that the Glovers Lane Option complied with its
Interstate Access Policy as detailed in the Interstate Access Change Request. Consequently,
the Glovers Lane Option is still considered a reasonable and practicable option.

The WDC team has prepared this analysis to reconsider the other southern alignment options
that were considered and rejected during the Draft EIS stage, given that the Shepard Lane
Option was eliminated from consideration and that WFRC’s RTP and travel demand model
have since been updated. This analysis will help FHWA determine whether options
eliminated from consideration during the Draft EIS process are now reasonable options based
on new information and should be carried forward for detailed study in the Final EIS.
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Reconsideration of the Southern Alignment Options

Using WFRC’s travel demand model version 8.1, recent 2016 aerial photographs, and 2016
wetland survey data, the WDC team reconsidered the southern alignment options that were
evaluated in the Draft EIS. The reconsideration process included the following suggestions:

e Commenters on the Draft EIS from Farmington City and other commenters requested a
reconsideration of three southern options (Kaysville Rest Area Option, Kaysville 200
North Option, and Layton Parkway Option). The Draft EIS comments requested that
additional capacity be added to I-15 between the Legacy Parkway/I-15 interchange and
the location where the southern terminus of the WDC southern option would have a
system-to-system interchange with 1-15 to determine whether this additional 1-15
capacity would allow the options to meet the WDC’s purpose and need.

e Comment from a member of the public recommending a revised Shepard Lane Option
that would potentially allow the interchange to perform better.

o Comments regarding tunneling, bridging wetlands, and alignment shifts to Glovers Lane.

e Reconsidering the Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad (D&RG) Option, which was
eliminated during the Draft EIS Level 2 screening process because of substantially more
impacts to homes, businesses, and wetlands compared to the Glovers Lane and Shepard
Lane Options. With elimination of the Shepard Lane Option, the WDC team decided to
reconsider the D&RG Option in Farmington using two different connections to 1-15.

Based on the input from the public and agencies, the following southern options were
reconsidered and are shown in Figure S-1:

e Layton Parkway Option with and without I-15 Widening

o Kaysville 200 North Option with and without 1-15 Widening

o Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15 Widening

e Shepard North Option

e Shepard Lane Tunnel Option

e Public Comment 876, Modified Shepard Lane Option

e Burke Lane Option

e Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad (D&RG) Option with Connection at 200 West
¢ D&RG Option with Connection at Glovers Lane

e Glovers Lane Farther South and West Option
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Figure S-1. Southern Alignment Options Reconsidered
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Table S-1 summarizes the Section 404(b)(1) practicability determinations that were made as a
result of the current reconsideration of the other southern alignment options (that is, other
than the Glovers Lane Option) evaluated for the WDC Project. As shown in Table S-1, all of
these southern alignment options were determined to be not practicable under the Section
404(b)(1) guidelines (for more information, see Section 1.1, Requirements of the Clean Water

Act).

Table S-1. Results of the Reconsideration of the Southern Alignment Options

Option

Section 404(b)(1) Determination

Shepard Lane?

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

Layton Parkway

Eliminated — Does not meet the overall project purpose and need.

Kaysville 200 North

Eliminated — Does not meet the overall project purpose and need.

Kaysville Rest Area®

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

Shepard North?

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

Shepard Lane Tunnel®

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

Public Comment 876,
Modified Shepard Lane®

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

Burke Lane

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

D&RG/200 West®

Eliminated — Does not meet FHWA and UDOT design standards.

D&RG/Glovers Lane

Eliminated — Could not be implemented by UDOT and FHWA given applicable
legal and practical constraints, safety considerations and costs.

Glovers Lane South/West

Eliminated — High wetland and wildlife impacts. Impacts to Farmington Bay
Waterfowl Management Area.

& Would not satisfy FHWA'’s Interstate Access Policy because the option would adversely affect the safety and
operations of I-15 and does not meet design standards including those in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control

Devices, or MUTCD.
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1.0 Introduction

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are proposing
a project (the West Davis Corridor) to improve regional The WDC team consists of the lead
mobility in Davis and Weber Counties, Utah. These lead agencies for the WDC Project
agencies, together called the West Davis Corridor (WDC) (Federal Highway Administration and
X . . Utah Department of Transportation).
team, are preparing the West Davis Corridor
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which will
evaluate different alternatives for meeting the purpose of the project. All of the WDC action
alternatives advanced in the EIS that propose a new roadway facility have a southern
interchange with Interstate 15 (1-15) and Legacy Parkway. See Figure 1-1 for a map of the
project study area.

What is the WDC team?

Since the start of the EIS process, the WDC Team has received numerous comments
regarding potential alternative connections in Farmington and Kaysville (referred to in this
document as southern alignment options). The WDC Team considered these various southern
alignment options as part of the alternatives-evaluation process for the Draft EIS. At that
time, the WDC Team concluded that only the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options were
reasonable and practicable because the other options considered did not meet design
standards or were similar alternative concepts with substantially higher impacts to the natural
and built environments.

