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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Report Purpose and Background Information 
This report describes the alternatives development and screening process 
that was used for the Interstate 15 (I-15) Farmington to Salt Lake City 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Figure 1-1). The Utah Department 
of Transportation (UDOT) is preparing the EIS to evaluate transportation 
solutions to improve safety, replace aging infrastructure, provide better 
mobility for all users, strengthen the state and local economy, and better 
connect communities along I-15 from Farmington to Salt Lake City. 

The alternatives development and screening process provides critical 
information about how well an alternative or concept satisfies the project’s purpose. This process also 
assists with determining whether an alternative meets the regulatory standards under a variety of federal 
statutes, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Clean Water Act, Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965. For more information regarding the regulations considered in this screening process, see Section 1.3, 
Reasons Why a Concept Might Be Eliminated during the Screening Process. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has assigned its responsibilities under NEPA and other federal 
environmental laws to UDOT for highway projects in Utah, pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC) 
Chapter 327, in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated May 26, 2022. In accordance with its 
responsibilities, UDOT is carrying out the environmental review process for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake 
City Project in lieu of FHWA and serves as the lead agency in the NEPA process. The assignment of NEPA 
responsibilities to UDOT does not change the roles and responsibilities of any other federal agency whose 
review or approval is required for the project. 

What is the purpose of this 
report? 

This report describes the 
alternatives development and 
screening process that was used 
for the I-15 EIS. 
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Figure 1-1. I-15 EIS Study Area 
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1.2 Alternatives Development and Screening Process 
Overview 

The alternatives development and screening process consisted of the 
following four phases: 

1. Develop initial concepts for I-15 mainline, interchanges, and 
bicyclist and pedestrian connectivity improvements. 

2. Apply first-level (Level 1, purpose and need) screening criteria to 
eliminate concepts that do not meet the project purpose. Refine 
the concepts that pass first-level screening for further evaluation in 
second-level screening. 

3. Apply second-level (Level 2, impacts) screening criteria to eliminate concepts that meet the project 
purpose but would be unreasonable for other reasons—for example, a concept that would have 
identifiable adverse impacts to the natural and human environment, would not meet requirements to 
obtain necessary permits and approvals, or could be replaced by a less-costly concept with 
comparatively fewer impacts. Additionally, concepts may also be eliminated in Level 2 screening if it 
is determined that the concept would substantially duplicate or overlap other concepts advanced 
through Level 2 screening, would have impacts substantially similar to those of other concepts that 
are advanced through Level 2 screening, or would substantially duplicate other less harmful or less 
expensive concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening. 

4. Combine concepts that pass Level 2 screening into alternatives and conduct preliminary 
engineering. These alternatives will be refined to avoid and minimize impacts to the natural and 
human environment and will be designed to a higher level of detail before UDOT performs the 
detailed impact analyses for the EIS. 

UDOT conducted a two-level (Level 1 and Level 2) screening evaluation of concepts. The initial agency and 
public inputs occurred during the project’s scoping process in 2022. A summary of the public and agency 
input received during the formal comment period held during the scoping phase is provided in Section 2.3.2, 
Scoping, and included the Scoping Summary Report. 

UDOT released a preliminary version of this report in November 2022 and provided a comment period from 
November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023. Section 2.3.4, Draft Alternatives Screening Process, summarizes 
the public and agency input received during the formal comment period held during the draft alternatives 
phase. Full copies of all public comments received are included in the I-15 EIS Draft Alternatives Public 
Comment Supplemental Report (UDOT 2023). 

As shown below in Figure 1-2, the project’s purpose and need are the foundation of the alternatives 
screening process. Level 1 screening was based on the project’s purpose. The project purpose is to improve 
safety, replace aging infrastructure, provide better mobility for all users, strengthen the state and local 
economy, and better connect communities along I-15 from Farmington to Salt Lake City as described in 
Section 1.4, Summary of the Project’s Purpose and Need. The concepts that passed Level 1 screening were 
determined to satisfy the project’s purpose and were further refined and evaluated with Level 2 screening 
criteria to determine their expected impacts to key resources. Concepts that do not satisfy the project’s 
purpose or that have identifiable adverse impacts were determined to be not reasonable. 

What is a concept? 

A concept is a preliminary 
alternative. For this project, the 
term concept is used before and 
during screening, and the term 
alternative is used after 
screening.  
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The alternatives development and screening process is designed to be dynamic throughout the EIS process. 
If a new alternative or refinement of an alternative is developed or arises later in the EIS process, it will be 
considered using the same screening considerations and criteria as the other alternatives, as described in 
this report. 

Figure 1-2. Screening Process Overview 
 

Develop Concepts to be Evaluated

Concept Level 1 Screening: 
Purpose and Need

Concept Level 2 
Screening: Environmental 

Impacts and Costs

Combine Concepts 
that Pass Screening 
into Alternatives and 
Conduct Preliminary 

Engineering

Detailed 
Alternatives 
Evaluation in 

Draft EIS
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1.3 Reasons Why a Concept Might Be Eliminated during the 
Screening Process 

This section describes the laws and applicable regulations and guidance used to determine whether a 
concept might be eliminated during the screening process. 

1.3.1 Council on Environmental Quality Regulations and Guidance 
NEPA’s implementing regulations define reasonable alternatives as those that meet the project’s purpose 
and need and that are technically and economically feasible. According to these regulations and guidance 
issued by the Council on Environmental Quality, there are three primary reasons why an alternative or 
concept might be determined to be not reasonable and be eliminated from further consideration. 

1. The alternative or concept does not satisfy the purpose of the project (evaluated in the Level 1 
screening for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project). 

2. The alternative or concept meets the purpose of the project but is unreasonable or infeasible based 
on a combination of other factors such as costs, logistical or technical issues, environmental 
impacts, or inability to meet permitting or other regulatory requirements (evaluated in the Level 2 
screening). During Level 2 alternatives screening analysis, permitting requirements were identified 
based on anticipated resource impacts. At this stage, however, no options were eliminated based on 
the criterion of an alternative's inability to meet those requirements. 

3. The alternative or concept substantially duplicates another alternative or concept; that is, it is 
otherwise reasonable but offers little or no advantage for satisfying the project’s purpose, and it has 
impacts and/or costs that are similar to or greater than those of other, similar alternatives or 
concepts (evaluated in the Level 2 screening). A concept could also be eliminated in Level 2 
screening if UDOT determines that the concept would substantially duplicate other concepts 
advanced through Level 2 screening, would have impacts substantially similar to those of other 
concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening, or would substantially duplicate other less 
harmful or less expensive concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening. 

1.3.2 Clean Water Act Requirements 
Because federally regulated wetlands or other waters of the United States might be present in the project 
study area, UDOT will consider compliance with the permitting requirement under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act during the concept development phase and the identification of alternatives for review in the EIS. 
If it appears that an individual Section 404 permit could be required, UDOT would consider standards in the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal 
Sites for Dredged or Fill Material (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 230) and Executive Order 
11990, Protection of Wetlands, during the concept development phase. 

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines state that “no discharge of dredged or fill material [to Section 404–
regulated waters] shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which 
would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other 
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significant adverse environmental consequences” [Section 230.10(a)]. This section of the Guidelines further 
states that: 

1. For the purpose of this requirement, practicable alternatives include but are not limited to: 

a. Activities which do not involve a discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United 
States or ocean waters; 

b. Discharges of dredged or fill material at other locations in waters of the United States or ocean 
waters; 

2. An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into consideration 
cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. If it is otherwise a 
practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the applicant which could reasonably be 
obtained, utilized, expanded, or managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity 
may be considered. 

3. Where the activity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a special aquatic site 
(as defined in Subpart E of the guidelines) does not require access or proximity to or siting within the 
special aquatic site in question to fulfill its basic purpose (i.e., is not water dependent), practicable 
alternatives that do not involve special aquatic sites are presumed to be available, unless clearly 
demonstrated otherwise. In addition, where a discharge is proposed for a special aquatic site, all 
practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a discharge into a special 
aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly 
demonstrated otherwise. 

1.3.3 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Requirements 
Pursuant to 23 USC Chapter 327 and the NEPA Assignment MOU, UDOT 
is responsible for compliance with Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966, as amended (49 USC Chapter 303), and with 
applicable provisions of Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965, as amended (54 USC Chapter 2003). 

Section 4(f) applies to certain publicly owned parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic properties that are listed on or 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Section 4(f) prohibits agencies within the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) from approving the use of any Section 4(f) land 
for a transportation project, except as follows: 

 First, the USDOT agency can approve the use of Section 4(f) land by making a determination that 
(1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative that would avoid the use of the Section 4(f) resource 
and (2) the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to that property, and, if there is 
more than one alternative with a use of Section 4(f) property with greater–than–de minimis impacts, 
the alternative would have the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s preservation purpose. 

 Second, the USDOT agency can approve the use of Section 4(f) property by making a finding of 
de minimis impact for that property. 

What is a de minimis impact? 

For publicly owned public parks, 
recreation areas, and wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, a de minimis 
impact is one that would not 
adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes of the 
property. 

For historic sites, a finding of 
de minimis impact means FHWA 
has determined that the project 
would have “no adverse effect” 
on the historic property. 
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A concept that would have more than a de minimis impact on Section 4(f) resources could be eliminated 
during Level 2 screening. To comply with the Section 4(f) regulations, UDOT will need to demonstrate that 
either (1) the alternative or concept selected would have a use with more than de minimis impacts on the 
Section 4(f) property or (2) there is no feasible and prudent alternative or concept that would avoid the use 
of the Section 4(f) property, and the alternative or concept includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 
Section 4(f) resources. If there is more than one alternative or concept with a use of Section 4(f) property 
with greater–than–de minimis impacts, UDOT must demonstrate that the alternative or concept would have 
the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s preservation purpose. 

Section 6(f) requires that the conversion of lands or facilities acquired with Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965 funds be approved by the U.S. Department of the Interior. Approval requires consideration 
of whether there are practical alternatives or concepts that would avoid the conversion of the land and, if not, 
“substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent 
usefulness and location.” A concept could be eliminated in Level 2 screening if that concept could not avoid 
Section 6(f) impacts or if there was not an opportunity to substitute converted land of equal value and 
reasonably equivalent usefulness and location. 

The Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report (UDOT 2022a) provides additional 
information regarding the methodology and process for developing and screening alternatives and concepts 
for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project. 

1.4 Summary of the Project’s Purpose and Need 
The primary criterion for determining whether an alternative or concept meets the various regulatory 
standards is whether it meets the purpose of the project. The purpose of the project is selected to address 
the needs for the project. 

1.4.1 Need for the Project 
I-15 between Farmington and Salt Lake City has aging infrastructure and 
worsening operational characteristics for current and projected (2050) 
travel demand, both of which contribute to decreased safety, increased 
congestion, lost productivity, and longer travel times. East-west streets 
that access or cross I-15 currently do not adequately address multimodal 
mobility. These streets are important to connect communities and support 
other travel modes such as biking, walking, and transit. When I-15 and its 
interchanges do not support travel demand, traffic is added to the local 
streets, which affects both the regional and local transportation system as 
well as safe, comfortable, and efficient travel by other modes. Additional details regarding the needs for the 
project are provided in the Draft Purpose and Need (UDOT 2022b). 

What is travel demand? 

Travel demand is the expected 
number of transportation trips in 
an area. Travel demand can be 
met by various modes of travel, 
such as automobile, bus, light 
rail, carpooling, and bicycling. 
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1.4.2 Purpose of the Project 
The purpose of the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project is to improve safety, replace aging 
infrastructure, provide better mobility for all users, strengthen the state and local economy, and better 
connect communities along I-15 from Farmington to Salt Lake City. The project purpose consists of the 
following objectives, which are organized by UDOT’s Quality of Life Framework categories of Good Health, 
Connected Communities, Strong Economy, and Better Mobility: 

Improve Safety 
 Improve the safety and operations of the I-15 

mainline, I-15 interchanges, bicyclist and 
pedestrian crossings, and connected roadway 
network. 

Better Connect Communities 
 Be consistent with planned land use, growth 

objectives, and transportation plans. 
 Support the planned FrontRunner Double Track 

projects and enhance access and connectivity to 
FrontRunner, to regional transit and trails, and 
across I-15. 

Strengthen the Economy 
 Replace aging infrastructure on I-15. 
 Enhance the economy by reducing travel 

delay on I-15. 

Improve Mobility for All Users 
 Improve mobility and operations on the I-15 

mainline, I-15 interchanges, connected 
roadway network, transit connections, and 
bicyclist and pedestrian facilities to help 
accommodate projected travel demand 
in 2050. 

Table 2-1, Level 1 Screening Criteria and Measures, in Section 2.2.1, Level 1 Screening, provides the 
Level 1 screening measures for each of these items. 
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2.0 Alternatives Development and Screening 
Process 

2.1 Study Area and Logical Termini  
The study area for the I-15 EIS extends on I-15 from the U.S. Highway 89 
(U.S. 89)/Legacy Parkway/Park Lane interchange (I-15 milepost 325) in 
Farmington to the Interstate 80 (I-80) West/400 South interchange 
(I-15 milepost 308) in Salt Lake City (see Figure 1-1 above). The 
boundaries for the study area shown in Figure 1-1 extend north of the 
north terminus and south of the south terminus to include ramps that 
begin or end at these interchanges. 

Pursuant to 23 CFR Section 771.111(f), UDOT developed the logical 
termini for the I-15 EIS to include areas that would influence the proposed 
project’s transportation operations. These logical termini are also an adequate distance apart to assess the 
environmental impacts on a broad scope, and they are located at rational end points for evaluating proposed 
transportation improvements. The identified logical termini for the study area are sufficiently broad and do 
not prevent UDOT from considering a reasonable range of alternatives that could meet the identified needs 
for the project. For more information about the logical termini, see Section 1.1.2, Description of the Needs 
Assessment Area and Logical Termini, of the Draft Purpose and Need (UDOT 2022b). 

2.2 Screening Process Overview 
2.2.1 Level 1 Screening  
Level 1 screening was based on the project purpose. Each of the initial 
concepts was evaluated using criteria that identified whether the concept 
would meet the purpose of the project. Concepts that were determined to 
not meet the purpose of the project were screened from further 
consideration by UDOT because they would also not satisfy the standards 
under NEPA, the Clean Water Act, Section 4(f), and Section 6(f). As a 
result, these concepts were not carried forward for further analysis. 

The initial concepts were screened against criteria pertaining to travel 
demand, safety, and bicyclist and pedestrian access and connectivity 
(Table 2-1). To accommodate Level 1 screening, UDOT developed the 
initial concepts in enough detail to allow them to use the Wasatch Front 
Regional Council’s (WFRC) travel demand model to forecast the future 
traffic volumes and associated congestion for I-15. Not all measures apply 
to all project elements considered in the EIS. For example, delay and 
congestion measures do not apply to bicyclist and pedestrian crossing 
improvements.  

What are logical termini? 

Logical termini are the rational 
end points for evaluating 
proposed transportation 
improvements. Generally, they 
are the points of major traffic 
generation such as intersecting 
roads.  

What is the purpose of Level 1 
screening? 

Level 1 screening eliminates 
concepts that do not meet the 
purpose of the project. 

What is a travel demand 
model? 

A travel demand model is a 
computer model that predicts the 
number of transportation trips 
(travel demand) in an area at a 
given time. The travel demand 
model used for the I-15 project is 
maintained by WFRC. 
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Table 2-1. Level 1 Screening Criteria and Measures 
Quality of Life 
Category Criterion Measure(s) 

Improve Safety 

Improve the safety and operations of 
the I-15 mainline, I-15 interchanges, 
bicyclist and pedestrian crossings, 
and connected roadway network. 

 Does the concept meet UDOT’s safety standards (such as curvature, 
lane and shoulder widths, access, and sight distance)? (Yes/No) 

 Does the concept meet UDOT’s operational standards (such as traffic 
weaving, ramp operations, and queuing)? (Yes/No) 

 Can the concept be designed to reduce conflicts between motorized 
and bicyclist and pedestrian modes? (Yes/No) 

 Does the concept improve bicyclist and pedestrian accommodations 
at cross streets or interchanges? (Yes/No) 

Better Connect 
Communities 

Be consistent with planned land use, 
growth objectives, and transportation 
plans. 

 Is the concept consistent with land use and transportation plans? 
(Yes/No) 

Support the planned FrontRunner 
Double Track projects and enhance 
access and connectivity to 
FrontRunner, to regional transit and 
trails, and across I-15.  

 Does the concept provide sufficient space for the Utah Transit 
Authority to construct the planned FrontRunner Double Track 
projects? (Yes/No) 

 Can the concept be designed to improve connectivity to FrontRunner 
stations? (Yes/No) 

 Can the concept be designed to enhance bicyclist and pedestrian 
access across I-15 and connectivity to regional trails? (Yes/No) 

Strengthen the 
Economy 

Replace aging infrastructure on I-15.   Does the concept address I-15 aging infrastructure needs? (Yes/No) 

Enhance the economy by reducing 
travel delay on I-15. 

 Does the concept reduce daily hours of delay on I-15, interchanges, 
and cross streets in 2050? a  

Improve Mobility 
for All Users b 

Improve mobility and operations on 
the I-15 mainline, I-15 interchanges, 
connected roadway network, transit 
connections, and bicyclist and 
pedestrian facilities to help 
accommodate projected travel 
demand in 2050. 

 Does the concept decrease through-traffic travel time on I-15 during 
the morning and evening peak periods? a,c 

 Does the concept improve average speed on I-15 during the morning 
and evening peak periods? a,c  

a UDOT determined whether concepts met these three measures when comparing the concepts’ modeled metrics versus the no-action 
conditions in 2050. 

b Measures for improving the mobility of transit and bicyclist and pedestrian modes are included in the “Improve Safety” and “Better 
Connect Communities” categories. These measures would improve mobility for transit and bicyclist and pedestrian modes. To avoid 
duplication, they are not repeated in the “Improve Mobility for All Users” category. 

c Both of these metrics compare traffic conditions with the concepts versus the no-action conditions during the morning and evening 
peak 4-hour periods in 2050. Peak periods are the periods of the day with the greatest amounts of traffic. For the I-15 project, the 
morning peak period is from 6 AM to 10 AM, and the evening peak period is from 3 PM to 7 PM. 
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2.2.2 Level 2 Screening 
Level 2 screening identifies and then eliminates concepts that are not 
practicable, feasible, and reasonable. During Level 2 screening, UDOT 
collectively evaluated the concepts that passed Level 1 screening against 
criteria that focus on the concepts’ impacts to the natural and built 
environment, estimated project costs, logistical considerations, and 
technological feasibility. These Level 2 screening criteria also support 
UDOT’s Quality of Life Framework categories of Good Health, Connected 
Communities, Strong Economy, and Better Mobility. 

Public and agency comments received during the formal scoping comment period and the draft alternatives 
public comment period were particularly relevant during Level 2 screening because several of the Level 2 
screening criteria focus on local and community elements and regulated resources such as housing and 
equity concerns. Table 2-2 lists the Level 2 screening criteria. 

Table 2-2. Level 2 Screening Criteria and Measures 
Criterion Measure 

Impacts to the natural 
environment 

 Acres and types of aquatic resources (wetlands, streams, and springs) a 
 Linear feet of ditches and creeks affected 
 Acres of floodplains affected 

Access to transit, bicyclist, and 
pedestrian facilities  Number and relative quality of connections to regional transit facilities and regional trails  

Impacts to Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) resources 

 Number and types of Section 4(f) uses b 
 Number and types of Section 6(f) conversions b 

Impacts to the built 
environment 

 Number and area of parks, trails, and other recreation resources affected 
 Number of community facilities affected 
 Number of potential property acquisitions, including residential and business relocations 
 Number of cultural resources (for example, historic and archaeological resources) affected 
 Potential impacts and benefits to low-income or minority populations (environmental justice 

populations) c 

Cost, technology, and logistics 
 Estimated project cost (general) 
 Constructability given available technology 
 Logistical considerations 

a Consistent with the avoidance and minimization concepts of the Clean Water Act, a concept with the potential to impact a 
substantially greater number of delineated aquatic features could be eliminated from detailed study in the EIS. However, UDOT will 
not eliminate a concept from detailed study in the EIS unless it is clear that the concept would not comply with the Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. For more information, see Section 1.3.2, Clean Water Act Requirements. 

b Based on the requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965, a concept with substantially greater Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) impacts could be eliminated from 
detailed study in the EIS. For more information, see Section 1.3.3, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Requirements. 

c Areas with higher percentages of low-income or minority populations are identified using U.S. Census data.  

The criteria listed above in Table 2-2 were selected based on applicable federal regulations—such as 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act—

What is the purpose of Level 2 
screening? 

Level 2 screening identifies and 
then eliminates concepts that are 
not practicable, feasible, and 
reasonable.  
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and comments received during agency and public outreach. Waters of the United States and Section 4(f) 
properties were given special consideration during screening because federal laws require UDOT to 
consider and analyze alternatives that avoid or minimize impacts to these resources. See Section 1.3, 
Reasons Why a Concept Might Be Eliminated during the Screening Process, for more information regarding 
Section 4(f) of the of the Department of Transportation Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

The overall process for Level 2 screening includes the following steps: 

1. Develop basic alignments and footprints, including rights-of-way, for the concepts carried forward 
from Level 1 screening. The concept design will try to minimize impacts to natural resources and the 
built environment while meeting design standards. Concepts that pass Level 2 screening will be 
further refined during the engineering process. 

2. Review the concepts to make sure they continue to meet basic requirements for roadway design and 
safety. 

3. Evaluate the concepts for costs, logistical considerations, and technological feasibility and determine 
whether any of the concepts would have substantially greater impacts or costs without having 
substantially greater benefits. 

4. Convert the concepts’ footprints to geographic information systems (GIS) format and perform GIS 
analysis to determine the extent of resource impacts for each concept. 

5. Compare the concepts’ effects on the resources listed above in Table 2-2 to determine the 
practicable, feasible, and reasonable concepts that will be advanced for detailed analysis in the 
Draft EIS. 

Using the information gathered from Level 2 screening, UDOT will determine which concepts should be 
combined into corridor-wide alternatives to study in detail in the EIS. More information about each of these 
steps is provided below. For more information, see Section 1.3, Reasons Why a Concept Might Be 
Eliminated during the Screening Process. 

Estimate Impacts to Natural Resources and the Built Environment. Using GIS software, UDOT will 
estimate how each concept that passed Level 1 screening might affect resources such as wetlands and 
other waters of the United States, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources, existing and planned parks and 
trail systems, cultural resources, and community facilities such as schools, senior centers, fire stations, and 
community gathering places. The number of impacts will be determined by overlaying the estimated right-of-
way for each concept on the GIS datasets for these resources. UDOT will use the same approach to identify 
the expected number of impacts to homes and businesses, property acquisitions, community resources, and 
environmental justice concerns. As part of this effort, UDOT will research and use various data sources and 
tools (for example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Justice and Screening Tool) 
to identify potentially sensitive groups and assess, during Level 2 screening, impacts to these groups. 

Compare Impacts and Costs to Benefits. UDOT will use the screening results to determine whether any 
concepts would have the same or similar benefits as other concepts but would have substantially greater 
impacts or costs. Those concepts would be considered unreasonable for NEPA purposes and will be 
eliminated. Additionally, concepts may also be eliminated in Level 2 screening if it is determined that the 
concept would substantially duplicate or overlap other concepts advanced through Level 2 screening, would 
have impacts substantially similar to those of other concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening, 
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or would substantially duplicate other less harmful or less expensive concepts that are advanced through 
Level 2 screening. 

Evaluate Concepts for Consistency with Permitting Requirements and Agency Approvals. UDOT will 
evaluate the concepts independently for their consistency with applicable permitting requirements. If the 
impact assessment indicates that an individual Clean Water Act Section 404 permit could be required for 
one or more concepts, UDOT will consider whether a concept is likely to be practicable for Section 404(b)(1) 
purposes. If UDOT determines that the concept is likely to be practicable and could have fewer adverse 
impacts to the aquatic environment than other concepts, it will be retained for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

If the impact assessment found that a Section 4(f) use with greater–than–
de minimis impact could be required for one or more concepts, UDOT will 
consider whether a concept is prudent and feasible for Section 4(f) 
purposes. If a concept is found by UDOT to be prudent and feasible and 
to have fewer adverse impacts to Section 4(f) resources than other 
concepts, it will be retained for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.3 Development of Initial Concepts 
The first phase in the alternatives development and screening process 
was identifying a list of initial concepts. To be considered an initial 
concept, a concept needed to be applicable to the study area defined 
above and needed to present a type of solution that could meet the 
project’s purpose and identified transportation needs. The initial concepts 
were developed with input from existing transportation plans, the public, 
local municipal governments, stakeholders, and resource agencies 

UDOT developed the initial concepts based on previous planning studies and through input collected during 
the EIS public scoping period (April 11 to May 13, 2022) and from the input and responses provided during 
the draft alternatives public comment period (November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023). 

Initial concepts related to bicyclist and pedestrian improvements were identified from existing plans and from 
the input gathered during the Smart Growth America workshops held in spring 2022. The Smart Growth 
America workshop attendees included local government officials and other community stakeholders and 
were focused on identifying bicyclist and pedestrian needs and concepts that could address these needs 
along the I-15 corridor. 

What is a de minimis impact? 

For publicly owned parks, 
recreation areas, and wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, a de minimis 
impact is one that would not 
adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes of the 
property. For historic sites, a 
de minimis impact means that 
UDOT has determined that 
either the project would not 
affect the historic property or the 
project would have “no adverse 
effect” on the historic property. 



