WEST DAVIS
CORRIDOR

Comment 736 Comment 737
Response Response
Section in Section in
Chapter 32 Comment #: 736 Chapter 32 Comment #: 737
- Date: 8/12/2013 - Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website Source: Website
Name: Gordon Wilkey Name: Jay and Sue Stuart

Location:  Farmington Location:  Syracuse

Comments: Comments:
32 5 6A My only suggestion is that if you ruin someone’s life by putting your highway thru their backyard, you should

We want to thank Randy for meeting with our neighbors at the Carter Haacke House. We would also like to
compensate them well for it.

reiterate that we prefer the first option that you met with us about. That is connecting with Antelope by goig thru

32.2.8F Huckleberry subdivision. This would help us, and also our neighbors on the north side of antelope to have much

better access to travel east into Syracuse shopping areas.

In that Antelope road going west from 2000 west will need to expand, this would serve all of the community

better. You will eventually have to buy out some of the homes on the north side of the road anyway to

accomplish the expansion of Antelope.

32.31D Please also consider talking to your UDOT counter-parts about temporially putting a stop light at the intersection
. of Bluff and Antelope. If the new highway is going to be a few years away, the safety of the community will be

served by the stop light. Thank you for your consideration.
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Comment 738 Comment 739

Response Response
Sectionin Sectionin
Chapter 32 Comment #: 738 Chapter 32 Comment #: 739
hnd Date: 8/12/2013 - Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website Source: Website
Name: Terry Palmer Name: Victoria Cramer
Location:  Syracuse Location:  Bountiful
Comments: Comments:
32 18A | try to look at things how they would impact me if | were living on the Bluff. | do not like the concept of stepping 32 2 3A | am absolutely against adding more freeways to Davis County. We have TRAx, Legacy and I-15. The pollution
) out my front door and looking at a freeway. My two biggest problems with the freeway are: The houses along e is bad as it is and somebody is eager to put more pollution in the air? This is an outdated approach. Put more
32.5.6A Bluff should either be taken out or a wall should be protecting them from the view of the freeway. The second 32.11.1A public transportation there if there is a real need for extra transportation.
problem that | see is the exit at 1700 should be changed where is would be less cumbersome. It can be done.
32.2.13G 32.1.2A
32.2.1A
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Comment 740

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13B

Comment # 740

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Craig Wilson
Location:  Kaysville
Comments:

I'm so0 glad you listened to the input of the community for the southern options. Glovers Lane is so much better
than Shepards Lane. Thanks for making that your preferred option!

Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.31F

Comment 741

Comment #: 741

Date: 8/12/2013

Source: Website

Name: Kristen Mitchell

Location:  Syracuse

Comments:

Just w:yndering when the final decision will be made on the route for the road. One of the plans impacts my
property.

Please let me know,
Kristen Mitchell

32B-401
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CORRIDOR

Comment 742

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.10G

Comment # 742

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Moah Steele
Location:  syracuse
Comments:

The Syracuse Community and Economic Development Department suggests adding a .03 mile portion of trail
along the north edge of the preferred route between the intersection of 1000 W and Bluff Road and the
intersection of Bluff Road and Gentile. If added, this short segment would make it easier for trail users to travel
east, The way the current trail is drawn on the map on your website, if a trail user accessing the trail at 1000 w
and Bluff Road wanted to travel east on the trail, the user would have to first travel west all the way up to Jensen
park and then down to Gentile adding a full mile and half distance to the trip. We recognize that there is a trail
connection along Gentile on the south side of the alignment but we feel it is important to have a trail on bath
sides in that short .3 mile stretch,

32B-402

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.14.3C

32.2.1F
32.5.6A

32.11.2A
32.1.2A
32.11.1A
32.8B

Comment 743

Comment # 743

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Sandy Walker
Location:  West Point
Comments:

My home has been identified as being in the preferred route for the West Davis Corridor. Itis located on 5 1/4
acres and is on wetlands. | believe you need to do further studies, and | think it will show the property as
wetlands. | was present when your contractor came out to survey the property and he walked the property, drew
on maps, but never took les. My neighb ived a report back on their results, but | received nothing.
My property is home to thousands of geese, ducks, frogs, turtles, etc. throughout the year. | usually pull an
average of 18-20 trash bags of cattails and frag from my flower beds. We put an asphalt driveway on the side of
our house and behind our house, and behind our house the asphalt road collasped due to an ur g wd river,
and had to be replaced with concrete, When | purchased this property, | understood | was purchasing wet lands
and agreed to not make any changes in the back, so that wild life would have a place to eat, rest, etc. Look at
the maps from over the years. | went to my first meeting 30 years ago when it was called the Legacy Highway,
and was told to relocate from Biuff Road. | asked UDOT officials if this property would be safe from their
highway plans, and | was told it would be, as a different route was in place for the past 100 years, Before | hired
a contractor 9 years ago, | again checked with all officials and got the same answer. My husband and | have
saved our entire life to build our dream home, and we looked and haven't found a home anywhere to compare to
it. We have had lots of offers from real estate companies wanting to purchase cur home, and we have tumed
them down. Our children want to inherit our home. We started the Davis Co. Jr. Livestock Program years ago,
and know most of the 100 year old farmers, and their children want to sub divide their property for subdivisions.
‘We were not lucky enough to inherit any property, and have had to work for everything in life. | don't want to
see anyone lose their property, and | wouldn't wish this on anyone. The air quality along the Wasatch Front is
the worst in the nation several months out of the year, and | personally have developed lung problems and
asthma due to the air quality. | think building another road is unnecessary, and would ruin the Wasatch Front's
already poor air quality, especially when more subdivision are built. \We are already asked to drive less, and on
water restrictions. \When | have gone to your official public comment meetings, each time | go | get different
answers. When | call or e-mail | receive no replies. | now understand why so many people in America distrust
the government. | run a business out of my home, and | know | wasn't counted as businesses when you did your
studies. | would love to receive an answer back to my response from the federal government. Thank you for
taking a minute to read my input. Sincerely, Sandy Walker
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Comment 744

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.14.3A
32.14.2A
32.24]
32.23A
32.11.1A
32.1.2A
32.1.2C

Comment # 744

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website

Name: Suzanne Stensaas
Location:  Salt Lake city
Comments:

Two main issues:

1. This proposal is in direct conflict with state and local efforts to preserve wetlands, a migration corridor for
birds, and open space.

2. Another highway will lead to increased urban development and sprawd and bring more pollution from polluters.

This road is not needed. Mass transit that is reasonable and frequent is needed.

Appendix 32B:

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.5.6A

Comment 745

Comment # 745

Date:
Source:
Name:

Location:

Comments:

81212013
Website

Judy Berg
Syracuse

My home address is

be affected by the West Davis Comdor.

in Syracuse (just off Bluff Road). Please tell me how my home will
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CORRIDOR

Comment 746

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.6E
32.2.1F

Comment # 746

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Lynn Stoddard

Location:  Utah
Comments:

Please use the Sheperd Lane alternative by narrowing the roadway to go through the place the city already
saved a place for it. It will destroy fewer homes and cost less.

Thanks,

Lynn Stoddard

32B-404

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.30A

32.2.13G
32.12A
32.11.1A
32.2.3A
32.2.1A

Comment 747

Comment # 747
Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Julene
Location:  Syracuse
Comments:

At this point in time | am really doubtful that any comments will do any good. | honestly think that you have had
the route along Bluff road one of your favorites for a long time. 1 just enjoy my home and try to remember how
we started here. Thanks to my husbands grandfather, we acquired a piece of the family farm to build our home.
We felt so fortunate to be able to live on the farm but our hopes and dreams of being to be able to retire here
and enjoy our home gets dimmer every day. We have struggled to get our home paid off so when we retire, we
will be able to live a comfortable life, and that, too is diminishing. | understand that people don't really matter in
this whole process. If you are an animal or a farmer, then you have everything going your way. It is just mind
boggling to think that a road is going to split a community, add to noise and air pollution, and disrupt many lives.
| say leave us alone. Use the money to fix the roads and bridges that are already in much need of repair. Let's
get more trax and front runners going. Oh well, you will do what you want anyway.
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Comment 748

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13D

32.2.13C

Comment # 748

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Gary Litster
Location:  Farmington
Comments:

| understand that no matter where this highway is placed some one is going to be unhappy. everyone is happy
until it's placed in their back yard. | am very fortunate that this will not effect my home. i believe that the main
consideration is what it will do to Farmington City over all. | strongly fees that A3 or A4 is the best option for our
city as a whole. If this highway is brought through Glover Lane it will create a island that will effect the entire city
not just the immediate home owners.

Appendix 32B:

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.3D
32.2.1A
32.2.3A

Comment 749

Comment # 749

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Elliott R. Mott
Location:

Comments:

Western Davis and Weber Counties should be preserved as agricultural farmiranch lands. Any effort to facilitate
the area's development and urbanization -- such as would be the case by expanding Legacy Highway north -- is
wrong headed. Emphasis, instead, should focus on active transportation alternatives not new road construction.
In sum, Western Davis and Weber Counties need to remain rural, agricultural ranch lands. No to Legacy
Highway expansion.
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Comment 750

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.31D

32.2.13C

Comment # 750

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website

Name: Elisabeth Taylor
Location:  Farmington
Comments:

Farmington Elections are being held this week. My husband and |, as well as many more residents | dare say,
will be voling into office the candidate who is expressing the strongest repulsion to your heinous plan for our
community.

You've likely guessed that this will be the case. But in case you hadn't- just know we will not let this go. You
already placed a heinous net of road me ities in our ity, it is unfair for you to desire to do
50 again with no other options considered to ruin what little beauty there is left of our community.

| sincerely hope we get the right man in office to fight you to the death on this issue.

Regards,
Elisabeth & Family
Farmington, UT

32B-406

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.30A
32.2.1B
32.2.2B
32.2.3A

Comment 751

Comment # 751

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Emilie Harker
Location:  Kaysville
Comments:

This whole process has been a huge disappointment. | am tired of being told that we are to "feel” like you are
listening. You are not listening. You have out-sourced your listeners to check off the listening box. We do not
want the highway in our backyard. Our neighborhood of Sunset Equestrian Estates (and it is big) does not want
the highway where it is proposed. You never gave us any other options. You said that we could choose east of
the poles or east of the poles. If you were to consider west of the poles, you might have some supporters, but as
it stands right now, we vote for the “no build" option. Sorry, but our kids and our health are more important to us
than anything else on your agenda.
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Comment 752

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.31F

Comment # 752

Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Website
Name: Dan G. Cook
Location:

Comments:

| have been hearing about what you are going to do for over thirty years. When are you going to actually do
something?

Appendix 32B:

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 753

Comment # 753

Date: 81212013
Source: Email

Name: David Millheim
Location:  Farmington
Comments:

<Dave wrote Randy, cc: Kris Peterson, Scott Harbertson 7/30/13><See letter on next page, titled UDOT
Letter_Farmington City_7-30-13=

Randy, you are getting the attached via snail mail but | wanted to give you a heads up. Please verify receipt and
approval as soon as practical as | have to schedule a Council meeting accordingly.

Thanks

Dave Millheim
City Manager
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Comment 753 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.30G

Seort C, Harsenrson

FARMINGTON CITY
fom e,
Crvoy Rovear
Jim Tarsor
1. i ::(;::.\-u

¥ ARMINGTQ N
—_——— ovE ML

Eivvoare Buaswsusia - 1143 ITY At

July 30,2013

Randy Jefferies

Utah Department of Transportation
166 W Southwell Street

Ogden, Utah 84404

Dear Randy,

As you know, the deadline for submirttal of comments on the DEIS is August 23, 2013. Staff, the
City Council, Mayor and members of our community have been very involved and engaged in
our review of the DEIS. However, the fact that the review period includes most of the months of
July and August, which are traditional vacation months, is hampering our review efforts, As yvou
also are aware, certain aspects of the DEIS do not easily lend themselves to review by lay- ’
persons, so the City has decided to engage the services of several consultants to assist us, They
are now onboard, but have advised us they need additional time to fully complete their effon,

For these reasons, we ask you to formally extend the time within to submit comments from
Farmington City until September 4, 2013, to also take into account the Labor Day Holiday. This
will help ensure a detailed and helpful set of comments from the City.