After the Draft EIS was published in May 2013, the WDC Team updated the EIS traffic
analysis according to the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC) 2015-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the associated 2016 travel demand model (version 8.1). The
WDC Team also began a more detailed evaluation of the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane
interchange options in accordance with FHWA’s review process for modifying access to the
interstate system. This analysis was compiled in an Interstate Access Change Request that
evaluated whether the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options met FHWAs requirements
for access to the interstate system.

In its review, FHWA concluded that the Shepard Lane Option could not satisfy its Interstate
Access Policy because the option would adversely affect the safety and operations of 1-15 and
does not meet design standards. FHWA, therefore, could not approve the Shepard Lane
Option. Because the option could not be approved by FHWA, it could not be built, and thus it
is not practicable under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.
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Figure 1-1. Study Area
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Therefore, the WDC team is preparing this Section 404(b)(1) practicability analysis for
reconsidering other southern alignment options to provide information to FHWA and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). For FHWA, this analysis will help FHWA determine
whether options eliminated from consideration during the Draft EIS process are now
reasonable options based on new information and should be carried forward for detailed study
in the Final EIS. For USACE, this analysis will help USACE ensure, based on Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act, that the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative is
carried forward for detailed study in the Final EIS.

Section 1.1 discusses the requirements of the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean Water
Act. Section 1.2 discusses the requirements of Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU (the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users) that pertain
to this practicability analysis.

1.1 Requirements of the Clean Water Act

Since USACE makes official determinations under the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines of the
Clean Water Act, the WDC team considered the requirements of the Clean Water Act as part
of the evaluation of alternatives during the EIS process. The Section 404(b)(1) guidelines
state that “no discharge of dredged or fill material [to Section 404-regulated waters] shall be
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences” [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Section 230.10(a)].

USACE must prepare a Section 404(b)(1) practicability analysis in connection with its
decision whether to grant a Clean Water Act permit for the selected WDC alternative. The
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines require USACE to consider “practicable” alternatives for
avoiding or minimizing harm to waters of the U.S. USACE’s regulations recommend that
applicants for individual permits, such as those that would be required for the WDC Project,
engage in pre-application consultation with USACE to discuss the level of National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review required, the information needed for decision-
making, other agency reviews and approvals needed, and the overall process to be followed.

The term practicable means “available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”
The Clean Water Act guidelines create a presumption that practicable avoidance alternatives
are available for non-water-dependent projects. Highway and transit projects generally are
not water-dependent. This presumption places the burden on the applicant to demonstrate that
there are no practicable alternatives to the placement of fill in “special aquatic sites.” The
level of analysis and proof required varies depending on the project and the nature of the
anticipated effects of the project.

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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1.2

Requirements of SAFETEA-LU

Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU established an
environmental review process that must be followed
when FHWA prepares an EIS for a highway project. In
addition to NEPA compliance, the environmental review
process under Section 6002 must include the “process for

What are participating and
cooperating agencies?

A participating agency is a federal
or non-federal agency that might
have an interest in the project.

and completion of any environmental permit, approval, A cooperating agency is one that has
review, or study required for a project under any Federal jurisdiction by law or that has

law other than [NEPA].” Thus, USACE’s permitting special expertise regarding the
actions must be addressed as part of the Section 6002 evaluation of the project.

process.

The process requires an “opportunity for involvement” by

participating agencies and the public at two milestones: defining the purpose of and need for
the project and determining the range of alternatives to be studied. For the WDC EIS,
USACE is a cooperating agency because it would need to issue a permit for impacts to
wetlands from the project.

The lead agencies (FHWA and UDOT) are also required, as part of the environmental review
process, to determine, in collaboration with the participating agencies, the appropriate
methodologies to be used and the level of detail required in the analysis of alternatives. The
SAFETEA-LU Environmental Review Process Final Guidance says that “collaboration
means a cooperative and interactive process. It is not necessary for the lead agency to reach
consensus with the participating agencies on these issues; the lead agency must work
cooperatively with the participating agencies and consider their views, but the lead agency
remains responsible for decision-making.” The FHWA guidance states that the lead agencies
should solicit public and agency input regarding what methodologies will be used to evaluate
important issues.
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2.0

Section 404(b)(1) Practicability Methodology

This section explains how the WDC team evaluated whether the southern alignment options
are practicable under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. The term practicable
means “available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.” In working with USACE and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the WDC team focused this practicability
analysis on logistical considerations, although cost also played a role in specific
circumstances.

There is no definition of logistics in the Clean Water Act, nor have USACE or EPA issued
guidance defining the term. Given the nature of this transportation project and this
practicability analysis, it is reasonable that the meaning of logistics is the planning,
implementation, and coordination of an operation.