 

14 | September 2023 Alternatives Development and Screening Report 

2.3.1 Previous Studies and Plans 
UDOT identified potential concepts from the following previous transportation plans and studies (listed in 
chronological order): 

 I-15 North Corridor Downtown Salt Lake City to Kaysville – Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(UDOT 1998) 

 I-15 North and Commuter Rail Collaborative Design Planning Study (UDOT and UTA 2009) 
 Salt Lake City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (Salt Lake City 2015) 
 Wasatch Front Central Corridor Study (UDOT et al. 2015) 
 I-15 and Parrish Lane Single-point Urban Interchange (SPUI) Concept Report (UDOT 2016) 
 I-15; 400 South, SLC and 2600 South, Woods Cross Traffic Study (UDOT 2018) 
 Future of FrontRunner Final Report (UTA 2018) 
 I-15 Northbound; I-215 South Interchange Murray and 600 North Traffic Study (UDOT 2019) 
 Wasatch Front Regional Council’s 2019–2050 Regional Transportation Plan (WFRC 2019) 
 Davis County I-15 Study (UDOT 2020) 
 South Davis County Active Transportation Plan (APD and TR 2020) 
 600/700 North Mobility, Safety, and Transit Improvements Study (Salt Lake City 2021) 

A summary of prior studies and recommendations is included in Appendix A.2 of the Draft Purpose 
and Need (UDOT 2022b). 

2.3.2 Scoping 
UDOT used the scoping process to identify and review the purpose of and 
need for the project and alternatives to consider in the EIS. UDOT used 
several methods to involve agencies and the public during the 
development of alternatives, including meetings, a project website, and 
newsletters to advertise and allow reviews of project materials. In 
addition, the study team sought engagement that included equitable 
outreach, affordable-housing interests, and outreach in areas of the study 
area that historically might have been underserved due to language or 
other outreach barriers. The team has collaboratively worked with local 
elected officials and community leaders to build a list of key stakeholders 
representing local residents, business owners, and other interested 
participants and to better understand the unique needs, concerns, and 
makeup of each community within the study area. 

What is scoping? 

NEPA scoping is a formal EIS 
outreach and coordination 
process to determine the scope 
of issues to be addressed and to 
identify significant issues related 
to the proposed action. UDOT 
conducted an early scoping 
process in 2020 prior to initiating 
the EIS. Another formal scoping 
process was conducted when 
UDOT published, in March 2022, 
the Notice of Intent to prepare 
the I-15 EIS.  
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Scoping and Notice of Intent 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the I-15 EIS was published on March 28, 2022, which initiated the 
formal scoping period. The Scoping Summary Report (UDOT 2022c) summarizes public and agency input 
gathered during the formal scoping period. The NOI and scoping materials presented the following initial 
concepts for comment: 

 No action; 
 Capacity improvements to I-15 such as adding general-purpose, high-occupancy, or auxiliary 

lanes and interchange improvements; 
 Additional or modified accesses to and from I-15; 
 Additional or modified road, bicyclist, and pedestrian crossings of I-15; 
 Additional or modified bicyclist and pedestrian connections to FrontRunner stations and 

regional trails; 
 Transportation System Management (TSM); and 
 Combinations of any of the above. 

As part of the scoping process, UDOT conducted an inclusive notification process during spring 2022. This 
inclusive notification process included efforts such as community canvassing and engagement, virtual flyers, 
signage, social media, project website notices, and press releases to gather feedback from everyone who 
may be interested in the project. As discussed in the Scoping Summary Report (UDOT 2022c), UDOT 
received comments during the 24 city council presentations and 2 equity working group meetings, as well as 
900 individual comment submissions. Comments addressed a variety of issues, including access to Glovers 
Lane from I-15 or West Davis Corridor, bicyclist and pedestrian accommodations across I-15, new 
interchanges or interchange modifications, pavement quality, noise impacts, grade-separating rail lines and 
local streets, and other concept ideas related to transit, TSM, travel demand management (TDM), tolling, 
and lane restrictions. A summary of the outreach efforts and comments received is included in the Scoping 
Summary Report. 

2.3.3 Consideration of Transit, Travel Demand Management, and 
Transportation System Management Concepts 

UDOT received many comments during the scoping period (summarized 
in Section 2.3.2, Scoping) and the draft alternatives public comment 
period (summarized in Section 2.3.4, Draft Alternatives Screening 
Process) requesting that UDOT consider standalone (meaning no 
roadway improvement) transit, TDM, or TSM concepts instead of 
improvements to I-15. No standalone transit, TDM, or TSM concepts were 
identified for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project because these 
concepts would not meet the purpose of the project. As standalone 
options, transit, TDM, or TSM concepts would not address aging 
infrastructure on I-15, improve safety on I-15, or meet the projected travel 
demand in 2050. 

Why was a transit-only 
alternative not considered? 

A transit-only alternative would 
not meet the purpose of the 
project because it would not 
address aging infrastructure 
needs on I-15, improve safety on 
I-15, or meet the projected travel 
demand in 2050.  
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The alternatives for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project considered by UDOT will accommodate all 
current and proposed transit projects identified in WFRC’s 2019–2050 Regional Transportation Plan (2019–
2050 RTP) (including the planned Utah Transit Authority [UTA] FrontRunner Double Track projects and a 
new Davis-Salt Lake bus service project). To ensure that the I-15 project’s alternatives support all planned 
transit projects, UDOT’s Level 1 screening criteria for this I-15 project include the criterion to “support the 
planned FrontRunner Double Track projects and enhance access and connectivity to FrontRunner and 
regional transit.” TDM is also included in the 2050 no-action conditions as part of the planned I-15 managed 
motorways project. 

Transit Concepts Comments during the Draft Alternatives Screening Process 
Many other commenters requested that UDOT double-track the FrontRunner commuter rail instead of 
making improvements to I-15. As described in the Draft Purpose and Need (UDOT 2022b), the 2050 
no-action conditions for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project assume that all funded transit and 
roadway projects in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP (including the planned UTA FrontRunner Double Track 
projects and a new Davis–Salt Lake bus service project) would be constructed and operational. Because the 
planned UTA FrontRunner Double Track projects are already part of the 2050 no-action conditions, a 
double-tracking project was not considered as a separate transit concept for the I-15 Farmington to Salt 
Lake City Project. The projected ridership assumptions of the future, funded transit projects are included in 
WFRC’s travel demand model and were reviewed during the alternatives development for I-15 to develop 
alternatives that can support the 2050 travel demand that is in addition to the projected transit ridership. 
These assumptions are included in the Mobility Memorandum (UDOT 2022e). 

The transit-specific concepts listed in Table 2-3 were suggested during the draft alternatives public comment 
period but did not pass Level 1 Screening. These concepts would not move enough people to remove the 
need to widen I-15 and do not support the purpose of the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which 
includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on I-15. 

Although none of these transit concepts passed Level 1 screening, UDOT is supporting existing and planned 
transit network by working closely with UTA to provide adequate space for the planned double-tracking 
FrontRunner, improving multimodal connections to the Woods Cross FrontRunner Station, and supporting 
all existing and planned bus routes that use I-15 or other roads in the I-15 study area. 
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Table 2-3. Explanation Why Transit Concepts Suggested during the EIS Draft Alternatives Public 
Comment Period Did Not Pass Level 1 Screening 
Concept  Preliminary Evaluation  

Double-track 
FrontRunner 

Double-tracking FrontRunner is in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP and part of the no-action scenario in the travel 
demand model used for the EIS. UDOT’s Level 1 screening criteria for I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project 
includes the criterion to “support the planned FrontRunner Double Track projects and enhance access and 
connectivity to FrontRunner and Regional Transit. All I-15 mainline concepts evaluated for the I-15 Farmington to 
Salt Lake City EIS assume that FrontRunner will have two tracks. The current ridership in 2019 is about 6,000 
riders per day, and, with the double-track ridership, the ridership in 2050 is estimated to be between 14,000 and 
21,000 riders per day depending on headways. The estimated increase in FrontRunner commuter rail trips would 
serve future north-south travel demand between Salt Lake and Davis Counties but would not be enough to offset 
the need to add additional capacity to the system; an additional 140,000 person-trips are expected to occur across 
the Salt Lake County–Davis County border between 2019 and 2050.  

Implement the 
Rio Grande Plan 

The Rio Grande Plan involves burying the Union Pacific and UTA FrontRunner railroad tracks on 500 West 
between about 900 South and North Temple in Salt Lake City. The Rio Grande Plan is a proposed change in land 
use and not a regional transportation solution. The Rio Grande Plan does not address the purpose of the I-15 
Farmington to Salt Lake City Project. Aging infrastructure on I-15 is one element of the purpose that needs to be 
satisfied by an alternative. The Rio Grande Plan would not address the maintenance, safety, economic, or mobility 
needs for I-15. The I-15 project is still needed whether or not the Rio Grande Plan is implemented. 

Convert high-
occupancy/toll 
(HOT) lanes to 
bus only and do 
not widen I-15 

Traffic analysis has shown that at least 5 general-purpose (GP) lanes are still needed in both directions on I-15 
regardless of the restrictions put on the managed lanes, HOT lanes. Buses are allowed to use the existing and 
planned HOT lanes. If the managed lanes were restricted to bus only instead of HOT, it is possible that additional 
capacity on I-15 (either GP lanes or HOT lanes) might be needed in addition to the I-15 mainline alternatives 
presented to accommodate projected travel demand. 

Remove existing 
HOT lanes and 
implement light 
rail down the 
center of I-15 

There is not currently a plan for a light rail project on I-15 in UTA’s long-range plan or in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP. 
Both the UTA long-range plan and WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP prioritize double-tracking FrontRunner and the 
Davis-Salt Lake Community Connector Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) projects for improving regional transit mobility in 
the EIS study area. The I-15 alternatives support all planned transit projects documented in the UTA long-range 
plan and WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP.  

Build an above-
grade high-speed 
rail system in the 
Salt Lake Valley 

Building an above-grade high-speed rail system is not in UTA’s long-range plan or in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP, 
and a high-speed rail system does not support the purpose of the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which 
includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on I-15. Both the UTA long-range plan and WFRC’s 2019–
2050 RTP prioritize double-tracking FrontRunner and the Davis-Salt Lake Community Connector BRT projects for 
improving regional transit mobility in the EIS study area.  

Source: UDOT 2023 
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2.3.4 Draft Alternatives Screening Process 
The results of the draft alternatives screening process were published for agency and public review on 
November 10, 2022. The review and comment period was from November 10, 2022, through January 13, 
2023. The process included an online public meeting on November 14, 2022; two in-person public meetings 
on November 15 and 16, 2022; meetings with three local area working group meetings; and 
34 presentations or meetings with agencies or stakeholders. Local area working groups were developed to 
represent a cross-section of each community in the study area, representing communities of color; local 
businesses; youth, cycling, and pedestrian advocates; persons with disabilities; and more. A list of these 
meetings is included in Attachment C, Public Involvement Materials for Draft Alternatives November 2022. 

The public engagement during the draft alternatives screening process included a focus on equitable 
outreach and implemented new strategies in parts of the study area that historically might have been 
underserved due to language, socioeconomic, racial, or other outreach barriers. To help to reduce barriers 
to participation at the two in-person open house events, the study team provided, at no cost to the 
attendees, food, a kid’s corner with supervised activities, and transportation (rideshare services and UTA 
On-Demand were both provided as options). All study information was made available in both English and 
Spanish, and interpretation services were provided at the in-person events. The online comment tools were 
also provided in both languages, and the open house events were held at locations that meet Americans 
with Disabilities Act accessibility requirements. 

Public and Agency Review 
During the draft alternatives public comment period, 2,890 comments were received from the public and 
agencies. A summary of the public and agency comments in included in Attachment D, Draft Alternatives 
Comment Summary. Full copies of all public and agency comments are provided in I-15 EIS: Draft 
Alternatives Comments January 2023 (UDOT 2023). The majority of the comments received were about 
community impacts, property impacts, impacts to environmental justice communities, air quality impacts, 
noise impacts, the need for the project, future travel demand, requests for transit, and comments for actions 
that are outside the jurisdiction of UDOT, such as requests for changes to zoning and land use. To a lesser 
degree, included among those comments were some new concepts, variations of existing concepts, and 
comments about the screening process and screening criteria. 

Some commentors requested that UDOT work with other agencies such as UTA. UTA and many other State 
agencies are participating agencies on this EIS as documented in the Coordination Plan (UDOT 2022d). 
Many agencies provided comments during the draft alternatives screening process. Those comments are 
also included in I-15 EIS: Draft Alternatives Comments January 2023. 

Comments related to transit concepts are described above in Section 2.3.3, Consideration of Transit, Travel 
Demand Management, and Transportation System Management Concepts. 

Comments related to other roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle concepts are described below in Section 2.3.5, 
New Concepts Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period (November 10, 2022, to 
January 13, 2023). 
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2.3.5 New Concepts Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public 
Comment Period (November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023) 

Table 2-4 below describes the new concepts or variations on existing concepts that were identified during 
the draft alternatives public comment period from November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023. These public 
concepts were developed and evaluated to determine whether they would be considered mainline, 
interchange, or bicyclist and pedestrian concepts and then were evaluated to determine whether they would 
pass Level 1 and Level 2 screening. As shown in Table 2-4, this evaluation determined that one of the public 
concepts would meet the purpose of the project and was therefore reviewed in Level 2 screening. 

Several other public and agency concepts requested grade-separated railroad crossing improvements at 
Center Street in North Salt Lake, 2600 South/1100 North in North Salt Lake, and 500 South in Woods Cross. 
These railroad crossings are separate projects in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP. The I-15 Farmington to Salt 
Lake City EIS will be forward-compatible with the planned future projects to grade-separate the Center 
Street, 2600 South/1100 North, and 500 South railroad crossings. 

Several other public and agency concepts requested final design-related comments about turn lanes 
(number, locations, start/end points, etc.), intersection types (signalized, stop, roundabouts, etc.), bicycle 
and pedestrian lanes (separation, location, priority, etc.), and landscaping and aesthetics. UDOT will 
consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced through Level 2 
screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway needs, bicyclist and 
pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to adjacent properties and 
other resources. 
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Table 2-4. Preliminary Evaluation of Concepts Suggested during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 

Suggested 
Concept 

Part of 
No-action/
Baseline 

Reason for Not Including in the Proposed Alternatives 

Evaluated Further in 
Level 1 Screening 

Considered as Part of 
Alternative Design for 
Concepts Advanced 

through Screening to EIS 
a 

Additional Information Redundant 
with Other 
Concepts 

Does Not 
Meet Project 
Objectives 

Outside the 
EIS 

Study Area 

Outside the 
Scope of 
the EIS 

Technically 
and/or 

Feasibly 
Prohibitive 

Alternatives to Widening I-15 
Widen Legacy 
Parkway instead of 
I-15 

      No  
Widening Legacy Parkway from 2 lanes to 3 lanes in each direction is in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP and is 
part of the no-action scenario in the travel demand model used for the EIS.  

Widen both Legacy 
Parkway and 
Interstate 215 (I-215) 
instead of I-15 

      No  
Widening Legacy Parkway from 2 lanes to 3 lanes and widening I-215 from 4/5 lanes to 5/6 lanes in each 
direction are both in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP and are part of the no-action scenario in the travel demand 
model used for the EIS. 

Remove I-15       No  Removing I-15, even if removing only one segment in the study area, does not support the purpose of the 
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project and would have far-reaching impacts for mobility in Utah.  

Double-deck I-15       No  

The cost of constructing elevated highways is substantially more than the cost of constructing at grade. 
UDOT has determined that building I-15 completely on structures would not be a reasonable or practical 
option for any of the I-15 alternatives. In addition, elevated structures are more expensive to maintain and 
more difficult to operate due to the additional complexities around accessing interchanges and local roads. 
Elevated structures also tend to develop ice on the roadway surface during winter, causing unnecessary 
safety issues.  

Convert Legacy 
Parkway to a 
reversible system with 
gates at the on- and 
off-ramps (similar to 
Seattle) 

      No  

Widening Legacy Parkway from 2 to 3 lanes in each direction is in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP and is part of 
the no-action scenario in the travel demand model used for the EIS. WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP shows that 
additional capacity is needed on both Legacy Parkway and I-15. Adding even more capacity on Legacy 
Parkway than what is assumed in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP does not support the purpose of the I-15 
Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on I-15.  

Create a truck bypass 
west of the Great Salt 
Lake 

      No  

Constructing a truck bypass on the west side of the Great Salt Lake would be cost-prohibitive and would 
result in unreasonable out-of-direction travel for commercial trucks. A truck bypass on the west side of the 
Great Salt Lake does not support the purpose of the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which 
includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on I-15. 

Create a truck corridor 
between Ogden and 
Payson 

      No  

Creating a separate facility just for trucks between Ogden and Payson does not support the purpose of the 
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on 
I-15. Trucks are allowed to use I-15, I-80, I-215, Legacy Parkway, and all other major freeways or arterials 
on the state road network. 

Implement minimum 
speeds for traffic 
management 

      No  

Traffic speeds are a function of many variables including signed speed limits, roadway capacity, and 
congestion. The traffic analysis for the I-15 EIS modeled speed data based off these variables. 
Assigning speed limits is outside of the scope of an EIS and is developed per Utah State Code Title 41-6a-
6 and UDOT policies. Minimum speed is not an alternative and does not support the purpose of the I-15 
Farmington to Salt Lake City Project, which includes addressing aging infrastructure and safety on I-15. 

Make every lane on 
I-15 a HOT lane 

      No  

All concepts evaluated for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City EIS use the HOT lane assumptions in 
WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP, which are currently 1 HOT lane each direction. WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP 
assumes that, by 2050, I-15 along the broader Wasatch Front (Weber, Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah 
Counties) will be converted to 4 GP and 2 HOT lanes. However, to maintain consistency of the HOT lanes 
on I-15 throughout the Wasatch Front, this conversion to 2 HOT lanes would likely occur as part of a 
larger, regional project for the Wasatch Front (not just for the segment of I-15 included in the EIS study 
area). Evaluating concepts that would make all lanes HOT lanes is inconsistent with the existing and 
planned number of GP and HOT lanes on I-15 north and south of the EIS study area in WFRC’s 2019–
2050 RTP.  

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2-4. Preliminary Evaluation of Concepts Suggested during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 

Suggested 
Concept 

Part of 
No-action/
Baseline 

Reason for Not Including in the Proposed Alternatives 

Evaluated Further in 
Level 1 Screening 

Considered as Part of 
Alternative Design for 
Concepts Advanced 

through Screening to EIS 
a 

Additional Information Redundant 
with Other 
Concepts 

Does Not 
Meet Project 
Objectives 

Outside the 
EIS 

Study Area 

Outside the 
Scope of 
the EIS 

Technically 
and/or 

Feasibly 
Prohibitive 

Remove the current 
HOT lanes on I-15 and 
make them general 
purpose 

      No  

All concepts evaluated for the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City EIS use the HOT lane assumptions in 
WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP, which are currently 1 HOT lane each direction. WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP 
assumes that, by 2050, I-15 along the broader Wasatch Front (Weber, Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah 
Counties) will be converted to 4 GP and 2 HOT lanes. However, to maintain consistency of the HOT lanes 
on I-15 throughout the Wasatch Front, this conversion to 2 HOT lanes would likely occur as part of a 
larger, regional project for the Wasatch Front (not just for the segment of I-15 included in the EIS study 
area). Evaluating concepts that would make all lanes HOT lanes is inconsistent with the existing and 
planned number of GP and HOT lanes on I-15 north and south of the EIS study area in WFRC’s 2019–
2050 RTP. 

I-15 Mainline – General 
Bury, cap and cover, 
or tunnel I-15 in Salt 
Lake City 

      Yes  
Four tunnel options were evaluated for the segment of I-15 in Salt Lake City between North Temple and 
600 North. For the results of this analysis, see Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and 
Pedestrian Concepts in Salt Lake City on page 61. 

No additional capacity 
on I-15 with 
interchange 
improvements 

      Yes  
This concept was evaluated in Level 1 screening. See Section 3.1.1, Level 1 Screening for Mainline 
Concepts, and Table 3-1, Level 1 Screening of I-15 Mainline Concepts, for more information about this 
concept. 

Shift I-15 west in 
Davis County       No  

For all I-15 concepts, UDOT tried to minimize impacts to all resources. In Davis County between 400 North 
and Farmington, the Union Pacific and UTA FrontRunner railroad tracks are west of I-15. Part of the 
purpose of the I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City Project is to “support the planned FrontRunner Double 
Track projects.” In this segment, UDOT is supporting the planned FrontRunner Double Track projects by 
leaving UTA enough space west of I-15 to construct the planned double track. Relocating the railroad 
tracks to the west is not a feasible concept. Land is not available on the west side onto which to move the 
railroad tracks (both one existing and one planned UTA FrontRunner track and two Union Pacific tracks 
are west of I-15). Moving the four railroad tracks would then require moving the power lines west of the 
railroad tracks and also moving Legacy Parkway, which is west of the power lines. Moving the railroad 
tracks, power lines, and Legacy Parkway is not feasible or cost-effective and would also result in 
substantial impacts to private property on the west side of Legacy Parkway. 

I-15 Mainline – Reversible Option B  
Do not widen I-15, and 
implement the 
reversible option by 
converting the existing 
HOV lanes  

      No  

Traffic modeling for the project showed that additional roadway capacity is needed to improve operations, 
reduce delay, and improve travel time and average speed on I-15 in 2050. Traffic modeling for the 
evaluated options is included in Section 3.1, Level 1 and Level 2 Screening for I-15 Mainline Concepts. Not 
adding roadway capacity and converting all lanes to HOV/HOT lanes would reduce capacity lower than the 
no-action conditions and would not meet the purpose and need for the project.  

Implement a flexible 
reversible system that 
can adjust for 
changing conditions 

      No  

UDOT evaluated a reversible lane system as part of the 5 GP each direction and 2 reversible express 
lanes concept. This concept assumed that the 2 reversible express lanes would operate southbound in the 
morning period and northbound in the afternoon period to match higher traffic flows in those directions 
during those time periods. Due to safety and operational considerations related to reversing the directions 
of travel on the reversible lanes, all existing reversible lane systems assume planned time frames when the 
reversible lanes operate in specific directions. Given the time required to switch over reversible lanes 
safely and public expectations about hours of operations, it is not feasible or prudent to have a system with 
more flexibility.  

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2-4. Preliminary Evaluation of Concepts Suggested during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 

Suggested 
Concept 

Part of 
No-action/
Baseline 

Reason for Not Including in the Proposed Alternatives 

Evaluated Further in 
Level 1 Screening 

Considered as Part of 
Alternative Design for 
Concepts Advanced 

through Screening to EIS 
a 

Additional Information Redundant 
with Other 
Concepts 

Does Not 
Meet Project 
Objectives 

Outside the 
EIS 

Study Area 

Outside the 
Scope of 
the EIS 

Technically 
and/or 

Feasibly 
Prohibitive 

Salt Lake City 

Physically separate 
bike facilities on 
600 North 

        

UDOT will consider this concept as part of higher level design for the concepts that are advanced through 
Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. This concept will be evaluated along with roadway needs, pedestrian 
and bicyclist needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to adjacent properties 
and other resources. 

Add a new pedestrian 
pathway connection 
between Warm 
Springs Park and west 
side of Salt Lake City 
at 800 North 

      No 
A new pedestrian crossing near 800 North in Salt Lake City would be cost-prohibitive because it would 
need to cross over 20 railroad tracks. UDOT is proposing to provide improved bicyclist and pedestrian 
crossings of I-15 at 600 North and 400 North as part of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

Remove eastbound 
left-turn lane on 
600 North at 300 West 
intersection and 
replace with vegetated 
divider  

       

UDOT will consider this concept as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced through 
Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate this concept along with roadway needs, bicyclist 
and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to adjacent 
properties and other resources. Aesthetic improvements will also be subject to funding availability and the 
requirements of UDOT’s aesthetics policy. 

Final design-related 
comments about turn 
lanes (number, 
locations, start/end 
points, etc.), 
intersection types 
(signalized, stop, 
roundabouts, etc.), 
bicycle and pedestrian 
lanes (separation, 
location, priority, etc.), 
and landscaping and 
aesthetics on 
600 North, 
1000 North, and 
300 West 

       

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

North Salt Lake 

Add a northbound 
Center Street on-ramp 

      No  

UDOT is proposing to add a new interchange by I-215 in North Salt Lake that would provide northbound 
access to I-15. Adding a northbound on-ramp at Center Street would result in property impacts to Hatch 
Park [a Section 4(f) and 6(f) resource] and residential areas north of Hatch Park. Additionally, a northbound 
on-ramp would cause operational issues with the I-215 northbound on-ramp that also merges onto I-15 in 
this area. Interchange spacing requirements are typically at least 1 mile between access points. A new 
northbound Center Street on-ramp would be merging on to the I-215 northbound on-ramp to I-15 and 
would not meet spacing requirements. 

Add an overpass over 
the railroad tracks at 
Center Street 

        
The I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City EIS will be forward-compatible with the planned future project to 
grade-separate the Center Street railroad crossing. For more information, see Level 2 Screening for 
Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts in North Salt Lake/Woods Cross on page 75. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2-4. Preliminary Evaluation of Concepts Suggested during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 

Suggested 
Concept 

Part of 
No-action/
Baseline 

Reason for Not Including in the Proposed Alternatives 

Evaluated Further in 
Level 1 Screening 

Considered as Part of 
Alternative Design for 
Concepts Advanced 

through Screening to EIS 
a 

Additional Information Redundant 
with Other 
Concepts 

Does Not 
Meet Project 
Objectives 

Outside the 
EIS 

Study Area 

Outside the 
Scope of 
the EIS 

Technically 
and/or 

Feasibly 
Prohibitive 

Add an overpass over 
the railroad tracks at 
2600 South 

        
There is a separate project in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP to provide a grade-separated crossing of the 
railroad tracks on 2600 South/1100 North. The I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City EIS will be forward-
compatible with the planned future project to grade-separate the 2600 South/1100 North railroad crossing. 

Connect Legacy 
Parkway to U.S. 89/
Beck Street  

      No  

North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A and B, proposed by this study, would connect I-15 with I-215 in all 
directions and ultimately would provide drivers with a way to access Legacy Parkway and Beck Street 
(U.S. 89) with fewer impacts and at substantially less cost. There is also a separate project in WFRC’s 
2019–2050 RTP to provide a full-access interchange at I-215 and Legacy Parkway. Once this future 
project is complete, it would be possible to get to or from Legacy Parkway to or from U.S. 89.  