Sincerely,

e

Scott Harbertson Dave Millheim
Mayor City Manager

o Carlos Braceras
Kris Peterson

160 § Mam - F.O. Box 160 * Famameron, UT 84025
Prone (801) 451-2383 - Fax (801) 451-2747
www farmington.utah.gov

32B-408

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.1.2C

32.11.3A

32.2.1A

32.31D

32.2.13G

32.2.1H
32.2.13G

Comment 754

Comment # 754
Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Email

Name: John Mister
Location:  Syracuse
Comments:

| know the people involved with this process are doing what they are
tasked to do but having grown up in the Chicago suburbs, | have seen
expansion and the following i iation methods time and
again. All of them have appeared to cause further traffic and expansion
of the suburban communities. This process is detrimental to a “green”
policy for residents to try and live close to where they work. Daybreak
seems to have a good thing going on with a non-driving community plan,
at least when at home. We do not really have any plans for such a thing
whether in community planning or in this road development. By making a
new and large road, this is promoting further driving and living farther
away from your place of employment. | think with an attempt to cut
greenhouse gases and fossil fuel consumption from the federal
government, this makes litle sense, excepting that commuters will have
a shorter commute, at least in the short term. Every time they
developed a new roadway in Chicago to ease congestion, it works for a
short while and then it became just another road that got overused. |
watched as towns overtook farms and the urban sprawl went from 20 miles
away from the city center to 50 or more and | have no idea what it has
become now. | don't think this is the best opportunity for growth and

the public transpertation route should be the most promising avenue to
try and aid in reduction of traffic and promote a lesser reliance on

fossil fuels. | can only hope the federal government sees this the same
way and does not fund this massive effort. My father was a train
conductor and this was an excellent way to get down to the city and back
daily. It eased roadway traffic and was relaxing to sit and read the
paper, eat or probably surf and online r . They had an
extensive network of commuter lines to spread out all over the suburbs
in 7 different lines or so. You could get all around the area on the
commuter trains. Once downtown, the elevated trains were pretty handy
as well as the bus lines. | am not sure if this was all very

cost-effective, seeing the near insclvency of Chicago, but it was a step
in the right direction.

Some other thoughts:

- Would there be delays to fire service when the road cuts off some
folks around 3000/Antelope and elsewhere, | suppose? Thatcouldbe a
big issue that would probably not be the case should the road go much
farther westwards.

- So the trucks will be on the road eventually just like Legacy will

have? That reduces the "bonus® of having a new roadway only for
commuter travel. Again, farther west will make it only by houses if

folks choose to buy/build there and not getting dropped in where houses
already exist, at least in such a grand fashion as | am sure there are
some existing houses by the farther west area but not as many will be
affected by this development.
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Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.31H
32.2.13G

32.23A
32.2.1A

32.1.2C

32.2.13G

32.4C

32.2.13G

32.1.2C

Comment 754 (continued)

- | saw the choice was a $5m difference on some guidance, which is

really & rounding error in such numbers. That is like a 1% difference

in $500M so that is not even a possibly determining factor.

- | heard 40% more traffic by picking Eluff Road instead of 4000W. That

seems pretty one-sided. Maybe for the existing folks but | would

imagine as the road is decided, housing communities go where the road

goes and others will move to it, making a movement of housing and

commuters accordingly. As the population grows and moves, which is

eternal, they will go closer to this new road, if that is what they want

to use to make their daily commute, or in a bad way, they will move

further North knowing they can use this road for their commute and get

further out of the city, a BAD thing for "green” initiatives. Any

planning is subject to current and "guessed” or extrapolated data. Any
pment plans will be if the road is announced. Farms will

sell out and houses will go where the road goes. The same will happen

with industry facilities. Trucks will come and clog the other roadways

until the new road is cleared for traffic. As folks move into an area,

businesses will come and will need resupply.

- Is this even worth $500M? That is a huge amount of money and maybe a

new rail line this direction would be cheaper? What does that cost?

Maybe more but would it reduce congestion andfor commuters? That really

should be the end goal if we are to ever get out from under Middle

Eastern oil dependency. It seems a waste of taxpayer dollars so those

that waste fuel can continue to do so through excessive driving to work

and back.

- | know | am biased but a further western roadway makes more sense to

me as the data that determines the road can be read any way a person in

whatever position they want to go thinks it states. If this road was in

front of your home, | think you would feel the same way, if you could

honestly put yourself in the position of homeowners that will look at

the road way, get ousted for the road or get averted from their current

roadways, especially given the housing history. With my current house

wvalue, having bought in 2009, | am still somewhat upside down and cannot

just sell and move elsewhere without giving someone money and my house

so | can leave and start from scratch again.

- | am sure wherever the road goes, regardless of studies and research

done, farmers will see the money and tilt the scale towards selling the

land for development., That would happen wherever the cost of the land

increases, Farming slowly moves out or sells out and development moves

in to surround housing areas.

There are probably many, many more reasons others can think of why this
is a bad idea for the Bluff Road selected area for the corridor, | just

cannot believe this is the best solution, regardiess of facts given to

me. Farther west gets folks closer to Antelope Island and the lake.

Getting further away from current subdivsions seems logical as they
bought without having a roadway and so do not expect to have one. Going
further west makes those that buy/build there more likely to do so in

order to use this roadway.

The main, overarching thought is that this goes against green
initiatives. | just cannot believe we are going to use massive public
funds to promote the further use of petroleum products and not the
minimization of it. True, this causes a more effective commute, thereby
saving some energy, nevertheless, this will cause more to actually get
on the road and drive as it will be easier for them.
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Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 754 (continued)

John Mister
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Comment 755 Comment 756

Response Response

Section in Section in

Chapter 32 Comment #: 755 Chapter 32 Comment #: 756

hnd Date: 8/12/2013 - Date: 8/12/2013

Source: Email Source: Email
Name: James Armstrong Name: Kevin C and Rebecca Jacobson
Location: Location:  Farmington
Comments: Comments:
Hello, 327E Has it been considered the bottle neck that is currently occurring along Centerville I-15 and will get worse with

the proposed solutions for WDC EIS?
| am trying to find out who | can talk to about out property that is affected by the West Davis corridor project. |

live at West point. Our home is one of the homes in the path of the project. | work for an out of Are alternatives being consi d to miti tential gridlock in the Centerville area of |-157
32566 state company and will be transferring back to Washington state before the buy out process is scheduled to
happen. So my wife and | would like to talk to someone about the possibility of selling the house to UDOT earlier. Regards,

Kevin C. Jacobson
Farmington, Utah 84025-5061
Thank you

Jim and Nancy Armstrong
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Comment 757

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.1B
32.2.2B

Comment # 757

Date: 81212013

Source: Email

Name: Matthew & Amy McReynolds
Location:  Kaysville

Comments:

Dear WDC EIS Team,

| would like to issue this formal comment on the most recent corridor maps. The new maps appear to indicate
that the new corridor seems to take a turn closer to my home and my neighbors' homes instead of staying on a
straight course. | live on Equestrian Parkway on the west side of Kaysville. The new corridor proposal appears
to be plenty clear of most homes in west Kaysville, till it appoaches our street and becomes uncomfortably close
to our homes and looks to endanger our neighbors’ backyards. | strongly urge you to push it further west of
Equestrian Parkway, specfically placing the corridor on the west side of the power lines, |'ve driven through
many roads in Louisiana in the bayous and marshes and | have no idea why these wetland issues in west
Kaysville tend to be protected like gold mines. | wouldn't have built my house had | known a new highway was
gmng in between my house and the power lines. | can't understand why the priority seems to be minimizing cost

imizing impact to wetlands and not on the quality of life that | paid for before our city's master plan became
challenge:t wl'nch as | understand the corridor was far west of our homes originally.

Thank you for your consideration.

Matt McReynolds

Appendix 32B:
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Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13B

Comment 758

Comment # 758

Date: 8/12/2013

Source: Email

Name: Sidney and Natalie Soria
Location:

Comments:

My husband sent an e-mail previously but | wanted to also voice my approval and appreciation for the
recommended Glover's Lane option. We liveina neughburhood on the North Side of the Hunter's Creek
subdivision that would have been with a fi y coming into the neighborhoods. As much
as | regret the news for our friends near Glover's Lane, there will be less impact since more of that area is
farmland and has less direct impact on neighborhoods.

Thanks
Matalie Soria
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Comment 759

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13B

32.2.6A

Comment # 759
Date: 81212013
Source: Email

Name: Tena Colombel
Location:  Kaysville
Comments:

| am a resident of West Kaysville who lives on Wellington Dr. | would like to voice my continued support for the
Glovers Lane option and keeping the Legacy/\West Davis corridor separate from 1-15 except for connecting
pieces. | believe this will avoid the bottlenecks that would be created by having a "collector” where both
freeways merge and would keep traffic from both freeways relatively separate and prevent accidents from
shutting down all north-south bound traffic.

Thanks for your consideration,

Tena Colombel

32B-412

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13G
322.1B

32.2.1D

Comment 760

Comment # 780
Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Email

Name: Pat & Thomas Young
Location:  Syracuse
Comments:

The WDC placed NEXT to Bluff Rd. in Syracuse is absolutely ridiculous. Go out through the fields, it only affects
the open property of a few people instead of hundreds of families living along Bluff, let alone the noise and
pollution placed in their lungs everyday.

Solution: Improve Hwy. 88-it already has the right-of-way, people bought and built their homes along that route
knowing of traffic and noise. It will be a 2nd altemnative through the area and connects to all major routes in

Ogden.
Pat Young
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Comment 761 Comment 762

Response Response
Section in Section in
Chapter 32 Comment # 761 Chapter 32 Comment #: 762
hnd Date: 8/12/2013 - Date: 8/12/2013
Source: Email Source: Email
Name: Jesse Fruhwirth Name: Dr. Gerald Rampton
Location:  Salt Lake City Location:  Mapleton
Comments: Comments:
3231D If you are the people who oppose building the road, you should be more explicit about that. Dear UDOT,

Your web site says “we" can comment now during the "draft” EIS. However, your study team will not be
responding to our requests? Further, it says your study team will respond to "every comment” in the FINAL EIS
3230A document? How, and why, can your team respond to our initial concems? Especially, if you plan to answer our
every single initial comment in the Final EIS document (In other words-after the fact)?

Jerry Rampton
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Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13A

Comment # 783

Date: 8/13/2013

Source: Website

Name: Wayne

Location:  Farmington

Comments:

| agree of the initial decision of the route choosen.

32B-414

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.13B

32.1.2B

32.2.13B

32.5.6A

Comment 764

Comment # 764

Date: 8/13/2013
Source: Website
Name: Jeffrey Valentin

Location:  Farmington

Comments:

As a resident of Farmington, and someone who lives near Shepard Lane, | was very interested in whether the
Glover's Lane or the Shepard Lane option would be chosen. | was very pleased last month that the Glovers
Lane option has been initially chosen as the option.

| support the West Davis Corridor because | beleive it will be needed as the Wasatch Front grows over the next
30 to 40 years. Mass-transit option are a great approach as well but | do not beleive, based upon everything |
have seen and read, that mass-transit alone will solve the eventual transit problems that the Wasatch Front will
experience. |nmy opinion, this is why the West Davis Corridor is needed,

‘With that said | support the choice of the Glovers Lane option for several reacns which are as follows: (1) this
option is signficantly cheaper which is a must given the budgetary problems faced by the nation, (2) having
driven Glovers lane and Shepard lane several times, the impact to Glovers lane will not be close to the overall
impact of Shepard Lane which has several more houses and the Oakridge CC, and (3) the intent of the West
Davis Comdor was to provide a more western route to get north to south (and vice-versa), the Glovers lane
optien fullfills that intent, the Shepard lane option does not.