In light of the above, the WDC team evaluated the practicability of the southern alignment
options based primarily on the following logistical considerations:

1. Whether the option would meet the project purpose and need

2. Whether the option could be designed to meet the minimum design standards
required by FHWA and UDOT for safety, operation, and traffic performance

3. Whether the option could be implemented by UDOT and FHWA given applicable
legal constraints and authorities

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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3.0
3.1

Background on the Southern Alignment Options

Consideration of the Southern Alignment Options in the
Draft EIS

The WDC Draft EIS was released in May 2013 and inclu-

ded an evaluation of other southern alignment options in
addition to the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options.
The other southern alignment options were developed
based on comments provided by the public during the
EIS scoping and alternatives-evaluation processes.

The results of this evaluation were described in Section
3.3.4, Southern Termini for New Roadway Alternatives,

What is Level 1 screening?

Level 1 screening identifies alterna-
tives that meet the purpose of and
need for the project. Alternatives
that were determined to not meet the
purpose of and need for the project
or to not be feasible were not carried
forward for further analysis in

Level 2 screening.

of Technical Memorandum 15: Alternatives Screening

Report, dated October 14, 2012. This memorandum was

made available for public review on the project website and was summarized in the Draft
EIS. In that memorandum, the WDC team found that some options would not be feasible to
design and thus did not meet the project purpose and need.

Table 3-1 lists the southern alignment options that were eliminated from further consideration
as part of the Draft EIS Level 1 screening process because they could not meet design
standards or meet the Level 1 screening criteria measures of effectiveness. Figure 3-1 shows
the locations of the southern alignment options.

Table 3-1. Southern Terminus Options Eliminated during Level 1 Screening

Southern Terminus Option

Reason for Elimination

Burke Lane connection in
Farmington

Engineers determined that a WDC alignment could not connect to 1-15 and Legacy
Parkway with a system interchange coming in directly from the west on Burke Lane.
The existing I-15, Legacy Parkway, Park Lane, and U.S. Highway 89 (US 89) system-
to-system interchange, the FrontRunner commuter-rail line, and Farmington
commuter-rail station would need to be realigned and reconstructed in order for a
system interchange to be possible at this location.

Connection to I-15 in
Kaysville near the rest stop
(I-15 at milepost [MP] 326)

The travel demand model showed that a connection to I-15 at the Kaysville rest stop
would not meet the purpose of and need for the project.

Connection to I-15 at 200
North in Kaysville (I-15 at
MP 328)

The travel demand model showed that a connection to I-15 at 200 North in Kaysville
would not meet the purpose of and need for the project.

Connection to I-15 at Layton
Parkway (I-15 at MP 330)

The travel demand model showed that a connection to I-15 at Layton Parkway would
not meet the purpose of and need for the project.

Farmington couplet concept

The Farmington couplet concept would involve splitting WDC traffic in Farmington.
Northbound traffic would use the Shepard Lane Option, and southbound traffic would
use the Glovers Lane Option. The Farmington couplet concept would be contrary to
FHWA policy, since it would not accommodate all four movements to and from the
WDC and I-15 at the same location. The northbound and southbound movements
would connect to I-15 over 3 miles apart, with the existing Legacy Parkway and

US 89 system-to-system interchanges located between the two connections.
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Figure 3-1. Southern Alignment Options Reconsidered
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3.2

3.2.1

Consideration of the Southern Alignment Options in the
Final EIS

Overview

During the development of the Final EIS, the WDC team decided to reconsider the southern
alignment options considered in the Draft EIS primarily based on the following:

New WFRC 2015-2040 RTP and Travel .

What is a travel demand
Demand Model. After the Draft EIS was model?
published in May 2013, WFRC released a new
RTP and travel demand model in 2015. The

A travel demand model is a
computer model that predicts the

WDC team decided that, because of substantial number of transportation trips
changes to the model compared to the model (travel demand) in an area at a given
used for the Draft EIS, all travel demand time. This prediction is based on the

modeling conducted for the Final EIS would be Sz pepllianen, e Bymai,
household, and land-use conditions

updated using the new model (version 8.1; in the area. The travel demand
version 7 was used for the Draft EIS modeling). model used for the WDC Project is

intained by WFRC.
FHWA Interstate Access Change Request maintained by

Process. Also after the Draft EIS was published,

the WDC Team began a more detailed evaluation

of the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane interchange options in accordance with
FHWA'’s review process for modifying access to the interstate system. UDOT cannot
add points of access to, or exits from, an interstate without approval from FHWA.
FHWA has an interest in ensuring that the National Highway System provides the
“highest level of service in terms of safety and mobility.” FHWA’s decision to
approve new or revised access points to the National Highway System must be
supported by substantiated information justifying and documenting that the proposed
designs maintain the safety and performance of the highway system. This
information was compiled in an Interstate Access Change Request that evaluated
whether the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options met FHWA’s requirements for
access to the interstate system.