Final design–related 
comments about turn 
lanes (number, 
locations, start/end 
points, etc.), 
intersection types 
(signalized, stop, 
roundabouts, etc.), 
bicycle and pedestrian 
lanes (separation, 
location, priority, etc.), 
and landscaping and 
aesthetics on 
2600 South, 
800 West, Wildcat 
Way, and U.S. 89 

       

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

Bountiful and Woods Cross 
Add an overpass over 
the railroad tracks at 
500 South 

       
There is a separate project in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP to provide a grade-separated crossing of the 
railroad tracks on 500 South. The I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City EIS will be forward-compatible with the 
planned future project to grade-separate the 500 South railroad crossing. 

Final design-related 
comments about turn 
lanes (number, 
locations, start/end 
points, etc.), 
intersection types 
(signalized, stop, 
roundabouts, etc.), 
bicycle and pedestrian 
lanes (separation, 
location, priority, etc.), 
and landscaping and 
aesthetics on 
500 South, 400 North, 
and 500 West 

       

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2-4. Preliminary Evaluation of Concepts Suggested during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 

Suggested 
Concept 

Part of 
No-action/
Baseline 

Reason for Not Including in the Proposed Alternatives 

Evaluated Further in 
Level 1 Screening 

Considered as Part of 
Alternative Design for 
Concepts Advanced 

through Screening to EIS 
a 

Additional Information Redundant 
with Other 
Concepts 

Does Not 
Meet Project 
Objectives 

Outside the 
EIS 

Study Area 

Outside the 
Scope of 
the EIS 

Technically 
and/or 

Feasibly 
Prohibitive 

Centerville 
Improve access near 
Parrish Lane and 
CenterPoint Legacy 
Theater on 400 West 

        

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

Final design-related 
comments about turn 
lanes (number, 
locations, start/end 
points, etc.), 
intersection types 
(signalized, stop, 
roundabouts, etc.), 
bicycle and pedestrian 
lanes (separation, 
location, priority, etc.), 
and landscaping and 
aesthetics on Parrish 
Lane, Market Place 
Drive, and 400 West 

       

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

Farmington 
Add an on-ramp and 
off-ramp near 
1470 South, near 
South Park 

      No  

The West Davis Corridor connection to I-15 is currently under construction near 1600 South. Interchange 
spacing requirements are typically at least 1 mile between access points. A new local interchange 
connection near 1470 South would be less than 0.25 mile from the West Davis Corridor ramps and would 
not meet spacing requirements.  

Add a partial or full 
interchange at Glovers 
Lane on West Davis 
Corridor instead of 
I-15 

        

There is a separate project in WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP to provide a full-access interchange on West Davis 
Corridor at 1525 West that would improve roadway access to I-15 and Legacy Parkway for residents of 
western Farmington. The West Davis Corridor is being constructed to be forward-compatible with this 
planned future interchange at 1525 West. 

Final design-related 
comments about turn 
lanes (number, 
locations, start/end 
points, etc.), 
intersection types 
(signalized, stop, 
roundabouts, etc.), 
bicycle and pedestrian 
lanes (separation, 
location, priority, etc.), 
and landscaping and 
aesthetics on Glovers 
Lane, 200 West, State 
Street, the frontage 
road, and 400 West 

        

UDOT will consider these comments as part of higher-level design for the concepts that are advanced 
through Level 2 screening to the Draft EIS. UDOT will evaluate these comments along with roadway 
needs, bicyclist and pedestrian needs, and safety needs for all users while trying to minimize impacts to 
adjacent properties and other resources. 

a This column applies to alternatives that pass screening and are evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS. The suggestion might be incorporated into the alternatives that are evaluated in detail. 
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3.0 Concept Evaluation 
Section 3.0 describes all of the concepts that were evaluated during the screening process and the results of 
this process. A summary of the results of this process is provided at the beginning of this section; details 
regarding all of the concepts evaluated are provided after the summary. 

Summary of Results. Based on the results of the screening process, UDOT advanced the following 
alternatives for further study in the EIS: 

 No-action Alternative 
 Action Alternative 

The Action Alternative includes the 5 general-purpose (GP) + 1 high-occupancy/toll (HOT) lane mainline 
concept combined with the concepts for each of the five geographic areas that passed Level 1 and Level 2 
screening (Salt Lake Option A, North Salt Lake Woods Cross Option B, Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A, 
Centerville Option B, and Farmington Option A). 

The Action Alternative also includes the following subarea options: 

 Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option 
 Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option 
 Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option 
 Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option 
 Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option 
 Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option 
 Farmington 400 West Option 
 Farmington State Street Option 

Section 4.0, Summary of the Results of the Alternatives Development and Screening Process, provides 
figures and more details regarding the features and components of the Action Alternative. 

Overview. The initial concepts were developed for the I-15 mainline, interchanges, and bicyclist and 
pedestrian crossings to provide facilities that benefit all users and address the needs for the project. UDOT 
first evaluated the I-15 mainline concepts for the entire study area. Section 3.1, Level 1 and Level 2 
Screening for I-15 Mainline Concepts, provides the Level 1 and Level 2 screening evaluation and results for 
the I-15 mainline concepts. 

UDOT then evaluated the interchange and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts for each geographic 
area. The interchanges and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts were evaluated for five separate 
geographic areas in the study area: 

 Salt Lake County (400 South to Davis County boundary) 
 North Salt Lake/Woods Cross (Salt Lake County boundary to 1500 South) 
 Bountiful/West Bountiful (1500 South to 1600 North/Pages Lane) 
 Centerville (1600 North/Pages Lane to Farmington boundary) 
 Farmington (Centerville boundary to U.S. 89) 
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Section 3.2, Level 1 and Level 2 Screening for I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 
Concepts, provides the Level 1 and Level 2 screening evaluation and results for the interchange and 
bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts for each of the five geographic areas. 

The I-15 mainline concepts that passed Level 1 and Level 2 screening were combined with the interchange 
and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts that passed Level 1 and Level 2 screening for each of the 
five geographic areas to become alternatives that will be studied in detail in the Draft EIS. The results of this 
process are summarized in Section 4.0, Summary of the Results of the Alternatives Development and 
Screening Process. 

3.1 Level 1 and Level 2 Screening for I-15 Mainline Concepts  
The existing I-15 mainline in the study area generally has three GP lanes 
and one HOT lane in Salt Lake County and four GP lanes and one HOT 
lane in Davis County in each direction. In addition to the through travel 
lanes, there are also auxiliary lanes (lanes that start at an on-ramp and 
continue to the next off-ramp) in several locations in the project study 
area. 

3.1.1 Level 1 Screening for Mainline Concepts 
Six concepts for the I-15 mainline were considered by UDOT in Level 1 
screening. These concepts considered the project needs to address aging 
infrastructure, safety, and travel demand in 2050. The mainline concepts included designs with GP and HOT 
lanes and designs with express lanes (including reversible express lanes). Table 3-1 below summarizes the 
I-15 mainline concepts and relevant Level 1 screening criteria, such as measures for safety and traffic 
operations, that were evaluated for each mainline concept. Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-5 following the table 
show the typical sections of the concepts. 

Future Travel Demand Assumptions in the Travel Demand Model. UDOT used the regional travel 
demand model jointly maintained by WFRC and the Mountainland Association of Governments to forecast 
future travel demand. This model has been reviewed by FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration for 
use in transportation planning. The model predicts future travel demand based on projections for land use 
(from city, county, and region master plans), socioeconomic patterns such as population and employment 
growth, and transportation system characteristics—including the increased traffic demand that comes along 
with a higher-capacity transportation system (new and widened highways, planned transit improvements, etc.). 

Travel demand between Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties will continue to increase as growth occurs in 
population and employment. The model predicts that an additional approximately 140,000 daily person-trips 
will occur between Salt Lake and Davis Counties between now and 2050. Widening I-15 by itself cannot 
satisfy the expected increase in regional travel demand but is one of several projects currently planned to 
accommodate future travel. Eliminating any of those planned projects puts additional pressure on parallel 
road and transit corridors. 

In 2050, under a no-action scenario, there is significant amount of demand on I-15 from traffic that would like 
to use I-15 but does not due to congestion. When the capacity of I-15 is increased, some of that traffic will 
choose to use I-15, resulting in additional traffic on the freeway but reduced traffic on parallel corridors. As 

What is a high-occupancy/toll 
(HOT) lane? 

A HOT lane is a traffic lane or 
road that is available to high-
occupancy vehicles and other 
exempt vehicles without charge. 
Other vehicles must pay a 
variable fee (toll) that is adjusted 
in response to demand. 
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shown below in Table 3-1, modeling has shown that, even under the action conditions, I-15 is projected to 
experience congested conditions in 2050 but at a lesser amount than would occur with the no-action 
scenario. 

Network Delay. Daily network delay includes delay on roads near the project study area (I-15, I-215, 
U.S. 89, Legacy Parkway, and connecting arterial roads). The travel demand model shows a large reduction 
in overall network delay with any of the five I-15 mainline concepts that would add additional capacity to I-15 
compared to the 2050 no-action conditions. Because this metric is looking at a large transportation network 
and high vehicle volumes, the model did not show meaningful differences in daily network delay among the 
five I-15 mainline concepts that would add additional capacity to I-15. 

Level 1 Screening for Mainline Concepts Results 
As shown below in Table 3-1, one I-15 mainline concept, the I-15 No Additional Capacity with Interchange 
Improvements concept, was screened out in Level 1 screening. Increasing the capacity of the surrounding 
transportation network along with allowing more traffic to access I-15 would increase travel demand on I-15 
without providing any additional capacity to accommodate this increase in travel demand. In general, daily 
traffic volumes on I-15 would increase by roughly 3% with this concept compared to the No-action 
Alternative. Projected morning and afternoon peak-hour volumes would increase by between 1% and 5% 
compared to the No-action Alternative. Operations would be slightly worse on I-15 compared to the 
No-action Alternative with this increased travel demand. The average speeds and average travel times and 
daily network delay would be similar to the No-action Alternative for Level 1 screening. Therefore, the I-15 
No Additional Capacity with Interchange Improvements concept was screened out in Level 1 screening 
because it would not reduce daily hours of delay on I-15, interchanges, and cross streets in 2050; it would 
not decrease through-traffic travel time on I-15 during the morning and evening peak periods; and it would 
not improve average speed on I-15 during the morning and evening peak periods. 

The five I-15 mainline concepts that would add new capacity to I-15 would reduce travel time by 49% to 72% 
and improve average speed by 95% to 275% compared to 2050 no-action conditions. Additionally, the five 
I-15 mainline concepts that would add new capacity to I-15 meet safety and operational needs and could be 
designed to accommodate the planned FrontRunner Double Track projects. Therefore, the five I-15 mainline 
concepts that would add new capacity to I-15 described in Table 3-1 below passed Level 1 screening and 
were advanced to Level 2 screening. 
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Table 3-1. Level 1 Screening of I-15 Mainline Concepts  

Concept Description 
Typical 
Section  

Pavement 
Width 

Meets Safety 
Standards? 

Meets 
Operational 
Standards? 

Space for 
FrontRunner 
Double Track 

Projects? 

Average Speed 
SB a  

(mph) 

Average Speed 
NB a 

(mph) 

Average 
Travel Time 

SB b 
(minutes) 

Average Travel 
Time NB b 
(minutes) 

Daily Network 
Delay? c 
(hours) 

Advance to 
Level 2 

Screening? 

Existing conditions 
(2019) 

The existing configuration is 3 GP lanes and 1 HOT lane in 
Salt Lake County and 4 GP lanes and 1 HOT lane in Davis 
County in each direction. 

180 to 205 feet 

Meets previous 
standards 

Approaching failing 
conditions 

Yes 60 57 18 19 18,000 Not applicable 

I-15 no-action  
(2050) 

No No Yes 20 16 55 66 95,000 c 

No-action 
Alternative is 
evaluated in 

the EIS 
pursuant to 

NEPA 
requirements 

No Additional Mainline I-15 Capacity Concept 

I-15 No Additional 
Capacity with 
Interchange 
Improvements (2050) 

This concept would maintain the same number of lanes on 
I-15 as existing conditions but would make interchange, 
pedestrian, and bicyclist improvements. 180 to 205 feet Yes No Yes 20 e 16 e 55 e 66 e 95,000 c, e 

No. This 
alternative 
would be 

worse than the 
No-action 

Alternative. 

Express Lane and Reversible Express Lane Concepts  
Widen I-15 to 
3 Express Lanes and 
3 to 4 GP Lanes d 

(Figure 3-1) 

Widen I-15 to 3 express lanes and 3 to 4 GP lanes in each 
direction. I-15 in Salt Lake County would have 3 GP lanes, 
and I-15 in Davis County would have 4 GP lanes. 

286 feet 
(widest option 

reviewed) 
Yes Yes Yes 61 60 18 18 50,000 c Yes 

I-15 5 GP Lanes Each 
Direction and 
2 Reversible Lanes d 
(Figure 3-2) 

Widen I-15 to 5 GP lanes in each direction. Widening 
includes 2 reversible lanes from 400 South in Salt Lake 
City to just north of Parrish Lane in Centerville (no 
intermediate access to the reversible lanes in between). 
The reversible lanes would allow SB travel in the morning 
and NB travel in the afternoon.  

242 feet Yes Yes Yes 51 49 21 22 50,000 c Yes 

General Widening Concepts  
Widen I-15 to 5 GP 
Lanes and 1 HOT 
Lane d (Figure 3-3) 

Widen I-15 to a roadway cross section of 5 GP lanes and 
1 HOT lane (5+1) in each direction. This is consistent with 
the project proposed in Utah’s long-range plan.  

226 feet 
(narrowest 

option reviewed) 
Yes Yes Yes 39 36 28 30 50,000 c Yes 

Widen I-15 to 5 GP 
Lanes and 2 HOT 
Lanes d (Figure 3-4) 

Widen I-15 to a roadway cross section of 5 GP lanes and 
2 HOT lanes (5+2) in each direction. 

250 feet Yes Yes Yes 47 43 23 25 50,000 c Yes 

Widen I-15 to 6 GP 
Lanes and 1 HOT 
Lane d (Figure 3-5) 

Widen I-15 to a roadway cross section of 6 GP lanes and 
1 HOT lane (6+1) in each direction. 

250 feet Yes Yes Yes 47 40 23 27 50,000 c Yes 

a Average speed is calculated over a 4-hour peak period for both southbound (SB) and northbound (NB) travel. Southbound peak period is the morning, and northbound peak period is in the evening. 
b Average travel time is calculated over a 4-hour peak period for both southbound and northbound travel. Southbound peak period is the morning, and northbound peak period is in the evening. 
c Daily network delay includes delay on roads in the vicinity surrounding the project (I-15, I-215, U.S. 89, Legacy Parkway, and connecting arterial roads). The travel demand model shows a large reduction in overall network delay with any of the five I-15 mainline concepts compared to the 2050 

no-action conditions. Because this metric is looking at a large transportation network and high vehicle volumes, the travel demand model did not show meaningful differences in daily network delay among the five I-15 mainline concepts. 
d All five I-15 mainline concepts with additional capacity on I-15 passed Level 1 screening. 
e The mainline concept with no additional capacity on I-15 with interchange improvements would increase projected daily traffic volumes on I-15 by about 3% overall. The average speeds, average travel times, and daily network delay would be similar to these conditions with the No-action Alternative. 

For more information, see the discussion above this table. 
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Figure 3-1. I-15 Mainline Express Lane Option Typical Section 

 

Figure 3-2. I-15 Mainline Reversible Lane Typical Section 

 

Figure 3-3. I-15 Mainline General Widening, 5 GP and 1 HOT Typical Section 
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Figure 3-4. I-15 Mainline General Widening, 5 GP and 2 HOT Typical Section 

 

Figure 3-5. I-15 Mainline General Widening, 6 GP and 1 HOT Typical Section 
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3.1.2 Level 2 Screening for Mainline Concepts 
As shown above in Table 3-1, the I-15 mainline concepts that passed Level 1 screening would have different 
pavement widths and result in different levels of improvements to travel times and average speeds 
compared to the 2050 no-action conditions. UDOT relied primarily on a GIS analysis of pavement widths for 
Level 2 screening of the I-15 mainline concepts that passed Level 1 screening to evaluate the potential 
impacts to key resources adjacent to I-15 and costs associated with such impacts. Generally speaking, a 
wider pavement width and/or mainline section would result in more impacts to the key resources such as 
homes, businesses, environmental justice communities, historic properties, Section 4(f) resources, 
Section 6(f) resources, and wetlands. As an example, every 10 additional feet needed to widen I-15 to the 
outside of the existing right-of-way would cause 1.2 acres (52,800 square feet) of additional impact for each 
mile of length. For the entire project corridor, this extra 10 feet of width would equate to over 20 acres of 
additional impact to adjacent resources. 

Concepts were screened out in Level 2 screening for either having more impacts without providing more 
benefit or for having similar levels of benefits while having more impacts. For example, concepts could also 
be eliminated in Level 2 screening if UDOT determines that the concept would substantially duplicate other 
concepts advanced through Level 2 screening, would have impacts substantially similar to those of other 
concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening, or would substantially duplicate other less harmful or 
less expensive concepts that are advanced through Level 2 screening. 

As shown above in Table 3-1, the typical section pavement widths for the 
five concepts that passed Level 1 screening ranged from 226 feet with the 
5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept (Figure 3-3) to 286 feet with the 3 express 
lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept (Figure 3-1). Of the five concepts that 
passed Level 1 screening, the 3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept 
and the 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept (Figure 3-2) provided the 
best improvements in average speed and reductions in travel time during 
both the morning and evening peak periods. All three of the express lane 
and reversible express lane concepts provided better improvements in 
average speed and reductions in travel time during both the morning and 
evening peak periods compared to any of the three general widening concepts. 

A discussion of the Level 2 screening evaluation for each I-15 mainline concept is provided below. Some of 
the impacts summarized in Table 3-2 below may overlap with the impacts discussed for each interchange in 
Section 3.2.3, Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts. 

What are peak periods? 

Peak periods are the periods of 
the day with the greatest 
amounts of traffic. For the I-15 
project, the morning peak period 
is from 6 AM to 10 AM, and the 
evening peak period is from 
3 PM to 7 PM. 
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Table 3-2. I-15 Mainline Concepts Level 2 Screening Data 

Resource a Express Lanes Reversible 
Lanes 5+1 5+2 6+1 

Acres of aquatic 
resources potentially 
impacted (emergent 
marsh, playa, and wet 
meadow wetland types) 

22.78 acres 20.15 acres 19.97 acres 21.21 acres 21.21 acres 

Number of connections to 
regional transit facilities 
and regional trails 

7 trails 7 trails 7 trails 7 trails 7 trails 

Number of Section 4(f) 
parks or recreational 
properties potentially 
impacted 

8 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Ezra T. Clark 
Park 

 Hatch Park 
 Rosewood Park 
 South Park 
 Woods Cross 

Elementary 
School playing 
fields 

 Woods Cross 
High School 
playing fields 

 Farmington 
Junior High 
School playing 
fields 

7 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Ezra T. Clark 
Park 

 Hatch Park 
 South Park 
 Woods Cross 

Elementary 
School playing 
fields 

 Woods Cross 
High School 
playing fields 

 Farmington 
Junior High 
School playing 
fields 

6 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Ezra T. Clark 
Park 

 South Park 
 Woods Cross 

Elementary 
School playing 
fields 

 Woods Cross 
High School 
playing fields 

 Farmington 
Junior High 
School playing 
fields 

7 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Ezra T. Clark 
Park 

 Hatch Park 
 South Park 
 Woods Cross 

Elementary 
School playing 
fields 

 Woods Cross 
High School 
playing fields 

 Farmington Jr. 
High School 
playing fields 

7 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Ezra T. Clark 
Park 

 Hatch Park 
 South Park 
 Woods Cross 

Elementary 
School playing 
fields 

 Woods Cross 
High School 
playing fields 

 Farmington Jr. 
High School 
playing fields 

Number of Section 6(f) 
parks potentially 
impacted 

3 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Hatch Park 
 Rosewood Park 

2 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Hatch Park 

1 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

2 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Hatch Park 

2 

 Centerville 
Community 
Park 

 Hatch Park 

Number of residential 
properties potentially 
relocated b 

134 52 43 63 63 

Number of commercial 
properties potentially 
relocated b 

43  39  27  39  39  

Number of historic 
buildings with potential 
adverse effect b 

20 15  7  15  15 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-2. I-15 Mainline Concepts Level 2 Screening Data 

Resource a Express Lanes Reversible 
Lanes 5+1 5+2 6+1 

Potential impacts or 
benefits to low-income or 
minority populations? 

Yes; areas along 
I-15 have 

potential low-
income and 

minority 
populations, and 
there could be 

property impacts 
to these 

populations.  

Yes; areas along 
I-15 have 

potential low-
income and 

minority 
populations, and 
there could be 

property impacts 
to these 

populations. 

Yes; areas along 
I-15 have 

potential low-
income and 

minority 
populations, and 
there could be 

property impacts 
to these 

populations. The 
5+1 option is the 
narrowest option 
and is the least 

impactful to 
communities.  

Yes; areas along 
I-15 have 

potential low-
income and 

minority 
populations, and 
there could be 

property impacts 
to these 

populations. 

Yes; areas along 
I-15 have 

potential low-
income and 

minority 
populations, and 
there could be 

property impacts 
to these 

populations. 

Passes Level 2 
screening? 

No No Yes No No 

a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 
and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures 
(residential, commercial, and historic) that are within the 25-foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property 
impacts for the Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 

The impact numbers described above in Table 3-2 include only a preliminary GIS estimate based on the 
additional typical section width for the mainline segments (using the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept as a 
baseline). More detailed engineering for the interchange areas and cross streets was not conducted, and it 
is likely that the residential and business impact numbers for the 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes concept, 6 GP and 
1 HOT lane concept, and 3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept are underestimated. The impact table 
above shows these estimated impact results for comparison purposes for Level 2 screening purposes. 

5 GP and 1 HOT Lane Concept Evaluation 
The typical section pavement width for the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept is 226 feet, which is the smallest 
width of the I-15 mainline concepts evaluated (Figure 3-3). 

Improvements to Travel Time and Average Speed. The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would reduce 
travel time by 49% to 55% and increase average speeds by 95% to 125% during both the morning and 
evening peak periods compared to the 2050 no-action conditions. 

Level 2 Screening Impacts. The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would have the fewest impacts to any of 
the resources compared to any of the other I-15 mainline concepts evaluated in Level 2 screening. 
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Consistency with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP. The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept is also consistent with 
the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15, which are 4 GP and 2 HOT lanes. The 5 GP and 1 HOT 
lane concept would have the same width as a 4 GP and 2 HOT lane typical section. 

WFRC’s 2019–2050 RTP assumes that, by 2050, I-15 along the broader Wasatch Front (Weber, Davis, Salt 
Lake, and Utah Counties) will be converted to 4 GP and 2 HOT lanes. However, to maintain consistency of 
the HOT lanes on I-15 throughout the Wasatch Front, this conversion to 2 HOT lanes would likely occur as 
part of a larger, regional project for the Wasatch Front (not just for the segment of I-15 included in the EIS 
study area). The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept is consistent with the existing and planned number of GP 
and HOT lanes on I-15 north and south of the EIS study area and is forward-compatible with a conversion to 
4 GP and 2 HOT lanes when UDOT decides to move forward with this conversion. 

Level 2 Screening Summary. The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept was advanced through Level 2 screening 
because it would have the fewest impacts to any of the resources evaluated in Level 2 screening, it is 
consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15, and it is consistent with the planned 
improvements to I-15 north and south of the project area. 

Reversible Express Lanes Concept Evaluation 
The 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept would have a 242-foot-wide typical section pavement width and 
would provide the second-best improvements to average speed and reductions in travel time out of the five 
I-15 mainline concepts evaluated (Figure 3-2). 

Improvements to Travel Time and Average Speed. The 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept would 
reduce travel time by 62% to 67% and would increase average speeds by 15% to 206% during both the 
morning and evening peak periods compared to the 2050 no-action conditions. Compared to the 5 GP and 
1 HOT lane concept, it would require 16 more feet of width, but it would reduce travel time by 25% to 27% 
and increase average speeds by 31% to 36% during both the morning and evening peak periods. 

Level 2 Screening Impacts. UDOT determined that the 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept did not pass 
Level 2 screening because the additional 16 feet of width would potentially relocate 9 more residential 
households (about 20% more), would potentially relocate 12 more businesses (about 44% more); would 
have additional impacts to environmental justice communities; would have potential adverse effects to 8 
more historic properties (over 100% more); would impact one more Section 4(f) park and one more 
Section 6(f) park; and would impact an additional 0.2 acre of wetlands compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT 
lane concept. As described above, several of these categories of additional impacts are to resources with 
additional regulatory considerations such as Section 4(f), Section 6(f), and wetlands. 

Operational Considerations. Compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept, the 5 GP and 2 reversible 
lanes concept would also require more costs related to operations (for example, changing over gates and 
clearing out traffic before changing direction), snow plowing, street sweeping, and other maintenance 
activities due to the limited access points. The limited access points and long distances between access 
points were also identified as a concern for emergency service providers. 

Consistency with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP. The 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept would not be 
consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15, and the reversible lanes would be 
inconsistent with the segments of I-15 to the north and south of the project area (which do not currently have 
reversible lanes and are not currently planned to have reversible lanes in the future). To maintain 
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consistency of the HOT lanes on I-15 throughout the Wasatch Front, a conversion to 2 reversible lanes 
would need to occur as part of a larger, regional project for the Wasatch Front (not just for the segment of 
I-15 included in the EIS study area). 

Level 2 Screening Summary. The 5 GP and 2 reversible lanes concept was screened out in Level 2 
screening for the additional resource impacts; the additional operational, maintenance, and emergency 
response considerations for the reversible lanes; and for the inconsistency with the HOT lanes on I-15 north 
and south of the project area. 