As difficult as this process has probably been for UDOT, | am glad that UDOT chose the approach (Glovers
lane) that is far more practial, economical, and will really be needed for Utah in 30 years. Finally, | hope UDOT
is able to fairly v Eeveryone i d by the Gl lane option because | also feel sympathy for
those folks even though it is for the greater good.
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Comment 765

Comment # V&5

Date: 8/13/2013
Source: Website
Name: Tom Frasure
Location:  Farmington
Comments:

the Glovers lane option makes the most logical sense for the goals of Legacy Highway. | am glad the study
supports what | feel is the best option for our transportation.
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Comment 766

Comment # 766

Date: 8/13/2013
Source: Website
Name: Lesli John

Location:  farmington
Comments:

| feel sick to my stomach every time | think about the west davis corridor coming down glover lane. There are
S0 FEW places of refuge in this busy county - places where | can take my children to see nature - to get away
from the busyness of the wasatch front. | was on a run out by the bird refuge yesterday and saw a flock of over
80 pelicans, several hundred seagulls and 100s of other birds, Please - please consider the shared selution
proposal. Qur children need these lands more than we could ever possibly know. This is so much more
important than too many cars on a road.
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Comment # 787

Date: 8/13/2013

Source: Website

Name: Russell Arave

Location:  Clinton

Comments:

Hi,

| am in favor of the current Legacy Highway route and and exited to hopefully see it finally approved.
Itis long overdue and will be a very valuable traffic artery in northem Davis County.

Russell Arave
Cliinton, Utah
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Comment # 7E8

Date: 8/13/2013

Source: Mailed In

Name: Howard and Anne Stoddard
Location:  West Point

Comments:

<See mailed-in letter on next page, titled Letter_Howard Stoddard_8-10-13. pdf=
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Comment # 7569

Date: 8/14/2013
Source: Email

Name: Robert Stewart
Location:  Denver
Comments:

<See email attachment on next page, titled 00769_DOI_West Davis Cornidor DEIS-4(f). pdf=
PLEASE ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT BY REPLY TO THIS MESSAGE
The Department of the Interior's comments on the subject document are attached.

If you require pap:

py or word-p version, please so advise.
Robert F. Stewart

Regional Environmental Officer

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

U.S. Department of the Interior
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The GSL is part of the Western Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN), a
distinction afforded to only seven areas in the lower 48 states (Manomet 2013). To meet
requirements of the WHSEN, an area must support more than 20,000 shorebirds, or 5% of a
flyway population. The GSL ecosystem easily exceeds the WHSRN standards, with impressive
numbers of Wilson's phalarope (500,000; largest staging concentration in the world), red-necked
phalarope (240,000), American avocet (250,000, exceeds any other wetland in the Pacific
flyway), black-necked stilt (65,000, exceeds any other wetland in the Pacific flyway), and
marbled godwit (30,000, the only staging area in the interior USA) (Paul and Manning 2002).
Waterfowl populations are equally impressive with the GSL ecosystem providing sufficient
habitat to support 75% of the western population of tundra swans and 25% of the continental
pintail population (UDWR 1997). In addition to shorebird rbirds, and waterfowl the GSL

ds and iated uplands provide habitat for a diverse array of wildlife species. One of
the nation’s largest populations of wintering bald eagles is located at Farmington Bay (Oring et
al. 2000).

The GSL ecosystem includes the saline open waters as well as the surrounding freshwater
marshes, wet meadows, lands and playas, uplands, and agricultural fields, Wetlands
of the GSL ecosystem account for approxi ly 75% of the wetlands in the state of Utah;
wetlands comprise only 1.5% of Utah’s total land area. Up to 90% of bird use associated with
the GSL is concentrated along the eastern shore due to the variety of habitats present.

These areas provide nesting habitats for many species as well as critical resting and feeding
grounds for enormous numbers of migrating birds. Uplands associated with wetlands and
riparian areas provide critical nesting habitat for shorebirds and waterfowl. Hayfields are used
by shorebird species as foraging sites (e.g, long-billed curlew and killdeer) and for nesting (e.g.,
killdeer, Wilson's phalarope, and long-billed curlew) (Oring et al. 2000). The mosaic of uplands
and wetlands is of great value to the GSL’s wildlife.

Overall, the GSL ecosystem provides unique and important values to migratory shorebirds,
32142H(1) waterfowl, and other wildlife. The proposed alignments for the WDC traverse and border some
of the last undeveloped and unprotected habitats on the eastern shore. These areas would be
impacted by the roadway and would be vulnerable to future development. It is critical that
UDOT and FHW A recognize the irreplaceable resource of the GSL ecosystem; select the least
damaging alternative, design, construct, and operate the facility such that the impacts are
minimized; and fully mitigate the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of this project.

Comments on Build Alternatives

The DEIS proposes two main alternatives (A and B), each with two options in the south and two
options in the north, creating a total of eight alternatives. All build alternatives would cause

significant, permanent impacts to the wetland and wildlife resources associated with the GSL
32.14.2H(2) ecosystem.
We note that a local coalition has proposed another alternative which has been termed the
32142H(3) “Shared Solution” We encourage UDOT to fully vet this alternative as it did with all 23
32 2 1G preliminary alternatives, and to provide its agency resources to further develop and assess its
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details. Should this Shared Solution alternative be viable and meet the project purpose and need,
it would broaden the range of alternatives and could provide an al ive with fewer imp 1o
wetland and wildlife resources. We support further development of this alternative.

The alternatives proposed in the DEIS all share the alignment in Layton and Kaysville where the
corridor traverses immediately adjacent to important shore line habitats including the Great Salt
Lake Shorelands Preserve (Preserve); there is no alternative alignment presented for this shared
segment that may be less environmentally damaging, If a new corridor is determined necessary,
itis 1mpe1'at|ve to ana]yze aII direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the alternatives, select
the least d ive, and fully miti all idable i

Of the build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, we believe Alternative B would have the least
overall (direct, indirect, and cumulative) impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat. The Alternative
B alignments are generally further from the Great Salt Lake shore land habitats, including the
high-value Preserve. While Alternative B would directly impact more wetlands, these wetlands
and the wildlife habitat they provide are generally already more fragmented, surrounded by more
development, and of lesser wildlife value than those of Alternative A. We believe that the EIS's
wildlife habitat quality habitat fr ion analysis, and buffer zone analysis
support this lusion. For ple, a parison of the Alternatives A (Table 14-17) and B
(Table 14-31) from Gentile Street (where they diverge) northward reveals approximately twice
the amount of high value habitat within 393 meters (1,300 feet) of Alternative A (191 acres)
versus Alternative B (98 or 73 acres, depending on the northem option). We believe the wildlife
buffer zone analysis would more clearly highlight the difference if it were conducted to a
distance of 1,200 meters (3,937 feet) (a distance supported by current road ecology science, as
discussed below under Indirect Impacis 1o Wildiife Habitar). The GSL shore lands extending to
the west of Alternative A rate nearly exclusively as high value habitats, whereas the habitats
adjacent to Alternative B in Syracuse are more fragmented, impacted by surrounding
development, and largely low or medium value.

Of the southern options for Alternative B, we believe the Glovers Lane alignment (Alternatives
B1/B2) would cause greater impacts than Shepherd Lane (Alternatives B3/B4) due to indirect
impacts to the high value shore land habitats of Farmington Bay west of the Glovers Lane. We
can compare the Glovers Lane and Shepherd Lane options using tables 14-31 and 14-37; habitat
value for the southern segment (S, Terminus to Central Davis Sewer Treatment Plant”) are
identified as low, medium, and high quality. These tables show the Shepherd Lane alignment to
have 323 acres of medium and hlgh value habitats within 393 meters (1,300 feet), while the
Glovers ali dj. to Farmi Bay, has 830 acres of medium and high value
habitats within 393 meters (1,300 feet). Again, if the buffer zone analysis were extended to
1,200 meters (3,937 feet), we believe the difference between the two options would be even
clearer. The Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area (FBWMA) lies within 140 meters at
its closest point to the Glovers Lane alternative, while the Shepherd Lane alignment is over
3,000 meters from the FBWMA; we believe the Glovers Lane option would significantly impact
the habitat value of the FEWMA., In addition, the shore land habitats north of the FBWMA and
west of and immediately adjacent to the Glovers Lane alignment are primarily high value and
would incur substantial impacts from a new road corridor. The floodplain impacts similarly
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show a large difference (201.2 acres for Glovers Lane and 61,8 acres for Shepherd Lane),
illustrating the proximity to the lake shore of the Glovers Lane alternative.

Of the northern options for A]lcmalne B the more western alignment, 4800 West (Alternatives
B2/B4), approaches within app ly 720 meters of high-value shore land habitats, which
would result in greater indirect impacts to the shore land habitats than the more easterly 4100
West alignment (Alternative B1/B3), over 1,400 meters from the high-value shore land habitats.
Because the DEIS buffer zone analysis extends only to 393 meters (1,300 feet) it does not reveal
this difference; if it extended to 1,200 meters (3,937 feet), the indirect impacts to the high-value
shore land habitats would be properly illustrated. The 4100 West (Alternatives B1/B3) has 4
mcm acres of direct we:land impacts ( 14.7 versus 10.4), but these wetland habitats lie in a more

{ and suburbanizing envi B the shore lands of the GSL are a unique
and irreplaceable resource, we recommend prioritizing the protection of these habitats and
selecting the alignment that is furthest from the GSL shoreline.

We recommend that the FEIS extend the wildlife buffer zone analysis to a fourth zone, extending
1,200 meters from the roadway edge. USFWS initially agreed with the WDC team to limit the
buffer zones analysis to 393 meters (1,300 feet) on the premise that a greater distance would
create overlapping zones between the alternatives, “washing out” the differences, and making a
comparison of alternatives less clear, This agreement was made despite the evidence in the road
ecology li that indi wildlife imp aceur to a much further distance. However,
now that they have rev;ewed the analysis based on 393 meters (1,300 feet), USFWS concludes
that it does not provide a vy evaluation of habitat img and thus d a larger
fourth zone be mcorporated to more clearly depict and compare the indirect effects to wildlife
associated with each alternative. We recommend a fourth zone extend to 1,200 meters because
many studies (Van der Zande et al. 1980, Findlay and Houlahan 1997, Green et al. 2000, Milsom
et al. 2000, Forman et al. 2002, Eigenbrod et al. 2009) conclude that highways impact wildlife
impacts at that distance or beyond (see Indirecr Impacts to Wildiife Habitar, below).

Comments on Locally Preferred Alternative

The DEIS presents Alternative B1 as UDOT’s Locally Preferred Alternative. This alternative
proposes the WDC follow the Glovers Lane option in the south, the more easterly Alternative B
alignment through Syracuse, and the 4100 West option in the north. From the action alternatives
presented in the DEIS, we believe UDOTs selection of Alternative B in Syracuse and the 4100
West option to the north would be less damaging to the Great Salt Lake shore land habitats than
other alternative alignments.

However, we conclude that the Glovers Lane option would be significantly more damaging to
GSL shore land wetland and wildlife habitats than the Shepherd Lane option. Glovers Lane
would result in the ion of a 4-lane fr y adj to the lake shore which would

permanently and irreparably degrade the wildlife values of the shore land habitats, including
those of the FEWMA and habitats to the north of the FBWMA and west of the alignment.

