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TheNature

Protacting ratees. Presarving life? Sale Lake City. UT 84102 nature.org/utah

March 25, 2011

Mr. Randy Jeffries

upoT

West Davis Corridor Project
466 North 900 West
Kaysville, Utah 84037

Dear Mr. Jeffries:

Once again, The Nature Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
the most current alignments and other issues related to the West Davis Corridor project. We
can appreciate both the effort and the difficulty as your team proceeds with the planning
process.

As you know, The Nature Conservancy, with the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission and many other private and public partners, has for the last 27
years worked to purchase wetland and upland pvoperties to create the Great Salt Lake
Shorelands Preserve in Davis County. The Preserve i is ahey migratory slopaver for tens of
thousands of migratory birds and is the largest g pl

complex on the castern shore of Great Salt Lake.

Not only a cmml hamsphenc stopover site for tens ol’ thousands of migratory birds, the

Preserve provi p for the ding through its visitor
facilitics nnd hi d open space, recreation, w1|d1|fe vlswmg and
solitude - at no cost to the puhl.ur. Addnlmna![y, thc lands are

the County and residents by pr 1z nutrient ling and i Fltedng, as wcl]

as providing storm drain and flood wntml services.

The acquisition and management of the Preserve has been made pomlb[e by gcnm:us
contributions I‘mm URMCC other federal and state ies, major Utah fi

corporati Is and bers. Our pledge to these constituents was that The
Nature Conservancy would manage and protect the important natural values of the Preserve
in perpem.‘w Any loss of currently-protected properties is a serious issue for our staff,
Board, and the hundreds of donors who made a financial commitment of
over 525 million to establish the Preserve,

M, The Nature Conservancy in Utah tal [801] 531-0889
Conservancy 359 Eser South Temple fax  [601]53i-1003
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Our goal by engaging in this process is to protect our property and investment, limit any
damage and loss of property/wetlands to a minimum, and ensure that resulting project
mitigation will be meaningful in light of the damage caused. We are very sensitive to the
possibility that the Preserve might be considered for “more than its share” of loss of
property and habitat due to the final alignment adjustments that will be made in the ensuing
months, and would resist an alignment where all or most of the sacrifice for highway
placement in the area of the Preserve is borne by our property, We believe impacts should
be shared cquitably by all stakeholders.

With this as background, we submit the following by aligs section.

Farmington Area

The Nature Conservancy strongly supports the North Option (Shepherd Lane) altemative for
the Farmington area. The South Option, in the calculations presented by UDOT, clearly
shows that it will increase negative impacts in every Measures category (except
archacological sites). Both alignments would require 10 residential acquisitions, but the
South Option would impact: 3 more businesses; 1 more park; 2 more trails; 2 more public
parks; 7.9 more wetland acres; 110 more acres of wildlife habitat; and 88 more acres of
floodplain, The public’s price tag for ion would also i by $67-85 million.
We believe that the South Option does not meet the criteria of wetland avoidance where
possible. Additionally, we cannot support an alignment in the floodplain that, in light of the
1980’s flooding in this area, could cost the public dearly in the future and potentially have a
lakewide, lake level impact. Building major public transportation infrastructure in the
floodplain will require defending it (turning on the pumps or shoring up roadways as they
transition from roads to dikes) should the lake level rise.

The South Option alignment will also have negative impacts to existing and planned
\.mtlands educational facilities at 111: Nature Cenlsr the Farmington Bay Waterfowl

Aren. This property diately south of Glover's Lane is currently owned by
the URMCC. The Nature Center has been a uocpmtlve effort with Davis County,
Farmington City, Davis County School District, Utah Wildlife in Need, Utah Division of

Wildlife R and many vol Thc South Option will also traverse a 400-acre
Farmington City wildlife and agricul part of Farmi
Subdivision. It is our und ding that a law suit would be wqumd to lift the easement,

Shepherd i

The proposed single alignment in this area is where the proposed roadway first impacts
Preserve property. We can support this alignment as long as the alignment crosses the
powerline corridor (from east side to west) as it is presently located (just notth of TNC's
Webster2 property). We cannot support an alignment that crosses the powerline corridor
south of this point, due to additional Preserve properly and wetland losses,
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Weaver Lane to Gentile Street

As the proposed alignment moves north past Kays Creek Estates, it moves “on top” of the
bluff, Though there are wetland impacts in the transition, we support this alignment as it
avoids additional wetlands that would be damaged if the alignment stayed below the bluff at
this point. It also appears to be a reasonable balance between wetland impact/avoidance in
this particular section. We can also support the proposed location (as you move north along
the bluff) where the highway would “drop down” off the bluf¥ just before reaching Gentile
Street — even though there is some wetland damage at this point.

Clentile Street Northward
A, Bluff Road Rejected Alternative

We were disappointed to see the Bluff Road Alternative dropped from final analysis as we
continue to support this alternative for inclnsmrl in further EIS analysis. In discussions with
UDOT staff, the primary reason for dropping this al ive from consideration was the
occurrence of a high number of wetland impacts along the route from Gentile to Antelope
Drive. Because this route avoids all negative impacts to wetlands, uplands and high quality
farm lands further to the west and north (Alternatives A, B & C), we request that additional,
more detailed analysis be conducted to determine the sources of water to the wetland acres,
determination of wetland quality, a projection of the long-term viability of the wetlands in
light of anticipated development and growth around them, the future alteration of water
supplies due to conversion of water from agricultural use to culinary, and the increased use
of storm drain structures for removing surface water. Pending more detailed analysis, The
Mature Conservancy continues to support the Bluff Road Altemative.

Additional factors in support of the Bluff Road Alternative include the fact that the
alternative has been in the various city plans for many years and apparently over $8 million
of public money has already been spent on acquiring sections of this corridor.

B. Alignments A, B & C from Bluff Road to Antelope Drive

The new praposed Allsnmnls AB & C, though they have direct impact to Preserve

perty in only one [ocati ic for a number of reasons. In general, the major
:mpucts to farmland that buffcrs the Preserve and provides valuable resting/foraging areas to
many bird species and other wildlife will be a loss to the natural values of the Preserve — as
well as a loss of apen space for the communities. All three of these proposed alternntives
will have a major impact on the Black Island Farms Conservation Easement, eliminating
approx. 11 acres of the 39-acre Easement on the edge of the Preserve — the very first project
funded by the state’s LeRay McCallister Fund and brokered by the Quality Growth
Commission, the Utah Department of Agriculture and the Conservancy.
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Alignment A

The Nature Conservancy cannot support this alignment due to its impact on Preserve
property and wetland and other values, In UDOT’s Altematives Comparisons
materials, Alignment A would have a direct impact on 4 more businesses; 9
additional acres of wetlands; 23.4 more acres of wildlife habitat; 1 additional
archacological site; and 3.8 acres of 100-year floodplain, We also believe that the
survey condueted by UDOT was not accurate and that there are additional high-
quality wetland acres that would be identified in a more detailed inventory, For these
reasons and the issue of “avoidance™ not being followed in Option A near the North
Davis Sewer Treatment Plant, we cannot support carrying this alternative forward.

li
Alignment A & B does not have significant wetland, wildlife or floodplain impacts,
but would be largely disruptive and damaging to the existing farmers, farm practices
and land use in a broad swath of this portion of west Davis County. Like Alignment
A, we do not feel this is the best al ive 1o select for inued analysis.

Alignment C

Alignment C (or an alignment in this general area) has advantages in our mind when
compared to A or A & B. Though it is still a major impact for the farming
community, it is a shorter alignment and leaves a larger, unfragmented block of
agricultural land to the west. The Nature Conscrvancy is not an expert on how the
farms in this general area operate in detail, but we understand that there is much
cooperation between the farms that make it economical for all to survive in an
always-tough economic world, and that issues of access, loss of currently-cultivated
ground and ivity ¢ farms, and frag ion of agricul lands are
vital issues to the agricultural ity. The agricultural cc ity knows well
the subtleties and details of what will and won't work for their operations on the
ground. Shoutd the Bluff Road Alternative remain in a rejected status, The Nature
Conservancy suggests that UDOT and the agricultural community meet and try to
negotiate an alignment that is in the area of Alignment C that would meet both
highway and agricultural ity needs.

Finally, besides alignment analysis and selection, The Mature Conservancy would like 1o
convey our interest in participating as appropriate in other aspects of the project to be
analyzed and formulated in the coming months as part of the EIS process. These topics and
the decisions made concerning them will have a direet impact on The Nature Conservancy's
Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve’s current and future natural values and its human
management and function.

1. Mitigation Determination, Location and Mitigation Philosophy (consolidate and
expand already protected areas of sufficient size to be viable over time)

2. Decisions protective of the Preserve's character and purpose (access, lighting,
noise, surface and subsurface water movement and water delivery to Prescrve,

others)
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3, Designation as a Parkway with certain Parkway features (speed limit, potential
prohibition of trucks, no billboards, noise reducing pavement, landscaping, others)

Please contact The Nature Conservancy at a time that is appropriate for us to have some
input and involvement in the above topics.
Thank you again for your continuing efforts and for your careful consideration of our

concems.,

Sincerely,
P
f ey 32_.——4\4
Dave Livermore

Utah State Director
The Nature Conservancy
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Meeti ng Notes west bavis corridor £1s UDOT Project No. *SP-D067(14)0
Meeting Name: TNC & URMCC Update Mesting

Meeting Date: October 8, 2011

Meeting Time: 2:00 pm — 3:30 pm

Meeting Location: TNC, Salt Lake City

Meeting Organizer: Chris Montague, TNC

Meeting Purpose: Discuss TNC & URMCC comments on revised WDC alternatives
Attendees:

Randy Jefferies, UDOT
Chris Montague, TNC
John Rice, URMCC
Richard Mingo, URMCC
Kevin Kilpatrick, HDR
Vince lzzo, HDR (via teleconference)
Elizabeth Kitchens, TNC
Mike Weland, URMCC
Dave Livermare, TNC
Chris Brown, TNC

Kara Butterfield, TNC
Gen Green, TNC

Dan Adams, TLG

Discussion

Chris Montague started the meeting by thanking everyone for their continued involvement and
opportunities for comment on the WDC project. Chris then went over the-TNC and URMCC's previously
stated goals and objectives for the WDC project.

Chris stated that the TNC had felt that the alignments released in February 2011 had seemed reascnable
from the TNC's perspective, but that the TNC had concemns about the alternatives that had recently been
released in August 2011. Chris clarified that the-TNC did not endorse the changes to the WDC
alignments in Kaysville and Layton included as part of the August 2011 alternatives, as-the TNC did not
feel that these alignments minimized the loss of Great Sait Lake Shorelands Preserve (Preserve)
properties. Mike Weland stated that URMCC concurred with TNC's feelings about the revised altermnatives
in Kaysville and Layton, and stated that he may have mi icated in the previous meeting with the
WDG team, and that URMCC was not ing the ges to the ali in Kaysville and Layion
shown in the August 2011 maps. TNC stated that reducing impacts for others felt like impacts were then
being shifted to TNG, TNC knows there will be impacts for everyone but wantg to ensure that impacts are
shared equitably. They are not just looking to preserve wetlands, they are looking to preserve contiguous
property of wetlands and uplands.

Final Environmental Impact Statement
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The group d d the ch to the in ille and Layton. Randy Jefferies described
why the chaﬂges had basn mada in Kaysvlna and Lawun The Kaysville segment had changed based on
upda d

ata, by Rocky Mountain Power, and engineering design. Randy
stated that the WDC team had de‘han'runad based on the up , that an alig on the
east side of the power corridor through Kaysville would be more impactful to rssrdances and more
expensive than they had plewaus!y eshrnaﬁed amt that these costs and impacts would not be reasonable

tua\rmdabuut.’)acreSur . JOUpP i-and-agreed that an alig on-th t gide
of the-p View-Crest-Drive-would-be-the-most i in-this area.The

TNC and URMCC both requested, and Randy agreed, to consider shifts in the alignment to the north and
east to the south of 200 North (7) in Kaysville to minimize the direct and indirect impacts to Preserve
pl‘UDGr‘hes in this area. MTNC ncl!ed that the e\raluatlan ofailgnments ahculd EM_oonsrder the m

wﬂdﬂomnlnl—bﬂmaon—lmpaﬁm—pmmd
Thay allso noted Lhat there were not just impacts to watlands weast of the

subdivisions yversus TNC-land -
power corridor but eritical upland habitat that is yio the pi . The-TNC was
concerned that the evaluation was focused on wellands and not l.ha overall ecosystem.

In the Layton area, Randy noted that the alignment had shifted further to the west to minimize impacts to
high quality farmlands and existing development along 2200 West and 1000 South. Randy also noted that
this shift in 3llgnmenl had been mads_bﬂsad par‘llall\r on ﬂ'm dlmlons in the preulous maeﬂing with

ey Randy notsd ihalrha W‘DC hsam wag slill consldenng anﬂ evaluaﬂng aother nptaons In the
Lawon araa and agruad to take another look al the dlffemnl ghgnmenl options in the Layton area. T| Q

The group discussed cther issues, mcludlng access points and waierwmayam:e facifities. Vince asked

the-TNC or URMCC to provide this i and their pref to the WDC team if R was
available in GIS format so that the WOG could assess it and accommodate these facilties where possible
during the Draft EIS and engineering design process. The-TNC agreed to provide this information to the
WODC team. TNC also requested that the WDC team consider the impacts to uplands as well as wetiands
when assessing the impacts to the Preserve. The-TNC noted that the impacts to uplands become even
mare lmpor.ant during high wmr mrs whan many of the wetland areas are inundated, and suggested

The group also discussed the mitigation process. TNC is ready to begin discussions on mitigation. TNC
recommended that areas south of Gentile Street and west of the WDC alternatives not currently within the
Preserve should be targeted and prioritized as mitigation areas for the WDC project. The-TNC stated that
they were apposed to using existing credits for mitigation or using the land being offered for mitigation by
Buﬂ"alo Ranch, TNC also stated that they expected falr monetary compensation for any_land taken

rom TNC owned properties or

that gther direct

sxpectedand
and indlreq Impacns mmmm.&mm the Preserve would be aﬁdresaea thrwgn the

resulting 8¢ in i ands of
uplands). The- TNC exolamed mal lrbey needed m ha able no show melr Boan: of Dlrecnors and dunurs
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that the Preserve would come out better as a result of the mitigation process in order for TNC to support
u@pmmmmmma

the WDC plqecl and process. T .
sh to 8 > TNC alse-desireswould raquire an
endowmanl tn managem_ mlligaban lands mﬁwand Mu-wg_uld expect this to be a subject of
future d with this app , but stated that they prefer land transfers or
swaps to mmpansalmn Iu mpacls to F‘rsser\re roels uwned by Iha . S wammemw
aach 8

Vince clarified that final mitigation agreements are generally not finalized until the Record of Decision and
Clean Water Act 404 parmitting process, but said that general mitigation approaches and maums will be
described in the Draft EIS.

TNC and URMCC requested, and Randy agreed, to meet again to discuss the alignments in the Kaysville
and Layton areas and mitigation.
Action Items:

The WDC team will consider eastern shifts to the WDC alignments in Kaysville south of 200 North, and in
the Layton area.