5 GP and 2 HOT Lanes and 6 GP and 1 HOT Lane Concepts Evaluation 
The 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes and 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concepts are reviewed together because these 
concepts have the same number of lanes (7 in each direction) and the same width. The 5 GP and 2 HOT 
lane concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would have much wider pavement (250 feet compared 
to 226 feet) (Figure 3-5) compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. 

Improvements to Travel Time and Average Speed. Compared to no-action conditions, the 5 GP and 
2 HOT lanes concept would reduce travel time by 58% to 62% and would increase average speeds by 135% 
to 169%. The 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would reduce travel time by 58% to 59% and would increase 
average speeds by over 135% to 150% compared to no-action conditions. Compared to the 5 GP and 
1 HOT lane concept, the 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would 
provide 10 to18% reductions in travel time and 1% to 21% improvements in average speed during both the 
morning and evening peak periods. 

Level 2 Screening Impacts. The 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept 
would have substantially more impacts to the resources evaluated in Level 2 screening than the 5 GP and 
1 HOT lane concept. The 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept would 
potentially relocate 20 more residential households (about 46% more); would potentially relocate 12 more 
businesses (about 44% more); would have additional impacts to environmental justice communities; would 
have potential adverse effects on 8 more historic properties, one more Section 4(f) park, and one more 
Section 6(f) park; and would impact an additional 1.2 acres of wetlands compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT 
lane concept. As described above, several of these categories of additional impacts are to resources with 
additional regulatory considerations such as Section 4(f), Section 6(f), and wetlands. 

Consistency with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP. The additional lanes proposed in the 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes 
concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept are not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s 
assumptions for I-15 (which are 6 lanes each direction). 

Level 2 Screening Summary. The 5 GP and 2 HOT lanes concept and the 6 GP and 1 HOT lane concept 
were screened out in Level 2 screening for the additional resource impacts that were substantially more than 
the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. The additional lanes proposed in these concepts were also not 
consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15. 

3 Express Lanes and 3/4 GP Lanes Concept Evaluation 
The 3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept would have a typical section pavement width of 286 feet, 
which is the widest, most impactful footprint out of all five mainline I-15 options evaluated (Figure 3-1). This 
concept would propose 3 express lanes and 3 GP lanes in Salt Lake County, and 3 express lanes and 4 GP 
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lanes in Davis County. 3/4 GP lanes refers to the concept having 3 GP lanes in Salt Lake County and 4 GP 
lanes in Davis County. 

Improvements to Travel Time and Average Speed. Compared to no-action conditions, the 3 express 
lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept would provide the best reduction in travel time at 67% to 73% and would 
increase average speeds by 205% to 275%. Compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept, the 3 express 
lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept would provide 36% to 40% reductions in travel time and 56% to 67% 
improvements in average speed during both the morning and evening peak periods. 

Level 2 Screening Impacts. The 3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept would have substantially more 
impacts to the resources evaluated in Level 2 screening than the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. The 
3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept would potentially relocate 91 more residential households (about 
211% more); would potentially relocate 16 more businesses (about 60% more); would have additional 
impacts to environmental justice communities; would have potential adverse effects to 13 more historic 
properties, two more Section 4(f) parks, and two more Section 6(f) parks; and would impact an additional 
2.8 acres of wetlands compared to the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. As described above, several of these 
categories of additional impacts are to resources with additional regulatory considerations such as 
Section 4(f), Section 6(f), and wetlands. 

Consistency with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP. The additional lanes proposed in the 3 express lanes and 
3/4 GP lanes concept are not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15 (which are 
6 lanes each direction). 

Level 2 Screening Summary. The 3 express lanes and 3/4 GP lanes concept was screened out in Level 2 
screening for the additional resource impacts that were substantially more than the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane 
concept. The additional lanes proposed in this concept was also not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 
RTP’s assumptions for I-15. 
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Level 2 Screening for Mainline Concepts Results 
When evaluating the five I-15 mainline concepts’ travel times, average speeds, and pavement widths, UDOT 
determined that the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept was the I-15 mainline concept that met the purpose of 
the project while minimizing the impacts to Level 2 screening resources adjacent to I-15 and maintaining 
consistency with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15. The 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept 
was advanced through Level 2 screening for consideration in the EIS. 

3.1.3 Concepts Eliminated in Screening 
One I-15 mainline concept was eliminated during Level 1 screening and four I-15 mainline concepts were 
eliminated during Level 2 screening. The eliminated mainline concepts are summarized in Table 3-3.  

Table 3-3. Initial Mainline Concepts Eliminated in Screening 
Concept Name and 
Description  Reason for Elimination 

No Additional Mainline I-15 Capacity Concept  

I-15 No Additional Capacity 
with Interchange 
Improvements 

This concept was screened out in Level 1 screening because it would not reduce daily hours of delay on 
I-15, interchanges, and cross streets in 2050; it would not decrease through-traffic travel time on I-15 
during the morning and evening peak periods; and it would not improve average speed on I-15 during 
the morning and evening peak periods. 

I-15 Mainline General Widening Concepts 

Widen I-15 to 5 GP Lanes 
and 2 HOT Lanes 

This concept was screened out in Level 2 screening for the additional resource impacts that were 
substantially more than the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. The additional lanes proposed in these 
concepts were also not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15. 

Widen I-15 to 6 GP Lanes 
and 1 HOT Lane 

This concept was screened out in Level 2 screening for the additional resource impacts that were 
substantially more than the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. The additional lanes proposed in these 
concepts were also not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15. 

I-15 Mainline Express Lane and Reversible Express Lane Concepts 

Widen I-15 to 3 Express 
Lanes and 3 to 4 GP Lanes 

This concept was screened out in Level 2 screening for the additional resource impacts that were 
substantially more than the 5 GP and 1 HOT lane concept. The additional lanes proposed in these 
concepts were also not consistent with the WFRC 2019–2050 RTP’s assumptions for I-15. 

I-15 5 GP Lanes Each 
Direction and 2 Reversible 
Lanes 

This concept was screened out in Level 2 screening for the additional resource impacts; for the 
additional operational, maintenance, and emergency response considerations for the reversible lanes; 
and for the inconsistency with the HOT lanes on I-15 north and south of the project area. 

3.2 Level 1 and Level 2 Screening for I-15 Interchange and 
Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts 

3.2.1 Design Considerations for Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossings at 
Interchanges 

Two of the primary project purposes (and the basis for Level 1 screening criteria) are to “better connect 
communities” and “improve mobility for all users.” To understand these needs in the study area, UDOT 
hosted walking tours and held workshops in 2021 and 2022 to identify bicyclist and pedestrian needs along 
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I-15. UDOT also analyzed data to determine trip mode, origins and destinations of bicyclist and pedestrian 
travel, demographics such as the ethnicity or income level of users, trip directness, short vehicle trips to 
FrontRunner stations, and frequency of use at each I-15 crossing. Travel patterns were different for each 
crossing of I-15. This effort and information are summarized in the Mobility Memorandum (UDOT 2022e). 

Each concept UDOT considered was reviewed for its ability to meet these project purposes in addition to the 
traditional, vehicle-focused purposes. Bicyclist and pedestrian crossing design accommodations were 
reviewed prior to the alternatives design phase to identify comfortable facility types and accommodations for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. These design accommodations, which were used to guide the preliminary 
evaluation of concepts in screening, included: 

 Design considerations to improve bicyclist and pedestrian crossings: 

o Incorporated stop-controlled movements for vehicles; that is, no “free right-hand turn” 
movements at the ends of ramps where bicyclists and pedestrians are present. Free turning 
movements do not slow vehicles down as they enter the neighborhood streets and therefore 
reduce drivers’ ability to see slower-moving bicyclists and pedestrians. 

o Incorporated “squared-up” intersections to increase visibility between bicyclists and pedestrians 
and vehicles exiting I-15 where bicyclists and pedestrians are present; that is, ramps and 
intersections are not skewed, which would encourage higher speeds by vehicles, but instead 
they intersect at 90-degree angles and therefore encourage slower vehicle speeds. 

o Incorporated bicyclist and pedestrian facilities at interchanges and between project interchanges 
to increase the permeability across I-15 for residents. Many of these locations were identified 
during the community workshops during the summer of 2021. 

o Designed bicyclist and pedestrian crossing connections to be as direct as possible between 
destinations to encourage more use. 

o Incorporated wider sidewalks, shared-use paths, and buffered or barrier-separated bicycle lanes. 
UDOT will continue to work with Cities and stakeholders during final design on bicyclist and 
pedestrian considerations and designs. 

 Interchange type considerations: 

o Diamond interchanges are the most bicyclist- and pedestrian-friendly because they consolidate 
crossings and support stop-controlled movements for vehicles. In a typical diamond interchange, 
pedestrians must make two crossings, one at an on-ramp and one at an off-ramp, to get to the 
other side of the interchange. The pedestrian crossings of the diamond interchange on- and 
off-ramps are also typically shorter in distance because the ramps are perpendicular to the cross 
street. This interchange type is the least efficient for vehicles and has the lowest vehicle capacity 
of the options considered for I-15. All interchanges were designed as tight diamonds first and 
then reviewed for traffic. 

o An example of a diamond interchange is the interchange at Rosa Parks Way and Interstate 5 in 
Portland, Oregon (Figure 3-6 and Figure 3-7). 
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Figure 3-6. Aerial View of Diamond Interchange Example from Portland, Oregon 

 

Figure 3-7. Street View of Diamond Interchange Example from Portland, Oregon 
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o Single-point urban interchanges (SPUI) are the second best for bicyclists and pedestrians (after 
a tight diamond interchange). In a typical SPUI, pedestrians might need to make three or more 
crossings of ramps to get to the other side of the interchange. A SPUI moves more vehicle traffic 
than a tight diamond interchange and often has a more compact design (smaller footprint) than a 
diamond interchange. Where it would be difficult to incorporate at-grade crossings through a 
SPUI due to local constraints, separated paths were designed by UDOT. If a diamond 
interchange did not work at a location for the projected travel demand in 2050, a SPUI was then 
considered. 

 An example is the interchange at Bangerter Highway and 11400 South in South Jordan, 
Utah (Figure 3-8 and Figure 3-9). 

Figure 3-8. Aerial View of SPUI Example on Bangerter Highway and 11400 South in South Jordan 
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Figure 3-9. Street View of SPUI Example at Bangerter Highway and 11400 South in South Jordan 

 

o Diverging diamond interchanges (DDI) are the most difficult for bicyclists and pedestrians and 
were considered only if a tight diamond interchange or SPUI could not work at the location due 
to high vehicle traffic. In a typical DDI, pedestrians might need to make four crossings to get to 
the other side of the interchange. In addition, pedestrians are sometimes directed to a sidewalk 
in the center of the street before crossing again to a sidewalk on the side of the street. 

 500 South in West Bountiful, within the study area, is an example of a DDI (Figure 3-10). At 
500 South, pedestrians must make four crossings and traverse a sidewalk at the center of 
500 South to get to the other side of the interchange. Each additional crossing that a 
pedestrian makes adds time to their travel and is a possible deterrent to walking 
(Figure 3-11). 
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Figure 3-10. Existing DDI at 500 South in Woods Cross and West Bountiful 

 
Pedestrians must traverse to the center of the DDI on 500 South and then cross again to reach the outside of 500 South where sidewalks 
are typically available. 
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Figure 3-11. I-15 Interchange Types Ranked for Pedestrians, Bicyclists, and Vehicles for this EIS 

 

3.2.2 Level 1 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian 
Crossing Concepts 

UDOT considered several interchange concepts for I-15 in Level 1 screening (Table 3-4 below). Before 
design began, the design team considered bicyclist and pedestrian crossing connections through and 
around the interchanges as well as the projected travel demand in 2050. 

Although diamond interchanges were preferred from a bicyclist and pedestrian perspective, SPUIs and 
diamonds were both considered in locations where there were meaningful advantages and disadvantages 
for both interchange types (for example, when a SPUI would provide more traffic capacity and a smaller 
footprint with fewer property impacts when compared to a diamond interchange). 
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Through the concept development process, traffic modeling found that the 
2050 interchange travel demand throughout the study area could be 
handled through diamond interchanges or SPUIs with a new interchange 
at I-215 and an improved, full-access interchange at Warm Springs Road 
(at either 1800 North or 2100 North in Salt Lake City). Traffic modeling 
showed that the I-215 and Warm Springs Road interchange 
improvements decreased future traffic volumes at the adjacent 600 North 
interchange in Salt Lake City and 2600 South interchange in North Salt 
Lake/Woods Cross. These reduced 600 North and 2600 South 
interchange traffic volumes could be accommodated with either diamond 
interchanges or SPUIs. 

Because diamond interchanges or SPUIs could accommodate traffic at all 
interchanges, there was no need to include DDIs (which can accommodate higher traffic volumes more 
efficiently but are the most difficult for bicyclists and pedestrians). 

By considering only diamond interchanges and SPUIs throughout the study area, UDOT also increases 
interchange consistency for all users (motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians) through the I-15 corridor, 
improves connectivity, and enhances the level of comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Table 3-4 below describes the interchange concepts analyzed in Level 1 
screening. All interchange concepts were designed to work with the 5 GP 
and 1 HOT lane concept for the I-15 mainline that passed Level 1 and 
Level 2 screening (see Section 3.1, Level 1 and Level 2 Screening for I-15 
Mainline Concepts, for a description of this mainline concept). 

The interchanges and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing improvements 
were evaluated for five separate geographic areas in the study areas 
described in Section 3.0, Concept Evaluation, and shown in Figure 3-12. 
Figures for the options that passed Level 1 screening and were made 
available for public review in November 2022 are included in Attachment A, Draft Alternative Concept 
Figures – November 2022. 

The evaluated interchange and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing options are described in Table 3-4. 

What does full access mean? 

Full access refers to all four 
movements of travel onto and off 
of I-15 (southbound off-ramp, 
southbound on-ramp, 
northbound off-ramp, and 
northbound on-ramp) are 
accommodated by the 
interchange for travelers coming 
from both the east and west 
sides of I-15.  

Which I-15 mainline concept 
were the interchange concepts 
designed to match? 

All interchange concepts were 
designed to work with the 5 GP 
and 1 HOT lane concept that 
passed Level 1 and Level 2 
screening.  
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Figure 3-12. Five Geographic Areas and Interchange Cross Streets 

 



 

50 | September 2023 Alternatives Development and Screening Report 

 

This page is intentionally left blank 



 

Alternatives Development and Screening Report September 2023 | 51 

Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

Salt Lake Area Interchange Concepts 

600 North 
and 
1000 North 

CD 
Interchange 
at 600 North 
and 
1000 North 

A collector-distributor 
(CD) interchange divides 
access to I-15 between 
600 North and 
1000 North and connects 
the access points with a 
collector and distributor 
road system. This 
interchange design is 
paired with a new full-
access interchange at 
Warm Springs Road 
(2100 North) to provide 
the best traffic 
operations.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
with an additional 4-foot buffer and 
8-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of 
600 North. 

 12-foot-wide shared-use path (SUP) on 
1000 North that crosses under I-15 and 
connects to Warm Springs Road east of 
I-15. 

Yes 
Yes, improves connections at 

1000 North by providing all 
movements to I-15. 

Yes 
Yes, if paired with an interchange 

at 2100 North.  

Yes, combined with 2100 North 
and 1000 North Option. See 

Level 2 screening evaluation for 
Salt Lake Option A. 

600 North 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 600 North 

Tight diamond 
interchange with full 
access at 600 North. 
This concept does not 
include additional 
connections to 
1000 North.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
and 8-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of 600 North. 

Yes 
No, does not improve access to 

I-15 at 1000 North. Yes 

No. 
Requires a connection at 

1000 North to work for traffic. See 
CD option in row above.  

No 

600 North 
Three-lane 
SPUI at 
600 North 

Rebuild the SPUI at 
600 North without adding 
a full interchange at 
2100 North. Without a 
full interchange at 
2100 North, the SPUI at 
600 North requires triple 
left-hand turning 
movements. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 600 North. 

 8-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side of 
600 North. 

 Grade-separated pathway on the north 
side of 600 North. 

No. 
Crossing three lanes of traffic at 

intersections is not comfortable for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

No, does not improve access to 
I-15 at 1000 North. 

Yes Yes No 

600 North 

Two-lane 
SPUI at 
600 North 
and West 
Side 
Frontage 
Road 
Connection to 
1800 North 

SPUI at 600 North with 
west side frontage road 
connecting the new 
Warm Springs Road full 
interchange at 
1800 North. Adding a full 
interchange at Warm 
Springs Road allows a 
two-lane SPUI (instead 
of a three-lane SPUI) at 
600 North.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 600 North. 

 8-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side of 
600 North. 

 14-foot-wide grade-separated pathway 
on the north side of 600 North. 

No. 
A SPUI interchange configuration 

would provide out of direction 
travel for bicyclists and 

pedestrians at 600 North.  

No, does not improve access to 
I-15 at 1000 North. Yes 

Yes, if paired with an interchange 
at 1800 North.  

No. 
600 North SPUI does not 

sufficiently improve safety and 
mobility for pedestrians and 

bicyclists at 600 North.  

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

1800 North 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 1800 North 

New tight diamond 
interchange at 
1800 North. This 
interchange is paired 
with the two-lane SPUI 
(600N-SPUI-3) at 
600 North. This 
interchange does not 
pair with the 600 North 
and 1000 North CD 
interchange. This 
concept reduces truck 
traffic at 600 North.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 New 12-foot-wide SUP between 
1000 North and 1800 North on new 
frontage road on the west side of I-15. 
New 12-foot-wide grade-separated SUP 
on the north side of 1800 North that 
crosses I-15 and the railroad lines to 
connect to SUP along U.S. 89. 

Yes 

No, does not improve access to 
I-15 at 1000 North. Full access to 
I-15 is provided at 1800 North, but 
this requires out-of-direction travel 

for residents in the 1000 North 
area, impacting community travel 

patterns. 

Yes 

No. 
An interchange at 1800 North 

works only if paired with a SPUI 
interchange at 600 North. All 

SPUIs at 600 North were 
screened out.  

No 

2100 North 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 2100 North 

New tight diamond 
interchange at 
2100 North. This concept 
reduces truck traffic at 
600 North.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on 1000 North that 
crosses under I-15 and connects to 
Warm Springs Road east of I-15. 

Yes 

Yes, new interchange provides 
better access for trucks to access 
industrial areas in north Salt Lake 
City and reduces truck traffic at 

the 600 North interchange. 

Yes Yes, if paired with an interchange 
at 600 North. 

Yes, combined with CD 
interchange at 600 North and 

1000 North. See Level 2 
screening evaluation for Salt Lake 

Option A. 

2100 North 

Rebuild 
Existing 
2100 North 
Interchange 

Existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline.  

 SUP along U.S. 89 on the east side of 
the road connecting 800 North in Salt 
Lake City to the existing pathway near 
Eaglegate Drive. 

No, because this option would not 
improve access at 2100 North, it 
would not reduce truck traffic and 

overall traffic volumes at the 
adjacent 600 North interchange. 
These higher truck and overall 

traffic volumes at 600 North would 
require a larger SPUI interchange 

at 600 North and would not 
enhance bicyclist and pedestrian 
access across I-15 at 600 North. 

No, because this option would not 
improve access at 2100 North, it 
would not reduce truck traffic and 

overall traffic volumes at the 
adjacent 600 North interchange. 

Yes 

No, because this option would not 
improve access at 2100 North, it 
would not reduce truck traffic and 

overall traffic volumes at the 
adjacent 600 North interchange. 
These higher truck and overall 

traffic volumes at 600 North would 
not be consistent with the Salt 
Lake City goal to reduce truck 

traffic on 600 North.  

No 

North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Interchange Concepts 

U.S. 89 

Rebuild 
Existing 
U.S. 89 
Interchange 

Existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline. 

 SUP along U.S. 89. Yes 

No, because it would not provide 
access to I-215 for traffic coming 

from Bountiful and North Salt 
Lake. 

Yes 

No, because it would not provide 
access to I-215 for traffic coming 

from Bountiful and North Salt 
Lake, it would not improve 
operations at the adjacent 
2600 South interchange. 

No 

I-215 
Full SPUI at 
I-215 

New, full SPUI with 
access to I-15 and I-215 
from U.S. 89. This option 
has a T intersection on 
U.S. 89 and no Center 
Street southbound 
off-ramp.  

 SUP along U.S. 89. Yes 

Yes, new interchange provides 
new and improved access to I-215 

for residents of North Salt Lake 
and Bountiful. 

Yes 
Yes, if paired with the interchange 

at 2600 South. 

Yes, combined with options at 
2600 South. See Level 2 

screening evaluation for North 
Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A 

and B. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

I-215 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at I-215 

New tight diamond 
interchange without 
access to I-215 from 
U.S. 89. Includes new 
flyover ramps.  

 SUP along U.S. 89. Yes No, tight diamond does not 
provide access to I-215. 

Yes 

No, the tight diamond does not 
provide access to I-215. Tight 

diamond ramp spacing could not 
be accommodated in this location 

due to vertical and horizontal 
constraints and topography. 

No 

Center Street Interchange Concepts 

Center 
Street 

Quarter 
Interchange 
at Center 
Street 

Quarter interchange at 
Center Street with 
southbound off-ramp.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
and 8-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of Center Street. 

No, keeping the Center Street 
southbound off-ramp would keep 

a conflict for bicyclists and 
pedestrians on the north side of 

Center Street.  

Yes, new interchange at I-215 
provides new and improved 

access to I-215 for residents of 
North Salt Lake and Bountiful. 

Yes 

No, the Center Street southbound 
off-ramp would be located 

between the 2600 South, I-215, 
and new I-215/U.S. 89 local 
interchange. Traffic analysis 

shows that adequate access to 
North Salt Lake (both east and 

west of I-15) can be provided with 
the improvements at 2600 South 
and the new I-215/U.S. 89 local 

interchange.  

No. See discussion after this table 
for more information.  

Center 
Street 

I-15 
Overpass (no 
access) 

I-15 would go over 
Center Street with no 
access. Southbound I-15 
access to North Salt 
Lake would be provided 
with the new I-215 
interchange or 
2600 South interchange. 

 Upgrade to existing SUP on the south 
side of Center Street between I-15 and 
400 West. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
and 8-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of Center Street. 

 Removing the off-ramp eliminates an at-
grade intersection, thereby improving the 
corridor for bicyclists and pedestrians.  

Yes, removing the Center Street 
southbound off-ramp would 

improve the use of Center Street 
for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Yes, new interchange at I-215 
provides new and improved 

access to I-215 for residents of 
North Salt Lake and Bountiful. 

Yes 

Yes, adjacent 2600 South and 
I-215/U.S. 89 interchanges 
support travel demand with 

closure of the off-ramp.  

Yes. See Level 2 screening 
evaluation for North Salt 

Lake/Woods Cross Options A and 
B. 

2600 South/1100 North Interchange Concepts (Woods Cross/North Salt Lake/Bountiful) 

2600 South 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 2600 South 

Tight diamond 
interchange at 
2600 South. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
with an 8-foot-wide sidewalk on the north 
side of 2600 South and 12-foot-wide 
SUP on the south side of 2600 South. 

Yes Yes Yes 
Acceptable, if paired with the new 

interchange at I-215. 
SPUI operates better. 

Yes, combined with full SPUI at 
I-215. See Level 2 screening 

evaluation for North Salt 
Lake/Woods Cross Option A. 

2600 South 
Three-lane 
SPUI at 
2600 South 

SPUI at 2600 South 
without new SPUI at 
I-215. Without a SPUI at 
I-215, the SPUI at 
2600 South requires 
triple left-hand turning 
movements. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 2600 South. 

 Sidewalk on the north side of 
2600 South. 

 Grade-separated pathway on the north 
side of 2600 South. 

No. 
Crossing three lanes of traffic at 

intersections is not comfortable for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Yes Yes Yes No 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

2600 South, 
800 West, 
and I-215 

Two-lane 
SPUI at 
2600 South 
and 800 West 
Connection 

SPUI at 2600 South with 
a new SPUI at I-215 and 
a grade-separated 
bicyclist and pedestrian 
crossing parallel to the 
interchange. Adding a 
new SPUI at I-215 allows 
for a two-lane SPUI 
(instead of a three-lane 
SPUI) at 2600 South. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 2600 South. 

 8-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side of 
2600 South. 

 14-foot-wide grade-separated SUP on 
the south side of 2600 South. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on the south side of 
800 West and 5-foot-wide sidewalk on 
the north side of 800 West crossing 
underneath I-15. 

Yes Yes Yes 
Yes, if paired with the interchange 
at I-215. Operates better than the 

tight diamond. 

Yes, combined with full SPUI at 
I-215. See Level 2 screening 

evaluation for North Salt 
Lake/Woods Cross Option B. 

2600 South 
Rebuild 
Existing DDI 

Existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
and 8-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of 2600 South. 

No. 
DDIs are not comfortable for 
bicyclists and pedestrians to 

navigate. 

Yes Yes Yes No 

Bountiful/West Bountiful 500 South Interchange Concepts 

500 South 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 500 South 

Tight diamond 
interchange at 
500 South.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on both sides of 
500 South. 

 New SUP connection from 500 South to 
Woods Cross FrontRunner Station west 
of I-15. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, combined with options at 
500 West and 400 North. See 

Level 2 screening evaluation for 
Bountiful/West Bountiful 

Options A, B, and C. 

500 South 
SPUI at 
500 South 

SPUI at 500 South with 
pedestrian corridors on 
both sides of 500 South.  

 No free right-hand turns for vehicles and 
better sight lines, thereby enhancing 
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on both sides of 
500 South. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

No; since a tight diamond is 
sufficient for traffic and preferable 
for bicyclists and pedestrians, the 

SPUI was not advanced to 
Level 2.  

500 South 
DDI at 
500 South DDI at 500 South.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 SUP on both sides of 500 South. 

No. 
DDIs are not comfortable for 
bicyclists and pedestrians to 

navigate. 

Yes Yes Yes No 

500 South Roundabout 
on 500 South 

Roundabouts on 
500 South and the 
existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 SUP on both sides of 500 South. 