We do not believe that Altemative B1 is the Least Environmentally Damaging Alternative under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. We therefore recommend UDOT reconsider the selection
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of the Glovers Lane option and encourage UDOT and the FHWA 1o select the Shepherd Lane
option.

Indirect Impacts to Wildlife Habitat

Our greatest concern with this project regards the indirect impacts to the wetland and upland
wildlife habitats of the GSL shore lands. The DEIS describes some of these impacts, leaves
some unaddressed, and abstains from making any sub conclusions ding permanent
degradation of the habitat or effects to the wildlife community structure that will likely result
from this project. Moreover, the DEIS does not provide any commitment to mitigate for the
impacts to this unique resource. We recommend the FEIS contain a more comprehensive
analysis of the indirect effects, discussing all potential factors, evaluating their effects both
individually and cumulatively, and drawing conclusions based on the best available science

Many published studies have investigated the effects of roads on wildlife populations, the

b ial majority concluding some level of negative effects of roads. While each study is
specific in its geographic region, habitat, focal species, and particular study design, several
themes have emerged from the body of science that has developed through the years.

At UDOT's request, USFWS conducted a review of the road ecology literature, compiled an
annotated bibliography. and extracted the studies most applicable to the WDC project (in terms
of similar habitat types, species, and traffic volumes) in order to provide a better understanding
of the best available science on the subject. They submitted a white paper to UDOT and FHWA,
Indirect Effects of Roads to Wildiife (USFWS 2013), which provided their review of the
literature, conclusions regarding the best available road ecology science, and recommendations
for conducting an indirect effects analysis that would quantify impacts and calculate
compensatory mitigation

As part of the analysis in the white paper (USFWS 2013), USFWS found several recent literature
reviews and meta-analyses (statistical analyses of the cumulative data) which aggregate the
results from many studies and are helpful in assessing the “body of science™ on the subject.
These reviews strongly support the conclusion that roads have indirect effects on wildlife (Table

1).

Table 1. Road ecology literature reviews and meta-analyses.

Citation Species Study Conclusions
5 Meta-analysis of 49 studies of 234 mammal and bird
ch::z;mz o n:'m:nﬁs species: bird populations decling within | km of roads and

other infrastructure and mammals decling within 5 km,
Review of the empincal road ecology literature found 79
studics examining 131 species. Negative effects were
birds, concluded for 114 specics; positive effects for 22 species;

amphibians, | and neutral for 56 species.

reptiles, Amphibians and reptiles show mostly negative effects,

mammals | Birds showed mainly negative or no effects. Positive
cffects generally found only for species which can avoid
on-road mortality and are attracted to roadsides for food or

Fahrig and
Ryvtwinski 2009
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lack of predators.

Review of 18 studies concludes negative impacts of road
traffic on breeding bird species density far outweigh
positive impacts.

Reijnen and breeding - Approximately 50 specics have reduced abundance near
Foppen 2006 birds roads with traffic volume similar to the West Davis
Corridor (22,000-30,000 vehicles/day).

- Approximately 40% of breeding bird species in open
habitats have reduced abundance.

Meta-analysis of 75 studies identifies common traits of
specics most affected by roads:

birds, - Wide-ranging large mammals with low reproductive
Rytwinski and amphibians, | rates,
Fahng 2012 reptiles, = Mobile birds w/ large territories;

mammals | - Herptiles (especially frogs and toads);
- Slow-moving species that are attracted to roads;
- Species that are disturbed by traffic.

In summary, USFWS found the best available science, d d in published, peer-reviewed

studies, supports the following conclusions:

+ Species richness (number of species), abundance (number of individuals), nesting
density, and nesting success decrease with proximity to a road. Habitat close to roads is
less favorable for a variety of activities, including nesting and foraging.

¢ The degree and distance of effects to wildlife species increase with higher traffic volumes
and tend to be greater in open habitats than in forests.

*  All taxa are affected, including birds, herptiles (amphibians and reptiles), mammals and
plants. While not every species is affected negatively, literature reviews indicate the
majority of species experience neutral or negative effects.

+ Causal factors vary, and may include noise, light, and visual disturbance; on-road
mortality, movement barriers; habitat degradation from pollution, invasive plant species,
decreased water quality; and edge effects.

+ Some species appear more abundant near roadways, but experience higher montality or
reduced reproduction rates which create an ecological “sink™ for the population.

+  Although not all species are negatively affected, the loss of habitat and habitat use for
even a portion of species create changes in community composition, prevalence of
“urban-adapted” species, the loss of more sensitive, disturbance-intolerant species, and
decreased species diversity.

We conclude that the construction of the WDC, a new 4-lane freeway adjacent to the GSL shore
lands would have significant, irreparable impacts to the wildlife populations that rely on those
habi would sub ially degrade the value of that habitar, and would permanently alter the
composition of the wildlife community in the area. These impacts would extend large distances
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from the road, over a kilometer for many species, with substantial effects to the GSL shore land
wildlife communities.

The DEIS does not make the same conclusions. The DEIS describes several indirect effect
factors, including fragmentation, collision mortality, noise disturbance, water pollution, and
artificial light disturbance. It does not, however, address many other important factors including
weed introduction, movement barriers, visual disturbance, roadway avoidance, or edge effects.
All direct and indirect effects should be included and evaluated in the FEIS and appropriate
minimizatien and mitigation measures incorporated as feasible i into romlv»a)' design,
construction, and operation. USFWS offers their continued in developing these
measures,

The DEIS provides a substantial discussion of the impacts of noise on wildlife, relying largely on
the Legacy Avian Noise Research Program (LANRP) findings. We have several concemns
regarding the extent to which UDOT bases its conclusions on the LANRP findings and reference
The Nature Conservancy’s report (Review of the “Legacy Avian Noise Research Program: Final
Report” [Cavitt 2013]) for details of the study’s limitations, difficulty in controlling variables,
and inconclusive findings. Further, the LANRP Final Report was never published, and thus
never went through the rigorous peer review process required of all scientific journal
publications, We therefore conclude the indirect effects analysis relative to noise should not be
based on the LANRP, but instead on the existing body of peer reviewed, published science. We
recommend the FEIS accordingly reduce its discussion of the LANRP, particularly relative to
substantive conclusions on the effects of noise based on the LANRP Final Report.

The DEIS does not properly evaluate the combined effects of the indirect effect factors. The
DEIS discussion addresses indirect effect factors individually, describing impacts and identifying
measures by which the impacts of each could be reduced. Fragmentation, collision mortality,
noise disturbance, water pollution, and artificial light disturbance are each specifically discussed.
Ultimately the DEIS discounts any overall negative impact on wildlife communities by
addressing each factor only individually, descnibing its effects, how they would be mitigated, and
concluding its impacts are insignificant. However, the literature is clear that there are a variety
of causal factors that can act synergistically to cause wildlife 1o avoid roadways and adjacent
habitats. Accordingly, we recommend the FEIS take a more comprehensive approach to the
indirect effects analysis, evaluating every factor specifically and all cumulatively with respect to
habitat impacts.

USFWS is working with UDOT to address these concerns through efforts of the WDC Wildlife
Working Group, comprised of UDOT, Utah Division of Wildlife R , Utah Recl n,
Mitigation, and Conservation Commission, Environmental Protection Agcnc) and the Corps of
Engineers. This group seeks common ground regarding the analysis of indirect impacts to
wildlife habitats and the mitigation of those imp We inue to encourage UDOT to
understand the irreplaceable value of the GSL ecosystem and to ensure that all impacts to this
unigue resource will be fully mitigated, Should the group successfully define an approach to
indirect effect analysis and mitigation that is acceptable to the participating agencies, we
recommend UDOT and FHW A incorporate these findings into the FEIS.
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Sec. 14.3.1.1, Methodology for Assessing Wildlife and Habitat, p.14-7 — As USFWS has
commented previously, the Western yellow-billed cuckoo requires large tracts of riparian habitat,
creating an unusually high standard for the habitat assessment. While a tract of riparian habitat
may not be of suitable extent or quality for the cuckoo, it may provide good lowland riparian
habitat for a suite of other avian species. Riparian habitats support a greater variety of wildlife
than any other habitat type, provide critical nesting and foraging habitat for migratory birds, and
vet comprise the smallest percent of habitat type in Utah. We are concemed that this may have
resulted in riparian habitat being under-ranked and therefore undervalued within the study area.
We recommend that all riparian areas, regardless of their score in the habitat assessment, be
avoided to the extent possible, and unavoidable im be replaced or 1 with an
equivalent or greater acreage.

Sec. 14.3.1.1, Methodology for Assessing Wildlife and Habitat, p.14-8 — As USFWS has
commented previously, we question the merits of averaging the habitat scores within
a given parcel, rather than using the highest single-species score. Essentially, if the parcel
provides excellent habitat for a particular species, then it is excellent habitat and should be
scored accordingly.

Sec. 14.3.1.2, Threatened, Endangered, lml Sensitive Species, p.14-20 — Thc DEIS narrowed
the geographic scope of analysis for p 1 Th d/End: d/Sensitive (T/E/S) species
to the WDC study area; iously USFWS und od the ana]yﬂs area to be the Ecosystem
Impact Analysis Area (EIA}\}. The WDC study area is too narrow a focus for determining
potential for T/E/S species occurrence within the study area based on Natural Heritage data
elemental occurrences. Because birds and many mammals are sufficiently mobile, the WDC
study area has not previously been extensively surveyed, and the WDC team did not conduct
surveys within the study area for this project, we believe the FEIS should re-broaden its scope to
the EIAA to determine the potential for T/E/S species occurrence. We believe this was what was
originally intended. but for some reason did not occur.

Sec. 14.4.1, Habitat Degradation, p. 41-31 — Much of the available scientific literature is
focused on noise impacts of highways to wildlife. However, there are an increasing number of
studies that identify other causes for wildlife road avoidance such as lights, vehicle movements,
pollution, and mortality (Green et al. 2000, M et al. 2000, Ingelfi and Anderson 2004,
Coffin 2007, Kociolek et al. 2011, Summers et al. 2011, Dietz etal. 2013). As discussed in the
Indirect Impacts to Wildlife section above, we recommend the FEIS take a more comprehensive
view toward discussion of the factors that lead m habitat impacts adjacent to roads. In addition,
the DEIS (last paragraph of this section) states: e.pcclcs responses to the pulcnlua[ degradanon
factors appear to vary widely...” This is quite i lusiv and no ;we

the FEIS include a more definitive : “there is sul I scientific evidence to show
that negative effects from roadways extend to many species well beyond the roadway itself”

See. 14.4.3.3, Legacy Parkway Avian Study, p.14-42 — The title of this section is somewhat
misleading, as it was not limited to the Legacy Parkway area and it was not a broad avian study
but was focused only on the effects of noise. We recommend the section be re-titled.
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Sec. 14.4.3.3, Legacy Parkway Avian Study, p.14-43 — The Legacy Avian Noise Research
Program report does not conclude a “very weak” relationship (the p-value is actually cited as
being 0.000), as the DEIS states. Rather, the report says, . the relationship between species
diversity and highway noise was significant...as was the relationship between species richness
and noise.” The report actually does not discuss whether the relationship was positive (greater
diversity and richness with higher noise levels) or negative (lower diversity and richness with
higher noise). We recommend the FEIS more accurately report the conclusion of the Legacy
noise study.

Sec. 14.4.3.3, Comparison of Noise Data between the WDC and Legacy Parkway, p.14-43 —
The DEIS states that noise levels from the WDC would be similar to those of Legacy Parkway;
however, Legacy Parkway was constructed with quieting pavement, trucks and trailers are not
allowed to use the Parkway. and the speed limit is reduced to 55 miles per hour. The FEIS
should identify these diffe . Wealso d UDOT commit to a similar construction
material that would similarly reduce the WDC noise levels.