TNC will provide the WDC team with GIS data on their preferred alignment and for access points and
water conveyance facilities.
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UTAH RECLAMATION 230 South 500 East Sulte 230 Sakt Lake City, UT 84102-2045 %ﬁﬁm
: (80 46 - Fax: (80! 314 Jody L. Wil
MITIGATION Phone: (801) 524-3146 - Fax: (801) 524-3148 LY Chalr
AND CONSERVATION Bred T, Barber
Dallin W, Jensen
COMMISSION Dali k.

January 26, 2012

Mr. Randy Jeffries

UDOT West Davis Corridor EIS
466 North 900 West

Kaysville, UT 84037

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

We appreciate the time and effort you and your team have given to coordinating 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
Shorelands Preserve. Over 20 years ago, TNC had the foresight to establish the Preserve to
conserve this critically imy and i ionally signi habitat to protect it from
encroaching development. After millions of dollars of private and public invesiment, the value
of the Preserve has increased greatly as more and more shoreland habitat around the Great Salt
Lake has undergone conversion to other uses. Ideally, all development would have ized
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
various corridor alighments into the Preserve, some with significant impacts, such as the loss of
agricultural acres that comprise a critical feeding area. Since the Commission's investments
have been intended to make up for losses of wetland Iting from i i

of Federal Reclamation projects in Utah, complete avoidance of any impact on Federal -
ownership would be justified and defensible 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
govemment 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
are 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 confident
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 functions those
lands provide, but also the lost water from surface and storm runoff and the impacts to water
quality throughout the Preserve resulting from the corridor itself. In addition, the indirect
impacts resulting from land develog ati h and along the corridor should also be
described in the NEPA document. As we have also discussed, the NEPA analysis should also
address impacts on the ecology and management of the Preserve from air quality, light and noise
pollution, and increased trespass concerns.

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

Sincerely,

Michael C. Weland
Executive Director

cc: Chris Montague, The Nature Conservancy
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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 birds, and waterfowl the GSL
lands 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).
See , : i
The GSL ecosystem includes the saline open waters as well as the surrounding freshwater
Response marshes, wet meadows, | wetlands and playas, uplands, and agricultural fields. Wetlands
to of the GSL ecosystem account for approximately 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
Comment the GSL is concentrated along the eastern shore due to the variety of habitats present.
#769 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 GSLs wildlife.

Overall, the GSL ecosystem provides unique and important values to migratory shorebirds,
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 al ives. All build al ives would cause
significant, permanent impacts to the wetland and wildlife resources associated with the GSL
ecosystem.

We note that a local coalition has proposed another alternative which has been termed the
“Shared Solution.” We encourage UDOT to fully vet this alternative as it did with all 23
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 imperative to analyze all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the alternatives, select
the least damaging alternative, 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 divergze) 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 toa
distance of 1,200 meters (3,937 feet) (a distance supported by current road ecology science, as
discussed below under Indirect Impacts to Wildiife Habirar). 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 fr d, impacted by
development, and largely low or medium value.

Of the southern options for Allernative B, we believe the Glovers Lane alignment (Altermnatives
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 F; 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 FBWMA, 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 comidor. The flocdplain 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 habi
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 reviewed the analysis based on 393 meters (1,300 feet), USFWS concludes
that it dees not provide a satisfactory evaluation of habitat imp and thus d a larger
fourth zone be incorporated 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 Indirect 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 UDOT’s 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 dj 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 Alternative B1 is the Least Environmentally Damaging Alternative under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. We therefore recc d UDOT ider 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 substantive conclusions regarding 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 1o 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 literatre
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
A Meta-analysis of 49 studies of 234 mammal and bird
ch::z;mz o n:'llﬁ: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 ining 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 studics 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 specics 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 | - Hemptiles (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:

Cpa P, Bt

+ Species (number of sf (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 ecclogical “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 roadway 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, relving 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, descnbing 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 to 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 1o
habitat impacts.

USFWS is working with UDOT to address these concemns 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 impacts. We continue to encourage UDOT to
understand the irreplaceable value of the GSL ecosystem and to ensure that all impacts to this
unique 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.

Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS
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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 imy 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 assessment 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. I4-2l] Thc DEIS narrowed
the geographic scope of analysis for p 1 Th d/End; itive (T/E/S) species
to the WDC study area; iously USFWS und od the a.na]yms area to be the Ecosystem
Impact Analysis Area (EIAA}. The WDC study area is too narrow a focus for determining
potential for T/E/S species occurrénce 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
Tnedirect Impacts fo Wildlife section above, we recommend the FEIS take a more comprehensive
view toward discussion of the factors that lead m habitat imj dj to reads. In additi
the DEIS (last paragraph of this section) states: * bpmncs responses to the pmcnlua[ degradanon
factors appear to vary widely...” This is quite i lusiv and no we

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

=3

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 . We also 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 significant.. as was the relationship 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] 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 Waterfow]l 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, wer

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 eited as being 0.000), as the DEIS states. Rather, the
report says, ... the relationship between species diversity and highway noise was signifi ..as8
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 Al, 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 Al, 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 mentioned here. We recommend 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 plant 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 modnﬁcd 10 rcllecr this population-level effect. These comments apply to each of the

corresp ives’ Mi v Birds

Sec. 14.4.7, Rec lations 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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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 promote natural
area protecuon).

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
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,
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.

. \’eg,emlon page ]4- 108, 6"' bullet - We recommend UDOT commit to mitigating all
to lowland riparian habitats, a rare and important habitat type for a diversity of
wuld!:fc Where losses are permanent, riparian habitat should be re-established elsewhere
at a minimum 1:1 ratio or enhanced at a minimum 3:1 ratio,

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

The Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve (Preserve) would be impacted, directly and indirectly,
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
the Preserve, with compensation proposed only for the 17-18 acres of Utah Reclamation,
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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The proposed mitigation is inadeq 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 FBWMA at the closest point. The impacts
to 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 Wildiife Habitat 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 FEWMA, 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 FBWMA s habitat values correspondingly
much greater, In addition, a new freeway facility in such proximity to the FBWMA 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 FHW A consider the indirect impacts and the loss of habitat value to
the FBWMA in the Section 4(f) Evaluation. The proposed Glovers Lane alignment would
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the FEBWMA. A de minimis
determination could likely be made with appropriate mitigation

We concur that there is no feasible or prudent altemnative 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) eval 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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Response Respons_e
Section in Section in
Chapter 32 Chapter 32
- FARMINGTON CITY  Some S -
Jomw Birros
Cony R. Rrrz
‘BAL
Tances Youwo transportation paradigm may have been applied here and in the modeling,
Y!hﬁmlNGTON September 6, 2013 G which needs to be corrected.
——— Dave Mtz
Hemvossc Basimcciess -7 ik The Need issue is further complicated by the scope and extent of the
VIA US. MAIL AND E-MAIL selected Study Area. To fully understand Regional Need and to provide the
Paul Ziman most effective and efficient Regional solutions, the Study Area needs to
FHWA Utah Division include all of the lands East of I-15 and to the North with a connection to I-15
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A. North of Ogden. Ifa Need can be demonstrated for the WDC, we also
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 question whether Centerville, Farmington City and Kaysville should be part of
the Study Area, as so little Need appears to exist there, We also believe it is
See Re:  Farmington City's C: on Draft Envi ! critical to fully explore at least one alternative interchange located on I-15 to
Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the the North of Farmington City.
Response en e Comvisiar There are significant problems with the Section 4(f) Evaluation
to Dear Mr. Ziman: (“4(f)™). The fund ! problem is that the Farmi City Conservation
Easements qualify as properties that must be protected under Section 4(f)
Comment L GENERAL COMMENTS under appl:cab]e law and they are not accorded that status, nor are they
#1612 luded in that analysis and Evaluation. Not only do these Conservation
Farmington City appreciates the obvious time and effort that has been Easemenmparformsmnﬁcammatlona] park, open space, farmland and
mvested to date in this process, but unfortunately, the DEIS falls short of the wildlife, fowl and welland habitat functions, they are )
mark required by applicable law and does not provide the public with protected for those purposes and owned by the Crty While' themnls to,
sufficient relevant information to allow ingful feedback and di through, and around these conservation its have been ded 4(f)
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regarding whether such a road is needed, whether the trade-offs required are
worth it and whether less damaging or more feasible and prudent alternatives
have been fairly analyzed.

gton City has provided its on the West Davis
Cumdor (“WDC”) in an effort to proteet its territorial and proprietary
interests from direct harm and indirect and cumulative impacts to its wildlife,
water, city-owned property interest: and Conservation
Easements. The current preferred alignment of the Project frustrates the
Cnty s meuumto rem.mn smalmmmunny wnhplamedams of
, will injure the quality of life of its
residents, will i injure the qu.nlll}' of the environment, will create economic
losses and create other environmental injuries.

Based on the information in the DEIS, it is currently unclear whether
this Project is needed at all for the Region in 2040 and it is clearly not needed
by that point in time in Farmington City. The probl ic road
under the 2040 model located in lhemn‘hempoﬂmnnfﬂie SmdyAmas are
close to 115 and are located almost exclusively on the East/West roads. Only
certain discrete portions of I-15 in the Study Axeaappmnmhamcetan
acceptable LOS in 2040. With the high local employment j: d
for both Davis and Weber Counties, we question whether the ptions
regarding future North/South travel di d are tally in view of
the noted preferences of the younger workers in the Regwn to find local
employment and to not b An outdated travel and

160 5 Mam - PO. Box 160 - Farsmoron, UT 84025
Prowe (801) 451-2383 - Fax (801) 451-2747
wewrw farmingion. utah.gov

status, the properties containing the very conservation values protected by the
Conservation Easements which those trails use as a destination are completely
ignored. This is a serious legal flaw and makes no sense. The trails were
designed and built concurrently with the establishment of the Conservation
Easements they serve and the two must be considered unitary 4(f) resources.
Farmi City is required by to protect these Conservation

E from } in perpetuity and intends to do so.

The cumulative impacts to and the direct and indirect effects on the
Conservation Easement properties are also insufficiently explored in the
Chapters of the DEIS designed to array and explore the impacts to and effects
on parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, area habitat, farmland, wetlands,

ity cohesion, ity facilities and otherwise. This is an issue
separate and apart from the incorrect 4(f) legal status of these properties.

The Direct Effects Chapters represent noticeable effort by the
Preparers, but generally they do not go far enough, as set forth in
Section V(A) hereof. Specific comments regarding the Indirect Effect
analysis are set forth in Section V(B) hereof, but that effort is fundamentally
flawed due to the failure to provide an alternative-by-alternative analysis of
the comparative Indirect Effects and to discern all of the Indirect Effects. The
failure to adequately discuss the Indirect Effects on the Farmington City
Conservation Easements and the Indirect Effects created by the preferred
alignment off of those properties as they relate to the rest of Farmington City

2
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is also probl ic. Lastly, b of these problems with the Direct and
Indirect Effiects analysis, the Cumulative Impacts analysis fails as well. The

problems with that effort are further discussed in Section V(C) hereof.

The problems with this DEIS are significant and far reaching enough
that a new or revised DEIS must be undertaken before a final EIS may be
prepared. The issues c ing the size of the Study Area and Purpose and
Need, including the failure to rely on the current local planning for
Farmington City disable not only those Sections, but the entire DEIS. The
4(f) issue created by the failure to accord the Farmington City Conservation
Easements 4(f) status disables the Alternatives Analysis and the 4(f)
Evaluation and forecloses the use of the Glover's Lane Alternatives.

There are issues with the Shepard Lane Alternatives, but they are far
less than Glover's Lane. Further effort must be invested in the Alternatives
Analysis to include the roads located in the entire corrected Study Area and
allowing for full review of an altemnative or alternatives that do not require the
WDC. Ifit is concluded that a portion of the currently contemplated WDC is
required based on a revised effort on the Need for the Project, then
interchanges located North of Farmington City must be studied,

iL STUDY AREA

The selected Study Area is improperly drawn in several respects. The
first is the decision to use I-15 as a boundary. It is clear the purpose of the
Project is to find a solution to an alleged Regional set of problems and Need.
Arbitrarily bisecting the Region by a North/South line at [-15 forec] the
review of the entire Regional Need and the review of all reasonable
alternatives. It is also our belief that the logical terminus lies at I-15
somewhere North of 12 South in Ogden. As currently contemplated, the
Project basically ends in no man's land and will not provide a complete future
route through and around Ogden. To the South, even the 2040 traffic numbers
show (at best) minimal Need in Farmington and Kaysville, save on I-15 North
of Shepard Lane. Simply widening I-15 in this area should solve that problem
and that alternative must be studied. The improperly drawn Study Area has
failed to capture all of the Regional Need and has resulted in the selection of a
preferred alignment that creates severe, irreversible and unnecessary impacts,
because all reasonable alternatives were not reviewed.

II.  ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND SELECTION

As previously ioned, the improper selection of the boundaries of
the Study Area foreclosed the review of all reasonable alternatives, so this
effort must again be undertaken. US 89, 1-84 and the East/West roadways
East of I-15 might well contribute to a Regional solution that does not require
the WDC. In that the only Need-based problem located South of 200 North in
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Kaysville in 2040 is on I-15, the focus should be on simply widening I-15 not
on the Shepard Lane and Glover’s Lane alternatives. If the Need for the
WDC proves real, then a new Interchange must be explored near 200 North in
Kaysville to connect to the undeveloped area to the Narth.

The geography of the Farmington/Kaysville area basically dictates this
result due to the bottleneck created by the Great Salt Lake and the mountains,
as there is insufficient space with existing and planned land uses to fit either
of the plated southern i h Of those two Interchanges,
Glover's Lane cannot be built due to the 4(f) nature of the Farmington City
Conservation Easements and while Shepard Lane does not cross those
Easements, it has some traffic and design related issues such as infringement
on the Business Park area, access to Lagoon and Station Park, impact to the
golf course and motorist confusion. Shepard Lane is still an option, but a new
interchange Alternative must be studied to the North if the WDC is actually
needed. That Need must be demonstrated based on the enlarged Study Area
and a full review of the potential contributions that may come from US 89, I-
84 and all of the East/West road . The al ives must be reviewed
again with all of this in mind.

IV. PURPOSE AND NEED

The articulated Purposes are vague but generally acceptable,
However, this Section and effort is fatally flawed. First, the Study Area was
reduced in size to the point where it was impossible to capture the true
Regional Need and to then discuss and review all of the reasonable
alternatives available in the Region to meet that Need. There are also two
levels of Need — regional and local. By way of example, as to Regional Need,
the 2040 employment numbers for Davis and Weber Counties are high, (42%
and 66% respectively). It would appear local employment opportunities are
i ing and the anticipated use of I-15 for North/South commuter traffic
may not come to pass. More work must be accomplished in this regard,
together with a review of the preference of the younger workers in the area to
work locally. Also, one of the articulated future Needs is to facilitate freight
trips, yet the DEIS states that trucks will account for only 6% of the trips on
the WDC in 2040, This does not make sense from a logical or a planning
perspective.