No. 
Roundabouts can limit sight 

distance for vehicles and 
introduce out-of-direction travel for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Yes Yes 
No, the roundabouts would 
require 3 lanes to provide 

sufficient capacity. 
No 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

400 North/500 West Interchange Concepts (Bountiful/West Bountiful) 

400 North 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 400 North 

Tight diamond 
interchange at 400 North 
and eliminate ramps at 
500 West. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 400 North. 

 SUP on the north side of 400 North. 

Yes Yes 
Acceptable. 

Weaving issues remain on I-15 
mainline.  

Acceptable. 
Requires more improvements to 

400 North and 500 West 
intersection to accommodate 

traffic demand. 

No. 
Other options at this location 

better accommodate traffic and 
bicyclist and pedestrian users. 

400 North 
and 
500 West 

3/4 Partial 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 400 North 

Partial diamond 
interchange at 
400 North. The 
interchange at 400 North 
would accommodate 
southbound on- and 
off-ramps and the 
northbound off-ramp. 
The northbound on-ramp 
would be at 500 West.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 400 North. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on the north side of 
400 North. Wider bridge over 
1600 North/Pages Lane to accommodate 
future bicyclist and pedestrian 
improvements. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, combined with tight diamond 
interchange at 500 South. See 

Level 2 screening evaluation for 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Option B. 

400 North 
and 
500 West 

Split Diamond 
Interchange 
at 400 North 
and 500 West 

A split diamond 
interchange divides 
access to I-15 between 
400 North and 500 West. 
The northbound off-ramp 
and southbound on-ramp 
would be at 400 North, 
and the southbound 
off-ramp and northbound 
on-ramp at 500 West. 
Southbound off-ramp 
would exit on right side 
instead of left side. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 400 North. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on the north side of 
400 North. Wider bridge over 
1600 North/Pages Lane to accommodate 
future bicyclist and pedestrian 
improvements. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, combined with tight diamond 
interchange at 500 South. See 

Level 2 screening evaluation for 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A. 

400 North 
and 
500 South 

CD between 
500 South 
and 
400 North  

CD concept combined 
with a full diamond 
interchange at 
500 South, full diamond 
interchange at 
400 North, and 
northbound on-ramp at 
500 West.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides of 400 North. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on the north side of 
400 North. Wider bridge over 
1600 North/Pages Lane to accommodate 
future bicyclist and pedestrian 
improvements. 

Yes Yes 

Yes. Enhances I-15 mainline 
operations and reduces weaving 

between 500 South and 
400 North. 

Yes 

Yes, combined with NB on-ramp 
at 500 West. See Level 2 
screening evaluation for 

Bountiful/West Bountiful Option C. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

Centerville and Parrish Lane Interchange Concepts 

Parrish Lane 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at Parrish 
Lane and 
Frontage 
Road 
Connection 

Tight diamond 
interchange at Parrish 
Lane with northbound 
off-ramp that connects 
directly to frontage road 
on north side of Parrish 
Lane. East-side 
Frontage Road 
connection for north-
south travel. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 12-foot-wide SUP on both sides of 
Parrish Lane. 

 Grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP 
crossing over I-15 and railroad lines at 
400 South/Porter Lane. 

 New grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP 
crossing at Centerville Park over 
I-15/railroad lines/Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes. See Level 2 screening 

evaluation for Centerville 
Option A. 

Parrish Lane 
and 
200 North 

SPUI at 
Parrish Lane 
and Frontage 
Road 
Connection 

SPUI with northbound 
off-ramp that connects 
directly to frontage road 
on north side of Parrish 
Lane. Includes grade-
separated bicyclist and 
pedestrian crossing at 
200 North. East-side 
Frontage Road 
connection for north-
south travel. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 14-foot-wide SUP on the north side of 
Parrish Lane. 

 Grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP 
crossing of I-15 and railroad lines at 
200 North. 

 New grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP 
crossing at Centerville Park over 
I-15/railroad lines/Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes. See Level 2 screening 

evaluation for Centerville 
Option B. 

200 West/Glovers Lane/500 South Interchange Concepts (Farmington) 

200 West 

Rebuild 
Existing Half 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at 200 West 

Existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline. Includes safety 
improvements to bring 
the interchange up to 
current UDOT design 
standards.  

 Glovers Lane bridge over I-15 and the 
railroad lines is widened to include a 
10-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side, 
a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side, 
and buffered or barrier-separated bike 
lanes on both sides to match the facilities 
going over Legacy Parkway. 

 State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 
and the railroad lines is widened to 
include buffered or barrier-separated 
bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides 
that match the facilities going over 
Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes. See Level 2 screening 
evaluation for Farmington 

Option A. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

200 West 

Half Diamond 
Interchange 
at 200 West 
with 
Roundabout 

Existing interchange 
configuration rebuilt to 
support a wider I-15 
mainline with an added 
roundabout on the east 
side of I-15. Includes 
safety improvements to 
bring the interchange up 
to current UDOT design 
standards. 

 SUP connections on 200 West and 
Frontage Road. 

 Glovers Lane bridge over I-15 and the 
railroad lines is widened to include a 
10-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side, 
a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side, 
and buffered or barrier-separated bike 
lanes on both sides to match the facilities 
going over Legacy Parkway. 

 State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 
and the railroad lines is widened to 
include buffered or barrier-separated 
bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides 
that match the facilities going over 
Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes 
No, the roundabout does not have 

sufficient capacity to 
accommodate expected traffic. 

No 

200 West 

New Full-
access 
Interchange 
at 200 West 

Full-access interchange 
at 200 West. Interchange 
would add a northbound 
on-ramp and a 
southbound off-ramp to 
200 West near the 
current alignment.  

 SUP connections on 200 West and 
Frontage Road. 

 Glovers Lane bridge over I-15 and the 
railroad lines is widened to include a 
10-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side, 
a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side, 
and buffered or barrier-separated bike 
lanes on both sides to match the facilities 
going over Legacy Parkway. 

 State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 
and the railroad lines is widened to 
include buffered or barrier-separated 
bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides 
that match the facilities going over 
Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes. See Level 2 screening 
evaluation for Farmington 

Option C. 

Glovers 
Lane 

Tight 
Diamond 
Interchange 
at Glovers 
Lane 

New tight diamond 
interchange with full 
access to I-15 at Glovers 
Lane. This option 
removes the 200 West 
ramp connections.  

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Yes Yes Yes 

No, the tight diamond does not 
have sufficient capacity to 

accommodate expected traffic. 
Tight diamond ramp spacing 

would have more impacts to local 
road network and neighborhoods 

east of I-15. 

No 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-4. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing Concepts Evaluated in Level 1 Screening 
Cross Street(s) and 
Concept Name Concept Description Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 

Features 
Supports Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians? 
Better Connects 
Communities? 

Meets Operational and 
Safety Standards? Supports Travel Demand? Advance to Level 2 

Screening? 

Glovers 
Lane 

SPUI at 
Glovers Lane 

New SPUI with full 
access to I-15 at Glovers 
Lane. Includes 200 West 
northbound off-ramp and 
southbound on-ramp. 

 Perpendicular intersections with no free 
right-hand turns reduce the speed of 
traffic and provide better sight lines for 
vehicles, thereby enhancing safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 New grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP 
on the north side of Glovers Lane. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes 
on both sides and an 8-foot-wide 
sidewalk on north side of Glovers Lane. 

 State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 
and the railroad lines is widened to 
include buffered or barrier-separated 
bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides 
that match the facilities going over 
Legacy Parkway. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes. See Level 2 screening 
evaluation for Farmington 

Option B. 
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Interchange Concepts Eliminated in Level 1 Screening 
Sixteen interchange concepts were eliminated in Level 1 screening for not meeting the purpose of the 
project. Table 3-4 above details the results of this analysis. 

The two sections below provide additional information about the evaluation and elimination of the North Salt 
Lake Center Street and the Salt Lake City 600 North SPUI and 1800 North Interchange. This additional 
information is provided because there were several city and stakeholder comments related to the North Salt 
Lake Center Street southbound off-ramp and because the Salt Lake City 600 North SPUI and 1800 North 
Interchange was initially advanced the 600 North SPUI and 1800 North interchange to Level 2 screening in 
November 2022 and now is being eliminated in Level 1 screening. 

Elimination of the Quarter Interchange at Center Street in North Salt Lake. During the draft alternatives 
public comment period, UDOT received multiple comments, including comments from the City of North Salt 
Lake, requesting that the existing quarter interchange at Center Street in North Salt Lake be maintained as 
part of any I-15 alternative in North Salt Lake. More discussion is provided below about the reasons why this 
concept was not advanced. 

The quarter interchange at Center Street (with the southbound off-ramp) was eliminated for the following 
reasons. There is a planned project in the RTP for Center Street to cross over or under the UTA 
FrontRunner and Union Pacific railroad tracks at 300 West. The I-15 project would be forward-compatible 
with either option. Removing the Center Street southbound off-ramp would improve operations on I-15 by 
reducing the number of off-ramps in North Salt Lake between the 2600 South on-ramp and the I-215 off-
ramp. Removal of the Center Street southbound off-ramp would improve operations on I-15 by reducing 
conflicts between the southbound 2600 South on-ramp (which merges about 0.75 mile north of Center 
Street) and the southbound Center Street off-ramp, and the southbound I-215 off-ramp, which is about 
0.5 mile south of the Center Street southbound off-ramp. Having a longer distance between the southbound 
2600 South on-ramp and the I-215 southbound off-ramp reduces the number and density of traffic changing 
lanes or slowing down to exit I-15. Depending on whether Center Street is elevated or depressed to cross 
the railroad tracks, the tie-in of the I-15 southbound off-ramp to Center Street would be significantly higher or 
lower than it is at the existing location with Center Street at grade. Elevating or depressing Center Street to 
cross the railroad tracks would require constructing retaining walls up to 50 to 60 feet high (either higher or 
lower depending on whether Center Street goes over or under the railroad tracks). Complete reconstruction 
of the southbound off-ramp would be required and would likely require moving the exit point (ramp gore) 
where the southbound off-ramp leaves mainline I-15. A new southbound off-ramp at Center Street would be 
best evaluated as part of the future Center Street grade-separated railroad crossing project to ensure that 
the southbound off-ramp is compatible with the selected Center Street option for crossing the railroad tracks. 

Elimination of the 600 North SPUI and 1800 North Interchange in Salt Lake City. During the draft 
alternatives public comment period in November 2022 to January 2023, UDOT had also initially advanced 
the 600 North SPUI and 1800 North interchange to Level 2 screening. However, based on input from Salt 
Lake City and the community received during the public comment period, UDOT determined that the 
600 North SPUI would not meet the Level 1 screening criteria of better connecting communities and 
supporting bicyclists and pedestrians. 

The input from Salt Lake City and the community emphasized that the 600 North SPUI and 1800 North 
interchange would not improve the community connections to I-15 because it would remove the existing 
southbound off-ramp, southbound on-ramp, and northbound on-ramp at 1000 North and require any traffic 
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from the Rose Park area by 1000 North area to make out-of-direction travel movements at either 600 North 
or 1800 North to access the Rose Park neighborhood. This out-of-direction travel would also result in more 
traffic coming through neighborhood streets. 

Additionally, Salt Lake City and the community provided feedback that the bicyclist and pedestrian shared-
use path proposed as part of the 600 North SPUI would not improve the transportation network for bicyclists 
and pedestrians because it would require a lot of out-of-direction travel for pedestrians and bicyclists through 
the 600 North SPUI area. Salt Lake City also provided input that the 600 North SPUI would not be consistent 
with the Salt Lake City planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities on 600 North to the west and east of I-15. 

Because the 600 North SPUI and 1800 North interchange would not meet the Level 1 screening criteria of 
better connecting communities and supporting bicyclists and pedestrians, UDOT eliminated this alternative 
during Level 1 screening. 

Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossings Evaluated with Interchange Concepts 
In addition to the bicyclist and pedestrian crossings evaluated at interchange locations in Table 3-4 above, 
there were also 10 bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts in the study area that would reduce conflicts 
between travel modes, improve bicyclist and pedestrian accommodations, and pass Level 1 screening. 
These 10 bicyclist and pedestrian concepts would work with any of the interchange concepts in each 
geographic area, would better connect communities, and would improve mobility and safety. A list of these 
bicyclist and pedestrian concepts is included below (from south to north) and shown in the figures in 
Section 4.0, Summary of the Results of the Alternatives Development and Screening Process. 

 Salt Lake City 
o 400 North new underpass for bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles 

 North Salt Lake/Salt Lake City 
o New shared-use path (SUP) connecting U.S. 89 from Eagle Ridge Drive in North Salt Lake to 

Wall Street/200 West in Salt Lake City 

 North Salt Lake/Woods Cross 
o Center Street SUP improvements between I-15 and 400 West 
o Wider I-15 bridge over Main Street to accommodate future bicyclist and pedestrian 

improvements 
o 800 West – new underpass of I-15 with new bicyclist and pedestrian facilities that connect to 

Wildcat Way; new sidewalk/SUP connections between 800 West and 2600 South on west side of 
I-15 

o Wider I-15 bridge over 1500 South to accommodate future bicyclist and pedestrian 
improvements 

 Bountiful/West Bountiful 
o New SUP connection between 500 South and the Woods Cross FrontRunner Station on the 

west side of I-15 
o Wider I-15 bridge over 1600 North/Pages Lane to accommodate future bicyclist and pedestrian 

improvements 
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 Centerville 
o New SUP crossing of I-15, the railroad lines, and Legacy Parkway by Centerville Community 

Park; this pedestrian crossing would connect with the Legacy Parkway Trail and Denver and Rio 
Grande Western Rail (D&RGW) Trail on the west side of Legacy Parkway 

 Farmington 
o State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 and the railroad lines is widened to include buffered or 

barrier-separated bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides that match the facilities going over 
Legacy Parkway 

The combined interchange and bicyclist and pedestrian crossing concepts in Table 3-4 above that passed 
Level 1 screening, and the 10 bicyclist and pedestrian improvements listed above, were further analyzed in 
Level 2 screening for each of the geographic areas. 

3.2.3 Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian 
Crossing Concepts 

UDOT determined the Level 2 screening impacts to each resource by estimating the right-of-way needed for 
each concept. The right-of-way areas were based on UDOT’s design standards and also included a 25-foot 
buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut and fill, and construction 
access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for 
actual right-of-way plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and 
potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically designed in more detail for the alternatives 
that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an alternative. 
UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will 
also work to avoid or minimize impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design 
refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). UDOT will continue to coordinate efforts to refine the 
designs of the Draft EIS Action Alternative with the Cities and other stakeholders during the design 
refinement process, especially design features that increase and improve connectivity to the cities 
in the project area. 

Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts in 
Salt Lake City 
Options Advanced to Level 2 Screening. UDOT advanced one main option (Salt Lake Option A) to 
Level 2 screening for the Salt Lake City section (Table 3-5 below). Salt Lake Option A was part of the draft 
alternatives published for public and agency review during the draft alternatives public comment period from 
November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023. As discussed below, UDOT also evaluated seven sub-area 
options in the Salt Lake area. 

New Options Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. As previously discussed 
in Section 2.3.5, New Concepts Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period 
(November 10, 2022, to January 13, 2023), during the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT 
received several comments from Salt Lake City and others requesting that UDOT consider options that 
would bury I-15 in Salt Lake City between North Temple and 600 North. Based on comments and requests 
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received during the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT also evaluated burying I-15 in Salt Lake 
City between North Temple and 600 North. Four different versions of a buried tunnel option for I-15 in Salt 
Lake City were evaluated. All four of these tunnel options were evaluated with the 5 GP + 1 HOT mainline 
concept for I-15 that passed Level 1 and Level 2 screening. 

UDOT also received comments from Salt Lake City and others requesting that UDOT consider a roundabout 
on 600 North, west of the interchange, to calm traffic as it enters the neighborhood. In response to this 
comment, UDOT evaluated a roundabout on 600 North and 800 West. 

UDOT also developed and evaluated two options at 1000 North for Salt Lake Option A. 

Table 3-5. Salt Lake City Interchange Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Interchange Concepts (full extent from 400 South to Warm Springs Road) 

Salt Lake Option A 
600 North, 
1000 North, and 
2100 North 

Scoping 

Salt Lake Option A is a CD interchange at 600 North and 1000 North; bicycle lanes and 
shared-use path improvements at 600 North and 1000 North; a full-access interchange at 
2100 North/Warm Springs Road; a new roadway, bicyclist, and pedestrian crossing at 
400 North; a new bicyclist and pedestrian crossing at 500 North; and a new shared-use 
path on the east side of U.S. 89 between 200 West and North Salt Lake (see Figures A-1, 
A-5, A-8, and A-9 in Attachment A). 

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent from North Temple to 600 North) 

Tunnel Option A 
North Temple and 
600 North 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

Tunnel Option A would begin going underground just north of the Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing near South Temple and would be below ground near 200 North. Tunnel Option A 
would come back to the existing grade just north of 600 North and would include only the 
SB off-ramp and NB on-ramp at the 600 North interchange. Tunnel Option A would allow 
200 North, 300 North, 400 North, and 500 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. 

Tunnel Option B 
North Temple and 
600 North 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

Tunnel Option B would begin going underground just north of the Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing near South Temple and would be below ground near 200 North. Tunnel Option B 
would come back to the existing grade near 450 North and would maintain a full 
interchange at 600 North. Tunnel Option B would allow 200 North, 300 North, and 
400 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. 

Tunnel Option C 
North Temple and 
600 North 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

Tunnel Option C would begin going underground just north of North Temple and would be 
below ground near 250 North. Tunnel Option C would come back to the existing grade 
near 450 North and would maintain a full interchange access at 600 North. Tunnel 
Option C would allow 300 North and 400 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. 

Tunnel Option D 
North Temple and 
600 North 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

Tunnel Option D would begin going underground just north of 300 North and would be 
below ground near 500 North. Tunnel Option D would come back to the existing grade 
near 700 North and would maintain a full interchange access at 600 North. Tunnel 
Option D would allow for a cap below the 600 North interchange. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-5. Salt Lake City Interchange Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent at 600 North and 800 West intersection) 
Roundabout 
Option at 
600 North and 
800 West 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

The Roundabout Option at 600 North and 800 West would be a four-way roundabout that 
accommodates two travel lanes in every direction. The roundabout would include 
sidewalks and buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes on both sides of 600 North and 
800 West.  

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent 800 North to 1300 North) 

1000 North – 
Northern Option Scoping 

The Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option would provide full access to I-15 north 
of 1000 North (near 1100 North) and would be compatible with the 600 North CD 
interchange. One signalized intersection would provide access to and from the SB I-15 
CD ramp on the west side of I-15. A second signalized intersection would provide access 
to and from the NB I-15 CD ramp on the east side of I-15. The connection to and from 
I-15 would go north from the 900 West/1000 North intersection in Salt Lake City. 

1000 North – 
Southern Option 

Draft alternatives 
screening public 
comment 

The Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option would provide full access to I-15 at 
1000 North and would be compatible with the 600 North CD interchange. One signalized 
intersection would provide access to and from the SB I-15 CD ramp on the west side of 
I-15. A second signalized intersection would provide access to and from the NB I-15 CD 
ramp on the east side of I-15. The connection to and from I-15 would go east from the 
900 West/1000 North intersection in Salt Lake City. The Salt Lake City 1000 North – 
Southern Option would also have a SB lane that would have a grade-separated crossing 
for the SB traffic exiting to 600 North.  

Changes to Options after the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. The main changes to Salt 
Lake Option A after the draft alternatives public comment period were the following three items: 

1. Removed the 500 North pedestrian crossing. The 500 North crossing was removed due to 
engineering constraints and the infeasibility of providing a comfortable undercrossing. Because the 
500 North crossing would need to cross under both the I-15 mainline and the I-15 southbound 
on-ramp and northbound off-ramp to 600 North, the crossing would be about 350 feet long. To 
maintain the existing I-15 grade under 600 North (and not require impacts to properties on 600 North 
west of I-15), I-15 must be close to existing grade at 500 North. To meet these design criteria, the 
vertical crossing at 500 North could be only a maximum of 5 feet high, which is less than the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials standard minimum vertical 
clearance of 10 feet for bicyclists and pedestrians. Additionally, UDOT received comments during 
the draft alternatives public comment period that both supported and opposed the 500 North 
crossing. Much of the feedback opposing the 500 North crossing came from residents of properties 
near this crossing stating concerns about the crossing being unsafe and being used by homeless 
populations due to the long length and short height. Because it was not technically feasible to 
provide a safe pedestrian underpass at 500 North, the 500 North underpass was removed from Salt 
Lake Option A. 

2. Changed the 1000 North connection to I-15 with Option A. The preliminary design was refined 
and resulted in two options at 1000 North. These options are the Salt Lake City 1000 North – 
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Southern Option and the Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option. Both of these Salt Lake City 
1000 North options are reviewed in Level 2 screening for Salt Lake Option A. 

3. Removed a frontage road on the east side of U.S. 89 in the area of the shared-use path. The 
frontage road was removed to improve the experience of the shared-use path (the frontage road 
would be east of the shared-use path and would require the shared-use path to be between U.S. 89 
and the frontage road) and to minimize impacts to the properties on the east side of U.S. 89. Access 
is still provided to the properties on the east side of U.S. 89 with the revised design. 

Level 2 Screening Analysis for Salt Lake Options 
Salt Lake Option A extends the full length of the geographic area (400 South to the Salt Lake County–Davis 
County boundary) and is reviewed separately from the four tunnel options, 600 North 800 West roundabout, 
and the two 1000 North options, which are evaluated for a smaller area. 

Salt Lake Option A Analysis 

Table 3-6 below shows the Level 2 screening data for Salt Lake Option A. 

Option A meets the purpose of the project by being compatible with Salt Lake City’s planned 600 North 
project improvements, by improving access to the 1000 North area by having full interchange access 
(including adding the northbound off-ramp access) instead of the existing three-quarter interchange that 
does not allow northbound off-ramp access, and by providing more-comfortable bicyclist and pedestrian 
facilities that minimize out-of-direction travel. Option A would have benefits to low-income and minority 
populations in this area with the full-access 1000 North connections to I-15 and better bicyclist and 
pedestrian facilities that minimize out-of-direction travel.  
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Table 3-6. Salt Lake Option A Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A 

Active transportation 

Provides more-comfortable bicyclist and pedestrian facilities on 600 North and 
new bicyclist and pedestrian facilities at 400 North. Bicyclist and pedestrian 
facilities on 600 North are compatible with planned Salt Lake City 600 North 
bicyclist and pedestrian improvements. 

Acres of aquatic resources potentially impacted 19 
Number of connections to regional transit facilities 
and regional trails 

1 – new SUP on U.S. 89 between 200 West and North Salt Lake 

Number of Section 4(f) parks or recreational 
properties potentially impacted 0 

Number of Section 6(f) parks potentially impacted 0 

Number of residential properties potentially 
relocated b 

24  

Number of commercial properties potentially 
relocated b 

3  

Number of historic buildings with potential 
adverse effect b 1  

Potential impacts or benefits to low-income or 
minority populations? 

Yes; areas in Salt Lake City have potential low-income and minority populations, 
and there could be property impacts to these populations. Option A would improve 
roadway, bicyclist, and pedestrian facilities for residents and businesses in these 
communities and improve access to and from I-15 at 1000 North.  

Passes Level 2 screening?  Yes 
a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut and fill, 

and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way plus a 
25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically designed in 
more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an alternative. UDOT will 
update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize impacts to adjacent 
resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures (residential, 
commercial, and historic) that are within the 25 foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property impacts for the 
Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 

Salt Lake City Tunnel Options Analysis 

Based on comments and requests received during the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT also 
evaluated burying I-15 in Salt Lake City between North Temple and 600 North. Four different versions of a 
buried tunnel option for I-15 in Salt Lake City were evaluated and are shown in Figure 3-13 and 
Attachment B, Salt Lake City Tunnel Options. In addition to the Level 2 screening criteria and impacts 
discussed below, tunneling in Salt Lake City near the I-15 corridor has the potential for shallow groundwater, 
artesian water pressure, buried foundations and rubble from previous projects, and other geotechnical 
issues due to poor and weak soils, all of which may cause constructability and settlement issues. These 
issues are a concern for the constructability and stability of a tunnel as well as the nearby residential 
properties that may experience settlement impacts from the construction of the tunnel. The four tunnel 
options are shorter than the Salt Lake Option A reviewed above, which includes the area from 400 South to 
the Salt Lake County–Davis County boundary. 

Tunnel Option A. Tunnel Option A would begin going underground just north of the Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing near South Temple and would be below ground near 200 North. Tunnel Option A would come back 
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to the existing grade just north of 600 North and would include only the southbound off-ramp and 
northbound on-ramp at the 600 North interchange. Tunnel Option A would allow 200 North, 300 North, 
400 North, and 500 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. Tunnel Option A would require temporary 
lanes for northbound I-15 to be built on the east side of existing I-15 and temporary lanes for southbound 
I-15 to be built on the west side of existing I-15 in order to allow excavating and constructing the buried 
section of I-15 between 200 North and 600 North. Additionally, Tunnel Option A would require closing North 
Temple and the UTA TRAX Green Line on North Temple during construction to accommodate burying I-15. 
North Temple and the UTA TRAX Green Line would need to be reconstructed and raised about 15 feet to 
cross over I-15 with Tunnel Option A. As shown in Table 3-7 below, Tunnel Option A is estimated to require 
acquisition of 96 residential homes, 11 commercial properties or businesses, 10 apartment buildings, and 
2 churches. The property impacts from Tunnel Option A would be a result of the temporary lanes for 
northbound and southbound I-15 and reconstruction of North Temple and the UTA TRAX Green Line on a 
new profile to go over the buried I-15. 