In its review, FHWA concluded that the Shepard Lane Option could not satisfy its
Interstate Access Policy because it would adversely affect the safety and operations
of 1-15 and does not meet design standards. One of the deficiencies of the Shepard
Lane design was that it does not comply with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices, or MUTCD. This is a federal standard used by highway officials nationwide
to install and maintain traffic-control devices on all streets and highways open to
public travel. The MUTCD is published by FHWA under 23 CFR Part 655, Subpart F
(UDOT 2011). Noncompliance with the MUTCD ultimately can result in loss of
federal-aid funds and would be in violation of Utah code and standards.

Because the Shepard Lane Option does not meet the MUTCD and other design
standards, FHWA could not approve the Shepard Lane Option. Because this option

April 25, 2017



did not comply with FHWAs interstate access requirements, it is not considered
practicable under the USACE Section 404(b)(1) guidelines nor reasonable under
NEPA. This evaluation is described in the Draft Shepard Lane Interchange Section
404(b)(1) Practicability and NEPA Reasonable Alternative Analysis (WDC Team
2017). Based on its review, FHWA also concluded that the Glovers Lane Option
complied with its Interstate Access Policy. Consequently, the Glovers Lane Option is
still considered a reasonable and practicable option.

Based on the elimination of the Shepard Lane interchange option and the updated travel
demand model, the WDC team decided to reconsider previously evaluated southern
alignment options and new options brought up in comments on the Draft EIS to determine
whether any of the options would be a practicable or reasonable option in addition to the
Glovers Lane Option.

3.2.2 Purpose and Need Screening Criteria

In this memorandum, some alternatives are eliminated
because they do not meet the Level 1 (overall purpose)
screening criteria called measures of effectiveness Level of service (LOS) is a measure
(MOES). In order to determine whether the preliminary of the operating conditions on a
WDC action alternatives would substantially reduce road. Level of service is expressed

. . as a letter “grade” from A (free-
congestion and delay in the study area, the WDC team flowing traffic and little delay) to F

What is level of service (LOS)?

calculated the following MOEs for each preliminary (extremely congested traffic and

action alternative: excessive delay). LOS B through E
represent progressively worse

o Daily total delay (measured in hours). This MOE operating conditions.

guantifies the daily total hours of delay experienced
by drivers on all freeway, arterial, and collector roads
in the study area for each alternative.

e North-south road lane-miles with V/C > 0.9 : .
. . . What is volume to capacity
(measured in miles). This MOE calculates the (VIC)?
number of north-south lane-miles in the study area Volume I
that would operate in congestion (LOS E or F) in the mZal;TrZ gfizza:étz; traf)ﬁ'sjolume
PM peak 3-hour period for each alternative. on a road compared to the traffic

. . capacity for which the road was
o East-west road lane-miles with V/C > 0.9 der)igne);l AV/C ratio of 0.9 or

(measured in miles). This MOE calculates the greater indicates operating
number of east-west lane-miles in the study area that conditions of LOS E or F, which are
would operate in congestion (LOS E or LOS F) inthe ~ generally considered unacceptable
PM peak 3-hour period for each alternative. bpiaingleondition=

¢ Vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) with V/C > 0.9 (measured in miles). This MOE
calculates the total number of vehicle-miles traveled in congestion (LOS E or LOS F) in
the study area during the PM peak 3-hour period for each alternative.

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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e Vehicle-hours traveled (VHT) with V/C > 0.9 (measured in hours). This MOE
calculates the total number of vehicle-hours traveled in congestion (LOS E or F) in the
study area during the PM peak 3-hour period for each alternative.

For these MOEs, the travel demand model used V/C ratios greater than or equal to 0.9 to
calculate which roads would be in congestion (LOS E or F).

Using the travel demand model, the WDC team calculated the five MOEs listed above for the
preliminary action alternatives and the No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative’s
MOE values were used as the basis for comparing the action alternatives in order to
determine whether the action alternatives substantially reduced congestion and delay.

Once the range of MOE values for the action alternatives was calculated from the travel
demand model, the WDC team calculated the average value and the first-quartile value (top
25%) for each MOE for all of the action alternatives. Both the absolute reduction (in hours or
miles) and the percentage reduction compared to the No-Action Alternative were calculated
to provide bases for comparing alternatives.

Although the range of values and percent reduction from the No-Action Alternative were
different for each MOE, the average and first-quartile values provided a way for the WDC
team to evaluate how substantially each action alternative reduced each MOE.

For the Level 1 screening process, the WDC team determined that the following criteria
would indicate alternatives that would substantially reduce delay and congestion in the study
area and would meet the purpose of and need for the project:

1. Perform better than the No-Action Alternative for all five MOEs
2. Perform better than the average value of all alternatives for all five MOEs

3. Perform at or better than the first-quartile (top 25%) value for at least three of the
five MOEs

The WDC team determined that any alternative that (1) increased delay or congestion
compared to the No-Action Alternative, (2) performed worse than the average value for one
or more MOEs, or (3) did not perform in the first quartile for at least three of the five MOESs
would not substantially reduce delay or congestion in the study area and would not meet the
overall purpose for the project.