A. i ith th on

It appears insufficient effort was made to understand local Needs as

well. We will now turn to Farmington City as an ple of that problem and
ad t entitled Technical Suppl ! Memo in Support of Farmington
City WDC DEIS Resp dated September 5, 2013 is hed hereto as
Exhibit A.
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The authors of the DEIS consistently mention the importance of City
govmmcnxsmpanoflhe NEPA process (5.4, p. 5-6), and state great
deference is given to locally adopted General Plans and Transportation Plans,
These plans constitute one of the primary reasons the WDC project was
initiated (8.1, p 8-1; 8.1.2, p. 8-5). Notwithstanding, UDOTs preferred
alignment is B1 and that Alternative is not consistent with the Purpose and
Need for the WDC in the Farmi The B ali is not compatible
with the Farmington City General Plan, nor its Master Transportation Plan, it
does not improve mobility (or safety) in this area, nor does it enhance peak-
period mobility over the no action alternative. The DEIS states East/West

will continue to i in the Study Area, which includes
Farmington City. The B alternative does not provide inter-connection of
transportation modes for the ity, it does not sufficiently facilitate
continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and it does not support local
growth objectives.

The Farmington City Master Tmnsponatlun Plan (MTP) (back when
the City supported the WDC) on the WDC at 950
North and 1100 West near GIover £ Lane Alternative B1 does not. Section
1.6.2 di local I and deli where local
jurisdictions show elements of the Regmnal Transportation Plan (“RTP") in
their respective plans. Sub-section 1.6.2.1 discusses conditions in
Farmington, but fails to mention that the City’s MTP shows local
connection(s)/interchanges consistent with the “Corridor Connection™ area set
forth on the RTP.

The Farmington City Trails Master Plan (TMP) shows a continuous
future Great Salt Lake Shoreline Trail. Alternative B1 does not fully support
such a trail. In addition, this Alternative detrimentally impacts the trails that
access Farmington City’s Conservation Easements along the shore of the
Great Salt Lake and will destroy the Conservation Easements, the Purposes
for which they were entered and the numerous conservation values they are
designed to protect.

The Farmington City General Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinances,
and local RDAplansmppurled by theColmty Schonl District, and other
entities show a major 500 acre employ i use center b I-15
and the UTA tracks, north of Clark Lane, and south of Shepard Lane. The
DEIS incorporates old 2009 demographic date for this area (see 1.5, p. 1-11 to

1-12). In the intervening 4 years, the Gmml Plan and Zomng{)rdmmces
have ct 1. Market and d jections for this area have and
will increase dramatically over the 2009 ﬁgums Nevertheless, alternative B1
shows no opportunity for access to this S00 acres even though the west edge
of this area is only 3/4 mile away from the B1 alignment and the City has
already provided most of the right-of-way necessary to make connection
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happen by carefully preserving corrid i with its Transy
Plan.

The B alternative also provides no local access to the area between
200 North in Kaysville and Parrish Lane in Centerville. The corridor
hypasses west Kaysville and west Farmington and sustains the no-action

for these These deficiencies are set forth in Section
1 4.2 of the DEIS for the entire Study Area and include, but are not limited to
d East/West ion, user delay and lost productivity, inadequate

connection of transportation modes, and lack of continuous pedestrian/bicycle
facilities.

I. lmprove Region Mobility (1.4.1, p 1-9). This will not oceur
for Farmington City. UDOT’s preferred alignment does not show an
interchange between 200 North in Kaysville and Glover's Lane and I-
15/Legacy Highr in south Farmingt di of approxil ly 7 miles
and no local access is proposed between the 200 North in Kaysville and Parish
Lane in Centerville—a distance of approximately 10 miles. The Glover's Lane
interchange on I-15 does not provide local access, only system to system
mobility.

il i . The existing Park Lane/1-15/US
sof[.agmy Highway interchange represents one of the largest regional
uan&pomuon hubs on the entire UDOT s;merm Nevertheless, UDOT's

curtails the regional movement of amomoh:lz tna.Eﬁc from
the WDC to this hub, For i for bil b
from Kaysville, one must travel approximately 9 miles to sms this
interchange, even though the interchange is physically less than two miles
from the WDC. Such movements do not reduce use delay or enhance peak-
pemd mobuny Aingnment Bl does not reduce or mitigate the ever

the growing areas of west Kaysville and west

Farmington east to I-15, because ahgnmmt Bl does not provide a second
option for access to these areas.

3. Transit. Transit facilities that serve Davis County include,
among other things, Front Runner commuter rail service (which was identified
as an el of the preferred ali of the 1995-1998 Western
Transportation Corridor Major Investment Study (1.3.1, p. 1-6)) and several
north to south bus routes, including the 470 and the 455, primarily on SR 106
in Farmi Only four rail stations exist in the Study Area,
which include stations in Farmington, Layton, Clearfield, and Roy. East to
west connectivity exists between the latter 3 and the B1 alignment of the
‘WDC, but no east to west connectivity is available under the Bl alignment for
the Farmington station. Such a result is ble. The same di apply
for one attempting to access transit from the WDC and those traveling to the
Park Lane interchange by automobile.
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isnoi ge pi g local access L 200 North in Kaysville and
Parrish Lane in Centerville, emergency service providers must travel up to 10
to 12 miles (or more) before arriving at the scene of an accident. Such events
can close down an entire facility, which would leave motorists stranded in
traffic with no way out because there is no local access planned for the WDC
between these two points. Such an access failure is inconsistent with traffic
planning nationwide and should not be countenanced here,

5. Support local growth objectives. (Se¢ Section 14,1, p. 1-9). A
major 500 acre regional employment/mixed use center is planned in the
vicinity of I-15, US 89, Legacy Highway, and the WDC. Almost half of the
acreage has already been built in the last two years, but the preferred
alignment provides no access to this major Regional employment and
shopping center. Three of these four facilities (I-15, US 89, and Legacy
Hwy.) support this growth objective, but under the preferred alignment the
WDC does not, because it passes by and provides no access to this area. The
preferred alig: also provides no access to a business development site
located near Glover's Lane.,

6. Increase bi pedestrian options. (See Section 1. p
1-9). The Farmington TMP shows a shoreline trail running the full length of
the City and with the intent to extend to points north and south, and with the
potential for a multitude of access points to this trail (especially near the
Farmington Bay Water Fowl Managy area). Ali Bl reduces the
number access possibilities to these options. Farmington City has the highest
number of developed trail miles per resident in the State, The preferred
alignment limits trail opportunities under the City Master Plan and
detrimentally impacts current and future trails. In the case of the
Conservation Easements, it will destroy the destinations for a number of trails.

T Cost. A proposed multi-million dollar interchange is planned
on I-15 at Shepard Lane, which is identified as a phase ane project on the
WFRC's RTP. It is the understanding of Farmington City that the cost of this
interchange is included in the overall cost of alternatives A3, A4, B3 and B4,
but is not incorporated as part of the cost of the other alternatives (including
UDOT’s preferred alignment)'. This misguided methodology skews the cost

] Shepard alternative inclodes a local i the alignanent between the DERG and I-15 +a
Shepard Lame it {: both I-15 alignment) + Park Lane f Shepard
Lanc sliemative. These =i 1l i the EIS Semts, bes it Ihrwm b
project elated for construction in phase 1 of the WFRC Long Range Plan.

Fil Glovers L ive i WO local access o Fammi of its cost estimae. To meke it

an apples to apples comparisan, you must add the cost of the Sheperd Lane interchange, which is on the WFRC
LLong Range Plan (Phasc [} with a price tag of $73 million o¢ sbiract it from the cost of the Saepard Lane
altcrmatives.

(htpedfwww. wirc. org/new nifiedPlen/Unifie: '™
DAup 2202013.pdf ~ see page 36, 6th line up from bottom of pg) +
Mink Farm arca (perhaps 2030 million).
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figures in favor of the remaining alternatives A1, A2, B1, and B2 (Table -3,
p. 5-22; Table 8-5, p. $-24).

The value of the Conservation Easements to Farmington City is
irreplaceable. There is no ion of how or what must be paid to the City in
the Glover's Lane cost figures, nor is the cost of mitigation included, should
these Conservation Easements be taken. It is Farmington City’s opinion that
these losses cannot be mitigated.

B.  Teaffic Analysis

UDOT did not obtain or incorporate the correct land uses assumptions
for Farmington. As a result, all future traffic volume projections are
significantly low and future traffic operations analyses elements are
inaccurate,

UDOT did not meet with the City to discuss or confirm the roadway

k ptions included in Chapter 1. Several improvement
assumptions are listed in Table 1-2. This table contains several errors in what
was assumed for “Local Transportation Projects Included in City Master
Plans” that we expect could have an impact on the modeling results. Errors
include: Widening Shepard Lane (Farmington): Frontage Road to 1875 West
form 2 to 4 lanes. This rep new ion on a new alig not
widening to 4 lanes. New Construction 1100 West (Farmington): Shepard
Lane to 100 North; 2 Lanes. This future roadway will be at least 4 lanes, not
2. Widening Park Lane (Farmington): Main Street to 1100 West from 2 to 4
lanes. This roadway has been 4 lanes for some time with no planned
improvements other than restriping. Widening Clark Lane (Farmington): I-15
to 1100 West from 2 to 4 lanes. There are no plans for this roadway to be
widened to 4 lanes. The provision for a future WDC local access interchange
located near 1100 West/Glovers Lane was not included. The provision for a
future WDC local access interchange located on 950 North was also not
included. New construction of 950 North out to the WDC was not included
either.

It appears that there are additional 2040 roadway network
“Improvements” that are shown in Figure 1-6 but which are not included in
Table 1-2. There are also di ies in the roadway functional
classifications depicted in Figure 1-7 within Farmington as follows: State
St/Clark Lane is depicted as a collector but it should be a minor arterial; all of
Shepard Lane is shown as a collector but portions are minor arterials; and 200
West is shown as an arterial, but it is a collector

The Existing Conditions Report (Technical M dum 06)
incorrectly shows Main Street, State St, 200 West and 200 East as Arterial
roads (Figure 9). Figure 10 incorrectly shows Shepard Lane as having two
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lanes rather than four lanes between US-89 and Main Street. 200 West
between 200 South and State Street is incorrectly shown as a two lane road
instead of a four lane road.

Based on the results of the transportation analysis (Chapter 7:
Transportation), it is clear that there is no advantage to any of the “A” or “B*
Alteratives in comparison to the No-Action Alternative in 2040 within the
Farmington City area. Likewise, there is little, if any, difference with traffic

P on Farmington's Key Road and I ions b the No-
Action Alternative (2040) and the four “A” Altematives (2040) and four “B”
alternatives (2040). (See Tables 7-4, 7-5, 7-9 & 7-10)

Tables 7-4 and 7-5 indicate that the No-Action Alternative (2040) for
Farmington's Key Roadway $ and | i intains very
acceptable traffic operations in 2040. This is in error as the 2013 peak hour
operating conditions are already below what is being projected for 2040 under
the No-Action Alternative, Tables 7-9 and 7-10 indicate little if any
difference between operating conditions on Farmington's Key Roadway
Seg and [ ions b the No-Action Alternative, the four “A™
Alternatives, and the four “B” alternatives.

The purpose of Technical M fum #19 was to compare and
evaluate the Shepard Lane and Glovers Lane interchange options at the
southern termini for the WDC. This comparison is misleading in that it does
not take into account, discuss, or consider how the lack of “local access™
to/from the WDC in the Glovers Lane option affects the comparison. The
Shepard Lane option provides three connections (New East/West connection
between I-15 and the D&RG trail, Shepard Lane, Park Lane) whereas the
Glovers Lane option provides no local ions to Far

The Conclusion Section (4.0) notes that, “The Glovers Lane option
performed better than the Shepard Lane option in every measure, having
higher speeds, reduced travel times, and significantly less delay.” This is an
obvious yet meaningless conclusion for any option that provides no local
access. This is similar to saying that an express bus is a “better” option over a
local bus because it has a higher speed, lower travel time and less delay. A
road with no local access (but everything else pretty much the same) will
always have higher speeds, lower travel times and less delay than one with
local access.

Other comments are as follows: Table 1, Average Network Speed:
The description for this el includes the “Higher speeds reflect
better operation.” This is misleading b it that the primary
function of the WDC (with the Glovers Lane option) is to move vehicles past
Farmington, which cannot be the case. Table 3, Minimizes Number and Size
of Structures. The length of several bridge structures in the Glovers option are
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clearly greater than those in the Shepard option. The greater length increases
maintenance and motorists exposure to icy/snowy conditions. This is not
considered. Also not idered are the significant and historically
documented fog conditions that exist in the West Farmington City along the
Glover’s Lane alignment. This will likely produce more accidents at higher
speeds.

Table 3, Provides Independent Bypass Route. There are freeway
facilities all over the country that do not have an adjacent/parallel
“independent bypass route.” In Maryland, I-270 between I-495 and 1-370 is
an example of a high capacity, limited right-of-way, collector/distributor
freeway corridor without an independent bypass facility. The need for an
independent bypass is overstated. Table 3, Provides Local Interchange Access
at Shepard Lane. The Glovers Lane option actually provides NO local access
options. The that an “Interchange is not precluded but would
remain as a planned future project” is misleading. The interchange would
provide access only to I-15 with no connection/relation to the WDC. The
Shepard Lane option provides an independent access point directly to/from the
West Davis between [-15 and the D&RG trail. The interchange footprint/area
for each option should be considered. The Glovers Lane options clearly
results in the loss of a greater amount of developable land and impacts
Farmington City’s only light facturing area, which p luabl
developable land.

In addition to the problems present in the DEIS with respect to
Regional Need, the Needs of Farmington City have not received the attention
they are legally due in the DEIS. This Chapter must be redone, but first the
entire focus must be recalibrated based on a revised Study Area.

V. IMPACTS AND EFFECTS ANALYSIS.

A Direct Effects Analysis:

1; Impacts Review in general. Alternative B1 creates the
largest number of impacts of the B altematives with regard to conservation
easements, wetlands, wildlife habitat loss, floodplains, and also involves 20
combined impacts to Section 4(f) properties. Also, because the Direct Effects
to the Farmington City conservation easements are generally ignored, the
Direct Effects analysis fails. The A Alternatives suffer the same fate, for the
same reason and both Alternative groups also fail for reasons that will be
more specifically discussed below. It should be noted that the entire

di ion of impacts ap| igned to result in the forgone conclusion that
Alternative Bl would be the preferred alignment. Much of the problem in this
regard is due to the foreshortened or non-existent impact and effects analysis
with respect to the various altematives.
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2. Land use impacts (Chapter 3): The fundamental
pmblem with this analysis in the Southern pomon of‘lhe Project is that it
ignores the planning of Farmington City as d 1 in Section IV(A). The

main conclusion of this Chapter, which is restated throughout, is that growth
will occur with or without the WDC and because of that, there is a minimal
review of the actual induced growth impacts created by the WDC. As a result,
the DEIS contains a limited review and discussions of the actual indirect
effects and cumulative impacts, despite the fact that the DEIS also concludes
“[t]he WDC would shift and affect the pace and type of some of the projected
development planned by the Cities in certain locations.” (3-16) This change
in type and pace of growth that will be induced by the WDC must be analyzed
|11dewlforﬂwpubhcmlleEIS,sothecmzmsmyundersmdihcﬁnum
impacts of this road and b such an ap his ired by law.