Sec. 14.4.3.3, Comparison of Noise Data between the WDC and Legacy Parkway, p.14-44
and 14-45 - It cannot be said that the Legacy Report found that Legacy Parkway * ... caused only
one instance of negative noise effects and caused many neutral or positive noise effects on
wildlife in the areas adjacent to Legacy Parkway.” The report itself warned that the

“analyses. . are inconclusive” and that “inferences about highway noise on the effects (sic) of
both avian abundance and nesting success should be treated iously...” We d that
statements regarding the Legacy study’s conclusions be more carefully reponed.

Sec. 14.4.3.3, Summary of WDC Noise Levels and Potential Effects, p.14-45 - The Legacy
Avian Noise Research Program report does not conclude a “very weak” relationship (the p-value
is actually cited as being 0.000), as the DEIS states. Rather. the report says, *...the relationship
between species diversity and highway noise was signi ..as was the relati p between
species richness and noise.” The report does not discuss whether the relationship was positive
(greater diversity and richness with higher noise levels) or negative (lower diversity and richness
with higher noise). We recommend the FEIS more accurately state this conclusion of the Legacy
noise study.

Sec. 14.4.3.7, State of Utah Sensitive Species, Table 14-11, p.14-52 and 14-53 - The
geographic scope of analysis is too narrow and should include past observances of species within
the broader Ecosystem Impact Analysis Area. In addition, it is unclear why the table indicates
“no impact” for bald eagle when the species is seasonally prevalent within the study area and a
nest exists in the Ogden Bay Waterfow]l M Area. We d the footnote be
removed and the table be adjusted to show that impacts to bald eagles are likely to occur.

Sec. 14.4.3.7, General Discussion of Impacts to Sensitive Species, p.14-54 — We recommend
UDOT determine if the bald eagle nest site in the Ogden Bay Waterfowl Management Area is
within one mile of any construction activities. Construction activities should occur outside of the
one mile protective buffer or avoid the bald eagle nesting season (January 1 - August 31). In
addition, if the nest is within one mile, the FEIS should discuss the potential impacts to this nest
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site, including the potential for nest abandonment, loss of foraging , and hi y
mortality of fledgling eagles.

Sec. 14.4.3.7, General Discussion of Impacts to Sensitive Species, p.14-54 and 14-55 — This
section contains many references to a “WDC wildlife survey crew,” a misleading title given that
there were not any wildlife surveys conducted. We are guessing this crew might have been the
“WDC wildlife habitat assessment crew.” Also several of these species have had species
occurrences within the EIAA, a more appropriate geographic scope to cunsmer when evalualmg
the potential for occurrences within the project area. As previously, we

the scope be broadened to include the entire EIAA.

Sec. 14.4.3.8, Impacts to Conservation Areas, 14-57 - The DEIS conclusion regarding noise
levels and the associated impacts to avian species should not be based entirely on the
inconclusive results of the Legacy Avian Noise Research Program, given the body of peer-
reviewed science available on the subject. Further, the Legacy report does not conclude a “very
weak” relationship (the p-value is actually cited as being 0.000), as the DEIS states. Rather, the
report says, .. the relationship between species diversity and highway noise was signifi .88
was the relationship between species nchness and noise.” The report does not discuss whether
the relationship was positive (greater diversity and richness with higher noise levels) or negative
(lower diversity and richness with higher noise). We recommend the FEIS more accurately state
this conclusion of the Legacy noise study and re-evaluate the applicability of the study’s results
to the WDC project.

Sec. 14.4.4.1, Alternative A1, Wildlife, Habitat Loss, p.14-60 — It is unclear why the DEIS
focuses on the value of habitats only for nesting or “other reproductive uses” when the GSL
ecosystem habitats are of equal, if not greater, value for migratory stopover (feeding and resting)
habitat. We recommend the FEIS broaden the discussion here and in each of the corresponding
alternatives’ Habitat Loss sections.

Sec. 14.4.4.1, Alternative A1, Migratory Birds, p. 14-65 — Noise is but one of a variety of
factors which could cause a reduction in habitat quality near the roadway; it is unclear why only
noise is ioned here. We rec i the FEIS also identify and evaluate the other potential
factors that diminish habitat quality near roads, including on-road mortality, light and other
visual disturbance, and habitat degradation from pnllullon, invasive plaﬂt specles decreased

water quality; and edge effects. In addition, the d Iy states imp ~would
affect individual birds but not affect bird populations,” Bird p ions (defined as a group of
|11d|\'|du.ais ofa gnen species using the same area of habnat) in fact would be affected by the
wDC y rb if they abandon use of an area. We recommend the text in the FEIS

be modlﬁcd 10 rcllecr this population-level effect. These comments apply to each of the

corresp ives’ Mi v Birds

Sec. 14.4.7, Rec dations to M Growth Impacts to the Ecosystem, p.14-110 —
The purpose of this section is unclear, as UDOT is not proposing or recommending any action
but merely providing information. We support the dissemination of this information; however
this section is insufficient. We recommend UDOT take a more active role toward guiding the
future growth that will be induced by the construction of the WDC. By creating the
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Response
Section in

Chapter 32 Mr. James Christian 1

-
infrastructure for growth (i.e., the WDC), UDOT takes a large amount of responsibility for where
and how quickly that growth will occur. We recommend UDOT take an active role in
facilitating “smant growth” principiee partnering on “smart growth” conversations, workshops,
and plannmg efforts, and incorporating “smart growth” components into the road design (e.g.,

I and designing access to direct intelligent development and promaote natural
area pfotecuon).

Sec. 14.4.6.1, Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat — We have
several comments in this section:

« Impacts to Nesting Birds, page 14-106 — We recommend UDOT determine whether the
bald eagle nest site in the Ogden Bay Waterfowl Management Area is within one mile of
32.14 2H(27) any construction activities. Construction activities should occur outside of the one mile
= protective buffer or avoid the bald eagle nesting season (January 1 — August 31). In
addition, if the nest is within one mile, the FEIS should adequately discuss the potential
impacts to this nest site, including the potential for nest abandonment, loss of foraging
resources, and highway lity of fledgling eagles.

* Noise Impacts, page 14-107 — Noise impacts to habitat will not be limited to the Preserve,
32.14.2H(28) as indicated in the DEIS, Other noise-affected areas would include the shore land

habitats to the south and west of the Glovers Lake alignment, northwest of the Central
Davis Sewage Treatment Plant, and east of Howard Slough WMA. The statement
*...other land. .. is either suburban land or farmland that has marginal or no wildlife
habitat” is inaccurate. These areas were mostly assessed as high quality habitat with
some medium and medium-high quality parcels. The FEIS should identify and evaluate
all areas impacted by noise from the WDC.

32.14 2H(29) . \’eg,emlon page ]4- 108, 6"' bullet - We recommend UDOT commit to mitigating all

i to lowland riparian habitats, a rare and important habitat type for a diversity of
wuld!:fc Where losses are pcrmanem riparian habitat should be re-established elsewhere
atami 1:1 ratio or enh d at a mini 3:1 ratio.

SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION COMMENTS
Wildlife Waterfowl Areas
Girear Salt Lake Shovelands Preserve

The Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve (Preserve) would be impacted, directly and i

by all action alternatives, more so by Alternative A which traverses a greater extent of the
Preserve boundary. The draft Section 4(f) evaluation proposes a de minimis determination for
32.27B the Preserve, with compensation prog?oged only for the 17-18 acres of Utah Reclamalilon.

: Mitigation, and Conservation Commission (URMCC)-owned parcels that would be directly
impacted by the roadway. A de minimis determination can be made only if, after minimization
and mitigation measures are employed, there are no adverse impacts to the features, attributes, or
activities of the Preserve,
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32.27C

Comment 769 (continued)

Mr. James Christian 12

The proposed mitigation is i q to comp for the impacts of the WDC project for two
reasons, First, the Preserve lands were acquired by URMCC in conjunction with The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) to ensure an ecologically whole unit and should not be treated separately,
impacts to or fragmentation of the TNC portions impact the function of the Preserve unitas a
whole, We recommend FHWA and UDOT consider the enllre Preserve property, not just the
publicly-owned parcels, when d to harm.

Second, UDOT and FHWA propose to compensate only the direct impacts of the roadway
without considering the substantial permanent indirect impacts to habitat quality that result from
a new freeway on the Preserve’s northern boundary. We refer to our comments in the Indirect
Effects to Wildlife Habitar section earlier in this letter. Thus, the wildlife habitat values would
need to remain the same as the current baseline. We recommend UDOT and FHWA consider
both direct and indirect impacts to the Preserve when determining measures to minimize harm in
order to achieve a de minimis determination,

Farmington Bay Waterfow! Management Area

The Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area (FBWMA) would be impacted by the action
alternatives utilizing the Glovers Lane option (A1, A2, B1, and B2). The alignments would lie
approximately 465 feet from the northern edge of the FEBWMA at the closest point. The impacts
1o wildlife habitat would be indirect, and would affect the features, attributes, or activities of the
FBWMA. We refer to our comments in the Indirect Effects to Wildlife Habitar section earlier in
this letter.

FHWA and UDOT made the preliminary determination that the WDC would not adversely affect
the FEWMA. This determination was based on the presence of Glovers Lane and a transmission
line between the Glovers Lane alignment and the FBWMA, and that there would be no direct use
of the property. The size and traffic volume of the proposed WDC facility, however, far exceeds
that of the existing Glovers Lane, with impacts to the FBWMAs habitat values correspondingly
much greater. In addition, a new freeway facility in such proximity to the FEWMA would
introduce a suite of impacts very different from that of a transmission line, including: noise,
light, and visual disturb , habitat degradation from pollution, invasive plant species, and
decreased water quality from winter salting operations, contaminants, and trash; on-road
mortality; and barriers to movement. These impacts would cumulatively lead to the loss of
habitat value on the FBWMA.

We recommend UDOT and FHWA consider the indirect impacts and the loss of habitat value to
the FEWMA in the Section 4(f) Evaluation. The proposed Glovers Lane alignment would
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the FBWMA. A de minimis
determination could likely be made with appropriate mitigation

We concur that there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of wildlife/waterfowl areas
under Preferred Alternative selected in the document. While a variety of mitigation measures are
included in the 4(f) evaluation, there is no do ion that the “officials with jurisdiction™
concur in them or the proposed de minimis findings. In addition, we note (Section 27.7) that
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Comment 770

Comment # 770

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Email

Name: Fred Adler
Location:  Salt Lake City
Comments:

| am writing to express my concermn and very strong opposition to the West David Corridor freeway. The plan
would ly destroy Farmington Bay and the GSL Nature Center, ruining one of the best locations for
hunting, birdwatching, and education in the whole state, and for an ur y and expensive fr Y.

| remember when the Legacy Parkway was built that it was to serve as a barrier to protect the wetlands beyond.

Although | didn't believe that, | am shocked that this t io" plan has g

The Shared Solution is a the right approach -- more cost-effective and far less environmentally destructive in
both the long and short term. Remember the doctor's motto: "First, do no harm". With 90% of the wetlands
already gone, let's save some of Utah's great natural heritage for the future, and for the present.

sincerely,
Fred Adler

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.1F

32.2.10

Comment 771

Comment # 771

Date: 8/20/2013

Source: Email

Name: Brent & Kitty Stoddard
Location:  Clearfield
Comments:

In the Ogden Standard Examiner newspaper dated August 13, 2013, it stated that the preferred alternative for
the West Davis Corridor will cost 587 million dollars and take 26 homes, 5 businesses, and 110 acres of prime
farmland.

| would like to suggest that we go back to the original proposed corrider plan in West Peint City from 700 South
to 1800 North that goes right along the bluff. If this original proposed plan was was adopted there would only be
1 home impacted on 800 North and no busi or prime farmland. For the rest of West Point City Corridor
this would be the least expensive, most economical plan and less disrupting of properties through West Point
City.