The action alternatives that performed better than the No-Action Alternative for all five
MOEs, had MOE values better than the average values for all five MOEs, and had MOE
values in the first quartile for at least three of the five MOEs were advanced to Level 2
screening.
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4.0 Reconsideration of the Southern Alignment
Options

Using WFRC’s travel demand model 8.1, recent 2016 aerial photographs, and 2016 wetland
survey data, the WDC team reconsidered the southern alignment options that were evaluated
in the Draft EIS. The reconsideration process included the following suggestions:

o Commenters on the Draft EIS from Farmington City and other commenters requested
a reconsideration of three southern options (Kaysville Rest Area Option, Kaysville
200 North Option, and Layton Parkway Option). The Draft EIS comments requested
that additional capacity be added to I-15 between the Legacy Parkway/I-15 inter-
change and the location where the southern terminus of the WDC southern option
would have a system-to-system interchange with 1-15 to determine whether this ad-
ditional 1-15 capacity would allow the options to meet the WDC’s purpose and need.

e Comment from a member of the public recommending a revised Shepard Lane
Option that would potentially allow the interchange to perform better.

o Comments regarding tunneling, bridging wetlands, and alignment shifts to Glovers
Lane.

e Reconsidering the D&RG Option, which was eliminated during the Draft EIS Level 2
screening process because of substantially more impacts to homes, businesses, and
wetlands compared to the Glovers Lane and Shepard Lane Options. With elimination
of the Shepard Lane Option, the WDC team decided to reconsider the D&RG Option
in Farmington using two different connections to 1-15.

The updated description and results for the southern alignment options are presented below.
The Level 1 screening data for the Layton Parkway, Kaysville 200 North, and Kaysville Rest
Area Options are included in Appendix A, Data Sheet.

As with all alternatives evaluated during the EIS process, an alternative must pass the Level 1
screening process. The purpose of Level 1 screening is to identify alternatives that meet the
purpose of and need for the project. Alternatives that were determined to not meet the overall
purpose of and need for the project were considered unreasonable for NEPA purposes and not
practicable for Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) purposes and were not carried forward for
further analysis in Level 2 screening. Level 1 screening was the first major decision point at
which alternatives were eliminated based on specific screening criteria.

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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The reconsideration and determination for each southern alignment option are included in a
subsection below. These options are listed in order from north to south (see Figure 3-1 above,
Southern Alignment Options Reconsidered).

e Layton Parkway Option with and without 1-15 Widening

o Kaysville 200 North Option with and without 1-15 Widening
o Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15 Widening
e Shepard North Option

e Shepard Lane Tunnel Option

e Public Comment 876, Modified Shepard Lane Option

e Burke Lane Option

e D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West

e D&RG Option with Connection at Glovers Lane

e Glovers Lane Farther South and West Option

Layton Parkway Option with and without I-15 Widening

A few commenters suggested that the WDC should connect to I-15 at or near the Layton
Parkway interchange on I-15 at milepost 330.

Description. The Layton Parkway Option with and without 1-15 Widening would connect the
WDC to I-15 south of Layton Parkway. The Layton Parkway connection to 1-15 would
require a system-to-system interchange similar to the Shepard Lane Option’s connection but
would need to maintain the Layton Parkway as a local arterial and maintain the Layton
Parkway local interchange on I-15.

The WDC team considered two Layton Parkway Options:
e  One with no additional widening on I-15

e One that included widening on I-15 to add one general-purpose lane in each direction
between milepost 324.5 (Legacy Parkway on ramp) and milepost 330 (Layton
Parkway interchange)

Transportation System Impacts. The Layton Parkway Option with and without 1-15
Widening did not pass Level 1 screening because it does not have MOE values better than
(less than) the first-quartile value for at least three of the five MOEs (the option had only one
value better than the first quartile with or without I-15 widening). The Level 1 screening data
for this option are included in Appendix A, Data Sheet. Because this option would not pass
Level 1 screening and thus would not meet the overall project purpose, it is not considered
practicable under the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.
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4.2 Kaysville 200 North Option with and without I-15
Widening

This option would connect the WDC to 1-15 in Kaysville at or near the 200 North/State Route
(SR) 273 interchange at milepost 328.5.

Description. The Kaysville 200 North Option with and without I-15 Widening would connect
the WDC to I-15 south of 200 North/SR 273. The Kaysville 200 North Option with and
without I-15 Widening’s connection to I-15 would require a system-to-system interchange
similar to the Shepard Lane Option’s connection, but it would need to maintain 200 North/
SR 273 as a local arterial and would need to maintain the existing 1-15/200 North local
interchange.

The WDC team considered two Kaysville 200 North Options:
e  One with no additional widening on I-15

e One that included widening on I-15 to add one general-purpose lane in each direction
between milepost 324.5 (Legacy Parkway on ramp) and milepost 328.5 (Kaysville
200 North interchange)

Transportation System Impacts. The Kaysville 200 North Option with or without I-15
Widening did not pass Level 1 screening because it does not have MOE values better than
(less than) the first-quartile value for at least three of the five MOEs (the option had only two
values better than the first quartile with 1-15 widening and one without 1-15 widening). The
Level 1 screening data for this option are included in Appendix A, Data Sheet. Because this
option would not pass Level 1 screening and thus would not meet the overall project purpose,
it is not considered practicable under the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.