In Farmington City, there are a number of detrimental impacts
whcsescopemd lmpaclm unlmnwn nm, there are the issues relating to
ACCESS ing the f i located near Glover's
Lane and ¢ Stalmn Park.ufshcpmd Lane. Also, no interchange is planned on the
WDC for the entire length of the road in Farmington City, which basically
Ieamrhe west side of Farmington City as an isolated area with no access

provided for these properties. This road has a large footprint, will
create significant noise ina formerly quiescent areas and will create many
other detrimental impacts to the natural envi and to the existing uses.
What are the expected impacts in this report to the existing and new
developments? Will those neighborhood lots sell? Will the remaining open
space be converted to other uses?

There are serious detrimental impacts to the Conservation
E ts from the preferred aligy as well as the other Alternatives that
rely on the Glover’s Lane option. These qualify as 4(f) properties and must be
protected as such by FHWA. Putting that issue aside for the moment, there is

no review of the impacts of the preferred alignment on the values and

purposes for which these Conservation E have been perpetuall,
preserved. Thcs: values include open space, wetlands, wildlife habitat and
refuge, farmland, parks, hed and others. One

reason the Conservation Easements were mqmmd in concert with the adjacent
and nearby approved development to provide a buffer from development, and
the DEIS has selected a route for the Project that will cannibalize them. It
may be that the road will ultimately destroy all of the conservation values and
purposes of the Farmington City Conservation Easements, yet there is little or
no review of such impacts, much less mitigation or recompense provided.

megtom City was recently recognized by CNN/Money
Magazine as the 14™ most livable City in the United States. Much of this
award was based on the land use plans, which clustered housing near transit
opportunities. Those same land use practices created the very Conservation
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Easements UDOT wishes to cannibalize for its preferred alignment. This is
the sort of value the preferred alternative will strip from Farmington City, yet
it is not discussed in the DEIS, nor is any mitigation or recompense for the
losses provided.

Emmhlmhm Bl and B3 hnvethe lensnmpactsto
Agriculture Protection Areas (4-22). The DEIS states UDOT will not relocate
these alternatives away from the farmlands protected by this Uteh Statute,
because that would move the alternatives into developed areas. The DEIS
states that result would render the alternatives unreasonable and imprudent, so
they may not be utilized.

The alternatives analysis here should be analogous to the one
performed under Section 4(f) — of course avoiding protected farmland will
require additional relocations of developed property. The whole point is to
protect farmland from these types of projects because it is usvally the most
attractive for transportation agencies. Just because a different alternative
mqu:m more lalungcf developed P does not ily mean the

e is P . Also, the Farmi City Conservation
Easements were d.csngmd 10 perpetually protect certain farmland operations.
‘These are 4(f) properties and must be avoided in favor of the use of developed
property. Lastly, the farmland protected by the Farmington City Conservation
Easements is ignored in the analysis, as are the impacts thereto.

4. Community Impacts (Chapter 5): As previously
mentioned, the Farmington City Conservation Easements will basically be
destroyed by this road, as will the benefits provided thereby to the remainder
of Farmington City, such as viewshed, recreational opportunities, quality of
life, community facilities and community cohesion. These Conservation
Easements also function as wlmmmty facilities and parks, as well as

ighborhood and , yet there is little or no mention of
the sagmﬁcant impacts created by this alignment on the Conservation
Easements and on the larger Farmington City community.

It is noted at page 5-21 that park and recreational opportunities
are a benchmark and priority for the quality of life in Farmington City. At 5-
24 it is noted that recreation, city parks, and open space are important to the
community. As previously mentioned, the only reason the development was
approved in the vicinity of the Conservation Easements was because the
Conservation E: were required to be ferred to Farmington City to
facilitate preservation of each of these community resources and to perpetuate
the mnservaucn vslucs pml.ec‘ted under the Conservation Easements, In

ion to g the designation of these obvious 4(f) resources as 4(f)

properties, there is hulc or no discussion in this Chapter of the impacts to
these Conservation Easements by the road, to the resources protected by these
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Conservation Easements from the road, nor to the impact the loss ofl.l'l.ese

resources will work on the inder of the Far
|mpnc1w|]lbefelta]]lhbwnymﬂneEas:beuchcsduememmpaclondie
d and the bers of the ity will no longer be able to enjoy

the resources they present. It is unacceptable to not include these
Conservation Easements in the tables relating directly to Recreational
Facilities (5-25 and 26).

The DEIS states the following at page 5-42:

“The natural beauty of the area comes from features such as
The Great Salt Lake and associated wetlands. However,
The Great Salt Lake Shorelands Preserve and various
conservation easements are in place, which prohibit
development in the flood plains and would help retain the
look and feel of the impact analysis area.”

This statement will no longer be true once this road cannibalizes the

Farmington City Conservation Easements. The mitigation measures

suggested for community cohesion, quality of life, recreation resources and

community facilities cannot mitigate the loss of these values currently

protected by these Conservation Easements. Conspicuously, they are not even
ioned in the analysis, nor in the Mitigation Section (5-65 to 5-67).

Page 5-67 of the DEIS states “of these resources, the WDC
action alternatives would not have any substantial adverse effects on
recreation resources, community facilities, public safety, or public services
and utilities.” Because of the impacts to the Conservation Easements, this is
untrue as to the first two resources, as is the statement that the WDC"s impact
to community cohesion and quality of life is limited to residences adjacent to
the highway. As to public health and safety, the lack of access to Farmington
City from the p d ali isp ially life-th Lastly, itis
unknown how or even if the Conservation Easements could posslbly be
managed (or even used) should this roadway be placed on them and those
outeomes are not discussed.

5. Transportation (Chapter 7): As previously mentioned,
the Study Area needs to be much larger and include all of the land East of I-15
to the mountains and North to I-15 above Ogden. That would allow the
review of other roads within the complete regional Study Area and a review of
additional alternatives to meet the actual Regional Need,

As to Local Need in Farmington, this Chapter supports the
City's ion that the problems with ion, delay and LOS do not
exist during the 2009 timeframe (7-5) and are not expected to exist in 2040,
In fact, the No Action Alternative performs just as well as any of the
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suggested alternatives in the area within Farmington City (7-11). The vast
majority of the traffic issues within the Study Area in 2040 are located to the
North of Kaysville (Figure 1-9), yet it appears no alternative interchange in
that location to the North of Farmington City was given serious consideration
in the DEIS,

6. Economics (Chapter 8): An inconsistency appears to be
created by some of the information in this Chapter. At 8-2 it is noted that
employment was up in Davis County by 61.8% and in Weber by 41.9% from
1990-2011 and the 2040 numbers d an of 49% for both
counties. With this significant increase in employment in the area it would
appear the commuter-based Need for North/South traffic has been and will
continue to decline. It may be that a paradigm shift has begun to occur that
will continue through 2040. The trend is toward more local employment and
living, rather than a more traditional, commuter-based, suburban lifestyle.
Additional work in this regard must be accomplished by the Wasatch Front
Regional Council, FHWA and UDOT to ensure that roads are not being built
based on the old paradigm.

Simply looking at whether the land will be converted for
development and not at the impacts created by the timing of the development
or changes in the type of use created by the Project is an unacceptable
approach. Also, the nature of the WDC preferred alignment and the failure to
provide connections to the WDC in Farmington City will have a negative
impact on its growth, none of which is discussed in this document. It is hard
to imagine an overall increase in property values for the Farmington City
portion of the WDC Study Area due to this project (See 8-20). Rather, they
are likely to decrease because of lack of access to Farmington City under the
preferred alignment.

The DEIS also fails to discuss the economic impact to property
and other related values due to the placement of this road directly on
properties preserved as open space, on the viewshed of all of Farmi City.
There is also no discussion of the type of development that will occur near the
Project due to these changes in the Conservation Easement. The Conservation
Easements provide significant economic value throughout the City and this is
not recognized nor discussed.

Farmington City i ionally created its
development and land use plans around the area where I-15, US 89 and the
Legacy Parkway come together in the vicinity of Park Lane. The preferred
alignment not only does not respect this prior planning and investment by
Farmington City, it ignores it and will reduce its economic value.

Joint Development (Chapter 9): This entire section
fails due to the fact that impacts to the Farmington City trail system are
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basically ignored, as are the Conservation Easements that provide most of the
destinations for the use of these trails.

s- ‘,L'.' cra =SLNANS and DICY 'l.'
{Chapter 10): This Chapter does not adequately discern and discuss the nature
of these resources, the reason why these resources exist, the purposes they are
trying to meet, nor the impacts on not only the trails, but the areas they access
(the Conservation Easements). Rather than speaking in terms of impacts to
these resources, the DEIS simply discusses the ability to relocate the trails.
Maps showing the existing and future trails within Farmington City are
attached hereto as Exhibit B with the Glover's Lane and Shepard Lane
Alternatives juxtaposed upon them. This Section needs to be entirely redone
with this in mind,

edest d B

9. Air Quality (Chapter 11): The DEIS recognizes that the
State of Utah is currently finalizing the PM; 5 SIP for the region where the
WDC is located. This SIP is expected to be completed in 2013. Part 11.4.2 of
the DEIS fails to review the Technical Support Document or TSD for the
proposed PM; s SIP. This d provides the technical basis for the
decisions made in the proposed PM; 5 SIP for this area including the

i i i deling, and control strategies. Because it is likely

this Project will not be construeted until after the proposed SIP is adopted, the
DEIS should have studied whether the Project will comply with the proposed
PM; 5 emissions limitations in this area.

The MSAT's analysis only modeled alternatives A3 and B1.
Both of these al ives showed an i in MSAT’s from 3,79 in 2009 to
6.14 and 6.16 respectively. H , the other al ives were not modeled
and the reader is unable to compare or d ine if other all ives would
have less of an impact from MSAT's. The same is true for the DEIS’ review
of greenhouse gas emissions.

Finally, the DEIS relies on the example in the preamble to the
March 10, 2006 rule (71 FR 12491) requiring project level quantitative
analyses for projects in non-attainment areas that will have more traffic than
“125,000 average daily traffic (AADT) and 8% or more such AADT is diesel
truck traffic.” The DEIS goes on to conclude that because the WDC's
projected traffic numbers are far below this example, the local conformity
analyses is not required. The DEIS ignores the other factors in the regulations
that require local conformity analyses, including: (i) New highway proj
that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and expanded highway
projects that have a signifi i in the number of diesel vehicles; (ii)
Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F witha
significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-

Service D, E, or F t of i d traffic vol from a significant
number of diesel vehicles related to the project;...(v) Projects in or affecting
15
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locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the PM; or

PM; < applicable impl ion plan or impl i lan submission, as
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.” 40 CFR §193.23(b)(1).
Here, there is a proposed PM; s SIP for the area that could very well require
the quantitative local analyses for PM; s that the DEIS has completely ignored.

10.  Noise (Chapter 12): The impacts analysis area used to
study noise impacts is vague. It states this area was the land adjacent to the
proposed alternatives that could be affected by changes in noise levels. (12-1)
The boundaries of this area are never defined and it is therefore unclear which
areas were studied for noise impacts. Also, the impacts of noise on the
purposes of and values preserved by the Farmington City Conservation
Easements were never discussed and they could be severe, especially as to
wildlife. Likewise, there is insufficient discussion of noise impacts on the
nearby residential and other users. If the impacts to the resources that are
protected by the Farmington City Conservation Easements were fairly
considered from a noise standpoint, it is unlikely the Glover's Lane could
have been advanced.

11, Water Quality (Chapter 13): The DEIS completely fails
to identify impacts to water quality that will be caused by construction of the
project, and specifically, 7 new stream crossings in the study area. The
Project will impact these streams if petroleum products or other construction-
related wastes, such as cement, solvents, and or disturbed and eroded soil, are
discharged into storm water runoff andfor ground during i
and operati The C ion Jmp Chapter 20, Section 20.3.4 refers
the reader to the mitigation measures in Chapter 13, Section 13.4.5. This
section fails to describe any mitigation measures that will be used during
construction other than acquiring a Storm Water General Permit for
construction activities and the requirement to adopt a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan.

The DEIS also contains no specifics as to where runoff is
expecied from the proposed WDC and where specific design features for
storm water management will be placed (revegetation, erosion control
measures, etc.) and more imp ly, why. These fe are identified
the roadway plan drawings in the appendices to the DEIS, but the water
quality analysis fails to inform the public of the logic behind the decisions to
locate these fieatures where they are shown on the drawings. The DEIS
should have included an esti of p in storm water runoff’
at these locations, the volume, and rationale for the specific design features
that would minimize the discharges.

12.  Ecosystem Resources (Chapter 14): There are
significant problems in this area and the major one is the scope and extent of
the Study Area. At page 14-12 it is telling that there is no mention of the
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Farmington City Conservation Easements in the conservation areas, wildlife
habitats, wetlands and water and upland: i This is ptable. At
page 14-17, there is no discussion of the impact the road will work on habitat
fragmentation, or on any related wildlife issues should the Great Salt Lake
level rise and force wildlife inland. This would appear to be a significant
wildlife mobility and fragmentation issue, yet it is not sufficiently discussed.
Likewise, the other buffer areas may change and the impacts in that regard
must be reviewed and discussed.

The 300 foot buffer from ngm-of-vmy adopted for noise is not
accepmble for the purposes of wildlife and, again, should the Great Salt Lake
! n there is no di ion of what i will oceur. The
future chxngas in uze Great Salt Lake’s elevation is alsc problematic for the
wildlife habitat and fragmentation discussion and it is clear that no conclusive
mfammnon was gafhemd as to the actual impact on all aspects of wildlife

ing reptiles, amphibians, fish, birds and mammals, Until
these imy are better und d, no aspect of this Project that may affect
them may be undertak Likewise, the imy of lighting are not well

understood with respect to the status quo, nor as to impacts that may arise as
the elevation of the Great Salt Lake changes.

The impacts to the conservation areas ignores the impacts to
the Farmington City Conservation Easements and there is no effort to review
the impacts to the Conservation Easements with respect to wildlife, wildlife
habitat fragmentation, general habitat buffer zones, noise impacts, and
artificial lighting in that regard for each alternative. No mitigation is
suggested that will deal with these problems. Ironically, at page 14-110, the
DEIS contains the wggestmn that "mmpact de\rclcpmem“ is the desired
outcome, yet the preferred al ington City's
attempt to do just that by clustering develoPmmt and zwqmnng the
Conservation Easements to perpetually preserve the open space and many
other resources contained therein.

As to wetlands, Alternative B1 has the largest number of
impacts to wetlands as compared 1o the other alternatives. The CWA
guidelines specifically require that "no discharge of dredged or fill material
shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed
discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, 50
long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse envi
consequences." 40 CFR 230.10(a). Based on this provision, the applicant is
required in every case (irrespective of whether the discharge site is a special
aquatic site or whether the activity associated with the discharge is water
dependent) to evaluate opportunities for use of non- aquatic areas and other

aquatic sites that would result in less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem.