Tunnel Option B. Tunnel Option B would begin going underground just north of the Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing near South Temple and would be below ground near 200 North. Tunnel Option B would come back 
to the existing grade near 450 North and would maintain a full interchange at 600 North. Tunnel Option B 
would allow 200 North, 300 North, and 400 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. Tunnel Option B 
would require temporary lanes for northbound I-15 to be built on the east side of existing I-15 and temporary 
lanes for southbound I-15 to be built on the west side of existing I-15 in order to allow excavation and 
construction of the buried section of I-15 between 200 North and 450 North. Additionally, Tunnel Option B 
would require closing North Temple and the UTA TRAX Green Line on North Temple during construction to 
accommodate burying I-15. North Temple and the UTA TRAX Green Line would need to be reconstructed 
and raised about 15 feet to cross over I-15 with Tunnel Option B. As shown in Table 3-7 below, Tunnel 
Option B is estimated to require acquisition of 117 residential homes, 15 commercial properties or 
businesses, 10 apartment buildings, and 3 churches. The property impacts from Tunnel Option B would be a 
result of the temporary lanes for northbound and southbound I-15 and reconstruction of North Temple and 
the UTA TRAX Green line on a new profile to go over the buried I-15. 

Tunnel Option C. Tunnel Option C would begin going underground just north of North Temple and would be 
below ground near 250 North. Tunnel Option C would come back to the existing grade near 450 North and 
would maintain a full interchange access at 600 North. Tunnel Option C would allow 300 North and 
400 North to cross over I-15 at the existing grade. Tunnel Option C would require temporary lanes for 
northbound I-15 to be built on the east side of existing I-15 and temporary lanes for southbound I-15 to be 
built on the west side of existing I-15 in order to allow excavation and construction of the buried section of 
I-15 between 250 North and 450 North. Tunnel Option C is anticipated to not require closing North Temple 
or the UTA TRAX Green Line but would have impacts to properties on the east and west sides of I-15 on 
North Temple during construction due to the temporary lanes for northbound and southbound I-15. As 
shown in Table 3-7 below, Tunnel Option C is estimated to require acquisition of 113 residential homes, 
11 commercial properties or businesses, and 6 apartment buildings. The property impacts from Tunnel 
Option C would be a result of the temporary lanes for northbound and southbound I-15. 

Tunnel Option D. Tunnel Option D would begin going underground just north of 300 North and would be 
below ground near 550 North. Tunnel Option D would come back to the existing grade near 650 North and 
would maintain a full interchange access at 600 North. Tunnel Option D would result in a park cap below the 
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600 North interchange. Tunnel Option D would allow 300 North to continue to cross under I-15 at the 
existing grade. Tunnel Option D would allow 400 North to cross over I-15 if the elevation of 400 North is 
raised by around 15 feet above existing grade. Tunnel Option D would require temporary lanes for 
northbound I-15 to be built on the east side of existing I-15 and temporary lanes for southbound I-15 to be 
built on the west side of existing I-15 in order to allow excavation and construction of the buried section of 
I-15 between 300 North and 700 North. Tunnel Option D would not require closing North Temple or the UTA 
TRAX Green Line but would have impacts to properties on the east and west sides of I-15 on North Temple 
during construction due to the temporary lanes for northbound and southbound I-15. As shown in Table 3-7 
below, Tunnel Option D is estimated to require acquisition of 148 residential homes, 7 commercial properties 
or businesses, and 3 apartment buildings. The property impacts from Tunnel Option D would be a result of 
the temporary lanes for northbound and southbound I-15. 

Figures and profiles for the four tunnel options are included in Attachment B, Salt Lake City Tunnel Options. 

As shown below in Table 3-7, compared to Salt Lake Option A, any of the four tunnel options would have 
substantially more impacts to the adjacent residential properties, commercial properties, and historic 
properties in just the section of I-15 between North Temple and the 600 North interchange area. For just one 
data point, the tunnel options would require relocation of 180 to 1,270 more residential households or 750% 
to 5,290% more than the 24 potential residential relocations estimated for Salt Lake Option A. All of these 
impacted properties are located in areas that are identified as having lower-income and/or minority 
populations and several of the apartment buildings are low-income housing apartments. In addition to the 
much higher impacts, all four tunnel options would also have many more impacts during construction related 
to dust, noise, road closures and detours. All four tunnel options were screened out due to the substantially 
higher impacts to the community compared to Salt Lake Option A. 
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Table 3-7. Salt Lake City Tunnel Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource Tunnel Option A a Tunnel Option B a Tunnel Option C a Tunnel Option D a 

Number of community 
facilities directly impacted b 2 churches 3 churches 3 churches 4 churches 

Number of residential 
properties directly 
impacted b 

96 single-family homes 
and 10 apartment/ 

condominium buildings 
(1,177 units) 

117 single-family homes 
and 10 apartment/ 

condominium buildings 
(1,177 units) 

113 single-family homes 
and 6 apartment/ 

condominium buildings 
(716 units) 

148 single-family homes 
and 3 apartment/ 

condominium buildings 
(56 units) 

Number of commercial 
properties directly 
impacted b 

11 15 11 7 

Number of historic 
buildings potentially 
impacted a 

21 24 24 21 

Level of interchange 
access provided at 
600 North 

Half access; only SB 
off-ramp and NB 
on-ramp accommodated 

Full access; all 
movements 
accommodated 

Full access; all 
movements 
accommodated 

Full access; all 
movements 
accommodated 

Impacts to North Temple 
and UTA TRAX Green 
Line 

Yes, North Temple and 
the UTA TRAX Green 
Line would be closed 
during construction and 
would need to be 
reconstructed to raise 
the grade about 15 feet 
to go over the buried 
I-15. 

Yes, North Temple and 
the UTA TRAX Green 
Line would be closed 
during construction and 
would need to be 
reconstructed to raise 
the grade about 15 feet 
to go over the buried 
I-15. 

No, North Temple and 
the UTA TRAX Green 
Line would remain at 
the current grade. There 
would be impacts to 
properties on North 
Temple east and west 
of I-15 due to 
constructing temporary 
lanes for I-15 that would 
be used while 
constructing the tunnel. 

No, North Temple and 
UTA TRAX Green Line 
would remain at the 
current grade. All 
temporary and 
permanent construction 
begins north of the 
North Temple bridges. 

Passes Level 2 
screening? 

No No No No 

a These tunnel options do not extend the full distance of Salt Lake Options A and B; therefore, the impacts are underrepresented for 
these options within the Salt Lake City geographic corridor. 

b Resource impacts for the tunnel options are based on a preliminary engineering analysis that assumes that temporary northbound 
and southbound I-15 lanes would need to be constructed on both the east and west sides of existing I-15 to allow construction of the 
tunnel on the existing I-15 alignment. Constructing the temporary lanes would require UDOT to purchase these properties and 
relocate the owners or tenants. These are considered definite relocations because the locations of the temporary lanes would require 
the full use and acquisition of these properties. 
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Figure 3-13. Salt Lake City Tunnel Options Designs, Traffic Management, and Potential Property Impacts 
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Salt Lake City Roundabout Option at 600 North and 800 West Level 2 Screening Analysis 

Based on comments and requests received during the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT also 
evaluated a roundabout at 600 North and 800 West. The roundabout option is applicable only for the 
600 North and 800 West intersection area and does not include the larger area for Salt Lake Option A 
reviewed above, which includes the area from 400 South to the Salt Lake County–Davis County boundary. 
Salt Lake Option A above includes a traditional perpendicular intersection with stop signs on northbound and 
southbound traffic on 800 West. There would be no potential relocations with the traditional perpendicular 
intersection proposed with Salt Lake Option A. 

Roundabout Option at 600 North and 800 West. The roundabout option at 600 North and 800 West would 
require that the pedestrian refuges on the corners of 600 North and 800 West be removed to allow for the 
vehicle lanes to circumvent the wider footprint of the roundabout. As shown in Figure 3-14 and Table 3-8, 
below this results in four potential residential relocations for the four homes located on the existing 
intersection corners. 

As shown in Table 3-8 below, the roundabout at 600 North and 800 West would result in more impacts to 
residential properties, historic properties, and Section 4(f) resources and was therefore not advanced to be 
incorporated into Salt Lake Option A, which includes the traditional perpendicular intersection at 600 North 
and 800 West. 

Figure 3-14. Roundabout Option at 600 North and 800 West 

 



 

Alternatives Development and Screening Report September 2023 | 71 

Table 3-8. Salt Lake City 600 North Roundabout Options Level 2 Screening Data 

Resource 

Salt Lake Option A Traditional 
Perpendicular Intersection at 600 North 

and 800 West 

Roundabout Option at 600 North and 
800 West 

Residential Impacts 
0 relocations or partial impacts to residential 

properties 4 potential relocations 

Historic Property Impacts 0 
1 – 805 West 600 North is an eligible historic 

property and would be relocated with the 
roundabout. 

Section 4(f) Impacts 0 

Yes, the historic property at 805 West 600 North 
is also a Section 4(f) resource and would have a 

greater than de minimis impact with the 
roundabout. 

Passes Level 2 
screening? Yes No 

Salt Lake City 1000 North Interchange Analysis 

Based on comments and requests received during the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT also 
evaluated two different interchange options at 1000 North. The two 1000 North options are shorter than the 
Salt Lake Option A reviewed above, which includes the area from 400 South to the Salt Lake County–Davis 
County boundary. 

Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option. The Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option would 
provide full access to I-15 north of 1000 North (near 1100 North) and would be compatible with the 
600 North CD interchange. One signalized intersection would provide access to and from the southbound 
I-15 CD ramp on the west side of I-15. A second signalized intersection would provide access to and from 
the northbound I-15 CD ramp on the east side of I-15. The connection to and from I-15 would go north from 
the 900 West/1000 North intersection in Salt Lake City. 

Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option. The Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option would 
provide full access to I-15 at 1000 North and would be compatible with the 600 North CD interchange. One 
signalized intersection would provide access to and from the southbound I-15 CD ramp on the west side of 
I-15. A second signalized intersection would provide access to and from the northbound I-15 CD ramp on 
the east side of I-15. The connection to and from I-15 would go east from the 900 West/1000 North 
intersection in Salt Lake City. The Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option would also have a 
southbound lane that would have a grade-separated crossing for the southbound traffic exiting to 600 North. 

As shown below in Table 3-9, both the Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option and Salt Lake City 
1000 North – Southern Option (Figure 3-15 below) would have similar impacts and were both advanced past 
Level 2 screening as part of Salt Lake Option A. 
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Table 3-9. Salt Lake City 1000 North Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource 1000 North – Northern Option a 1000 North – Southern Option a 

Number of residential 
properties potentially relocated 0 0 

Number of commercial 
properties potentially relocated 

1 0 

Number of historic buildings 
with potential adverse effects 

1 1 

Passes Level 2 screening? Yes Yes 

a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 
and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

Level 2 Results for Salt Lake City 
Based on the Level 2 screening analysis and comments from the public and agencies received during the draft 
alternatives public comment period, UDOT advanced Salt Lake Option A for detailed evaluation in the Draft 
EIS (Figure 3-16 below). The advanced Salt Lake Option A would include both of the two 1000 North options, 
the Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option and the Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option. 

During Level 2 screening, UDOT eliminated all four tunnel options to bury I-15 in Salt Lake City and the 
roundabout option at 600 North 800 West. 
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Figure 3-15. Salt Lake City 1000 North Option Designs 

 

Salt Lake City 1000 North 
– Northern Option 

Salt Lake City 1000 North 
– Southern Option 
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Figure 3-16. Salt Lake Option A 
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Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts in 
North Salt Lake/Woods Cross 
Options Advanced to Level 2 Screening. UDOT advanced two options (Options A and B) to Level 2 
screening for the North Salt Lake/Woods Cross section (Table 3-10 below). Options A and B were part of 
the draft alternatives published for public and agency review during the comment period from November 10, 
2022, to January 13, 2023. 

New Options Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. During the draft 
alternatives public comment period, UDOT received several comments from the City of North Salt Lake, 
Woods Cross City, and others requesting that UDOT reconsider options that would allow the southbound 
off-ramp at Center Street in North Salt Lake to be maintained. UDOT also received requests from the City of 
North Salt Lake and Union Pacific Railroad asking that the design of I-15 at Center Street either include or 
be forward-compatible with a Center Street grade-separated crossing of the Union Pacific and UTA 
FrontRunner railroad tracks. This option was eliminated in Level 1 screening. See the discussion above in 
Interchange Concepts Eliminated in Level 1 Screening on page 59. 

UDOT also received comments from Woods Cross City requesting that UDOT evaluate other options at 
2600 South in Woods Cross that would not require traffic coming from the northwest side of the city to cross 
under I-15 on the new 800 West and use Wildcat Way to access I-15. Representatives of Woods Cross City 
stated that they like the current “jug handle” design for the southbound off-ramp at 2600 South and 
wondered whether this design could be maintained. Based on the traffic analysis for the I-15 project, UDOT 
determined that the tight diamond (Option A) and SPUI (Option B) are the best interchange options at 
2600 South. UDOT understands that either of these options introduces some out-of-direction travel for 
people from the parts of Woods Cross north of 2600 South and west of I-15 who use the southbound 
off-ramp and southbound on-ramp, but UDOT does not expect that this out-of-direction travel would 
decrease traffic performance or add notable delays for users in Woods Cross. The traffic analysis shows 
that converting the interchange to a more standard tight diamond or SPUI does a better job of 
accommodating all traffic movements through the interchange, improves driver expectancy by using a more 
standard interchange type, and minimizes the number of unconventional signals and movements at the 
2600 South interchange. Therefore, no additional options were advanced for screening from the draft 
alternatives public comment period. 

Changes to Options from the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. There were no substantial 
changes to the design of the interchanges or bicyclist and pedestrian facilities for North Salt Lake/Woods 
Cross Option A or B as a result of the draft alternatives public comment period. UDOT made small 
refinements to the design of 2600 South on the west side of I-15 to provide better access to the industrial 
properties on the north side of 2600 South and to minimize impacts to the Colonial Woods mobile home park 
on the south side of 2600 South. 
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Table 3-10. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Interchange Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Interchange Concepts (full extent from the county boundary to 1500 South) 
North Salt Lake/
Woods Cross 
Option A 
I-215, U.S. 89, and 
2600 South 

Scoping 

Option A included a new local interchange in North Salt Lake that provides access to I-15 and 
I-215 from U.S. 89, a tight diamond interchange at 2600 South with a realignment of 800 West 
to connect to Wildcat Way north of 2600 South, bicycle lanes and shared-use path 
improvements at 2600 South and 800 West, and wider bridges over Center Street and Main 
Street in North Salt Lake (see Figures A-11 and A-15 in Attachment A). 

North Salt Lake/
Woods Cross 
Option B 
I-215, U.S. 89, and 
2600 South 

Scoping 

Option B included a new local interchange in North Salt Lake that provides access to I-15 and 
I-215 from U.S. 89, a SPUI at 2600 South with a realignment of 800 West to connect to Wildcat 
Way north of 2600 South, bicycle lanes and shared-use path improvements at 2600 South 
(including a grade-separated shared-use path) and 800 West, and wider bridges over Center 
Street and Main Street in North Salt Lake (see Figures A-12, A-16, and A-17 in Attachment A). 

Level 2 Screening Analysis for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options 
Table 3-11 below shows the Level 2 screening data for the two North Salt Lake/Woods Cross options. 

As shown below in Table 3-11, the impacts from North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A and B would be 
the same for all resources. During the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT received support for 
Option B from the City of North Salt Lake and many residents based on Option B’s higher roadway capacity 
with the SPUI. Although both Options A and B can suitably accommodate the projected traffic volumes at 
the 2600 South interchange, Option B has more capacity and is able to move the projected traffic more 
efficiently. Because there were no differences in impacts and because Option B would provide more traffic 
benefits, UDOT advanced North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B through Level 2 screening. UDOT 
eliminated North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A because it would substantially duplicate Option B and 
would result in substantially similar impacts as Option B.  
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Table 3-11. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B 

Acres of aquatic resources 
potentially impacted 0.5 0.5 

Number of connections to regional 
transit facilities and regional trails 

1 – new SUP on U.S. 89 between 200 West 
and North Salt Lake 

1 – new SUP on U.S. 89 between 200 West 
and North Salt Lake 

Number of Section 4(f) parks or 
recreational properties potentially 
impacted 

1 –Wood Cross High School playing fields 1 – Wood Cross High School playing fields 

Number of Section 6(f) parks 
potentially impacted 

0 0 

Number of residential properties 
potentially relocated b 

10 10 

Number of commercial properties 
potentially relocated b 

3  3 

Number of historic buildings with 
potential adverse effectb 3 3 

Potential impacts or benefits to 
low-income or minority 
populations?  

Yes; areas in North Salt Lake have potential 
low-income and minority populations, and 
there could be property impacts to these 
populations. Option A would improve roadway, 
bicyclist, and pedestrian facilities for residents 
and businesses in these communities and 
improve access to and from I-15 and I-215 
from the southern part of North Salt Lake near 
U.S. 89.  

Yes; areas in North Salt Lake have potential 
low-income and minority populations, and 
there could be property impacts to these 
populations. Option B would improve roadway, 
bicyclist, and pedestrian facilities for residents 
and businesses in these communities and 
improve access to and from I-15 and I-215 
from the southern part of North Salt Lake near 
U.S. 89.  

Passes Level 2 screening?  

Not advanced because Option A has less 
traffic capacity, and it substantially 

duplicates and has impacts similar to those 
of Option B, which will be considered in 

detail in the Draft EIS 

Yes 
(Advanced) 

a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 
and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures 
(residential, commercial, and historic) that are within the 25 foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property 
impacts for the Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 
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Level 2 Results for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross 
Based on the Level 2 screening analysis and comments from the public and agencies received during the 
draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT advanced North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B for 
detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS (Figure 3-17 below). 

UDOT eliminated North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A during Level 2 screening. UDOT eliminated 
North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A because it would substantially duplicate Option B and would result in 
substantially similar impacts as Option B. 
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Figure 3-17. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B 
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Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedesftrian Concepts in 
Bountiful/West Bountiful 
Options Advanced to Level 2 Screening. UDOT advanced three options (Options A, B, and C) to Level 2 
screening for the Bountiful/West Bountiful section (Table 3-12). Options A, B, and C were part of the draft 
alternatives published for public and agency review during the comment period from November 10, 2022, to 
January 13, 2023. 

New Options Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. UDOT received a few 
comments requesting that UDOT keep the existing DDI or consider a SPUI instead of the diamond 
interchange at 500 South in Bountiful/West Bountiful/Woods Cross. Both the DDI and SPUI were evaluated 
during Level 1 screening (Table 3-1 above). Since a tight diamond interchange at 500 South is sufficient for 
traffic and preferable for bicyclists and pedestrians, the SPUI and DDI concepts at 500 South were not 
advanced to Level 2 screening. UDOT also received comments from West Bountiful City, Bountiful City, and 
others requesting that UDOT consider ways to minimize impacts to businesses on 500 South and 400 North 
east of I-15. In response to these comments, UDOT evaluated two options (Bountiful 500 South – Southern 
Option and Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option) for 500 South between I-15 and 400 West and two 
options (Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option and Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option) for 400 North 
between I-15 and 350 West.  
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Table 3-12. Bountiful/West Bountiful Interchange Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Interchange Concepts (full extent from 1500 South to Pages Lane/1600 North) 

Option A 
500 South, 
400 North, and 
500 West 

Scoping 

Option A included a diamond interchange at 500 South, a split diamond interchange at 
400 North (northbound off-ramps and southbound on-ramps) and 500 West (northbound 
on-ramp and southbound off-ramp on right side), bicycle lanes and shared-use path 
improvements at 500 South and 400 North, a new shared-use path connection to the Woods 
Cross FrontRunner Station, and a wider bridge over Pages Lane/1600 North (see Figures A-20 
and A-23 in Attachment A). 

Option B 
500 South, 
400 North, and 
500 West 

Scoping 

Option B included a diamond interchange at 500 South, a three-quarters diamond interchange at 
400 North (northbound off-ramps, southbound on-ramps, and southbound off-ramps), a 
northbound on-ramp at 500 West, bicycle lanes and shared-use path improvements at 
500 South and 400 North, a new shared-use path connection to the Woods Cross FrontRunner 
Station, and a wider bridge over Pages Lane/1600 North (see Figures A-21 and A-24 in 
Attachment A). 

Option C 
500 South, 
400 North, and 
500 West 

Scoping 

Option C included a new CD ramp system for 500 South and 400 North, a northbound on-ramp 
at 500 West, bicycle lanes and shared-use path improvements at 500 South and 400 North, a 
new shared-use path connection to the Woods Cross FrontRunner Station, and a wider bridge 
over Pages Lane/1600 North (see Figures A-22 and A-25 in Attachment A). 

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent at 500 South between I-15 and 400 West) 

Bountiful 
500 South – 
Northern Option 

Alternatives 
Development 
Process 

The Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option would accommodate the extra space needed for the 
500 South roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 500 South to the 
north between I-15 and 400 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the south 
side of 500 South. 

Bountiful 
500 South – 
Southern Option 

Alternatives 
Development 
Process 

The Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option would accommodate the extra space needed for the 
500 South roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 500 South to the 
south between I-15 and 400 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the north 
side of 500 South. 

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent at 400 North between I-15 and 350 West) 

Bountiful 
400 North – 
Northern Option 

Alternatives 
Development 
Process 

The Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option would accommodate the extra space needed for the 
400 North roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 400 North to the 
north between I-15 and 350 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the south 
side of 400 North. 

Bountiful 
400 North – 
Southern Option 

Alternatives 
Development 
Process 

The Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option would accommodate the extra space needed for the 
400 North roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 400 North to the 
south between I-15 and 350 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the north 
side of 400 North. 

Changes to Options from the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. There were no substantial 
changes to the design of the interchanges for Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A, B, or C as a result of the 
draft alternatives public comment period. A 6-foot-wide sidewalk was added to the south side of 400 North, 
allowing for pedestrian connectivity on both sides of 400 North across I-15 and the railroad tracks. 
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Level 2 Screening Analysis for Bountiful/West Bountiful Options 
Table 3-13 below shows the Level 2 screening data for the three Bountiful/West Bountiful options. 

Table 3-13. Bountiful/West Bountiful Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B Option C 

Acres of aquatic resources potentially 
impacted <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Number of connections to regional 
transit facilities and regional trails 

1 – new shared-use path 
connection to Woods Cross 
FrontRunner Station from 

500 South 

1 – new shared-use path 
connection to Woods Cross 
FrontRunner Station from 

500 South 

1 – new shared-use path 
connection to Woods Cross 
FrontRunner Station from 

500 South 

Number of Section 4(f) parks or 
recreational properties potentially 
impacted 

1 
Woods Cross Elementary 

playing fields 

1 
Woods Cross Elementary 

playing fields 

1 
Woods Cross Elementary 

playing fields 

Number of Section 6(f) parks 
potentially impacted 0 0 0 

Number of residential properties 
potentially relocatedb 2 to 3  3 to 4  5  

Number of commercial properties 
potentially relocatedb 

17 to 20  21  23  

Number of historic buildings with 
potential adverse effectb 

1 1 2 

Potential impacts or benefits to low-
income or minority populations? 

Yes; areas in West Bountiful 
and Bountiful near I-15 have 
potential low-income and 
minority populations, and 
there could be property 
impacts to these 
populations. Option A would 
improve roadway, bicyclist, 
and pedestrian facilities for 
residents and businesses in 
these communities.  

Yes; areas in West Bountiful 
and Bountiful near I-15 have 
potential low-income and 
minority populations, and 
there could be property 
impacts to these 
populations. Option B would 
improve roadway, bicyclist, 
and pedestrian facilities for 
residents and businesses in 
these communities. 

Yes; areas in West Bountiful 
and Bountiful near I-15 have 
potential low-income and 
minority populations, and 
there could be property 
impacts to these 
populations. Option C would 
improve roadway, bicyclist, 
and pedestrian facilities for 
residents and businesses in 
these communities. 

Passes Level 2 screening? Yes Not advanced because 
Option B substantially 

duplicates and would have 
impacts similar but 

slightly higher than those 
of Option A, which will be 
considered in detail in the 

Draft EIS 

Not advanced because 
Option C substantially 

duplicates and would have 
impacts similar but 

slightly higher than those 
of Option A, which will be 
considered in detail in the 

Draft EIS 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-13. Bountiful/West Bountiful Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B Option C 
a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 

and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures 
(residential, commercial, and historic) that are within the 25 foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property 
impacts for the Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 

As shown above in Table 3-13, the impacts would be similar for all three options. Option B would impact one 
more residence and one more business on the east side of I-15 between 400 North and 500 West due to a 
wider footprint on the east side of I-15 to accommodate the southbound off-ramp at 400 North with Option B. 
Option C would impact two more residential properties, two more businesses, and one more historic 
property on the east side of I-15 between 400 North and 500 West due to a wider footprint on the east side 
of I-15 to accommodate the CD system with Option C. Option A would be the most consistent with current 
traffic patterns and would maintain all existing business accesses. Option A would also have the fewest 
impacts to the business and commercial properties between 400 North and 500 West on the east side of 
I-15. Additionally, UDOT received comments from West Bountiful City and residents and stakeholders 
supporting Option A during the draft alternatives public comment period. UDOT has received support from 
Bountiful City for Option A during meetings with city staff. 

Because Option A was supported by the Cities, would be consistent with local travel patterns, and had the 
fewest impacts to residential properties, commercial properties, and historic properties, UDOT advanced 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A through Level 2 screening. UDOT eliminated Bountiful/West Bountiful 
Options B and C because they would substantially duplicate Option A and would result in substantially 
similar, but slightly higher, impacts compared to Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A. 

Bountiful 500 South Analysis 

Based on comments and requests received during the draft alternatives public comment period related to 
minimizing impacts to businesses on 500 South, UDOT also evaluated two different options for Bountiful 
500 South between I-15 and 400 West (see Figure 3-20). The two 500 South options are shorter than the 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C reviewed above, which include the area from 1500 South to 
Pages Lane (1600 North). 

Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option. The Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option would accommodate 
the extra space needed for the 500 South roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 
500 South to the north between I-15 and 400 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the 
south side of 500 South. 

Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option. The Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option would accommodate 
the extra space needed for the 500 South roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 
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500 South to the south between I-15 and 400 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the 
north side of 500 South. 

As shown above in Table 3-14, the two Bountiful 500 South options would have similar impacts, with the 
impacts occurring to commercial properties on the north or south side of 500 South. 