In support for the original comridor plan some properties have been purchased. These properties were purchased
with the intent of using them as a right-of-way for the corridor. As a result following the original plan is the most
economical and logical preferred plan to use through West Point City.

Respectfully,

Brent W. Stoddard
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32213
32.14.3A
32.11.1A
32.2.1G

Comment # 772

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Email

Name: Mancy Howard
Location:  Salt Lake City
Comments:

Spending $600,000,000 of taxpayers money on the proposed West Davis Freeway could be put to better use
intaining roads and highways, and subsidizing public transit rather than develop an unnecessary freeway.

Destroying miles of wetlands, displacing peoples homes, and adding to our already bad air quality is poor use of
tax payers money. Please support the Shared Solution for the sake of all Utah citizens.

Thank you.

Mancy Howard--Salt Lake City, UT 84108
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32.2.3A

Comment 773

Comment # 773

Date:
Source:
Name:

Location:

Comments:

82012013
Website

Sara Rasmussen
Farmington

‘We are not happy about the West Davis Corridor. It's going to be built just down the street from us and we are
not looking forward to the noise and the lights and the traffic And the poliution. We moved to Farmington
because it's quiet and the air is cleaner, etc. Please don't build it!
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32.14.2A
32.14.2P

Comment # 774

Date: 8/22/2013
Source: Website
Name: katie
Location:  west valiey
Comments:

i don't agree with the project for the main reason it takes away the natural habitat of many types of birds
including the bam owls which could get hit or ran over.plus it takes away their homes and food supply and that's
how many animals and birds become extinct!plus that's where the bam owls breed and make families. Think
about it, how would you like it if your home was destoyed and you had NOWHERE to live or call homeand
NOWHERE to get food!

32B-428
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32.2.1H
32.2.2A

Comment 775

Comment # 775

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Clint Jeffs

Location:  Syracuse
Comments:

Quick question - | was informed that information on your site says that there will be no restrictions on the "West
Davis Corridor” i.e. It will be 65 MPH and allow semi-trucks. | know it is early in the process and a lot can/will
change in the future but can you help me find the needle in the haystack. Can you provide a URL on your site
that talks about the Potential restrictions or that there will be no restrictions.
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Response Response
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Chapter 32 Comment #: 776 Chapter 32 Comment #: 777
hnd Date: 8/20/2013 - Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website Source: Website
Name: Rebecca Larson Name: Dale Rackham
Location:  Farmington Location:  Syracuse
Comments: Comments:
32 2 1G | am in support of the "Shared Solution” | would like to see more funds put into updating/reinforcing the existing 32 2 8|: If the plan is to run Legacy aside Bluff road in Syracuse and terminate the access from Bluff Road to Antelope
e interstate structure. Making mass transit more affordable and a desired alternative to driving, and = (17008}, | suggest that 2750W be made a thru street to Antelope. Living on 2750W | would prefer it not be a thru
3221J creating/reinforcing walk and bike paths. street but for the good of the neighborhood it is necessary and should happen. Also, | am not for putting Legacy
Thank youl 32 2 13G next to Bluff as | can see it causing issues with emergency services getting to the east part of Syracuse,
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32.30A
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Comment #:

Date:
Source:
Name:

Location:

Comments:

778

82012013
Website

Sandra Williams
Syracuse

| was stunned to find out that UDOT chose the route along Bluff Rd. as the option for the freeway. | can't believe
that you would think that putting a freeway right down the middle of so many homes and right next to a school
would be the best option. It's obvious to me that money is more important than the health of Utah's citizens.
There is no way that you can justify this route. No possible way to convince me that causing cancer and lung
damage to so many people is worth the money you're saving. There are over 1000 children that go to Syracuse
Arts Academy and hundreds of homes along this route with thousands of people in them. You know the risks to
their health, I've sent you the data, but apparently we regular citizens don't matter. Farmland is more important
than living, breathing human beings, | guess. I'm only hoping that the federal government is smart enough to
disagree with you, but | have serious doubts about that. | would ask you to reconsider, but | have a feeling that
the powers that be don't really care about us. Rich businesses and wealthy farmers have seen to that.

32B-430
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32.2.1B

Comment 779

Comment #:

Date:
Source:
Name:

Location:

Comments:

779
82012013
Website
James Greer
Farmington

| live in farmington Utah and | am very disappointed with the option on the west side of farmington being so close
to the houses when there is plenty of space between the so called wet lands and the real wetlands out passed
the powerlines. Please look harder at moving this road farther west or use the other option that moves the road

batween Kaysville and farmington.
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Comment # 780

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Brett Neville
Location:  farmington
Comments:

| have read the wildlife impact statements but | do not see anywhere on how the eagles will be affected. The
new freeway will go through their roosting areas and will disturb their flight patterns. Will they not use Farmington
Bay anymore? Will legacy and now another road will they go further west so we cant enjoy them? What is the
expected death rate from automobiles? How will the road affect their food source? Will a road further north not
affect them as much? Are their flight patterns monitored currently? How about their roosting areas? Cana
Farmington Bay site manager write a letter saying they do not think the road will affect the eagles or other
wildlife?
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32.2.1A

Comment 781

Comment # 781

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Spencer Smith
Location:  Holladay
Comments:

| am a 12 year old boy scout. | am very interested in protecting nature and wildlife in our area. | love to study
birds and especially enjoy visiting Farmington Bay to see all the different species there. | am worried about this
road and the damage it will do to the habitats of the barn owl and other birds.

| know that we need to have good roads and safe travel, but | hope that we can create roads in a way that wont
hurt our precious wildlife.

Please find a way to use existing roads rather than intruding on open spaces where damage will be done to
innocent animals and birds.

32B-431




WEST DAVIS
CORRIDOR

Comment 782

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.2.3A
32.14.2A

Comment # 782

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Kendall Robins
Location:

Comments:

Please do not build a new highway through sensitive wildiife habitat. Barn Owls need their habitat protected, for
example.

32B-432
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32.2.6A

32.2.13B

Comment 783

Comment # 783

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Bryan Webb

Location:  Farmington
Comments:

Having reviewed the draft EIS in great detail, | am pleased that Udot's preferred route is the Glover Lane option.
Having the road go through Shepard lane makes absolutely no sense. You would have dissected an existing
neighborhood and caused a great safety dilemma.

In addition, the entire purpose of this road is to be an altemative to I-15. By running the road parallel to 1-15 how
is this a viable alternative? Any major issue along that path of road would cause traffic to come to a complete
stand still. Mot to mention having 2 major interchanges within 1/2 mile of each other, The section between the
Shepard interchange and the Park Lane interchange would be a nightmare.

I'm pleased the study verified these same concerns and made the logical decision to move the road south and
west,
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Comment # 784

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Renee McLendon

Location:  Clinton
Comments:

One comment | have is that | think it would be okay to have the route farther west even though as of now, there
is wildlife there. Down the road, the likelyhood of the wildlife staying there will decrease because the owners of
the land will sell because their children will not want to be farmers and so we will end up looking back and
thinking. "It could have been done there, after all.” It will keep the highways or busyness in town down quite a
bit. Don't need more traffic. There's enough of that already. Thanks so much for your time.
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Comment 785

Comment # 785

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: deborah drain
Location:  Salt Lake City
Comments:

| would like to express my opposition to the West Davis Corridor. Itis not a Corridor, it is a highway. Totry to
pass this off as something other than it is by using the term corridor is disingenuous. The data presented do not
support the need for another north/south corridor, now or in the long-term. What is truly

required, like the rest of the valley, is adequate east-west connectivity to Legacy or I-15. This can be
accomplished by improving the existing infrastructure to include more effective intersections that allow for
effective traffic flow, flexible lane use during rush hour traffic, and traffic light coordination, and working with local
communities on appropriate road way planning. To promote more driving, while the Wasatch Front has some of
the worst air in the WORLD and to not include any viable study regarding public transportation is iresponsible,
In addition, the cost of the roadway is biased low. It does not include the “hidden” costs of highway
construction. Legacy Highway costs were many, many millions of dollars more that what was proposed, the
same is true of the proposed West Davis Corridor. It seems that the whole intent of this highway is to support
the interests of land developers who will stand to profit from the highway thru additional commercial
development; development of farmlands and open space which are irreplaceable, let alone the destruction of
irreplaceable and critical wetlands. | think that UDOT succeeded where they most intended by dividing the
communities who are most impacted by this roadway. Instead of working with the communities to develop a
master plan that is of benefit to all, one that includes effective public transportation and improvements to the
existing ir e to support east: t traffic flow. Why in the world would UDOT propose to to spend $100
of millions of dollars on a roadway that is not needed and that will only increase pollution is mind boggling. It
would seem that there is a huge conflict of interest at the bottom of this decision, one that allows a few
individuals to profit significantly from the decision to the detriment of the community. The question begs to be
asked, why would UDOT work so hard to placate a golf course.... What does that have to do with anything. A
golf course is not critical natural infrastructure, one could argue that in the dessert itis an environmental
abomination. And why, please tell us, was development allowed to occur along the original route? Was that the
intent all along.... to force the highway to the west so that additional development could occur by those few who
stand to reap financial benefits? The whole plan for the highway is bad; the EIS is not well done, the maps were
not even updated to reflect current land use. | cannot imagine the tax payers of UT paying for such a peor work
product. Shame on UDOT for such shert sighted, poor planning.
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Comment # 786

Date: 8/20/2013
Source: Website
Name: Russell Fisher
Location:  Farmington
Comments:

It seems patently apparent that much of the city of Farmington is opposed to the proposed corridor. The reason
is also clear. The proposed change will have a detrimental effect on the city and its residents.

The state has done an excellent job with UTA access to this and other northern communities up to Ogden. Itis a
forward-thinking plan to use buses and trains to achieve commuter needs rather than freeways and highways.

Los Angeles is the iconic example of what happens when a city uses freeways to attend to commuter needs.
Communities are cut off, pollution increases, and the landscape is blighted, Problems simply get pushed down
the line, and travelers pay for it with bad air and terrible commutes for years into the future.

Freeways are an excellent way to connect states, but not commuter cities. Instead of using public transportation
to propel growth, and economic prosperity along the Ogden to Provo metropolitan area, we are at risk of
destroying near cities to Salt Lake at the expense of future residents of far cities.

Like in previous years, Money magazine has just ranked Farmington as the 14th best small city to live in the
United States. That is the best in Utah and third best in the entire US West.

Deseret News also noted that "Farmington's wildlife also drew some attention in July when the Great Salt Lake
Nature Center at Farmington Bay was named first in Utah for USA Today's Best Wildlife Viewing Places."

That Nature Center is right in the path of this proposed highway. What a shame to even consider this.

We can do better than this. When the Governor talks about the successes of Utah, particularly with the goals in
public transportation and the environment, | can only assume he doesn't know about this proposal.
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Comment # 787

Date: 8/21/2013
Source: Email

Name: Dale Rackham
Location:  Syracuse
Comments:

Jennifer,

During one of the meetings the noise level for the WDC was discussed and it was stated that the anticipated
noise level is below the standard required for sound walls. When | asked what the anticipated sound level was in
dB | was told to refer to the EIS. | looked but was unable to find the sound level nor what is level is required for a
sound wall, do you know what the levels are?