A permit cannot be issued, therefore, in circumstances where a less

envir Hy d 2 pr ble alternative for the proposed discharge
17
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exists (except as prav!dedfar amder Section 404(b)(2)). Here, the agency did
not do a comp ion for the DEIS and is saving that for the

Section 404 permitting process.

The agency also appears to be relying on the other B
alternatives direct impacts to Section 4(f) properties as justification that this is
the only practicable a.iwmatw:s, bmnuse the other alternatives have
significant ad H , those alternatives
aﬂ‘ec‘l fewer Secuon 4(f) sites combined than does ait.emauve Bl

g the issue regarding the inclusion of the Farmil City
Consm'vmon Es.semcnts) Further, ‘those alternatives have less impacts to
wildlife habitat and ﬂuodplams, impacts to conservation easements, etc. The
agency also did not id to the Farmi City Conservation
Easements under Section 4(f). Had they done so, Alternative B1 would
directly affect and significantly impact or destroy at least 2 or 3 additional
Section 4(f) propmles In mhty, Alternative Bl is the alternative that has
the most ad envir

13.  Floodplains (Chapter 15): This section is far too
conclusory and fails to explore the impacts in detail. All the issues related to
habitat and habitat fragmentation mentioned above apply here, yet the flood
plains preserved in the Farmington City Conservation Easements are nowhere
mentioned, nor are the impacts thereon. It should be noted that in a summary
comtained at page 15-21 the transverse crossings are the same for the
alternatives utilizing Shepard Lane and Glover's Lane, yet the longitudinal
crossings required by the Glover's Lane Alternative is over three times larger
than those required by Shepard (201.2 vs. 61.8). The habitat and other
wildlife related issues also require additional inquiry and more detailed
discussion in the cumulative impact section.

14.  Visual Resources (Chapter 18): This section is far too
spare with respect to the review of the major impacts created by the preferred
alignment on the visual resources of Farmington City. The Key Observation
Points (KOP) do not include much of Farmington City proper and include
none of the bench areas. There are an insufficient number of KOPs in
Farmington City and overall and no KOPs that will deal with the issue of the
magnitude of losses on and impacts to the rest of the City from the impacts on
the Farmington City Conservation Easements. This Chapter must be

significantly revised.
15. ihl and i le Commitm: Ri
(Chapter 22): It is ack d there will be i ible and irretrievabl
commmnents of weumds, fann]and wildlife habitat, together with historic,
ical and pal , but the ive scope of

these sorts oflmpacls between the various alteratives is not discussed. Of
greater importance is the failure to discuss the impact on the Farmington City
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Conservation Easements. Farmington City is legally obligated to perpetually
protect all of the conservation values and purposes articulated therein, yet the
preferred alignment will destroy them. Farmington City is obligated to resist
this alternative by all means at its disposal and it may be that UDOT’s power
of eminent domain is not sufficient to allow a taking of these public interests,
even if they were correctly valued.

B. irect Effe lysis. r23:

As previously mentioned there is no comparative alternative-
by-alternative analysis for the indirect effects on land use. The DEIS
generally states the indirect effects for all of the action alternatives as a
whole. The CEQ regulations, however, require the DEIS to study all indirect
effects including “growth inducing effects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate,
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including
ecosystems.” 40 CFR 1508.8(b). The DEIS failed to do this by generalizing
the analysis of some of these categories of impacts, many of which will have
different impacts on the rate of change of land use in the area. For instance,
the impacts to the Farmington City Conservation Easement land from
alternative B1 will hasten changes to the area that will not happen as quickly
under other alternatives, yet there is no analysis of the indirect effects thereon
as a parcel of property, much less as property protected under 4(f). Also, if
the Purposes of these Conservation Easements is frustrated by this road,
which is likely, what will the ultimate use be and how will it be developed?
These issues may not be ignored.

The DEIS does contain an alternative-by-altemative analysis
fior indirect impacts to Ecosy R and Wildlife, then returns to a
lusory is for Farmlands and Land Use without an alternative-by-
altemative analysis. The same is true for economics, community and noise.
Remarkably, no induced growth issues are shown to exist until near 200 North
in Kaysville (See Figure 23-1). This is simply impossible and underscores the
inadequate examination of all aspects of the indirect effects was undertaken,

It is not simply about induced growth and land development, as
the DEIS Chapter would have the reader believe; there are as many other
elements to the inquiry as there are under direct impacts. It is also improper to
eliminate the review of indirect efficts East of I-15 and the lack of access into
Farmington City will create significant indirect effects as well by inhibiting
growth. There will also be significant, yet undisclosed indirect effects to
social 3 i ity facilities, public safety and
security, public facilities and services, transportation, bicyclists and pedestrian

and visual
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Farmington City hereby adopts the comments provided by the
United States Department of the Interior dated August 14, 2013 with respect
to the many failures to review impacts and effects to Ecosystem Resources
and otherwise.
C. alysis (Chaj d
Cumulative impacts include the direct and indirect impacts to
the area combined with ble fi ble future actions. 40 CF)

1508.7. Since the indirect impacts analysis is i lete, the lati
impacts analysis is also distorted. This review is inadequate,

D. i mma g

This section is far too lusory and lacks significant detail.
It also fails to deal with mitigation for the imp ioned in the
comments. By way of ple, the only mitigation for the
magnitude of loss created by impacts to the Farmington City Conservation
Easements is monetary. There is basically no mitigation for the impacts to
community cohesion, quality of life, i and i
facilities due to the loss of these Conservation Easements. Mitigation for
trails and wildlife as well as the visual impacts to and from the loss of the
Farmington City Conservation Easements are again not mentioned, nor is
mitigation for the impacts to emergency services.

VI. SECTION 4(F)

The DEIS was required to treat the Farmington City Conservation
Easements as Section 4(f) properties. The federal guid on the topic
supports this argument. (See Section 4(f) Policy Paper July 20, 2012). Ina
letter from Vincent [zzo on behalf of the WDC Project Team to Dave
Millheim, City Manager of Farmington City dated April 27, 2012, Mr.
Millheim was asked a series of questions based on this Policy Paper. Mr.
Millheim responded to these questions in a letter dated May 11, 2012, which
response is attached hereto as Exhibit C. A review of these responses reveals
that these Conservation Easements perform all of the functions typically
associated with 4(f) properties.

For instance:

“Each as expressly stipulated therein,

unique and sensitive natural scenic, open space, wildlife,
farmland, floodplain, and/or wetland conservation values, and

was recorded for the purpose of preserving and maintaining
these uses. Publicly-owned parks, recreation areas or
wildlife/waterfowl refuges are allowed within the easement
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area. Presently, for example, the City has an improved trail
approximately 3 miles in length (and additional 1.3 miles of
trail soon to be improved) available to the public across all
three casements and the yet to be recorded 4% easement.

Farmington City is legally responsible and must expend public
monies to enforce violations of the easement and ensure that
parks, recreation areas, or wildlife/waterfowl uses of the
easement are still available to the public.”

These lands were acquired to preserve the open space and the listed resources
in perpetuity and the Conservation E: were designed to enh

ity cohesion, the y ional opportunities and the
viewshed of all Farmington City. Furthermore, when determining if a
Property is a Section 4(f) property, Courts have held that the Secretary “may
properly rely on, and indeed should consider. .. local officials’ views.”
Concerned Citizens on I-90 v. Secretary of Transp., 641 F.2d 1,7 (1st Cir.
1981). The views of the officials with jurisdiction is also required by the
Policy Paper. (Part II, Question 1B). Those officials are at Farmington City.

Remarkably, the trails to, through, and around these Conservation
Easements accorded 4(f) status in the DEIS, but the Conservation Easements
were not. This makes no sense and is a clear violation of the law, As a result,
no avoidance alternatives were developed, nor were any attempts made to
avoid these Conservation Easements. There was also no review of the use and
harm to the Conservation Easements by the Preferred Alignment and no
attempt was made to minimize that harm. The fact that these tasks were not
undertaken is a fatal legal flaw. The Glover's Lane Alterative could not have
moved forward in the process had these been 4(f) properties.

) In addition to the findamental 4(f) issue, there are numerous other
failures regarding impact analysis and review with respect to the Conservation

Easement. These lands were obtained under the Farmi City General
Plan and Zoning Ordi and were Y to meet the req
thereof. They are “significant” b of the and varied

conservation values conserved thereon and for the current and future purposes
for which they were acquired. Despite the fact that these are unique and
sensitive, natural, scenic, open space, wildlife, farmland, floodplain and/or
wetlands, the impacts thereto were not reviewed in the Chapters of the DEIS
devoted to direct effects, indirect effects, and cumulative impacts. Tt should
also be noted that parks, ion areas, ion uses, ity open
space, educational structures, water structures, and wildlife and waterfowl
refuges are allowed future uses and those resources were not reviewed as to
impacts and effects either.
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Specifically, Farmington Meadows Phase | and Farmington Ranches
Phase VI contain wetlands and wildlife habitat with some permitted uses for
pasture and farmlands. Buffalo Ranch permits a farm, but includes significant
areas of wetlands and wildlife habitat. All of these easements support
floodplains, natural and scenic areas, open space and are a critical aspect of
the Farmington City viewshed. They also provide for recreational uses such
as hiking, bicycling, bird watching and equestrian uses, which are allowed by
the public and facilitated by the adjacent trails.

Other problems with this Chapter are as follows. The entire table
located at 27-45 is flawed. Impacts are missing. There is a distinct preference
for quantity of 4(f) impacts versus quality of 4(f) impacts, so the conclusions
are skewed. Had the Conservation been included, the imp
could not be minimized, as the use is permanent. Because the use of the
Conservation E: was not reviewed, all of the sections di ing use
of parks, use of recreational areas, use of refuges, community cohesion
img ity facility imp wildlife habitat and wetland impacts and
farmland impact in the DEIS are flawed.

Not only were the Farmington City Conservation Easements not
accorded their rightful status as 4(f) properties, the direct effects, indirect
effects and cumulative impacts to these Conservation Easements were not
fairly arrayed in the respective sections of the DEIS as required. The result of
this is that the 4(f) overall harm table located at 27-36 is inaccurate and the
preferred alignment cannot be said to create the least overall harm. This
conclusion as to 4(f) is exacerbated by the failure to review and compare the
impacts to the Conservation Easements vis-3-vis the other Alternatives in the
DEIS.

It should be noted that the same treatment is accorded The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) Conservation Easements, which are interspersed with the
land acquired by the URMCC. These properties were acquired as a block, at
essentially the same time and perform the same functions with respect to
protection of the ecosystem, preservation of open space and many of the other
natural resources protection performed by the Farmington City. Conservation
Easements. Despite that, the TNC Easements are not considered 4(f), even
though the URMCC properties are. This is another serious flaw.

VII. CONCLUSION
In view of the many problems and issues set forth in detail herein and

summarized in the General C in Section I, Farmington City req
the DEIS be revised in il with these and then re-issued,
First, | , all of the rel infi ion must be bled and
analyzed.
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We look forward to continuing to work with the local, state and federal

officials involved in this Project.

1247291

Sincerely yours,
L a fOLhl
Dave Millheim

City Manager
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FARMINGTON CITY

‘f-br\‘.h in the response.

1.

[

!
Jowon Baran
o Comy R. Rz
Covoy Roveas
J MTA;IHY
—T—r— Dhave ML
Hivoaic Vegasmens - ihy?
To: FHWA
From: David E. Petersen, Community Develapment Director
Date: September 5, 2013
SUBJECT:  Technical Supplemental Memo in Support of Farmington City
WDC DEIS Response
The purpose of this memo is to ! Farmington City's resp to the WDC DEIS. It
B speeific lo ive, figures, tables, ete. in support of, but not explicitly set

The Farmi Master T tation Plan (MTP) is “correctly” referenced in Section
1.6.2.] {p 1-6). However, it should be emphasized that Farmington adopted the 2009
MTP in such & manner because at the time UDOT informed Farmington that any
similar alignment to the now Shepard Lane alternative was not an option. And
Farmington officials did not want the DRG&W option, which at the time was UDOT's
preferred alignment. This matter was later set straight as to the City's preferrcd

li (the Shepard Lane altemative) by luti Allad‘lbdinheZDO?Rmdwny
Functional Classification Plan, which is part of the Farmington City MTP.

Corridor maps RD1-01, RD1-02. RD1-03 show no future interchanges on the Glover
Lane al ive, this is i i with the Farmi City MTP.

Table 24-] (p. 24-10) does not include the South Davis Corridor Transit Study.

Aceess 1o the Davis County owned “Sheep Road” is blocked south of Glover's Lane by
the Glover's Lane alignment (RD1-01). Although access to this corridor is provided
further south via a proposed local street from 650 West, it appears that the Glovers
Lane option will forever preclude the County road as & viable north to south comridor in
the future. This is one of the few continuous north to south routes in this geographically
narow area of the County that does not impact wetlands. Losing a corridor like this, in
ani ingly urbanizing area, will detri lly impact growth in Farmington City.
Italso is not identified in the “Other North-South Corridors” in 27.5,2.5 (p. 27-28).

The DEIS suggests that the US 89 corridor does not serve areas west of 115 and
therefore does not meet the purpose and need for the project (27.5.24, p. 27-27 and 27-
28). However, in Farmington, the US 89 comridor connects to the Park Lane
interchange, and directly impacts areas west of 1-15.

160 5 Man PO.Box 160 Famwwgros, UT 84025
Prone (801) 451-2383 - Fax (B01) 451-2747
www farmington.utah, oy
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Davis School Distriet's major transportation facility for school busses for south Davis
County is located in Farmington. Did the DEIS account for the need to enhance local
traffic patterns for this facility?

Section 1.7.5 (p. 1-29) discusses the lack of east/west bieyele facilities in the Smdy
Area. vet some of these east/west facilities exist in Farmington. Nevertheless., the
Glovers's Lane alternative compromises one of these east/west facilities planned for
the future, Attached is the Farmington City Trails Master Plan.

The possihle need for local BRT/light rail is not discussed when it could have been (p.
2-40).

s "

In the Glover the DEIS fails to mention that these options are

not consistent with the Farmington MTP in that they do not allow 1100 West {a major
collector) to connect to Glover's Lane-another major collector (2.2.6 (beginning p. 2-
55, and elsewhere).

Thus far, the Glovers Lane ali is not designed to Jate an i hange at
1100 West and the WDC, even though the DEIS acknowledges that this is in the future
plan for the City.

Table 24-2 (p. 24-13) identifies a new “school” but it should be mentioned that this is a
“high school™; also as this table describes growth in other icipalities it reported
anticipated dwelling units related to those cities, but not in Farmington, It is antici pated
that Farmington will add another 3,430 units in west Farmington by 2040-this number

should be added to the table. Attached are updated d hic tables for F:
City.
Section 26.4.5 (p. 26-T) ding “Mitigation M for Impaets to Public Health

and Safety” fails do mention that the lack of local access to the Glover's Lane
Alig t in Farmi and south Kaysville will severely compromise
emergency and public safety operations.

Updated employment data from Farmi City will i 2040 projections more
than shown on Chart 1-1 (1.5.2) (p 1-12). Attached are updated demogrephic tables for
Fammington City.