Both the Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option and the Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option (Figure 3-22 
below) would have similar impacts and were both advanced past Level 2 screening as part of Bountiful/West 
Bountiful Option A. 

Table 3-14. Bountiful 500 South Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource Bountiful 500 South – Northern Optiona Bountiful 500 South – Southern Optiona 

Number of residential 
properties potentially relocated 

0 0 

Number of commercial 
properties potentially relocated 

7 9 

Number of historic buildings 
with potential adverse effect 0 0 

Passes Level 2 screening? Yes Yes 

a The impact data for these options includes only the segment of 500 South between I-15 and 400 West in Bountiful. The impacts do 
not include the full distance of Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C shown above.  

Bountiful 400 North Analysis 

Based on comments and requests received during the draft alternatives public comment period related to 
minimizing impacts to businesses on 400 North, UDOT also evaluated two different options for Bountiful 
400 North between I-15 and 350 West (see Figure 3-19). The two 400 North options are shorter than the 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C reviewed above, which include the area from 1500 South to 
Pages Lane (1600 North). 

Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option. The Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option would accommodate 
the extra space needed for the 400 North roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 
400 North to the north between I-15 and 350 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the 
south side of 400 North. 

Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option. The Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option would accommodate 
the extra space needed for the 400 North roadway, turn lanes, bike lanes, and shared-use paths by shifting 
400 North to the south between I-15 and 350 West. This option would minimize impacts to properties on the 
north side of 400 North. 

As shown above in Table 3-15, the two Bountiful 400 North options would have similar impacts to 
residential, commercial, and historic properties on the north or south sides of 400 North in Bountiful. 

Both the Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option and the Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option (Figure 3-18 
below) would have similar impacts and were both advanced past Level 2 screening as part of Bountiful/West 
Bountiful Option A. 
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Table 3-15. Bountiful 400 North Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource Bountiful 400 North – Northern Optiona Bountiful 400 North – Southern Optiona 

Number of residential 
properties potentially relocated 1 2 

Number of commercial 
properties potentially relocated 

3 4 

Number of historic buildings 
with potential adverse effect 

1 1 

Passes Level 2 screening? Yes Yes 

a The impact data for these options includes only the segment of 400 North between I-15 and 400 West in Bountiful. The impacts do 
not include the full distance of Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C shown above.  

Level 2 Results for Bountiful/West Bountiful 
Based on the Level 2 screening analysis and comments from the public and agencies received during the 
draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT advanced Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS (Figure 3-18 below). The advanced Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A would 
include two 500 South options, the Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option and the Bountiful 500 South – 
Southern Option; and two 400 North options, the Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option and the Bountiful 
400 North – Southern Option. 

UDOT eliminated Bountiful/West Bountiful Options B and C during Level 2 screening. UDOT eliminated 
Bountiful/West Bountiful Options B and C because they would substantially duplicate Option A and would 
result in substantially similar, but slightly higher, impacts compared to Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A. 
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Figure 3-18. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A 
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Figure 3-19. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A – 400 North – Northern and Southern Options 
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Figure 3-20. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A – 500 South – Northern and Southern Options 
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Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts in 
Centerville 
Options Advanced to Level 2 Screening. UDOT advanced two options (Options A and B) to Level 2 
screening for the Centerville section (Table 3-16). Options A and B were part of the draft alternatives 
published for public and agency review during the comment period from November 10, 2022, to January 13, 
2023. 

New Options Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. No new interchange 
options were identified for Centerville during the draft alternatives public comment period. 

Table 3-16. Centerville Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Interchange Concepts (full extent from Pages Lane/1600 North to Farmington boundary) 

Option A 
Parrish Lane and 
Pages Lane/
1600 North 

Scoping 

Option A included a tight diamond interchange at Parrish Lane with a NB off-ramp tunnel to the 
frontage road north of Parrish Lane, a new grade-separated pedestrian crossing at Porter 
Lane/400 South, a new grade-separated pedestrian crossing at Centerville Community Park, 
and bicyclist and pedestrian improvements on Parrish Lane (see Figures A-27, A-29, and A-31 
in Attachment A). 

Option B 
Parrish Lane and 
Pages Lane/
1600 North 

Scoping 

Option B included a SPUI at Parrish Lane with a NB off-ramp tunnel to the frontage road north 
of Parrish Lane, a new grade-separated pedestrian crossing at 200 North, a new grade-
separated pedestrian crossing at Centerville Community Park, and bicyclist and pedestrian 
improvements on Parrish Lane (see Figures A-28 and A-30 in Attachment A). 

Changes to Options from the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. There were no substantial 
changes to the design of the interchanges or bicyclist and pedestrian facilities for Centerville Option A or 
Option B as a result of the draft alternatives public comment period. 

Level 2 Screening Analysis for Centerville Options 
Table 3-17 below shows the Level 2 screening data for the two Centerville options. 

As shown below in Table 3-17, the impacts from Centerville Options A and B would be similar for all 
resources. During the draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT received support for Option A from 
Centerville City. UDOT also received support from many residents supporting Option B’s higher roadway 
capacity with the SPUI at Parrish Lane and the new grade-separated shared-use path at 200 North that 
would be provided with Option B. Although both Options A and B can suitably accommodate the projected 
traffic volumes at the Parrish Lane interchange, Option B has more capacity and is able to move the 
projected traffic more efficiently. Because Option A would have slightly higher impacts and because 
Option B would provide more traffic benefits, UDOT advanced Centerville Option B through Level 2 
screening. UDOT eliminated Centerville Option A because it would substantially duplicate Option B and 
would result in impacts slightly higher than those of Option B. 
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Table 3-17. Centerville Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B 

Acres of aquatic resources 
potentially impacted <0.1 <0.1 

Number of connections to regional 
transit facilities and regional trails 

3 – new or improved connections over I-15 
and the railroad tracks at Centerville 

Community Park, Parrish Lane, and Porter 
Lane 

3 – new or improved connections over I-15 
and the railroad tracks at Centerville 

Community Park, Parrish Lane, and 200 North 

Number of Section 4(f) parks or 
recreational properties potentially 
impacted 

1 
Centerville Community Park 

1 
Centerville Community Park 

Number of Section 6(f) parks 
potentially impacted 

1 
Centerville Community Park 

1 
Centerville Community Park 

Number of residential properties 
potentially relocatedb 3  3 

Number of commercial properties 
potentially relocatedb 

1 to 2 0 

Number of historic buildings with 
potential adverse effectb 

0 0 

Potential impacts or benefits to 
low-income or minority 
populations? 

No, there are no lower-income or minority 
populations in this area. 

No, there are no lower-income or minority 
populations in this area. 

Passes Level 2 screening? 

Not advanced because Option A has less 
traffic capacity, and it substantially 

duplicates and would have impacts similar 
but slightly higher than those of Option B, 

which will be considered in detail in the 
Draft EIS 

Yes 
(Advanced) 

a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 
and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures 
(residential, commercial, and historic) that are within the 25 foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property 
impacts for the Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 
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Level 2 Results for Centerville 
Based on the Level 2 screening analysis and comments from the public and agencies received during the 
draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT advanced Centerville Option B for detailed evaluation in 
the Draft EIS (Figure 3-21 below). 

UDOT eliminated Centerville Option A during Level 2 screening. UDOT eliminated Centerville Option A 
because it would substantially duplicate Option B and would result in impacts similar to but slightly higher 
than those of Option B. 
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Figure 3-21. Centerville Option B 

 



 

96 | September 2023 Alternatives Development and Screening Report 

This page is intentionally left blank 



 

Alternatives Development and Screening Report September 2023 | 97 

Level 2 Screening for Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts in 
Farmington 
Options Advanced to Level 2 Screening. UDOT advanced three options (Options A, B, and C) to Level 2 
screening for the Farmington section (Table 3-18). Options A, B, and C were part of the draft alternatives 
published for public and agency review during the comment period from November 10, 2022, to January 13, 
2023. 

New Options Identified during the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. During the draft 
alternatives public comment period, UDOT received several comments from Farmington City and others 
requesting that UDOT consider options that would minimize impacts to the State Street and 400 West area 
with any of the three options in Farmington. In response to these comments, UDOT evaluated two different 
options for the State Street and 400 West area.  

Table 3-18. Farmington Interchange Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Screening 
Cross Street(s) 
and Concept 
Name 

Source Description 

Interchange Concepts (full extent from Centerville boundary to U.S. 89) 

Option A 
200 West Scoping 

Option A included rebuilding the existing 200 West northbound on-ramp and southbound 
off-ramp, and bicyclist and pedestrian improvements at the State Street and Glovers Lane 
crossings of I-15 (see Figures A-32, A-38, and A-39 in Attachment A). 

Option B 
Glovers Lane Scoping 

Option B included a new SPUI at Glovers Lane, rebuilding the existing 200 West northbound 
on-ramp and southbound off-ramp, and bicyclist and pedestrian improvements at the State 
Street and Glovers Lane crossings of I-15 (see Figures A-33, A-36, and A-37 in Attachment A). 

Option C 
200 West 

Scoping 
Option C included a new full access interchange at 200 West that provides all movements to 
I-15, and bicyclist and pedestrian improvements at the State Street and Glovers Lane crossings 
of I-15 (see Figures A-34 and A-39 in Attachment A). 

Sub-area Interchange Concepts (partial extent State Street and 400 West area) 

Farmington 
400 West Option 

Draft 
alternatives 
screening 
public 
comment 

The Farmington 400 West Option would maintain the existing local road connections with the 
frontage road going under State Street and an intersection to 400 West north of State Street. 
The Farmington 400 West Option was refined to allow the State Street and 400 West 
intersection to remain in its current location at the current grade to minimize impacts to 
residential properties on 400 West and State Street. The Farmington 400 West Option would 
maintain the existing parking area, pavilion, and landscaped areas at Ezra Clark Park and 
would require minor realignments of the Farmington Creek Trail in Ezra Clark Park. 

Farmington State 
Street Option 

Draft 
alternatives 
screening 
public 
comment 

The Farmington State Street Option would raise the elevation of the frontage road south of 
State Street and create a new intersection of the frontage road at State Street. This option 
would realign 400 West north of State Street and make 400 West the new frontage road north of 
State Street. This realignment of 400 West would be located on the parking area, pavilion, and 
landscaped areas at Ezra Clark Park and would require the Farmington Creek Trail to be 
realigned to be east of the realigned 400 West. 

Changes to Options from the Draft Alternatives Public Comment Period. UDOT refined the design of 
Farmington Option A after the draft alternatives public comment period to improve local road connections 
between the Frontage Road and 200 West. These improvements maintain free-flow movements to the 
northbound Frontage Road from I-15 and southbound from the frontage road on to southbound I-15 but 
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improve local mobility by allowing new connections to 200 West from the Frontage Road and new connections 
between the north Frontage Road and south Frontage Road that are not currently accommodated. 

Level 2 Screening Analysis for Farmington Options 
Table 3-19 shows the Level 2 screening data for the three Farmington options. 

Table 3-19. Farmington Interchange Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B Option C 

Acres of aquatic resources 
potentially impacted 

0.5 1.60 1.00 

Number of connections to 
regional transit facilities and 
regional trails 

2 – improved shared-use path 
connections across State 
Street and Glovers Lane 
provide better connections to 
Legacy Parkway Trail and 
D&RGW Trail. 

2 – improved shared-use path 
connections across State 
Street and Glovers Lane 
provide better connections to 
Legacy Parkway Trail and 
D&RGW Trail. 

2 – improved shared-use path 
connections across State 
Street and Glovers Lane 
provide better connections to 
Legacy Parkway Trail and 
D&RGW Trail. 

Number of Section 4(f) parks 
or recreational properties 
potentially impacted 

3 
South Park 

Ezra Clark Park 
Farmington Jr. High playing 

fields 

3 
South Park 

Ezra Clark Park 
Farmington Jr. High playing 

fields 

3 
South Park 

Ezra Clark Park 
Farmington Jr. High playing 

fields 

Number of Section 6(f) parks 
potentially impacted 

0 0 0 

Number of residential 
properties potentially 
relocated b 

3 21  6  

Number of commercial 
properties potentially 
relocatedb 

0  0 0 

Number of historic buildings 
with potential adverse 
effects b 

2 2 2 

Potential impacts or benefits 
to low-income or minority 
populations? 

No; there are no low-income or 
minority populations in this 
area. 

No; there are no low-income or 
minority populations in this 
area. 

No; there are no low-income or 
minority populations in this 
area. 

Passes Level 2 screening? 

Yes No 

Not advanced because 
Option C substantially 

duplicates and would have 
impacts similar but slightly 

higher than those of 
Option A, which will be 

considered in detail in the 
Draft EIS 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 3-19. Farmington Interchange Options Level 2 Screening Data 
Resource a Option A Option B Option C 
a Resource impacts are based on a GIS analysis that uses a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such as drainage, utilities, cut 

and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way 
plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort and time required to engineer an 
alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize 
impacts to adjacent resources as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS alternative(s). 

b The number of residential properties, commercial properties, and historic buildings potentially relocated is based on a review of the structures 
(residential, commercial, and historic) that are within the 25 foot buffer of the options. Additional detail regarding the locations and types of property 
impacts for the Draft EIS alternative(s) will be determined in the Draft EIS analysis after additional design and impact minimization are completed. 

Option A would be the most consistent with current traffic patterns and would maintain all existing accesses 
to residences and businesses in Farmington. Option A would also have the fewest impacts to residential 
areas in Farmington. Because Farmington Option A would be the most consistent with the current access 
and would have the fewest impacts, it was advanced to Level 2 screening. 

UDOT received many comments from Farmington City and residents in Farmington east of I-15 opposing a 
new interchange at Glovers Lane (with Option B) and the full-access 200 West interchange that was 
proposed with Option C. 

As shown above in Table 3-19, Option B would have substantially more potential residential relocations in 
Farmington (21) compared to Option A (3). This would be an increase of 18 potential residential relocations 
(or 600% more) compared to Option A. The new SPUI at Glovers Lane with Option B would impact homes 
near Glovers Lane that would be avoided with either Option A or Option C. Additionally, Option B would put 
more traffic on residential roads that are not planned to accommodate higher traffic volumes. UDOT 
eliminated Farmington Option B in Level 2 screening due to the substantially higher impacts to residential 
properties and the change in traffic patterns that would result in higher traffic volumes on residential roads 
that have not been planned to accommodate traffic accessing an I-15 interchange. 

Option C would potentially require relocation of three more residential properties on the east side of I-15 
near 200 West due to a wider footprint on the east side of I-15 to accommodate the new full-access 
interchange and local road connections with Option C. UDOT eliminated Farmington Option C because it 
would substantially duplicate Farmington Option A and would result in substantially similar, but slightly 
higher, impacts compared to Farmington Option A. 
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Farmington State Street and 400 West Area Analysis 

Based on several comments requesting that UDOT evaluate options to minimize impacts near State Street 
and 400 West with any of the Farmington options, UDOT developed and evaluated two new options by State 
Street. Both of these options were designed to work with the Farmington Option A design since that was the 
Farmington option advanced through Level 2 screening. 

Table 3-20 shows the Level 2 screening data for the two State Street and 400 West options. 

Table 3-20. Farmington State Street and 400 West Options Level 2 Data 
Resource Farmington 400 West Option  Farmington State Street Option 

Residential Impacts 3 – potential relocations 3 – potential relocations 

Ezra Clark Park and Farmington 
Creek Trail impacts 

Frontage road would be located on a small 
strip of park property on the west side of the 
park. No impacts to parking lot, pavilion, or 
landscaped areas. Minor realignments of the 
Farmington Creek Trail in Ezra Clark Park. 

Realigned 400 West would be located on the 
parking lot, pavilion, and landscaped areas 
of the park. Full relocation of the Farmington 
Creek Trail between the realigned 400 West 
and State Street. 

Connection to Frontage Road At 400 West in current location. 
At State Street. Would potentially make 
frontage road more desirable for some 
Station Park traffic. 

Passes Level 2 screening? Yes Yes 

Both the Farmington 400 West and Farmington State Street options (Figure 3-22 below) would have similar 
impacts and were both advanced past Level 2 screening as part of Farmington Option A. 
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Figure 3-22. Farmington State Street/Frontage Road and 400 West/Frontage Road Options 
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Level 2 Results for Farmington 
Based on the Level 2 screening analysis and comments from the public and agencies received during the 
draft alternatives public comment period, UDOT advanced Farmington Option A for detailed evaluation in 
the Draft EIS (Figure 3-23 below). The advanced Farmington Option A would include both of the two State 
Street and 400 West area options, the Farmington 400 West Option and the Farmington State Street Option. 

UDOT eliminated Farmington Option B and Farmington Option C during Level 2 screening. UDOT 
eliminated Farmington Option B in Level 2 screening due to the substantially higher impacts to residential 
properties and the change in traffic patterns that would result in higher traffic volumes on residential roads 
that have not been planned to accommodate traffic accessing an I-15 interchange. UDOT eliminated 
Farmington Option C because it would substantially duplicate Farmington Option A and would result in 
substantially similar, but slightly higher, impacts compared to Farmington Option A. 
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Figure 3-23. Farmington Option A 
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Summary of Level 2 Screening for Each Geographic Area 
As a result of the Level 2 screening process, UDOT advanced the following options and subarea options for 
each of the five geographic areas: 

 Salt Lake – Option A: 

o Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option 
o Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option 

 North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B 
 Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A: 

o Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option 
o Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option 
o Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option 
o Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option 

 Centerville Option B 
 Farmington Option A: 

o Farmington 400 West Option 
o Farmington State Street Option 



 

108 | September 2023 Alternatives Development and Screening Report 

Concepts Eliminated in Screening 
Eleven interchange concepts were eliminated during Level 2 screening. The eliminated options are 
summarized in Table 3-21. 

Table 3-21. Initial Interchange Concepts Eliminated in Level 2 Screening 
Concept Name and Description  Reason for Elimination 

Salt Lake Area Interchange Concepts 

600 North 800 West Roundabout 
The roundabout at 600 North and 800 West was eliminated because it would result in 
four relocations of residential properties and one historic property/Section 4(f) 
resource that would be avoided with Salt Lake Option A. 

Tunnel Option A  
All tunnel options were eliminated for the same reasons. All four of the tunnel options 
were screened out due to the substantially higher impacts to the community and higher 
costs compared to the original Salt Lake Option A. 

Tunnel Option B 

Tunnel Option C 

Tunnel Option D 

North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Interchange Concepts 

Option A 
UDOT eliminated North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A because it would substantially 
duplicate Option B and would result in substantially similar impacts as Option B. 

Bountiful/West Bountiful Interchange Concepts 

Option B 
UDOT eliminated Bountiful/West Bountiful Option B because it would substantially 
duplicate Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A and would result in substantially similar, but 
slightly higher, impacts compared to Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A. 

Option C 
UDOT eliminated Bountiful/West Bountiful Option C because it would substantially 
duplicate Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A and would result in substantially similar, but 
slightly higher, impacts compared to Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A. 

Centerville Interchange Concepts 

Option A 
UDOT eliminated Centerville Option A because it would substantially duplicate Option B 
and would result in impacts similar to but slightly higher than those of Option B. 

Farmington Interchange Concepts 

Option B 

UDOT eliminated Farmington Option B in Level 2 screening due to the substantially 
higher impacts to residential properties and the change in traffic patterns that would result 
in higher traffic volumes on residential roads that have not been planned to accommodate 
traffic accessing an I-15 interchange. 

Option C 
UDOT eliminated Farmington Option C because it would substantially duplicate 
Farmington Option A and would result in substantially similar, but slightly higher, impacts 
compared to Farmington Option A. 
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4.0 Summary of the Results of the Alternatives 
Development and Screening Process 

Based on the results of the alternatives development and screening process, UDOT advanced the following 
alternatives for further study in the EIS: 

 No-action Alternative 
 Action Alternative 

The Action Alternative includes the 5 GP + 1 HOT lane mainline concept combined with the concepts for 
each of the five geographic areas that passed Level 1 and Level 2 screening. 

The Action Alternative also includes the following subarea options: 

 Salt Lake City 1000 North – Northern Option 
 Salt Lake City 1000 North – Southern Option 
 Bountiful 500 South – Northern Option 
 Bountiful 500 South – Southern Option 
 Bountiful 400 North – Northern Option 
 Bountiful 400 North – Southern Option 
 Farmington 400 West Option 
 Farmington State Street Option 

Table 4-1 below lists the interchange and bicyclist and pedestrian improvements for each of the five 
geographic areas. UDOT structure policy currently requires an agreement with the local governments for 
long-term ownership and maintenance of any separate pedestrian and bicyclist facilities (such as the 
Centerville Park shared-use path crossing, the Centerville 200 North shared-use path crossing, and the 
2600 South shared-use path crossing). The inclusion of these project features is subject to a signed 
agreement between these Cities and UDOT. UDOT will continue to work with these Cities on design and 
agreements for these facilities. 

Figure 4-1 through Figure 4-21 below show the components of the Action Alternative for each of the five 
geographic areas. 

As discussed previously, UDOT determined the Level 2 screening impacts to each resource by estimating 
the right-of-way needed for each concept. The right-of-way widths were based on the typical sections and 
UDOT’s design standards, and also included a 25-foot buffer to account for an area of expected needs such 
as drainage, utilities, cut and fill, and construction access and easement requirements. The screening-level 
design accounted for only the width needed for actual right-of-way plus a 25-foot buffer. Further design 
refinement will occur before final widths and potential impacts are determined. Those elements are typically 
designed in more detail for the alternatives that pass the screening process because of the extensive effort 
and time required to engineer an alternative. UDOT will update the impact lines to account for these items 
for the Draft EIS impact analyses. UDOT will also work to avoid or minimize impacts to adjacent resources 
as it conducts this higher level of design refinement for the Draft EIS Action Alternative. UDOT will continue 
to coordinate efforts to refine the designs of the Draft EIS Action Alternative with the Cities and 
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other stakeholders during the design refinement process, especially design features that increase 
and improve connectivity to the cities in the project area. 

Table 4-1. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts That Passed Level 2 Screening 
by Location 

Geographic 
Area 
Selected 
Concept 

Limits Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 
Features 

Subarea Options for 
Location 

Salt Lake 
County 
Option A 

400 South 
to county 
boundary 

600 North CD and 2100 North full diamond interchange 
(Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2, Figure 4-3, and Figure 4-4) 
 No free right-hand turns and better sight lines for vehicles, thereby 

enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes and 8-foot-wide sidewalks 

on both sides of 600 North (Figure 4-3). 
 12-foot-wide SUP on 1000 North that crosses under I-15 and 

connects to Warm Springs Road east of I-15 (Figure 4-4). 
 400 North: new sidewalks and roadway crossing under I-15 

(Figure 4-2). 
 New U.S. 89 12-foot-wide SUP between Eagle Ridge Drive in 

North Salt Lake and Wall Street/200 West in Salt Lake City. 

1000 North (Figure 4-4) 
 Salt Lake City 1000 North – 

Northern Option 
 Salt Lake City 1000 North – 

Southern Option 
 

North Salt 
Lake/Woods 
Cross 
Option B 

County 
boundary to 
1500 South 

New I-215/U.S. 89 local interchange and 2600 South SPUI 
(Figure 4-5, Figure 4-6, Figure 4-7, Figure 4-8, Figure 4-9, 
Figure 4-10, and Figure 4-11) 
 New U.S. 89 12-foot-wide SUP between Eagle Ridge Drive in 

North Salt Lake and Wall Street/200 West in Salt Lake City. 
 Center Street buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes on both 

sides, 6-foot-wide sidewalk on north side, and 12-foot-wide SUP 
improvements on south side of Center Street between I-15 and 
400 West (Figure 4-6). 

 Wider bridge over Main Street to accommodate future bicyclist and 
pedestrian improvements (Figure 4-7). 

 At 2600 South, no free right-hand turns for vehicles and better 
sight lines, thereby enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes on both sides of 
2600 South (Figure 4-8). 

 8-foot-wide sidewalk on north side of 2600 South (Figure 4-8). 
 14-foot-wide grade-separated SUP on south side of 2600 South 

(Figure 4-9). 
 800 West: new underpass of I-15 with new 12-foot-wide SUP. 

12-foot-wide SUP connection between 800 West and 2600 South 
on west side of I-15 (Figure 4-10). 

 Wider bridge over 1500 South to accommodate future bicyclist and 
pedestrian improvements (Figure 4-11). 

NA 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 4-1. I-15 Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Concepts That Passed Level 2 Screening 
by Location 

Geographic 
Area 
Selected 
Concept 

Limits Interchange and Bicyclist and Pedestrian Crossing 
Features 

Subarea Options for 
Location 

Bountiful/
West 
Bountiful 
Option A 

1500 South 
to Pages 
Lane/
1600 North 

500 South diamond interchange and 400 North/500 West half-
diamond interchange  
(Figure 4-12, Figure 4-13, Figure 4-14, and Figure 4-15) 
 No free right-hand turns for vehicles and better sight lines, thereby 

enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 12-foot-wide SUP on both sides of 500 South (Figure 4-13). 
 Buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes on both sides of 400 North 

(Figure 4-14). 
 12-foot-wide SUP on the north side of 400 North (Figure 4-14). 
 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side of 400 North (Figure 4-14). 
 New SUP connection from 500 South to Woods Cross 

FrontRunner Station west of I-15. 
 Wider bridge over 1600 North/Pages Lane to accommodate future 

bicyclist and pedestrian improvements (Figure 4-15). 

500 South diamond 
interchange (Figure 4-12) 
 Bountiful 500 South – 

Northern Option 
 Bountiful 500 South – 

Southern Option 
 

400 North/500 West half 
diamond interchange 
(Figure 4-12) 
 Bountiful 400 North – 

Northern Option 
 Bountiful 400 North - 

Southern Option 
 

Centerville 
Option B 

Pages 
Lane/
1600 North 
to 
Farmington 
boundary 

Parrish Lane SPUI with NB connection to east frontage road 
(Figure 4-16 and Figure 4-17) 
 No free right-hand turns for vehicles and better sight lines, thereby 

enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 14-foot-wide SUP on the north side of Parrish Lane (Figure 4-17). 
 Grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP crossing of I-15 and railroad 

tracks at 200 North. 
 New grade-separated 14-foot-wide SUP crossing at Centerville 

Park over I-15/railroad tracks/Legacy Parkway. 