Thanks,
Dale
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Comment 788 (continued)

UTAH RECLAMATION 230 South 500 East Suite 230 Salt Lake City, UT 84102-2045  COMMISSIONERS
Phone: (801) 524-3146 — Fax: (B01) 524-3144 Jody L. Willisms, Chair
MITIGATIO e (BH) 21 146~ B (801) 343148 Doa A Christiansen
AND CONSERVATION Brad T. Barber
COM ISSION Dallin W, Jersen

August 14, 2013

Mr. Randy Jeffries

UDOT West Davis Corridor EIS
466 North 900 West

Kaysville, UT 84037

Subject: Mitigation for WDC Impacts to the Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve

Dear Mr. Jeffries:

In discussing with you the p ial impacts of the proposed West Davis Corridor (WDC) on the
mitigation and conservation program of the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Commission (Cummission), one of the rnajnr poinls we have made is that, pursuant the
dard in the Ce ission's 2 Act (CUPCA), the Federal investment in The

Nalure Conservancy's Great Salt Lake Shcn:!ands Preserve (Preserve) is in an entire ecological
unit for conservation of shore land habitat, not just in Great Salt Lake wetlands generally. The
only way to maintain the ceological integrity of the Preserve (in the face of the various direct,
indirect and cumulative effects on the Preserve’s ccological funcﬁons) is for UDOT to acquire,
restore, nnd enhance 1hc ecological functions and values on the remaining in-holdings we have

ified, as well as impl the other we identified to address water control, access,
hght noise, trespass, elc..

Quoting and paraphrasing from the Administrative Draft Envir | Impact S our

main argument is as follows:

Section 4(f) authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to approve a transportation project
requiring the use of a publicly owned wildlife area only if . . . the project includes all
possible planning to minimize harm to the wildlife area. The requirements related to
minimal impacts to a Section 4(f) resource shall be considered to be satisfied if the
Secretary of Transportation determines that a project will have a de minimis impact on
the area. The Secretary of Transportation may make a finding of de minimis impact only
|rthe Qecmary has determined Ihe project will not adversely effcc: the resource ggg_m
has fi E

Administrative DEIS, pp. 27-2, 27-3 [Emphasis added]
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The resource that will be impacted is a critical ecological unit of remaining GSL shorebird

habitat, The possible significant effects on that ecosystem havc been or will soon be documented,

as well as the mitigation ired to have | impact (see our previous letter to
you of January 26, 2012, attached). Thc Federal entity with jurisdiction over the wildlife arca is
the Mitigation C ission. The Mitigation C ission will not concur with a finding of de
minimis impact unless the Transportation project commils to implement the mitigation measures
identified by the Commission.

Our legal counsel, the Department of the Interior Office of the Regional Solicitor, has confirmed
that (1) the Commission’s legal authority is to invest in an ecosystem and not just GSL wetlands
in general; (2) the determination of what mitigation is necessary to produce minimal impact to
that ecosystem is within the authority of the Commission and not Transportation; and (3) the
mitigation requirements to protect the Federal investments made under the Reclamation program
are in addition to any regulatory requirements under the Clean Water Act or any other Federal
law or regulation.

We propose that the legal counsels and staffs for our respective agencies and The Nature
Conservancy meet to discuss the legal authorities for achieving the required mitigation so that
the mitigation requirements and process can be described in the Draft Environmental Impact
8 that will be published for public review and comment.

Thank you again for your dedicated efforts to fully protect the Preserve as you carry out your
very difficult task of balancing conflicting i

Sim:cre]y,‘-/a_ﬁé// :

Mzchac! C. Weland
Executive Director

Enclosure

ce:  John Steiger, DOI Acting Regional Solicitor
Chris Montague, The Nature Conservancy
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UTAH RECLAMATION 230 South 500 East Suite 230 S2ht Lake City, UT 84102-2045 COMMISSIONERS
3 I 3146 - . 1) 524-3 Jody L. Williams, Chy

MITIGATION Phoac: (BO1) 524-3146 - Fux: (801) 524-3 148 Dok, Cheistarsen |
AND CONSERVATION Brad T, Barber
COMMISSION Daltn . Jemen
James Karpowitz

January 26, 2012

Mr. Randy Jeffries

UDOT West Davis Corridor EIS
466 North 900 West

Kaysville, UT 84037

Subject: Creat Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve
Dear Mr. Jeffries:

‘We appreciate the time and effort you and your team have given to coerdinating the NEPA
planning for the proposed West Davis Corridor in order to minimize adverse impacts on the
Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve. As we prepare to meet next week to discuss possible
mitigation for the impacts of proposed project, and to begin to come to closure on the preparation
of a Draft EIS, we feel it necessary to clearly state the nature of the Federal interests that could
be significantly impacted.

The Central Utah Project Completion Act of 1992 established the Mitigation Commission and
authorized the acquisition of wetland habitats around the Great Salt Lake. The Commission
immediately recognized that the greatest value for Federal taxpayers would be obtained by
entering into a partnership with The Nature Conservancy of Utah in its Great Salt Lake
Sharelands Preserve. Over 20 years ago, TNC had the foresight to establish the Preserve to
conserve this critically imp and i lly signifi habitat to protect it from
encroaching development, Afier millions of dollars of private and public investment, the value
of the Preserve has increased greatly as more and more shoreland habitat around the Great Sall
Lake has unde.rgone conversion to other uses. Ideally, all develop t would have B

the investments in the Preserve and avoided any encroachment within its boundaries. Instead,
development continued to move toward the Lake without preserving a buffer zone for public
utilities such as pipelines and highways, and now UDOT is faced with the unenviable task of
trying to avoid impacts to both the Preserve and to land development that has occurred in the last
several years,

In each of our meetings with your team, we have been faced with incremental encroachments of

vamus comdor alignments into the Preserve, some with significant impacts, such as the loss of
] acres that prise a critical feeding arca. Since the Commission’s investments

have been intended to make up for losses of wetlands resulting from construction and operation

of Federal Recl yjects in Utah, I id of any impact on Federal

hip would be j tified and defensibl on public policy grounds. However, we have been
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willing to consider some impact to the Preserve based on assurances that mitigation would be
provided

As we have stated repeatedly, the Preserve is a dynamic natural ecosystem that must be viewed
as a single management unit. Its value, and the impact of the highway corridor, cannot be
calculated on an acre-by-acre basis. The Federal government would not have invested millions
of dollars in mitigation and conservation of isolated parcels of habitat; the benefit to the Federal
government is in conserving and maintaining the full ecological value of the entire Preserve. We
believe that acquisition of all privately owned lands and associated water within the Preserve that
arc west and south of the proposed corridor, including several parcels within the northern
boundary of the Preserve, would provide appropriate and justified mitigation. We are
that your NEPA analysis will also document the impacts to the Preserve not only of the lost
acreage that will be taken for the corridor, and the ecological and those
lands provide, but also the lost water ﬁom surface and storm runoff and the impacts to water
quality throughout the Preserve resul I'mm the corridor itself. In addition, the indirect
impacts Iting from land devel | and along the corridor should also be
described in the NEPA d As we havc also discussed, the NEPA analysis should also
address impacts on the ecology and management of the Preserve from air quality, light and noise

Thank you again for your dedicated efforts to protect the Preserve as you carry out your very
difficult task of balancing conflicting interests.

o

Sincerely,

Michael C. Weland
Executive Director

ce: Chris Montague, The Nature Conservancy
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HOOPER CITY INC.

5580 West 4600 South
Hooper, UT 84315
Phone: (801) ?32 1064 Fax: [801} 732-0598
E-mail: hoop mail.com -\ : hoopercity.com

West Davis Corridor
466 North 900 West
Kaysville, UT 84037

August 13,2013

Committee Members,

1 first would like to acknowledge the great effort and planning that has gone into the development of the West Davis
Carridor project. T also would like it known that we agree that there will be a need for an alternate transportation route.
1 also ach ledge the chosen “preferred” route could be a viable solution to that trinsportation need. [ thank you for
your inuing efforts in this king, as the citizens of Hooper and many others will benefit from the completed

projest.

As mmbcrsufunrclry Cauncui and [ have espmssed in a few public meetings, we do have some concemns in how the

project will impact Hooper. Considering West Davis Corrider will end in Hmp:-md
also the planned SR3?(4000 South) widening to four lanes from SR108 (Midland Drive) west to 5100 West in Hooper,
and also feeding into the widened 4000 South is SR134 (4700 West) which is also planned to be widened to four lanes,
a tremendous amount of traffic will be funneled in and out of Hooper. Now consider connecting these four lane, high
traffic state roads on the north, and West Davis Corridor on the south, is Hooper's rural 5100 West street.

5100 West is a very rural road. It has minimal pavement with narrow shoulders, most of it is without curbing. Trees
and utility poles along with open drain and irrigation ditches closely line the street. Families reverse out of their
driveways onto this road for commuting. It commonly has bikers, walkers and joggers sharing this small roadway.
Placing high traffic hubs at
both ends of this rural street
could prove to be disastrous.
Corridor planners assure me
that their “traffic models
indicate that the road can
handle it™ This however, 1
believe, is beyond logic. 1
built my own “traffic model,"”
pictured here, in hopes that a
more logical perspective
might be applied to the
project.

Representing the best interests of Hooper citizens, we highly recommend and hope that the West Davis Corridor be
continued to SR37. 5100 West should be improved and widened to at least a three lane traffic pattern. This will better
protect the safety of our people as well as those who commute through Hooper, Also Hooper's resources and ability to
maintain our traffic infrastructure will also be less smsed from this :ncremd. wraffic. Please consider these
recommendations in your final planning,

“Thank you for your consideration,

Korry Green, Mayor

32B-438

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 790

Final Environmental Impact Statement




WEST DAVIS

CORRIDOR

Comment 790 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.17A

Department of
Environmental Quality
Amands Smith
Executive Director
State of Utah DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL
GARY R HERBERT RESPONSE AND REMEDIATION
Brent H. Evetent
GREG BELL Director
Livutenant Gavernor
ERRC-119-13
August 21,2013
Randy Jefferies, PE
West Davis Comridor EIS Project Manager
Utah Department of Transportation
466 North 900 West
Kaysville, Utah 84037
Re:  West Davis Corridor Project Draft Envi 1 Impact S Davis and Weber

Counties, Utah
Dear Mr. Jefferies:

The Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Environmental Response and
Remediation (DERR) has received your request of May 15, 2013 for input regarding the above referenced
project.

We encourage you to review the DERR interactive map, as one source of data, prior o finalizing
the Envi 1 Impact § 1o ensure you are infi d of | ial inati The
interactive map is located at: hitpyfenviro.dequtah.gov. You are also encouraged to speak to the Division
of Solid and Hazardous Waste at (801) 536-0200 and the Division of Water Quality at (801) 536-4300.

It is possible that future i viti iated with this project will encounter
hazardous substances. These materials must be managed and disposed of properly. If impacted materials
are i during ion, please notify the DERR.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at (801) 536-4219,

Sincerely,

O rA

David Bird, Environmental Engineer
R

Division of Envi I and Remediati

DGBleds

oo Lewis R. Garrett, A.P.R.N., M.F.H., Director, Davis County Health Department
Gary House, B.S,, M.P.H., Director, Weber-Morgan Health Department

195 North 1950 West - Salt Lake City, UT
Mailing Address: P.0. Box 144840 « Salt Lake City, UT 881 14-4840
Telephone (301) 536-4100 « Fax (801) 359.8853 « T.D.D. (BO1) 5364414
v e sk v
Pristed om 100% rocyclod paper
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August 13, 2013
Roberta Fletcher
It makes much more sense to pursue the ideas suggested in the Shared
32.2.1G Solutions initiative. Re-designing roads to ease congestion and incorporating
West Davis Corridor Project more public transit is going forward, not backwards. | use public transit and |
466 North 900 West ride a bicycle to work.
Kaysville, UT 84037
32.2.3A Building this corridor is an expensive, polluting, wasteful and unimaginative
idea. When are we going to stretch our thinking and learn to start building in
Dear To Whom It May Concern: a pragmatic, sustaining, healthy, and inspiring way?
Salt Lake is my home. | call it my home because | have a place where | can There was a reason that this lake and surrounding marshlands was
rest, where | can buy food, even grow food. Salt Lake is where my job is, designated a part of the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network in
where | make a living. 32.14.2A 1992, Let's not make any of these birds “homeless” by cutting into their living
space, the same "space” that has revitalized and enhanced my life for more
| competed with other people to acquire my job and to find a place to live. years than | have spent anywhere else on this earth.
People in Salt Lake compete with each other all the time. Likewise, The
Great Salt Lake is the "home" for millions of birds [as well as many other Thank you for your time.
animals] that compete with each other for food, nesting areas, and places to
rest.
Sincerely,
But now our species is threatening to compete for their living space. We are =~
threatening to destroy their “homes”. Who knows how many birds would be ﬁm %7 %Mé
32.14.2A affected by the West Davis Corridor and everything that comes with it? ;
Roberta Fletcher -/
32.11.1A If we build this new road, we add more air pollution and noise pollution for
T ALL living beings. Moreover, we would be building right through their food
32.12A supply, rest areas, and nesting sites. In effect, these animals would not be
able to “make a living”.
These animals cannot stand another “assault” on this vital, life-giving Lake.
32.14.2A They have a right to be there, whenever they are there; it is their “home”, and
they deserve to “make a decent living” from it.
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32.2.13A

Comment 792 (continued)

RESOLUTION NO. 13-8-1

SUPPORTING THE WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT.