Figure 1-5 significantly underestimated employment growth. West Farmington may
experience employment totals up to 27,000 people. Attached are updated demographic
tables for Farmington City.

Figure 3-2 shows the existing Station Park area as “open space” when almost 950,000
s.f. of commercial and 200,000 s.f of office is now built, occupied, and/or under
construction.

~

Final Environmental Impact Statement




WEST DAVIS

CORRIDOR

Comment 941 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

6. Figure 23-2 Developed Land map (2005) is not accurate.

17.  Figure 23-3 Developed Land map (2030} is not correct, It still shows, amang other
things. the Station Park area as “Agriculture™. Attached is the future Land Use
Plan/General Plan map for Farmington City.

18, Trail Mitigation Measures in 10.4.5 and 26.9 do not address Farmington Creek trail or
the Haight Creek Trail in the Hunters Creek subdivsion. The Glovers Lane Alignment
prevents these trails from ing to trails in Farmington Bay and the Great Salt
Lake Shoreline Trail.

19, Figure 13-1 (“Water Bodies and Watersheds”) is missing some of the Creeks in
Farmington City.

20. The DEIS states that the land use impact analysis area encompasses existing and
E‘Iimd land-use pattems (3.1 (p. 3-1)-but it did not accurately do so in Farmington
ty.
21 Figure 5-2 (“Subdivisions and Neighborhoods™) is out of date.

22.  Figure 5-5 (“Non-school Community Facilities”) does not show the County
Fairgrounds or Justice Complex (and jail); and it is missing a church,

23.  Figure 5-6 (“Schools™) shows an extra school in west Farmington City that does not
exist.

24.  The Bangerter farm wes not adequately addressed (Section 26.3.3, p. 26-5).

25.  Figure 4-4 (“Croplands™} is not letel

26.  Glovers Lane Alignment makes the Buffalo Ranch difficult to aperate as agriculture or
ranch property (RD1-02).

27.  The wetlands depicted in Farmii Ciiy'soﬁiocpﬂma:enouswidespmdu
shown on Figure 14-2.

28 Sections 2.4.2.2 and 3.3.5, and Figure 3-4 and 14.3 do not mention or illustrate the
existing and soon to be recorded Hunter Creek's conservation easements (pg. 2-82 and
3-12).

29.  Section 27.4 “Identification of Section 4(f) Resources™ does not identify Farmington
City"s conservation easements as 4(f).

30.  The Glover's Lane alignment disrupts all of the Farmington City conservation
casements as shown on map RD1-02.
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3L

32,

3.

34,

35.

36.

37

Section 2.4.2.2. shows that the Glovers Lane option would affect 173 acres of flood
plain while the Shepard Lane option wouid impact 34 acres. Yet the DEIS states that
actuel impaets of flood plain functions with the Glover Lane option are considered less
(p- #3). The DEIS then compares the two very different flood plains.-- one an immense
multi-regional flood plain, and the other—a very localized flood plain on a small creek
which is the drainage tributary for an exponentially smeller arca. It erroneously
demonstrates that the Glovers Lane impacts (.0007% of the Great Salt Lake Flood
Plain} is less than the Shepard Lane option (which impacts 100% of the Haight Creek
Flood Plain). Moreover, regarding Haight Creek, it appears from the information
presented that the Shepard Lane Alignment may occupy 100% of the “FEMA™
floodplain, but it certainly does not occupy 100% of the remaining Haight Creek
floodplain outside the FEMA designation.

It appears that the floed plain in the Shepard Lane alignment is much less than 34 acres
(see Figures 15-3 and 15-4).

The bald eagle habitat is not correcily addressed along Farmington Creek (Section
14.2.2 (p. 14-4}).

The City overview in Section 23.5.1.2 (p. 23-9) is not correct in that it states that 1100
West (a major collector will eventually connect to Glover's Lane (another major
callector) under all of the alternatives; however, it will only do so under the Shepard
Lane Options---it appears that it will never do so under the Glover Options,

Section 23.5.1.2 (p.23-9) of the DEIS incorrectly quotes Farmington City planners as
follows: 1) the 4,218 elevation mark is a “devel boundary™ (not “the"
develop boundary as refe d in the study)-and it is not the “Great Salt Lake
flondplain elevation” also referenced in therein; 2) the Section also states: “Since most
of the land west of Altenatives Al - A2 and B1 - B2 is lower than this elevation, no
development would occur in this area”, but development can aceur in this arca-just at
lower densities; 3) the Section further states: “Current and planned development would
oceur out to the location of the conservation eascment the City has in place to restrict
develop in western Farmi near the Great Salt Lake. Therefore, Alternatives
Al-AZ and B]-B2 would not induce development in this part of the Western
Farmington™. This is not true—it would induce development. This is a big issue for
Fermington City. These alignments would unravel years of the planning efforts—these
indirect and cumulative impacts are huge for the community.

Table 23-1 “Summary of indirect effects of the WDC by City” (p.23-14) is incomplete.
More indirect impacts should be listed as conservation easement and long standing
General Plan designations will likely change if the Glover's Lane elignment is chosen.
It will dramatically change west Farmington.

Figure 23-1 (*Location of Potential Indirect Effects™) should be updated to the indirect
negative impacts in Farmington City related to Glover's Lane alignment.

4
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Comment 941 (continued)

38,

39.

41,

42

43,

45.

47.

In Section 23.5.2 the potential indivect effects of farmland in west Farmington City
related to the Glovers Lane alignment are not discussed p. 23-20).

Page 23-21 of Section 23.5.2 discusses the indirect effects on economics due to

interchanges along the WDC, Farmi City is ot Ly absent from this
di ion b no interchanges are planned on the Glovers Lane alignment in our
Any i hange in Farmington City would have a positive indirect effect:

however, because there is not an interchange on the Glovers Lane alignment, it is a
negative cconomic effect for the City.

Page 23-22 of Section 23.5.2 states the potential indirect effects of noise are anticipated
to be negligible. Notwithstanding this, in west Farming City they will be significant
in the future if the Glovers Lane alignment is chosen

The indirect effect of future growth in Farmington City are more certain than described
in Section 23.6. If no local access is provided on the Glovers Lane alignment economic
growth will be slowed.

Indirect impacts are very significant in Farmington City and they should be considered
as an “Important Cumulative Impacts lssue”, but they are not (see 24.3.1.2 {p. 24-5);
and 26.21.7 (p. 26-9)).

Figure 2-16 does not show connections fram the sidewalks and roads to the trails
themselves so that bikes/peds on Shepard Lane and Clark Lane can access the trails
after they are grade separated; nor is the trail crossing at Shepard Lane designed such
that it also helps transition the Haight Creek Trail across the WDC,

Table 10-1 shows all three classes of trail facilities while Table 10.2 only shows Class
1 facilities. but it is not obvious that Table 10-2 shows only the Class | facilities.

Section 2.1.6.2 states in part: “UDOT would consider implementing the trail
improvements listed below only if there is coordination and support from the local
governments. The following trail imp ents would be impl i by local
governments and UDOT...". The meaning of this is vague. Is the intent to give notice
that the local governments will have to pay for the improvements bu that UDOT will
actually construct those improvements along with the WDC as a betterment? Or is the
intent to say that if the ities are i d in impl, ing certain
improvements that UDOT will include those items in the WDC' project budget?

Both unpaved and paved trails show up under the moniker of “Class 1", and some side
paths along rights of way are also erroneously identified as Class 1 facilities.

Section 10.1, 2nd ph, 3rd ly states thet both Class 2 and 3
facilities are “typically considered a bicycle "route’..." when this is & term usually
reserved for Class 3 facilities,

Response
Section in
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-

Comment 941 (continued)

48.

ATTACHMENTS:

onw>

Some maps (e.g. Figure 2-16) show the Kays Creek Trail between the D&RG Trail and
the WDC alignment. Other maps (¢.g. Figure 10-2) show that there is a gap west of the
D&RG Trail. Meanwhile, the EIS highlights that the WDC will provide a connection
from the D&RG Trail to the Emigrant Trail.

2009 Roadway Functional C Plan (part of the Farmington City MTP).
Farmington City Master Trails Plan, )
Future Land Use Plan/General Plan map for Farmington City.

Updated Demographic Tables.

Final Environmental Impact Statement



WEST DAVIS
CORRIDOR

Comment 941 (continued)
Response

Section in
Chapter 32

-

Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 941 (continued)

32B-769




WEST DAVIS

CORRIDOR

Comment 941 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32B-770

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 941 (continued)

oz

LunyBuIEIR U| BN TRYL LGZ FL SOW0N 71 “xoudde 01 J0f JUNCOOT OF 4 Jults NOA o) |

na

ova'ez

iHe BT ST

L)

B0z malugy

It

T
¥

L4

0506 CRFY  DEYIT SRIL OOSOL  LAEW 1=

06

[ Z00eE Gl e

sesugsenunReEssyssvsvnnnna iy

NOLONMYYS

E R

38888808, 0820 3200083080
Senocobe. dibe. 8a8 O
zgEks.z =uau§_._§§§u“ss‘.ﬁi

s 2 ey
coBZscolBccanbocniBice RES EE

soaBoeendBonaacsslonle see !E
s:'s'EEE.-EEie.sl.u.gﬁﬁaussg:s
Dsnsﬁuaﬁéuuiauigin §!E Eg

BsELe 2

Final Environmental Impact Statement



-771

32B

~—~
©
()
>
=
e}
=
(@]
(&) m
E
— =
< =
(o] =
— =>]
c
()
S
oo
2T
cog 1
QS o
0N O ©
L O
oxromo
Farmingion
e i Other
2040 Socio-Economic Data Estimate T5.0% 110.0% 48.0%
Selectod Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs)
2009, Revised Dy 2012
Residential Estimates Mon Resi Dy
— (by square feet in 1,000s)
© Revised Dwelling Dweling  hold
() TAZ kation ion_Units __Units Sk
S 287 1407 Ell 415 [ 0
c 273 1,486 2,395 654 1,085 0 o
- — 274 2,011 2516 885 1,108 .27 745 523 0 o 2104 2,038 2,849 2,561
+— 275 629 1,641 277 723 227 1427 1,347 38 38 795 476 2,260 1,861
[ 27 378 31 166 137 227 25 25 Q 0 1,188 1,188 1,294 1,214
m TOTAL 5,900 6,893 2,397 3,032 2,575 2,715 38 38 4,152 8,468 6,765 11,220
~
—
< sf. sflacre sf.  sflacre
(@)) Acres Office TAZ Acres Office
) Millrocik 22 825000 20,070 267 8553 2872336 33,583
c Oid Mil’Cottorwood Corp Center 72 2,500,000 34,722 273 9615 1,862,140 19,680
274 96.22 2037820 21179
) 275 B86.85 476,288 5484
m . 279 .
m Total 94 3,125,000 33422 TOTAL 365 7278582 10055
S
Revised Revised Revised Revised
Retail ___Industrial Industrial Other  Other Total Total
267 1.407 3 415 a 338 ] 158 [] 1] B4 8,249 64 9,408
273 1.486 2,395 654 1,065 227 ara 1.145 ] 0 o 6.063 378 7.238
274 201 2,516 885 1,108 27 745 B31 0 0 2,104 6,562 2,849 7,303
275 620 1.841 ar7 723 227 1.427 2,141 38 65 795 1.534 2,260 3738
278 re 1 166 137 227 25 40 '] '] 1,188 1,189 1214 1,229
TOTAL 5,908 6,893 2,307 3,032 2.575 4,316 38 65 4,152 24,626 6,765 20,007
(7, 1
W o
| <o o=
a- o= P
=2 SSk
1 -
' ﬂ & Q'S5 o H
N O ©
wo (SR B
20 owmo

Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS



WEST DAVIS

CORRIDOR

Comment 941 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32B-772

Comment 941 (continued)

m Farmington City

Easement and Trail Legend [
I umees Crek CE

L4, arsanCioak
_PZAmn-mm

Final Environmental Impact Statement



WEST DAVIS

CORRIDOR

Comment 941 (continued)

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

EXHIBIT C

Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

Comment 941 (continued)

FARMINGTON CITY B Ry

Comy B, Rrre
i Tarsor
FARMINGTOR, L.
S — D Mo
e May 11,2012
Vincent lzzo
HDR Engincering
‘West Davis Corridor Consultant Project Manager
466 North 900 West
Kaysville, Uth 84037
Mr. [zzo:
Ireceived your request for a written resp to eight ions p 'inwwlmm'm dated
April 27, 2012. Thank you for taking the time to seek Farmi City’s input g the large

mofmwpnwmmmnﬂnfmommty quumummsﬂﬁnh
below, with my ing each q

1. Does the City of Farmington, as the public body with jurisdiction over the F
conservation easemeats, consider these land and mwmnflhqn,
mbembhd)wwmdpnﬂm,muummwmldhm]nﬂm?ﬂmm
any ion of their designation or for these purp

Yaﬁepubhcwmﬂummen&,ﬂwymmdw&cownmhmoﬂmmm&:y The&ty
acquired these casements through in-kind value by
mummhnmbcoflmamhhlew&eﬁmmmgmmmhwww

atha. ONF +
andnunnmbelﬁim&,mhﬂ‘&emmdmthewﬂiofﬂwwwmkdmmofuw
West Davis Corridor (WDC) [note: the conservation easement for the Hunters Creek development
will be recorded soon and will be similar to the others].

Each  therein, unique and sensitive natural scenic, open
splw,nﬂdh&,fnmlmﬂ.ﬂu)dpmmwulmdwvﬂmmdwmﬁﬁhh
purpose of preserving and maintaining these uses. Publicly -‘puh, areas or
wildlife/waterfowl refuges are allowed within the area. Pr , for ., the City
hummpmedmﬂuppmxmn:iﬂmdesm]mgtb(mdnddlmﬂlamdasm‘mﬂmhohe
improved) available to the public across all three casements and the yet be recorded 4% casement.

Farmington City is legally responsible and must expend public monies to enforce violations of the
easement and ensure that parks, recreation areas or wildlife/ 1uses of the are still
available to the public (see enclosed easements). The City has taken such enforcement action in the
paﬁwhmdmuhnbewdumpedwthem whu:pmpeﬂymmhnvedm‘dwm
on conservation land with buildi P , Ort
whuihsﬂmmwﬂdaﬂw m
160 5 Many PO Box 160 Fammmiorow, UT 84025
ProwE (B01) 451-2383  Fax (801) 451-2747
woww farmington utah gov
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2, Does the City of Farmington consider these lands, or delineated portions of them to be
“significant” (as defined in the quote above) as parks, recreation areas, or refuges?

Ya.‘[helndlmnsnfﬂnmt dueto ﬂ:ﬂr]mlhmalongﬂw ;homof&e&ul Sa!tlah.mdﬂmr

ified onthe City's R

aud&heﬁ.nalysul’hn(melmmlofﬂ:scmf lﬁmuﬂ?lm)mdmmbeprmmedfotsmhthy

as parks, or wildlife/ i mmlxﬂsmdnmwimmufme

ml@lmdcnfﬂwmofuwmﬂlq They cover hundreds of acres.

3 How and by which d does the City manag these lands and terms of the
casements?

AND

4, What group or organization actively manages the land for the purpose stated in the
conservation easements.