4.3 Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without I-15
Widening

This option would connect the WDC to I-15 in Kaysville at or near the rest area at
milepost 326.5.

Description. Figure 4-1 shows the Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15
Widening. The connection to I-15 for the Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15
Widening would require a system-to-system interchange similar to the Shepard Lane
Option’s connection and a new east-west road to be constructed in residential areas in
Kaysville.

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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Figure 4-1. Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without I-15 Widening
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The WDC team considered two Kaysville Rest Area Options:
e One with no additional widening on 1-15 (Figure 4-2)

e One that included widening on 1-15 to add one general-purpose lane in each direction
between milepost 324.5 (Legacy Parkway on ramp) and milepost 326.5 (Kaysville
rest area) (Figure 4-3)

Transportation System Impacts. The Kaysville Rest Area Option with 1-15 Widening to Park
Lane does not pass Level 1 screening because it does not have MOE values better than (less
than) the first-quartile value for at least three of the five MOEs (the option had only two
values better than the first quartile). The Level 1 screening data for this option are included in
Appendix A, Data Sheet.

However, the WDC team found that the Kaysville Rest Area Option without I-15 Widening
did pass Level 1 screening (Figure 4-2). The WDC team further investigated the modeling
results because having fewer travel lanes on 1-15 should have increased congestion instead of
decreasing it. The WDC team found that, in the modeling, traffic that would have used I-15
was instead using Main Street in Kaysville and Farmington to avoid congestion on 1-15,
thereby causing Main Street to fail (that is, operate at a level of service of LOS F). Main
Street is a local arterial that goes through the town center of these two communities. Because
Main Street is outside the WDC study area, the traffic delay was not being picked up in the
Level 1 screening analysis. Main Street is a main commercial and residential corridor that is
not designed to handle high volumes of through traffic.

The Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15 Widening is about 0.5 mile north of
the Shepard Lane interchange option and would require a similar collector-distributor layout
as that option because of the proximity to the US 89/Legacy Parkway/I-15 interchange and
the local service interchanges at Park and Shepard Lanes. The WDC team’s review of the
Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without 1-15 Widening found that, similar to the
Shepard Lane Option, this option would have 20 violations of the MUTCD standards and
guidance (Table 4-1 on page 18). These MUTCD violations resulted in a determination by
FHWA that the Kaysville Rest Area Option (either with or without 1-15 widening) was not
practicable under the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines using the same rationale that was used by
FHWA to eliminate the Shepard Lane Option.

Technical Memorandum 30: Southern Connection to I-15 and Legacy Parkway Section 404(b)(1) Practicability
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Figure 4-2. Kaysville Rest Area Option without I-15 Widening

Without 1-15 widening, Main Street in
Kaysville and Farmington operates at
an unacceptable level of service

I-15 LOS F

(failure conditions)

WDC connection at rest area
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Figure 4-3. Kaysville Rest Area Option with I-15 Widening

With 1-15 widening, Main Street in
Kaysville and Farmington operates at
an acceptable level of service

I-15 LOS F

(failure conditions)

WDC connection at rest area
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Table 4-1. MUTCD Violations of the Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without I-15 Widening