WI!I REAS, the West Davis Corridor Draft Envi I Impact S and Section 4(1)
luation has been prepared by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Admlmstmnon (FHWA) and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT); and

WHEREAS, UDOT has identified a locally preferred alternative in the preparation of the West
Davis Corridor (WDC) Draft Envi I Impact § (Draft EIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation;

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILLE CITY, UTAH:

Kaysville City has been very involved in the envi I review p and fully supports the
findings and conclusions in the Draft EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation,

Kaysville City fully supports the identification of Alternative Bl as the locally preferred
alternative, as further refined, because it locates the transportation facility beyond Kaysville City’s
growth boundary and projected service area, fits well with the City’s land uses and land use plans,
maximizes the use of private property and the human benefits while minimizing the adverse
impaets to the natural environment. Alternative B1 is the transportation solution that will have the
least amount of impact to the natural and human environment while providing the most regional
mobility benefit.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 20" day of August, 2013.

oo

Steve A. Hiatt
Mayor
ATTEST:
Eié Ross
City Recorder
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Comment # 733

Date: 82712013

Source: Email

Name: Vern & Kathy Mcinelly
Location:

Comments:

0o7g3

<See accompanying photos on next page, tittied 00793 _Vern_Mclnelly_1 through 6>

<This comment was submitted through email by Melissa Day=>

Subject:
To Whom it May Concern,

‘We are writing in regards to our property located at . We were originally under the
understanding that you would be taking our property and reimbursing us for it. We now understand that you will
just take about 27 ft of your property on the south side, which will destroy 2/3 of our orchard that is finally getting
mature, and put us at a dead end cult-a-sack.

‘When we originally bought our home in 2004 we did so because of the ability to build a big garage with easy
access from Antelope Dr in order to bring our semi-trucks in for repairs and maintenance. With the proposed
plan we will no longer be able to use our property in a way that is functional for us.

We run a trucking business with 3 semi trucks that we need to be able to get in and out of the garage for repairs
and maintenance, we will now have to take those trucks through residential areas, and if pulling a trailer will have
to pull into 1540 South and back all way down to our house to work on it. (we will not have room to turn anything
that long around in the cult-a-sack)

Aside from our business suffering our personal lives will also be greatly affected. We own multiple personal and
recreational trailers and vehicles, including a 40 foot camp trailer that we park behind our garage coming from
Antelope Dr, 3 flat bed trailers from 18" to 35', an enclosed snowmobile trailer 27, 3 boats 22’ to 28', jet skis, 4
misc. utility trailers, and a tractor. We will no longer have access to park our camp trailer in that spot and we
have no other place to put it, and again we will not be able to turn it, and others, around in front of the house
when we bring it around for cleaning, packing, and so forth. We will again have to back all the way from 1540
South!

Due to all the issues this will cause for us personally and especially professionally we would prefer that you take
our property and relocate us. Thank you for your consideration.

‘We have included pictures so you can see what we are talking about.

1. A front view of our garage with two of our semi's

2. This is the North side of our garage and you can see our snowmobile trailer, with our tent trailer behind it. Also
on the other side of the trailer is the tractor and behind that one of our boats.

3. This is where we park our 40 foot camp trailer, but is in the shop for some repairs so our boat is here

32B-442
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currently, and there is a flat bed trailer behind it.

4. This shows that the only way to park anything in this spot is to back it in from Antelope and we will no longer
be able to do that, especially if you take 27 ft of our property.

5. This is the driveway to the garage showing how easy it is for us to pull right off of Antelope and pull in or pull a
little forward and back in. {one of the main draws of our property to us because of our semi's)

&.This is showing how the property is lined up from the house to the garage and that we have it full of trailers etc.
and remember we are missing our 40 ft camp trailer.

If you need any more information from us to help you understand our situation please contact us!

Vern & Kathy Mclnelly
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Comment # 795

Date: 8/29/2013
Source: Email

Name: Florence Shepard
Location:

Comments:

<See email attachment on next page, titled 00795_Florence_Shepard_8-28-13=
To Whom It May Concemn

| previously mistakenly sent you an unedited copy of my comments. Flease
excuse my error and substitute this copy for the previous one

Thank you.

Florence R. Shepard, Professor Emerita
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hnd - Date: 8/29/2013
Source: Email
Name: Stephanie Kezerian
Location:  Farmington
Comments:
32128 To Whom It May Concern:
32.310 | would just like to comment on the latest proposal for the Legacy corridor through Farmington. 1am

disappointed that it seems UDOT is trying to pit one side of our community against ancther. It seems to me that

we should be working toward a solution that is better for everyone.

3231F My husband and | both commute to Salt Lake for work. We have calculated the cost of using public

32.2.1J transportation, which is readily available to us in Farmington, and it is significantly more expensive to use UTA.
e To me, it would make more sense to work with existing public transportation and increase access and usability. |

believe more people would use trains and buses if the schedules better aligned with the commuters needs and if

it were less expensive. Why build another road to encourage people to drive more when we could better ulilize

the public transportation methods already in place. | have traveled to many big cities across the U.S. and public

transportation is affordable and convenient, unlike here.

| am also disappointed that UDOT does not seem to listen when our city counsel and mayor do not support their
32213C proposal. The planning commission has had a north bound legacy highway on the plans for many years and it
does not ruin Glover Lane.

32 2 13C | am not in support of another massive interchange system on the south end of Farmington. We do not need our
e city of be surrounded on the north and south by freeway exchanges.

| also think that the citizens of Centerville should have a chance to comment on the impact to them that a
32.2.13C massive interchange off the frontage road would affect them,

Thank you,

Stephanie Kezerian
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Comment # 800

Date: 8/29/2013
Source: Email

Name: Stacey Cole
Location:  Salt Lake City
Comments:

Dear UDOT and West Davis Officials/Representatives,
| am strongly opposed to The West Davis Corridor plan. It will create increased air pollution, noise poliution and
light pollution, and will cause damage to the wildlife. Why not choose to create ways to enhance existing roads

and mass transit? This is what the Shared Solution is about and after listening to what they have to say, it
makes better sense than the WDC.

The West Davis Corridor is a foolish way to spend tax payers money and will result in damage (not help) to our
air quality, which is already a severe health concern for the citizens along the Wasatch Front,

Stacey Cole
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Office of the Governor
FUBLIC LANDS POLICY COORDINATION OFFICE

KATHLEEN CLARKE
Director
State of Utah
GARY 1. HERBERT
Gewermor

GREG BELL
Lientenant Governor

August 27,2013

Randy Jefferies

Project Manager

West Davis Corridor Team
466 North 900 West
Kaysville, UT 84037

Subject: West Davis Corridor Draft Envi | Impact
RDCC Project No, 38680

Dear Mr. Jefferies:

The Public Lands Policy Coordination Office received the following comments from the
Division of Water Quality and the Dey of Agriculture and Feod regarding the West
Davis Corridor Draft Envire I Impact S

Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Water Quality

The Division of Water Quality (DWQ) has reviewed the West Davis Corridor draft
Envi | Impact St L (DEIS) for the proposed corridor in western Davis and Weber
Counties. This project has the potential to affect the water quality of the Great Salt Lake and
several associated streams. DWQ respectlully reg the following specific provisions be
addressed in the revised DEIS:

Chapter 13 Water Quality
No suggested changes.

Chapter 23 Indirect Effects

Section 23.5 Potential Indirect Effects

1) Potential indirect effeets should not exclude water quality, especially in the wetlands
area.
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Chapter 24 Cumulative Impacts

Section 24.4.3.1 Past Condition

1) In this entire section, change any text that references the “(Division of Water
Resources 2000a, 2000b, 2002) to the (Division of Water Quality 2000a, 2000b,
2002).

Chapter 25 Permits and Clearances
Section 25.2.2 Federal Permits, Reviews, and Approval
1) Maove “Water Quality Certification 25.2.2" to Section 25.3. Section 401 Water
Quality Certification is a State action, not a federal action.
Change language to state that it is the applicant for the federal permit that must
obtain or apply for the Section 401 Certification, not the USACE. Please refer to
the Clean Water Act, Section 401 Certification (a) (1).
(a) Compli with applicable requi pplication; | lures; license
suspension
(1) Any applicant for a Federal license or permit to conduct any activity
including, but not limited to, the construction or operation of facilities, which
may result in any discharge into the navigable waters, shall provide the licensing
or itting agency a certification from the State in which the discharge
originates or will originate, or, if appropriate, from the interstate water pollution
control agency having jurisdiction over the navigable waters at the point where
the discharge originates or will originate, that any such discharge will comply
with the applicable provisions of sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of this
title.
1t is anticipated that UDOT will need to obtain a UPDES General Permit for
Construction Dewatering, Permit No, UTGO70000, A fact sheet describing the
permit requi and application | | are located on our web site
hitps://secure utah.gov/stormwater/main.html.

2

3

—

Please contact Bill Damery at 801-536-4354 or wdamervi@utah.gov if you have any
questions relative to these comments or requirements.

Department of Agriculture and Food

The Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF) appreciates the opp ity to ¢
on the West Davis Corridor Altematives. DAF supports the casterly route through Clinton and
West Point, Allernative BI and B3, over other alternatives. The capacity to grow vegetables in
Utah is limited and the agricultural lands through Davis County are among the best in the state.
With the population ever i ing, the need to produce food i as well. The B
alternatives, including the easterly route through West Point and Clinton, have far less impact to
agriculture and prime soils. These are eritical acres for the onion industry in Utah and many
other farms. The western route would be destructive 1o working farms in that area.

These potential impacts are far greater than merely the foolprint where the road is
placed. It would impact aceess, irrigation, safety issues with farm equipment, as well as create
small tracts of land with odd shapes, making it far less economical to cultivate. In addition,
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farms add value to wetlands, The farms located next to the wetlands along the Great Salt Lake
provide tail-water from irrigation return flows, supply feed for waterfowl, and provide a buffer
zone between wetland species and human development. Many acres of farmland have been
protected west of Bluff Road through conservation easements and have been placed under
Agricultural Protection Arcas in an effort to secure the continuation of agriculture and food
production.

The State of Utah appreciates the opportunity to review the West Davis Corridor Draft
Envil | Impact § Please direct any other wrillen questions regarding this
correspondence to the Public Lands Policy Coordination Office at the address below, or call
Sindy Smith at (801) 537-9193.

Sincercly,

$110 Sante OfMice Building, PO Box 141107, Sal Lake City, Utah 841141107 + telephose £01-537.6801
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