The Farmi City C ity Devel D with the assi of its legal

mm]hnh,mfuwmdmmﬂulmdsmmwﬂhnmmmmmdlhecny‘s
Public Works and Parks and R and the City"s Trail Committee, manage and
WMMmmschMAWW{whmmmﬂmﬂ:mm
trail boss) is assigned by the Trails Committes to walk and inspect the treils/lands on a regular basis.

5. How are conservation easements currently used?

Recreation (trails), natural scenic open space, wildlife habitat, farmland, floodplain and wetland
preservation, and green space, preservation of streams, stream corridors, and water courses.

6. Hawdoesthc(htyw&enmﬂmmdd:ﬂiuweumms&cmmrmhﬁng
ions of lture, trails, ion and wildlife), the City's land use plan, and the
atrlmmgplm?ﬁnoﬂm'pnhmmmmmﬂwmydwsnﬂedmthﬂu

same zoning and land use as the conservation easements?

1 will answer this question in three parts because it appears that one can construe the first question
in this section regarding “similarities and differences” in two ways. Section A and B below deal
with the first question and Section C is in resy to the question in the last

mmu,lhe Ctly’nland uneplan (ur GmmllP‘.Im), md ﬂleul mnms pim (ur mi.ug

) in pury differences in purposes among
!hethrw d They are ly ibl
All the ‘were obtained i with | set forth in Section 11-12-010 of the
Farmi: City jcip 'Gode' mnguhn-mhgml“msmonofopenm
land, ding those areas i umquaorrunn'n! fmmum:humudmmlmdu,tm

mm,mmﬂmdwaﬂa,bm farmland, wildlife id
and/or habitat, historical buildings and/or sites, archeological sites, and green space, by setting them

2
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aside from development”; 2) “provide incentives for the creation of greenway systems and open
space within the City for the benefit of present and future residents”; and 3) “create neighborhoods
with direct visual and/or ional aceess to ined sensitive and conservation land”,

The purposes of this Section of the Municipal Code (as well as the easements) are consistent with
goals, objectives, policies of the General Plan. These include, but are not limited to the following:
l)%?&WGqWMwahMMMmW&:WU
& healthy, ive, and pl living for its resi 'l'hlnlﬂlemmml.ﬁmt
dmﬁﬂlmdﬂ‘lﬁngthcﬂuﬂ'lll’lm” 2) N in Farmi ity with a rural
mm;mhm:mmmﬂ&:mo{mﬂmw 3)
“Devdopsbﬁksymmthe&:ywhcﬁmduduhkcpnﬁn,;ouﬁy’hﬂmgmﬂl and equestrian

trails, etc.”, 4) “Explore the | | of pr ing open space and greenbelt areas for recreation
pmmudﬁrwubnﬁnmmdwdcpedmﬁmwm%mdwﬂeﬁdmﬁi}
the of 1 and other open lands if they erc historically or

mwmnnhll unique”, 6) “The acquisition and development of open space and park property
ahmldbeamndlyofdu&pﬁullmpmm?mmm 7) “Continue to conserve conservation
and open space land mhmngm:mmumngmﬂqueormmlﬁnnmmehum
grasslands, tree stands, streams, stream corridors, floc
mdumuﬂmhﬁlmhmwbﬂmwwmwmwmwbym
them aside from development”, B) “Foster an envi mu.mlhecnyin-dnah gricul

can co-exist in urbanized areas”, 9) “Explore al i of agriculture lands as
mwwmlmmmmwmm lndllJ]“anMn
Farmington as & predominately low density

1so protect sensitive land resources iden dentified on the City's

mewmdSmAmhms plan, and element of the City's General Plan.

rities and ments ﬁe&mmﬁmsmmmmmm
lnclude""' i the Farmi Phase 1 Subdivisi
dated October, 12, 2007, mmmmmrmmnmmsmnmw
22, 2005, and the easements regarding the Buffalo Rench project dated July 3, 2003. All easements
mmﬂdﬁrt&mﬁmﬂmmﬁmgmmmm and sensitive
mtmLmqnpmspmwﬂdlnﬁe,ﬁnmimd,ﬂoodphm.mﬁwwﬂmﬂvahu andli:me
mmdvﬂuuwmmmdmthomwlw“ ingl

gical, agriculture and ional values [pote: the oth mention farmland but the

ington Mead does not). Itis anticipated that the soon to be established eascment
with the Hunters Creck subdivision will be recorded with similar purposes.

The first two primarily lands and wildlife habitat with some acreage
nvnilablcﬂrpﬁmmdﬁmlmd quenuﬁhkmauummmg,m
farm, with several out-buildi this also includes significant areas of

wulmdaardwﬂdhfehihm mmemmMpmmmew
open space. Public luding but not limited to, hiking, bicycling, bird
watching, equestrian uses, etc., are also prevalent to all three easements,
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32.2.13B
32.2.6A
32.14.2E

32.2.13B

Comment # 942

Date: HE2013

Source: Email

Name: Jacque and (Tyler) Son? Wright
Location:  Kaysville

Comments:

To whom it may concern,

| am grateful to all of those who have spent so much time in considering the
possible routes for a new road. If there must be a new road built, Glovers
lane is the clearest choice. There will be no homes lost, and only 37
homes, as opposed to 214 homes, will be within 300 ft. Itis interesting to
know that with the installment of Legacy Highway the bird population has
improved, meaning that little impact to the environment will be made. At
said in the article written by Congressman Bishop and Mayor Hiatt, found in
Deseret News, "We should accept a route that harms the fewest families
rather than a route that harms the fewest wetland areas,”

(hitp:fiwww. deseretnews, com/article/765606649\West-Davis-Corridor-Protecting
-our-neighbors-while-paving-the-way-to-the-future. htmi?pg=all) . They also
stated, " It is our firm belief that the West Davis Cormidor can be built in
harmony with both urban and ecological needs." We can do this. We can
make the choice that protects human safety, property, and growth, while at
the same time building a road that is ecologically sound.

Please know that the choice to build the Glovers Lane route is the right
choice with the least impact on Utah families and communities.

Thank you for all your time,
Jacque Wright, Homeowner and mother of 4 children near Shepard Ln.

32B-776
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32.2.13B

Comment 943

Comment # 943

Date: HE2013

Source: Email

Name: Amy Jones

Location:

Comments:

| support the UDOT's decision to build the west davis corridor on the Glovers Lane Route.
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32.5.5E

Comment # 944

Date: HE2013
Source: Email

Name: Jason Fielding
Location:  Kaysville
Comments:

<See email attachment on next page, titled 0944 _Jason_Fielding_$-6-13>

To the West Davis Corridor (Draft) EIS Team:

Attached is a PDF file titled "West Davis Corridor Alternatives and Davis County Channels.pdf” It contains
several maps indicating Davis County drainages and how they may be affected by the proposed alignments for
the West Davis Corridor. Wie will also deliver a CD with the same maps to the WDC EIS Team at 466 North 900
West in Kaysville,

Appendix 32B:

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS
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Comment 944 (continued)

West Davis Corridor
Alternatives and Davis
County Channels

Davis

COUNTY

These maps have been prepared by Davis County Public Works using the May 14, 2013
update of the West Davis Corridor Alternatives Map posted to ArcGIS online. Davis
County crainages and channels have been overlayed on top of the maps to indicate how
the proposed alternatives will impact Davis County's system.

September 2013
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Duplicate | source:  Email
of Name: Bill McGuire

Comment | Location:
936 Comments:

| understand that today is the final day to make comments on the West Davis Corridor. | strongly support the
decision of UDOT to use the Glover Lane option and would also strongly oppose the selection of the Shepard
32.2.13B Lane option. There are several reasons for this decision.

First, UDOT has stated that in 22 out of 25 criteria selected, Glovers was equal to (7) or better than (15) the
Shepard option. Just by those criteria the correct decision was made.

32 2 6A Second, going with the Shepard option would create significant traffic congestion. We would be joining all of the

ren various highways (I-15, Legacy and the West Davis) in a single area of highway for approximately one mile.
There is no real reason to create the congestion and the possibility of accidents that would occur when we have
a ready alternative. The Glovers option would allow less transition bet the higkv and greatly
decrease the possibility of congestion.

Third, the Glovers route provides a letely hisouth high llowing traffic to still flow if
something happens on one of the routes. We have experienced shut downs on several occasions on I-15 which
resulted in the impact of side streets. A separate north/south route would lessen the impact of those situations.

Fourth, there is a real impact on the people of those in the Shepard route if it was chosen. Ten homes would be
taken, and those remaining would have significant financial impact decreasing their property values. Mo homes
would be taken on the Glovers route, In times like we have suffered through the last couple of years, taking
financial means away from families is an important ideration in this decisi Where g i

the family in such a significant financial way, it should be careful in making a decision in that manner.

Finally, beyond the financial impact, there is a health factor that should be considered. There are 214 homes
within 300 feet of the Shepard route. This would impact those residents in many ways including noise and other
pollution factors, This compares with only 37 on the Glovers route.

32 2 1G ‘While | understand that there is concern that Glovers impacts the bird population and other factors, the above
e concemns overwhelm those issues. | would request that you support the selection of the Glovers Lane. In the

absence of that | would suggest that what has been called the Shared Solution be considered.

Thank you for your consideration of this opinion and input.

Bill McGuire

i

| West Davis Corridor Alternatives and Davis County Channels| Page 13 of 13
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Appendix 32B: Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 32
-

32.14.2H

Comment 946 (continued)

e UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
3 ON 8

1585 Wynkoop Street
.y DENVER, GO 80202-1129
Y et Phone 800-227-8917 *
hitpciiwww.epa.gowiregion0B

SEP -5 208

agEnct

Ref: 8EPR-N

Mr. James Christian, Division Administrator
FHWA Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Re: West Davis Corridor Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, CEQ & 20130131

Dear Mr. Christian:

The LS. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 (EPA) has reviewed the Federal Highway Administration’s
(FHWA) West Davis Corridor (WDC) Draft Envi I Impact S (EIS), sp d by the Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT). Our review was conducted in accordance with the EPA’s responsibilities
under section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(c), and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7609.

The WDC project would improve regional mobility and enhance peak-period mobility in Utah's Davis and Weber
counties along the eastern shore of the Great Salt Lake (GSL). Eight action alternatives (Alternatives Al through
A4, and B through B4) and a no-action alternative are analyzed in the Draft EIS. All eight alternatives propose a
four-lane divided highway connecting with I-15 at one of two locations in Farmington at the south end, and
terminating along one of four alignments in Weber County at the north end. The FHWA did not identify its
Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS. The UDOT has selected Alternative BI as its “Locally Preferred
Alternative.” Alternative Bl begins on Glovers Lane at the south end, utilizes the Bluff Road alignment in the
middle segment, and the 4100 West alignment in the norther segment. Because the Draft EIS does not identify a

federal Preferred Al ive, this letter eval and provides a rating for each action alternative. Our comments
on the Draft EIS focus on avoiding impacts to aquatic includi lands within the nationall
significant Great Salt Lake (GSL) Our enclosed Detailed C include additional wetland and
other identified . The EPA remains itted to working with FHWA through this NEPA planning
process to identify a project solution that meets the ion need while ini i with

requirements in the Clean Water Act (CWA) and its implementing regulations.

Impacts to Wetlands and Aquatic Resources
All action alternatives include substantial and direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to GSL wetlands
and associated habitats. The GSL ecosystem consists of an irreplaceable mosaic of wetland and terrestrial habitats
that together provide nesting, breeding and feeding areas for migratory birds and other wildlife dependent on
aquatic habitat areas. As such, impacts to the terrestrial habitat areas within this system can have a significant,
albeit indirect, effect on the wildlife functions provided by the wetland and aquatic habitats of the GSL shorelands
ecosystem. The Draft EIS documents the national and international significance of the GSL aquatic ecosystem to
migratory birds (p. 14-11). The GSL is desi, d as a Hemispheric Site of Imp by the Western
profile/great-sali-lake); this designation is
shared by only seven such sites in the lower 48 states (http://w Sm.org/sites/map-sites/sites-western-
hemisphere-shorebird-reserve-network). The U.S. Fish and Wil rvice describes the GSL ecosystem as a
itically important and irreplaceable resource due to its location, size, and ecological features - in particular, the
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open waters, shorelines, and adj mix of wetlands and uplands provide a eritical migratory bird staging area in
an otherwise arid region.' The mai of the GSL. its. areas and functions, is of
upmost imp to the continued productivity and biodiversity of migratory birds and other wildlife species
dependent upon the GSL. aquatic ecos; . The impacts from all action alternatives, in combination with the

cumulative impacts of roadway and human development in the project area, have the potential to permanently and
significantly impact this imp and irreplaceabl

The eastern shore of GSL has already experienced significant cumulative impacts, which have reduced weﬂlnnd
and wildlife extent and functions by 58% in the impact analysis area (p. 24-15), limiting the current availability of
high quality habitat areas and Ily namrowing available shoreline habitats. The WDC project, and the
associated growth expected to be induced by the project, will further impact and constrict habitat for agquatic
dependent wildlife species along the eastern shore. We th d the FHWA designate as the
Preferred Alternative, an alignment that avoids direct, indirect and further cumulative impacts to GSL wetlands
where there are practicable alternatives. Where there are not practicable alternatives to avoid wetlands, we
recommend consideration of additional opportunities to minimize adverse impacts through alignment
modification and project design features.

The following is a by t summary of the project’s aquatic resource impacts and the EPA’s

ions for ing or avoiding envil | impacts. The impacts from this project include direct
wetland loss from fill within the highway footprint, loss of wetland extent due to hydrologic changes Wlll!lcl the
highway intersects natural drainage patters, reduced or lost wetland function due to changes in wal:r‘quahty or
quantity, and reduced aquatic habitat quality and capacity due to the presence of a highway and associated
development adjacent to that habitat. The reductions in aquatic habitat fi are especially | d where
the praject alternatives would result in significant impacts to the GSL ecosystem, in particular the GSL
Shorelands Preserve and Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area, which contain critically important
shoreland habitats (both terrestrial and aquatic) that maintain the productivity and biodiversity of aquatic
dependent wildlife species who use these areas as breeding, feeding and nesting areas.