Sign
. . . . Reference(s) from
(I\gmber Approximate Location Sign Description Issue(s) 2009 Utah MUTCD
1/2 Northbound I-15 Assembly: Ogden / Shepard Lane — Sign not able to be placed at 1 mile. 2E.21r.02r, 2E.21r.05a
West Davis Corridor 3/4 Mile
5 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — West Davis Not at 1/2 mile. There is no way to alert drivers to be in the right lane  2E.21r.05a, 2E.10.01r
Corridor — Shepard Lane to then merge two more lanes over to exit to Shepard Lane. Two
merges would be required for some drivers. Drivers might not expect
to have to make this maneuver, and they would have 1/2 mile to do
it. Guidance violation: 3 destinations on sign display; maximum is 1
per sign. This is considered 2 signs, therefore 2 maximum
destinations.
6 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — West Davis 3 destinations on sign display; maximum is 1 per sign. This is 2E.10.01r
Corridor — Shepard Lane considered 2 signs, therefore 2 maximum destinations.
71819 Northbound collector- Assembly: West Davis Corridor There is no room available for the 1-mile advance guide sign for 2E.21r.05A,
distributor (CD) road 1 1/4 Miles — Ogden — Shepard Lane Shepard Lane; this 1/2-mile assembly is the first advance guide sign  2E.21r.07r
1/2 Mile for this split. This is the first sign from Legacy Parkway that lets
drivers know that they need to merge left for the WDC, and there is
less than 1/2 mile to do so. There is not enough room to put
appropriate arrows over the left 2 lanes to indicate to drivers which
lanes to be in for I-15 North.
7 Northbound CD road Ogden Left 2 Lanes Unable to center down arrows over the left two lanes because of the 2E.19
number of signs on the structure.
9 Northbound CD road Shepard Lane 1/2 Mile This is the first advance guide sign for the actual Shepard Lane exit  2E.33.02
(not the CD road); the 1-mile sign does not exist for drivers entering
from I-15.
38/39/40  Northbound ramp from Assembly: West Davis Corridor This is the first advance guide sign for the WDC and I-15 North exit 2E.33.02
Legacy Parkway 1 1/4 Miles — Ogden — Shepard Lane from Legacy Parkway northbound; both exits would require an
1/2 Mile additional lane change farther downstream. Unable to provide
enough warning as to which lane drivers would need to use.
41 Northbound ramp from Ogden — West Davis Corridor — Mixes street and city names; 3 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Legacy Parkway Shepard Lane in this display.
41/42 Northbound ramp from Assembly: Ogden — West Davis 4 destinations on display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on display. 2E.10.01r
Legacy Parkway Corridor — Shepard Lane / Park Lane
43 Northbound ramp from Ogden — West Davis Corridor — Mixes street and city names; 3 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Legacy Parkway Shepard Lane in this display.
43/44 Northbound ramp from Assembly: Ogden — West Davis 4 destinations on display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on display. 2E.10.01r
Legacy Parkway Corridor — Shepard Lane / Park Lane
45 Northbound Legacy Parkway Arrow per lane: South Ogden / Ogden Right sign — mixes street and city names; 4 lines of copy — maximum 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
— West Davis Corridor — Shepard Lane | is 3; 3 destinations — maximum is 1 per partition (sign).
| Park Lane
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Table 4-1. MUTCD Violations of the Kaysville Rest Area Option with and without I-15 Widening

Sign
. . . . Reference(s) from
(Nst;mber Approximate Location Sign Description Issue(s) 2009 Utah MUTCD
46 Northbound Legacy Parkway Arrow per lane: South Ogden / Ogden Right sign — mixes street and city names; 4 lines of copy — maximum 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
— West Davis Corridor — Shepard Lane | is 3; 3 destinations — maximum 1 per partition (Sign).
/| Park Lane
47148 Northbound Legacy Parkway Assembly: South Ogden 1/2 Mile / 5 destinations in display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 total. 2E.10.01r
Ogden — West Davis Corridor —
Shepard Lane — Park Lane 1 1/4 Mile
48 Northbound Legacy Parkway Advanced guide signs: Ogden — West 4 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign in this display. Mixes city and  2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Davis Corridor — Shepard Lane — Park | street names.
Lane
49/50 Northbound Legacy Parkway Assembly: South Ogden 1 Mile / 5 destinations in display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 total. 2E.10.01r
Ogden — West Davis Corridor —
Shepard Lane — Park Lane 1 3/4 miles
50 Northbound Legacy Parkway Advanced guide signs: Ogden— West 4 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign in this display. Mixes city and  2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Davis Corridor — Shepard Lane — Park | street names.
Lane
54 Northbound I-15 Sequence sign 4 lines of text; maximum is 3. 2E.10.01r
55 Northbound I-15 Sequence sign 4 lines of text; maximum is 3. 2E.10.01r
56 Northbound I-15 Sequence sign 4 lines of text; maximum is 3. 2E.10.01r

Color key: Violation of MUTCD Standard

Violation of MUTCD Guidance
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Shepard North Option

The Shepard North Option is similar to the Shepard Lane Option evaluated in the Draft EIS
but would be located about 100 feet north of the Shepard Lane Option. The Shepard North
Option would have the same system-to-system interchange as the Shepard Lane Option. As
with the Shepard Lane Option, the Shepard North Option is also in violation of MUTCD
standards. Therefore, the Shepard North Option is not considered practicable under the
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.

Shepard Lane Tunnel Option

A few commenters suggested that the Shepard Lane Option should be placed in a tunnel
under the 146-foot preserved corridor between the Quail Crossing and Hunters Creek
subdivisions to reduce noise, visual impacts, and community cohesion impacts. The Shepard
Lane Tunnel Option would have the same system-to-system interchange as the Shepard Lane
Option. The Shepard Lane Option with or without the tunnel is in violation of MUTCD
standards and thus is not a practicable or reasonable option.

Public Comment 876, Modified Shepard Lane Option

During the Draft EIS public comment period, a comment was received (comment 876)
providing detailed drawings regarding how the Shepard Lane Option could be redesigned to
improve traffic flow by elevating and adding some bridges north of Park Lane. However, the
basic concept of this Shepard Lane Option would remain the same, with a collector-
distributor system at the same location on 1-15.

Similar to the Draft EIS Shepard Lane Option, the option provided in comment 876 would
not work because of the proximity of the northbound collector-distributor ramps to the

US 89/Legacy Parkway/I-15 system-to-system interchange. Because the alignment described
in comment 876 is in the same location as the Shepard Lane Option, it would violate the same
Utah MUTCD standards as that option. Therefore, FHWA does not consider this option to be
a reasonable or practicable option.

Burke Lane Option

A few commenters suggested a Burke Lane Option, which would move the Shepard Lane
Option south to use an alignment near Burke Lane in Farmington. The WDC Team
determined that the engineering design of the Burke Lane Option was not feasible because it
would not be possible to design the WDC to connect directly to 1-15 at the existing US 89/
Legacy Parkway/l-15 system-to-system interchange. This system-to-system interchange
could not be reconfigured to accommodate the additional connection of the WDC because of
the short distance between the Burke Lane Option and the existing US 89/Legacy Parkway/
I-15 system-to-system interchange. If the interchange could be designed, it would be located
immediately adjacent to the US 89/Legacy Parkway/I-15 system-to-system interchange and,
similar to the Shepard Lane Option and the D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West
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discussed below, the Burke Lane Option would be in violation of MUTCD standards.
Because the Burke Lane Option would be south of the Shepard Lane Option and north of the
D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West, the MUTCD violations for the Burke Lane
Option would be similar to the MUTCD violations for the Shepard Lane Option and the
D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West (see Table 4-2, MUTCD Violations of the
D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West). Therefore, the Burke Lane Option is not
considered practicable under the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.

Alternately, instead of the D&RG Option connecting to 1-15 at Burke Lane, a route south
down the D&RG alignment was developed that would connect to Legacy Parkway and 1-15
at 200 West or Glovers Lane. See the D&RG Option discussion below for details regarding
these options.

Denver & Rio Grande Western (D&RG) Option

As described in Section 3.3.4, Southern Termini for New Roadway Alternatives, of Technical
Memorandum 15: Alternatives Screening Report, the WDC team also considered a southern
connection in Farmington on the D&RG corridor during the WDC alternatives-development
and screening process. In Level 2 screening for the Draft EIS, the WDC team determined that
the D&RG connection would have substantially more impacts to wetlands, residences, and
community facilities than would the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane Options and therefore
was eliminated in Level 2 screening for the Draft EIS. After the release of the Draft EIS, the
Shepard Lane Option was eliminated for violating FHWA design and safety standards;
therefore, the WDC team decided to reconsider the D&RG option based on 2016 data. For the
D&RG Option, two variations were considered: one with an interchange on 1-15 at 200 West
and the other with an interchange on 1-15 at Glovers Lane.

D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West

Description

The D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West would connect to I-15 and Legacy Parkway
about 0.5 mile south of the US 89/Legacy Parkway/I-15 system-to-system interchange in
Farmington (Figure 4-4).

Transportation System Impacts

Because of the D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West’s close proximity to the US
89/Legacy Parkway/I-15 system-to-system interchange, there would be numerous weave
movements for vehicles to navigate in a short distance. The WDC team’s review of the
D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West found that the option would have 16 violations
of the MUTCD standards and guidance (Table 4-2). These MUTCD violations resulted in the
D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West being considered not practicable under the
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines using the same rationale that was used by FHWA for
elimination of the Shepard Lane Option.
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Figure 4-4. D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West
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Table 4-2. MUTCD Violations of the D&RG Option with Connection at 200 West

Numbers)  Location Sign Description Issue(s) 2003 Ota MUTCD
1/2 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — 200 West — West 4 destinations on sign display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on 2E.10.01r
Davis Corridor — Lagoon Drive display.
2 Northbound I-15 Advanced guide sign: 200 West — West Davis | 3 destinations; maximum is 2 destinations. Includes 2 street 2E.10.00n
Corridor — Lagoon Drive names; maximum is 1 street name.
3/4 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — 200 West — West 4 destinations on sign display; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on 2E.10.01r
Davis Corridor — Lagoon Drive display.
4 Northbound I-15 Advanced guide sign: 200 West — West Davis | 3 destinations; maximum is 2 destinations. Includes 2 street 2E.10.00n
Highway — Lagoon Drive names; maximum is 1 street name.
5 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — 200 West — West 4 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on display. This is 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Davis Corridor — Lagoon Drive considered 2 signs. Right partition — 3 destinations; maximum is 2
destinations. Includes 2 street names; maximum is 1 street name.
6 Northbound I-15 Arrow per lane: Ogden — 200 West — West 4 destinations; maximum is 1 per sign or 3 on display. This is 2E.10.00n, 2E10.01r
Davis Corridor — Lagoon Drive considered 2 signs. Right partition — 3 destinations; maximum is 2
destinations. Includes 2 street names; maximum is 1 street name.
7 Northbound CD 200 West Exit Direction Insufficient spacing to 200 West exit ramp. There is no 1/2- or 2E.33.02
road 1-mile advance guide sign for the actual exit from the CD road;
this is the first one. There is no advance naotice to driv