Southern Segment;

The Draft EIS analyzes two practicable alternative alignments in the project’s southern segment: 1) the Glovers
Lane alignment; and 2) the Shepard Lane alignment. The Glovers Lane alignment (Alternatives A1, A2, BI and
B2), the most southern connection with 1-15, runs adjacent to the GSL ecosystem, agricultural buffer I-Iabn.ars and
within 500 ft of the Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area. The Glovers Lane alignment, would impact 78
acres of wetlands within the right of way, including 6 acres of medium and high quality wetlands. ﬁddmon_ally.
this alternative would impact nearly 1,108 acres of wildlife buffer habitat within 1,300 ft, including approximately
420 acres of aquatic habitats, 460 acres of medium and 370 acres of high quality habitat areas. The Glovers Lane
alignment is located entirely within the GSL 100-year floodplain, and would fi and constrict this .
portion of the high quality GSL habitat corridor in the project area. Impacts to protected areas along Farmington
Bay, including the Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area from the Glovers Lane alignment, are especially
significant as impacts to cither terrestrial or aquatic habitats within these areas can affect the management,
productivity and biodi of aquatic dep wildlife species that utilize these areas as breeding, feeding and
nesting areas. In addition to the habitat functions provided by terestrial areas, these areas serve as upland bufTers
which protect adjacent wetlands from functional losses iated with roadway and other encroaching
development. The Glovers Lane alignment passes through and impact terrestrial buffer areas that have been
preserved and p 1 as mitigati P previ levelop projects (e.g., Buffalo Ranch), and/or
with the intent of protecting adjacent wetland quality from encroaching development. In comparison, the Shepard
Lane alignment (Altenatives A3, A4, B3 and B4) connects with [-15 three miles further north and almost entirely
avoids impacts to GSL wetlands and adjacent habitat areas in this portion of the project area. The Shepard Lane
alignment would impact 7.3 acres of aquatic resources primarily along the Haight Creek and its riparian wetlands.
The aquatic resources impacted by Shepard Lane do not provide the same high qualityhabitat functions as those
wetlands more adjacent to GSL.

! Draft EIS Comments for the West Davis Corridor Project. U.S. Department of the Interior, August 14, 2013,
2
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Specifically, according to the Draft EIS, selecting the Shepard Lane alignment in this segment would avoid the
following Glovers Lane alignment impacts:

= Loss of 6 acres of medium and high quality GSL wetlands within the Right of Way (ROW),

*  15.2 acres of hydrology/water quality/aquatic habitat impacts to medium and high quality GSL wetlands
within 300 ft of the ROW,

*  Loss of 39.3 acres of GSL wildlife habitat in the ROW,

®  634.65 acres of impacts to GSL wildlife habitat function/capacity, including arcas of the F: T
WMA, and including 265.9 acres of impact to aquatic habitat types within 1300 ft of the ROW, and

® 1394 acres of impact to the GSL floodplain.

Based on the information in the Draft EIS, the Shepard Lane alignment appears to be less environmentally

1 ing to the GSL , including the wetlands and aquatic-dependent wildlife species, compared to the
Glovers Lane alignment. For this reason, the EPA recommends FHWA select the Shepard Lane alignment as the
federally Preferred Alternative in order to avoid these significant adverse impacts to the GSL ecosystem. We also
recommend the FEIS identify additional minimization and mitigati ities for both Shephard and
Glovers Lane alignments, including alignment changes and design features to reduce and offset direct and indirect
aquatic resource impacts, particularly in areas adjacent to the GSL ecosystem. Our specific mitigation
recommendations are outlined below.

Shared Alignment Segment;

All eight altematives share a 7.5-mile alig from imately the F: gton-Kaysville boundary to the
Layton-Syracuse boundary near Gentile Street along the edge of the GSL Shorelands Preserve. This segment has
substantial impacts to GSL wetlands and aquatic dependent wildlife species, and the altematives screening
process was not able to identify a practicable alternative alignment that could avoid these impacts. The impacts to
the GSL Shorelands Preserve are especially significant, as impacts to either terrestrial or aquatic habitats within
and adjacent to the Preserve can affect the productivity and biediversity of aquatic di

wildlife species that utilize these areas as breeding, feeding and nesting areas. In addition to the habitat functions
of terrestrial areas, these areas serve as upland buffers which protect adjacent wetlands from functional losses
associated with roadway and other encroaching development. In addition, we understand that areas of the
Preserve have been acquired as mitigation for the Central Utah Project, and thus were intended to be protected
and maintained in their current land use in perpetuity. In this segment, according to the Draft EIS, all alternatives
would have the following impacts:

*  Lossof 8.8 acres of GSL wetlands, including 3.4 acres and 4.9 acres of medium and high quality
wetlands, respectively (7.7 acres of the direct wetlands impacts are within the GSL Shorelands Preserve);

® At least 26.9 acres of wetlands within the GSL Shorelands Preserve would be impacted through loss of
hydrology/water quality/aquatic habitat functions within 300 fi. of the ROW (DEIS p. 14-56);

®  Loss of 60-61 acres of upland wildlife habitat in the GSL Shorelands Preserve and segmentation and
isolation of an additional 45 acres of wildlife habitat from the main Preserve; and

*  1,132.4 acres of impacts to wildlife habitat functions within 1,300 feet of the ROW, including at least
812.4 acres of impacts to the Preserve (DEIS p. 14-56) and 191.6 acres of GSL aquatic habitats.

Giiven the high value of the resources associated with the GSL Shorelands Preserve and GSL ecosystem affected
by the shared alignment, it is important to seek additional opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts to
wetlands and aquatic dependent wildlife species through alignment modifications and design features where
available. The Draft EIS does not specify how environmental resource impacts would be mitigated, or how much
mitigation is proposed. We recommend the Final EIS identify minimization and mitigati 1o reduce
and offset the direct and indirect aquatic resource impacts from this segment and from the project overall, Our
specific mitigation recommendations are outlined below.

Middle Segment;

The Draft EIS evaluated two practicable alignments in the middle segment of the project. The A Altenatives loop
west toward the GSL wetlands, the Preserve and agricultural buffer habitats, while the B Alternatives stay inland
following Bluff Road. In this segment, the Draft EIS states that the B alignment would have greater direct wetland

5
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and wildlife impacts than the Altemnative A alignment. While the acres of direct and indirect wetland impact are
greater in the B alignment, the B alternative would have substantially less adverse impact to the GSL ecosystem,
including GSL wildlife habitats, due to its more eastem location. These GSL wildlife habitats serve to maintain
the productivity and biodiversity of the greater GSL ecosystem, and impacts to these terrestrial and aquatic
resources can affect the function and condition of nmghbonng GSL wetland habitats and aquann dependenl

wildlife species. Furthermore, the resources along the B al are fi d and d by CKiSI.IIIs
development, and do not provide the same high level of GSL functions as the T
the A alignment.
Selemn,g the B alignment (Bluﬁ‘ Road) as the federally Preferred Altemative would avoid the following impacts
d with the A al
o 4.4 acres of hydrology/water quality/aquatic habitat impacts to GSL Shorelands Preserve wetlands within

300 ft of the ROW,

« 660 acres of impacts to GSL wildlife habitat function/capacity, including 204.7 acres of GSL Shorelands
Preserve habitat, and including 238 acres of impacts to aquatic habitat types within 1,300 feet of the
ROW,

» Loss of designated “prime and unique f2 " and Agricultural P
that serve as habitat and as a terrestrial buffer to GSL aquatic resources.

areas adjacent to the GSL

In this segment, the B alignment avoids significant adverse impacts to the lly significant GSL

including impacts Io the G‘iL Shorelands Preserve and terrestrial habitats ntulmed b}' aqum dcpcndcnr wildlife

species for nesting, b g and feeding. C ly, the EPA g the B alig: for the
middle segment and encourages continuing to seek ways to minimize and mitigate for the substantial direct and

indirect aquatic resource impacts along this alignment.

Maorth: -

The Draft EIS evaluated four ble ali in the northern segment. The Draft EIS documents that all
alignments in this segment avoid i impacts to GSL wildlife resources within 1300 feet of the right of way. The
EPA’s review evaluates the two A alignments, and the two B alignments separately.

A Alignments: The Draft EIS discloses that the two northern A ahgnmmls (5100 West and 4700 Wesl} have
similar environmental impacts. However, both northem A alig; P of the A al that
includes impacts to GSL along the middle segment (see above), and the F.PA therefore recommends that neither
of the A alignments be selected. If alterations are made to the alternatives in the Final EIS that result in the A
alignments avoiding or significantly minimizing impacts to GSL resources in the middle segment, the 4700 West
alternative would be preferable to 5100 West. 4700 West is the more eastern alternative and would allow better
opportunities to avoid GSL wetland impacts if WDC is expanded to the north in the future.

B Al the two B alj (4800 West and 4100 West), our review finds that 4100 West,
UDOT’s Locally Preferred alternative, directly intersects and impacts a large wetland complex that could be
avoided by selecting the 4800 West alignment. Selecting the 4800W alignment in the north would avoid the

following impacts associated with the 4100 W alignment:

o Loss of 4.3 acres of wetlands within the ROW, including 2.8 acres of medium quality wetlands,
® 254 acres of impact to medium and high quality wetlands within 300ft of the ROW,

Loss of 52 acres of wildlife habitat within the ROW, and
162.9 acres of impact to high and medium quality wildlife habitats within 1300 ft of the ROW.

The aquatic resource impacts of 4100 West are significant and avoidable through selection of 4800 West, and
thus, an alternative with less adverse impacts to the aquatic is available. The EPA d
selecting the 4800 West alignment for the northern segment, while continuing to seek ways to further reduce
impacts through aligs or design modifications and mitigate for the substantial aquatic resource impacts along
this alignment.
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Aquatic Resource Mitigation

EPA bcll:ves lhal developing and including inft ion in the Final EIS on the amount, type and potential
of ion for i aquatic resource and other enwmmemal impacts wlll he]p mforrn the
FHWA’s forthcoming selection of its Preferred Al ive, Additi EPA

alignment changes and design features which may further minimize aquatic resource impacts prior to dctermmmg
the necessary level of mitigation for unavoidable impacts, The Draft EIS d:fclsspeclr: mitigation details until

later in the process, and only general ples are ioned for p ial such as creating new
lands from uplands, i lands in areas that have bc:come uphmds .m:l enhancing and or preserving
existing wetlands. We recommend that a more specific i to mitig; be included in the Final EIS to

address l‘llmcl and indirect wetland impacts and wctlami functions lost or impacted by the FHWA Preferred
Al We 1 the proposal in the Final EIS include a commitment to mitigate for direct
wetland Iasn:s and for i :mpacts to wetland functions outside of the ROW. We offer the following specific

for site in the Final EIS to offset any unavoidable project impacts:

*  Because hydrologic modifications (ditches, dikes and fills) appear prevalent along much of the eastern
GSL. shore, there are likely many opportunities within the project area to restore lost wetland acreage and
functions.

®  Prioritize mitigation sites that are not i diately adjacent to roadways or developed areas, and to
wetland mitigation sites that include protected upland buffer areas to protect these areas from future
development encroachment.

*  Prioritize mitigation sites which provide opportunities to restore and preserve large, undeveloped,
un fragmcmed GSL wetland oomp]exes and uquatu: dependent wildlife habitats at risk from future

log The CWA impl gulations prioritize mitigation sites that are located within the
same shed and rep an in—kind I of wetland type and function, In this case, sites
should be located within the arcas adjacent to GSL in order to preserve and maintain the functions of this
critical ecosystem.

*  Apply higher mitigation ratios where necessary to account for the method of compensatory mitigation
(e.g., creation vs. restoration), the likelihood of success, differences between functions lost at the impact
site and the anticipated functional lift.

. App]y hlgher mmgmon ratios for i :mpacls to any areas currently established or p d as mitigation for

p projects, i 2 conservation easements and areas of the GSL Shomland

Pn:scr\'e These ratios should account forlhe functions lost at these mitigation sites in addition to the

functions lost at the original impact site for which these areas provide compensatory mitigation,

Temporal losses, in other words the time past between completion of future mitigation and the timing of

the original impact, should a]so be considered in calculating these higher ratios.

*  Consider avoid: ion and for impacts to both jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional
lands in a manner i with E ive Order 11990,
*  Apply design modification and further minimization actions wh possible to minimize or shift the

ROW for all alternatives through sensitive, higher quality wetland areas and adjacent terrestrial areas that
support aquatic dependent wildlife species, including the GSL Shorelands Preserve. In particular, we
recommend that UDOT consider relocating the ROW, wherever possible, to preserve an upland buffer
between wetlands and roadway developrment, and to reduce the indirect impacts to these resources.

CWA Section 404

The CWA § 404 implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 230 require consideration of direct, indirect
(secondary) and cumulative impacts by the Corps in making CWA Section 404 permitting decisions for the
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S.. Given these considerations, and based upon the

5
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information presented in the DEIS, several of the altematives do not appear to satisfy certain CWA § 404
requirements, Specifically, the Corps can only issue a permit for the discharge of dredged and fill material into
waters of the U.S. under CWA Section 404 for the least envi lly damaging practicable al ive
(LEDPA) to the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse
environmental consequences. This letter identifies two highway segments with this specific concern because they
have significant impacts to GSL ecosy , including wetlands and aquatic dependent wildlife species, and have
a practicable alternative in the Draft EIS that would avoid GSL ecosystem impacts for those segments. The two
segments with significant GSL impacts and an identified practicabl ive are the southern and middle
project segments where the western alignment alternatives are adjacent to GSL. These two segments would have
approximately 14 acres of direct impact to GSL wetlands and over 600 acres of impacts to GSL wetland functions
outside the ROW. While the eastern aligr may have ble or greater direct impacts to aquatic
resources, the resources affected are more frag d and impacted by current P and these eastern
alignments almost entirely avoid indirect impacts to GSL ecosystem functions. Six of the Draft EIS altematives
(Al-4, B1, B2) include these two highway segments.
The EPA is equally concerned about the impacts to valuable GSL. resources along the shared alignment segment.
Although the Draft EIS does not identify a practicable alternative that reduces aquatic resource impacts in this
shared alignment segment, the CWA §404 implementing regulations require these aquatic resource impacts be
avoided and then minimized to the extent possible, As such we recommend UDOT consider any opportunities to
avoid and minimize impacts in these segments that may arise through public comments, including alignments or
modifications that further avoid GSL ecosystem impacts, and present this information in the Final EIS.
In order to develop a complete CWA Section 404 permit application, to determine the appropriate level of

itigation, and to unds d all avoidable and idable project impacts, it will be important to conduct a full
wetland delineation and functional the final preferred al ive prior to seeking a CWA Section 404
permit.

The EPA’s Rating and Rationale

As noted above, all alternatives include substantial direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to wetlands and
iated I and the project’s impacts to GSL ecosystem are both substantial and long-

term. The presence of a highway in and along the edge of GSL's ecosystem will permanently degrade their

significant ecolog ‘across hundreds of acres of shoreline habitat thereby reducing the habitat capacity
of the GSL ecosystem. Consistent with Section 309 of the CAA, it is the EPA’s responsibility to provide an
independent review and evaluation of the p ial envi | impacts of this project. The EPA has rated the
environmental impact of all WDC action alternatives in the Draft EIS as “EO” - Environmental Objections. The
EO rating indicates that the EPA. review has identified significant envi | impacts that should be avoided
in order to provide adequate envil I ion. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these

impacts. We have rated the quality of the DEIS as “2" - Insufficient Information. The 2 rating indicates the Draft
EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess project impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment. We also suggested additional information that may be necessary for
forthcoming permit applications. A description of the EPA’s rating system is enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the review of this project, and we are commitied to working with
you in the coming months. If we may provide further explanation of our comments during this stage of your
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planning process, please contact me at or your staff may contact Melanie Wasco, Lead NEPA
Reviewer, at

Sincerely,

&{W#Lz:&zf

Martin Hestmark
Assistant Regional Administrator
Office of E F ion and R diati

Enclosures

ce: Carlos Braceras,UDOT
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