NA 

Farmington 
Option A 

Centerville 
boundary to 
U.S. 89 

Existing 200 West SB on-ramp and NB off-ramp (Figure 4-18, 
Figure 4-19, Figure 4-20, and Figure 4-21) 
 No free right-hand turns for vehicles and better sight lines, thereby 

enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 Glovers Lane bridge over I-15 and the railroad tracks is widened to 

include a 10-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side, a 6-foot-wide 
sidewalk on the south side, and buffered or barrier-separated bike 
lanes on both sides to match the facilities going over Legacy 
Parkway (Figure 4-19). 

 State Street/Clark Lane bridge over I-15 and the railroad tracks is 
widened to include buffered or barrier-separated bike lanes and 
sidewalks on both sides that match the facilities going over Legacy 
Parkway (Figure 4-21). 

Existing 200 West SB 
on-ramp and NB off-ramp 
(Figure 4-18, Figure 4-19, 
Figure 4-20, and 
Figure 4-21) 
 Farmington 400 West 

Option 
 Farmington State Street 

Option 
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Figure 4-1. Action Alternative: Salt Lake Segment 
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Figure 4-2. Action Alternative: 400 North Salt Lake 

 
 

Figure 4-3. Action Alternative: 600 North Salt Lake 

 

Figure 4-4. Action Alternative: Salt Lake 1000 North – Northern and Southern Options 
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Figure 4-5. Action Alternative: North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Segment 
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Figure 4-6. Action Alternative: Center Street North Salt Lake 

 

Figure 4-7. Action Alternative: Main Street North Salt Lake 

 

Figure 4-8. Action Alternative: 2600 South Woods Cross 
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Figure 4-9. Action Alternative: 2600 South SUP 

 

Figure 4-10. Action Alternative: 800 West Woods Cross 

 

Figure 4-11. Action Alternative: 1500 South Woods Cross 
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Figure 4-12. Action Alternative: Bountiful/West Bountiful Segment 
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Figure 4-13. Action Alternative: 500 South Bountiful/West Bountiful 

 

Figure 4-14. Action Alternative: 400 North Bountiful/West Bountiful 

 

Figure 4-15. Action Alternative: Pages Lane/1600 North West Bountiful/Centerville 
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Figure 4-16. Action Alternative: Centerville Segment 
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Figure 4-17. Action Alternative: Parrish SUP 
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Figure 4-18. Action Alternative: Farmington Segment 
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Figure 4-19. Action Alternative: Glovers Lane Farmington 

 

Figure 4-20. Action Alternative: 200 West Farmington 

 

Figure 4-21. Action Alternative: State Street Farmington 
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Attachment A: Draft Alternative Concept 
Figures – November 2022 

 600 North CD and 2100 North full diamond interchange
 600 North SPUI and 1800 North full diamond interchange
 New I-215/U.S. 89 local interchange and 2600 South diamond
 New I-215/U.S. 89 local interchange and 2600 South SPUI
 500 South diamond and 400 North/500 West half diamond
 500 South diamond and 400 North/500 West 3/4 diamond at 400 North with NB on ramp at

500 West
 CD for 500 South/400 North with NB on ramp at 500 West
 Parrish Lane diamond with NB connection to east frontage road
 Parrish Lane SPUI with NB connection to east frontage road
 Existing 200 West SB on-ramp and NB off-ramp
 Glovers Lane SPUI
 200 West full interchange
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Figure A-1. Salt Lake City Option A 600 North CD and 2100 North Full Diamond Interchange 

 

600 North 
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Figure A-2. Salt Lake City Option B 600 North SPUI and 1800 North Full Diamond Interchange 
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Figure A-3. Cross Section for Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing at 500 North Salt Lake City Options A and B 

 

Figure A-4. Cross Section for 400 North Salt Lake City Options A and B 

 

Figure A-5. Cross Section for Salt Lake City 600 North Option A  
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Figure A-6. Cross Section for Salt Lake City 600 North Option B 

 

Figure A-7. Cross Section for 600 North Salt Lake City Option B Shared-use Path  

 
 

Figure A-8. Cross Section for Beck Street in Salt Lake City Options A and B 

 



 

November 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  A-9 

Figure A-9. Cross Section for 2100 North Bridge for Salt Lake City Option A 

 
 

Figure A-10. Cross Section for 1800 North Bridge for Salt Lake City Option B 
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Figure A-11. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A New I-215/U.S. 89 Local Interchange and 2600 South Diamond 
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Figure A-12. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B New I-215/U.S. 89 Local Interchange and 2600 South SPUI 
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Figure A-13. Cross Section for Center Street in North Salt Lake (for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A and B) 

 

Figure A-14. Cross Section for Main Street in North Salt Lake (for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A and B) 

 

Figure A-15. Cross Section for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A  
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Figure A-16. Cross Section for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B  

 

Figure A-17. Shared-use Path Cross Section for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B  
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Figure A-18. Cross Section for 800 West for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A and B 

 

Figure A-19. Cross Section for 1500 South Woods Cross (for North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Options A and B) 
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Figure A-20. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A 500 South Diamond and 400 North/500 West Half Diamond 
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Figure A-21. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option B 500 South Diamond and 400 North/500 West 3/4 Diamond at 400 North with NB On-ramp at 500 West 

 



 

November 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  A-17 

Figure A-22. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option C CD for 500 South/400 North with NB On-ramp at 500 West 

 

500 W
est 
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Figure A-23. Cross Section for 500 South Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C  

 

Figure A-24. Cross Section for 400 North Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A and B  

 

Figure A-25. Cross Section for 400 North Bountiful/West Bountiful Option C  
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Figure A-26. Cross Section for Pages Lane/1600 North Centerville (for Bountiful/West Bountiful Options A, B, and C) 
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Figure A-27. Centerville Option A Parrish Lane Diamond with NB Connection to East Frontage Road 
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Figure A-28. Centerville Option B Parrish Lane SPUI with NB Connection to East Frontage Road 
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Figure A-29. Cross Section for Parrish Lane/400 North Option A Centerville 

 

Figure A-30. Shared Use Path Cross Section for Parrish Lane/400 North Option B Centerville 

 

Figure A-31. Cross Section for Porter Lane Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crossing Centerville Option A 
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Figure A-32. Farmington Option A Existing 200 West SB On-ramp and NB Off-ramp 
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Figure A-33. Farmington Option B Glovers Lane SPUI  
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Figure A-34. Farmington Option C 200 West Full Interchange 
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Figure A-35. Cross Section for State Street Farmington (Farmington Options A, B, and C) 

 

Figure A-36. Cross Section for Shared Use Path Farmington Option B 

 

Figure A-37. Cross Section for Glovers Lane Farmington Option B  
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Utah Department of Transportation  A-27 

Figure A-38. Cross Section for 200 West Farmington Option A 

 
 

Figure A-39. Cross Section for Glovers Lane for Farmington Options A and C 

 
 



 November 2022 
A-28 Utah Department of Transportation 

Figure A-40. Salt Lake City Option A 600 North CD and 2100 North Full Diamond Interchange (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 
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Utah Department of Transportation  A-29 

Figure A-41. Salt Lake City Option B 600 North SPUI and 1800 North Full Diamond Interchange (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 

 



 November 2022 
A-30 Utah Department of Transportation 

Figure A-42. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option A New I-215/U.S. 89 Local Interchange and 2600 South Diamond (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 
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Utah Department of Transportation  A-31 

Figure A-43. North Salt Lake/Woods Cross Option B New I-215/U.S. 89 Local Interchange and 2600 South SPUI (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 

 



 November 2022 
A-32 Utah Department of Transportation 

Figure A-44. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option A 500 South Diamond and 400 North/500 West Half Diamond (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 

 



 

November 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  A-33 

Figure A-45. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option B 500 South Diamond and 400 North/500 West 3/4 Diamond at 400 North with NB On-ramp at 500 West 
(Reversible I-15 Mainline) 

 



 November 2022 
A-34 Utah Department of Transportation 

Figure A-46. Bountiful/West Bountiful Option C CD for 500 South/400 North with NB On-ramp at 500 West (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 
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Utah Department of Transportation  A-35 

Figure A-47. Centerville Option A Parrish Lane Diamond with NB Connection to East Frontage Road (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 

 



 November 2022 
A-36 Utah Department of Transportation 

Figure A-48. Centerville Option B Parrish Lane SPUI with NB Connection to East Frontage Road (Reversible I-15 Mainline) 
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1.0 Draft Alternatives Screening Outreach 
Summary 

During the draft alternatives screening process, the study team gave presentations at 34 city council, 
community council, advisory group, and planning commission meetings. The presentation slides and boards 
from the public meetings are appended to the end of this document. Table 1 below summarizes the 
presentations by date and location. Figure 1 following the table shows the locations of presentations and 
signs throughout the study area. Section 2.1, Public Involvement Collateral, includes the mailers and 
factsheets made available during the meetings. Section 2.2, Public Input Presentation Content, includes the 
boards and slides presented at virtual and in-person meetings.  
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Table 1. City Council, Community Council, Advisory Group, and Planning Commission Presentations 
Date Entity Location 

10/31/2022 Utah Transit Authority 250 South 600 West 

11/1/2022 Davis County Commission 28 E. State St. 

11/1/2022 Farmington City 160 S. Main St. 

11/1/2022 Farmington City Council 160 S. Main St. 

11/1/2022 Woods Cross City Council 1555 South 800 West 

11/1/2022 Centerville City Council 250 N. Main St. 

11/1/2022 West Bountiful City Council 550 North 800 West 

11/2/2022 Salt Lake County 2001 S. State St., Suite N2-100 

11/2/2022 Guadalupe School Virtual 

11/2/2022 Wasatch Front Regional Council 3600 Constitution Blvd. 

11/3/2022 Farmington High School Virtual 

11/4/2022 Salt Lake City Planning Department 349 South 200 East, Suite 150 

11/7/2022 Central Local Area Working Group (LAWG) 550 North 200 West 

11/8/2022 Centerville City Recreation Department Virtual 

11/8/2022 Southern LAWG 622 West 500 North 

11/8/2022 Bountiful City Council 795 S. Main St. 

11/9/2022 City of North Salt Lake  10 E. Center St. 

11/9/2022 Northern LAWG 120 S. Main St. 

11/10/2022 Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) (Legislative Briefing) 754 North 800 West 

11/14/2022 UDOT Virtual 

11/15/2022 UDOT 1105 West 1000 North 

11/15/2022 City of North Salt Lake  10 E. Center St. 

11/16/2022 UDOT 550 North 200 West 

11/16/2022 Capitol Hill Neighborhood Council 280 West 500 North 

11/21/2022 Salt Lake City Bicycle Advisory Board 349 South 200 East 

11/30/2022 Reagan Outdoor Advertising, Inc. 1775 N. Warm Springs Rd. 

12/1/2022 University of Utah City and Metropolitan Planning Dept. 1255 W. Clark Ave. 

12/5/2022 Perspectives on Housing and Gentrification 855 California Ave. 

12/6/2022 NeighborWorks 631 North Temple  

12/7/2022 Rose Park Community Council 1575 West 1000 North 

12/8/2022 Glovers Lane Neighborhood 43 W. Glovers Lane 

12/8/2022 Community Listening Session 155 North 1000 West 

1/3/2023 Salt Lake City Council 451 S. State St. 

1/5/2023 Glovers Lane Neighborhood 160 S. Main St. 

1/11/2023 Salt Lake City Communications and Transportation Representatives 451 S. State St. 

1/12/2023 Farmington State Street 364 Clark Circle 

1/9/2023 Wasatch Front Regional Council  Virtual 
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Figure 1. Locations of Outreach during the Draft Alternatives Screening Process 
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2.0 Public Involvement Materials 

2.1 Public Involvement Collateral 
The following collateral was made available during the draft alternatives public comment period: 

 Alternative factsheets in English and Spanish 

 Mailers to residents in English and Spanish 

 Virtual participant guides in English and Spanish 

 Comment form for the in-person open houses 

Copies of all collateral are presented below.  
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2.2 Public Input Presentation Content 
The following pages include the draft alternatives presentation boards and slides. These boards and slides 
were presented to the during the outreach meetings and printed on large boards for display at the in-person 
open houses on November 15 and 16, 2023.  
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Usted tiene comentarios. Reunámonos.

ÚNASE A NOSOTROS PARA REVISAR LAS 
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15 de noviembre
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Rose Park
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Reunión virtual

16 de noviembre
De 5 p. m. a 7 p. m.
South Davis
Recreation Center
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Appendix D: Draft Alternatives Comment 
Summary 

D.1 Summary of Comments Received during the Draft 
Alternatives Comment Period 

This summary provides a high-level overview of public and agency comments submitted during the draft 
alternatives comment period that ran from November 10, 2022, through January 13, 2023. This summary 
represents views or opinions of individual commenters; therefore, comments can conflict with one another 
and might not be factually correct. During the comment period, 2,890 comments were received. 

Common Themes 
 Requests to extend the comment period 

 Comments against adding lanes to Interstate 15 (I-15) and/or against widening I-15 

 Comments against adding capacity on I-15 because it will only lead to more traffic congestion due to 
induced demand 

 Widening I-15 could cause unjust or inequitable impacts 

 Support for widening and/or improving I-15 

 Requests to increase transit capacity (bus and trains) 

 Requests to divert project funds to transit or to the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) specifically 

 Do not take homes, do not displace families, do not impact communities 

 Concerns for relocations during an affordable-housing crisis 

 Concerns for air quality 

 Concerns for noise 

 Concerns for climate change 

 Concerns for inequitable impacts to neighborhoods in western Salt Lake City 

 Frustration with the environmental process 

 Support for no action as the best solution 

 Support for increasing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and access across I-15 

 Concerns that Utah will become similar to Los Angeles or Houston 

 Desire for narrow, walkable streetscapes or transit-oriented development 

 Comments in support of the Rio Grande Plan 

 Requests for more-detailed impact information 
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Comment Period Extension 
 Concern that 36 days is not enough time to review the screening report, and requests to extend the 

comment period 

Active Transportation, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Accommodations 
 Comments in support of the proposed improvements to bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 

 Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure should be separated from roads for safety 

 On-street bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure should be barrier-separated 

 Pedestrian and bicycle improvements are a distraction from UDOT’s goals for the I-15 corridor 

 Eliminate right turns on red traffic signals for bicyclist and pedestrian safety 

Proposed Project Cost 
 Widening I-15 is too expensive 

 Do not use taxpayer money to widen I-15 

 Requests to divert project funds to transit projects or to UTA specifically 

Environmental Justice 
 Concerns for low-income and minority residents near I-15 

 Comments discussing past redlining in Salt Lake City (redlining is the historic, discriminatory practice 
of outlining areas with sizable minority presence or high rates of poverty in red ink on maps as areas 
where services or investments such as credits, loans, insurance, healthcare, etc., would be withheld) 

 Frustration with the perceived lack of collaboration with local communities, stakeholders, or 
homeowners 

 Statement that I-15 is a social and economic barrier that divides communities 

Environmental and Natural Resources 
 Concerns for air quality 

 Requests for air quality analysis specific to I-15 

 Comment that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is studying Salt Lake City for air 
quality concerns 

 Concerns for increased noise or impacts from noise (both existing noise and future noise) 

 Concerns for noise impacts during construction 

 Concerns for climate change 

 Statement that the U.S. Transportation Secretary will be contacted to assess climate impacts 



 

September 2023 
Utah Department of Transportation  D-3 

 Concerns for bird habitat 

 Concerns for the Great Salt Lake and requests to save the lake 

Residential or Commercial Property Impacts 
 Do not take homes, do not displace families, do not impact communities 

 Concerns for residential relocations 

 Home values will go down; will UDOT compensate homeowners for indirect impacts? 

 Comments on the lack of affordable housing in the study area 

 Concerns for access to businesses 

 Concerns for impacts to businesses 

Public Engagement Process 
 Request for a more in-depth community engagement process 

 Requests for more detail regarding specific public outreach and efforts 

 Comments stating that all homeowners near I-15 should have been contacted directly 

 Perception that the public is learning of this project after decisions have been made 

 Comments stating that UDOT should provide more notice and more meetings to reach more people 

Traffic Congestion 
 Concern that, if lanes are added to I-15, traffic will increase due to induced demand 

 Comments suggesting that no amount of additional lanes will fix traffic congestion due to induced 
demand 

 Comments stating transit is the solution to traffic congestion 

 Traffic in 2050 is going to be terrible; UDOT needs to properly plan now 

 I-15 should have two high-occupancy/toll or high-occupancy vehicle (HOT/HOV) lanes in each 
direction to manage congestion 

 Comment against HOT/HOV lanes during rush hour 

 Comments against HOT/HOV lanes in general 

 Comments that HOT/HOV lane use should be enforced or that HOT/HOV lanes do not work 
because they are not enforced 

 Requests to make the current HOT/HOV lane a truck-only lane 

 Requests to implement congestion pricing during peak times to reduce traffic and fund transit 

 Comments that the travel demand models overestimate future traffic by 10% or 30% 
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 Comments that the travel demand model is not accounting for more people working from home in 
the future 

 Requests to lower the speed limit on I-15 to 55 miles per hour (mph) to increase safety and improve 
air quality 

 Requests to review the traffic model, calibration, assumptions, etc. 

 Comments that traffic can be improved with electronic enforcement 

Transit 
 Requests to expand transit offerings to reduce congestion 

 Requests to expand transit offerings to eliminate the need to widen I-15 

 Comments that transit is the sustainable, holistic, or equitable solution 

 Requests to double-track and electrify or otherwise expand FrontRunner commuter rail 

 Requests to expand TRAX light rail service between Ogden and Salt Lake City 

 Requests to expand TRAX service to West Valley 

 Requests to expand transit service to include all days of the week and/or more frequent headways 

 Requests to make public transit free 

 Request for cost comparison of expanding FrontRunner and transit versus expanding I-15 

 Requests to transfer project funds to UTA 

 Comments in support of the Rio Grande Plan and requests to relocate rail lines to make the 
Rio Grande area the new central rail terminal for Salt Lake City 

 Request to upgrade Salt Lake City’s central rail terminal 

 Comments that transit does not support the locations or the times of day that are useful 

 Comments that transit does not support shift work; suggestion to study manufacturing schedules and 
available public transit 

 Support for increased bus rapid transit 

 Requests to increase the size of station parking lots 

 UDOT should research Tokyo’s public transit 

 UTA should bring back bus line 313 

 UDOT proposed transit (gondola and buses) for Little Cottonwood Canyon; requests for transit-
focused solutions for I-15 

 Requests to increase bus service in the Cottonwood canyons 

 Requests to pay bus drivers a better wage so vacant driver positions can be filled 

 Lack of transit in Utah forces car ownership 

 Convert HOT/HOV lanes to bus-only or train-only transit to reduce traffic congestion 
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Social Influences / Land Use Suggestions 
 Comments to move people, not cars 

 Encourage or incentivize people to live where they work 

 Encourage people to work from home or incentivize businesses to allow more work-from-home 
opportunities 

 Encourage carpooling 

 Avoid car-centric development and encourage transit-oriented development 

 The best or most successful communities are not car-centric; improve city planning in Utah 

 Incentivize transit or bicycle modes; disincentivize driving cars 

 Designate some roads as bicycle-only and remove cars 

 Support for no action and the resulting traffic congestion on I-15 as the means to force more people 
to transit modes or travel outside peak periods 

 The goal should not be to make roads so terrible that they force bus use (comment in support of 
widening I-15) 

 Increase density of urban development to improve walkability and travel by other modes 

 UDOT should put money toward driver education to reduce problematic driving behaviors or develop 
marketing campaigns to discourage aggressive driving 

 Suggestions that expanding transit does not have any negative impacts or has limited negative 
impacts—for example, does not relocate residents, improves air quality, better return on 
investments, lower per-user or societal costs, etc. 

 Requests that state and local agencies work together or assumptions that the agencies are not 
working together 

 Owners of heavy-duty vehicles should pay more in taxes to cover the cost of road repairs, or the 
State of Utah should impose expensive licensing fees to limit commercial truck use of I-15 

 Implement a voucher system for e-bikes with the project funds 

 Transit should be subsidized to make it more attractive, or request to use project funds to cover 
transit fares 

 Some cities are removing highways; Utah should do the same 

 Use eminent domain for affordable housing near employment centers instead 

 Incentivize employers to provide nearby affordable housing 

 The State of Utah is missing an opportunity to make a real improvement and make the area a unique 
example in the West 

 The State of Utah should provide rebates for hybrid and electric vehicles 

 Make improvements to I-15 self-financing; do not use taxpayer money 
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 Drivers should be required to schedule a time to drive on I-15 

 Exits should be spaced 20 miles apart to encourage public transportation use 

 Perception that Utah cannot handle more growth, and requests to limit development or encourage 
less growth 

Quality of Life 
 General comments about how the project threatens Utah’s quality of life 

Good Health Comments 
 Widening I-15 will increase pollution and decrease health for residents that live near it 

 Request for a case study to summarize public health impacts of living next to I-15 

 Concerns for safety during construction 

 Widening I-15 will increase traffic and increase accidents 

 Support for the bicycle and pedestrian improvement concepts 

 Concerns for climate change 

 Concerns for the Great Salt Lake and water quality in general 

 Save the Great Salt Lake instead 

 People are not using the bike facilities; this is just a “feel-good” addition 

 Transit is safe 

 Noise of construction will reduce the health of nearby residents 

 Free-flowing traffic will improve air quality and health of residents 

 Widening I-15 will make residents’ asthma worse 

 Impacts to mental health, not just physical health 

Better Connect Communities Comments 
 The proposed underpasses in Salt Lake City will not benefit the community 

 I-15 is a barrier that divides communities; this project will increase the divide 

 Comments asking which homes will be acquired 

 Transit brings people together; car drivers are isolated 

Improve Mobility for All Modes Comments 
 Widening I-15 will not improve mobility for all modes 
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Strengthen the Economy Comments 
 Widening I-15 will not improve the economy 

 Increasing transit will benefit the economy through higher land values (S-Line examples) 

 Increased transit improves the economy because residents would not have to pay to maintain their 
cars or pay for gas, freeing up more disposable income 

 Widening I-15 is a waste of taxpayer money 

 Smaller highways benefit the economy more than wide interstates 

 Question whether federal dollars will be used to keep costs down for Utah taxpayers 

 Concerns that widening I-15 will increase operations and maintenance costs for UDOT 

 Request for information pre- and post-construction on residential values 

 Improved transportation allows more people to purchase homes in more-affordable areas 

Proposed Design Refinements – General 
See specific alternatives below for alternative-specific suggestions. 

 Requests to include physical barriers for on-street bike lanes for safety 

 Requests for more noise walls 

 Paint lines and striping on I-15 are difficult to see and need to be improved 

 I-15 should be two levels instead of being widened; build high, not wide 

 I-15 should be constructed in a tunnel or buried 

 Build alternate routes to I-15 instead of widening I-15 

 Requests for better signage and wayfinding for bicyclists and pedestrians 

 Create a truck corridor between Ogden and Payson (north and south) and from Magna to the 
entrance to Parley’s Canyon (east and west) 

 Support for right angles at ramp ends to improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety 

 Request for raised crosswalks for visibility 

 Better traffic signal timing for bicyclists and pedestrians; priority for bicyclists and pedestrians at 
signals 

 Use asphalt, not concrete, for noise reduction 

 Single-point urban interchanges (SPUIs) are confusing; include better signage closer to the 
intersection  

 Reduce the speed on I-15 

 Build narrow lanes of 11 to 11.5 feet wide rather than the UDOT standard of 12 feet wide to calm 
traffic or to reduce the width of I-15 
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 Request for vehicle specific lanes—truck-only, bus-only, motorcycle-only, etc. 

 Shared-use paths should be grade-separated from the rail tracks 

 Improve lighting along I-15 for safety 

Screening Measures Comments 
 Suggestions to use bicyclist and pedestrian–specific measures for screening 

Alternatives Comments 
 Repave existing roads before starting new projects 

 Requests to start the alternatives development process over and develop a hybrid, holistic, more 
equitable, or transit-focused option 

 Transit options should be prioritized first and studied, then roadway options considered in the future 

 Frustration with the limited number of I-15 options considered 

 Comments against widening I-15 to 20 or more lanes 

 Comments to widen Legacy Parkway instead of widening I-15 

 Comments to widen Legacy Parkway and Interstate 215 (I-215), not I-15 

 Requests to create a reversible-lane system on Legacy Parkway similar to that in Seattle with gates 
on the off- and on-ramps to alter the directional flow of traffic 

 Requests to convert existing HOV/HOT lanes to limited-access bypass lanes for general traffic 

 Add a truck bypass on the west side of the Great Salt Lake to remove through truck traffic from I-15 

 Comments to implement minimum speed limits for lanes to improve traffic flow on I-15 and eliminate 
the need for another lane 

 Include above-grade high-speed rail with express shuttle system to stations 

 Request by the SMART Transportation Union that an overpass over the North Salt Lake Railyard 
Terminal accommodate future widening of the railyard and FrontRunner 

 Remove I-15 

 Bury I-15 

 Convert all lanes on I-15 to HOT lanes to reduce congestion and fund transit projects 

 Implement a flexible, reversible system that will adjust the lanes open by the direction of dominant 
traffic flow or accidents—that is, open more lanes in a direction when an accident closes several 
lanes 

 Add two lanes in each direction, not one, to make more of a difference in reducing congestion 

 Incorporate a light rail system down the center of I-15 
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No-action Alternative 
 Support for no action in the context of rebuilding I-15 in its current configuration 

 Support for no action in the context of doing nothing at all 

 Support for no action and the resulting traffic congestion on I-15 as the means to force more people 
to use transit 

 Perception that the No-action Alternative protects homes and saves taxpayers money 

 Support for repair of aging infrastructure on I-15 or fixing bridges but not widening 

 It’s too soon to know whether widening I-15 is necessary; UDOT should wait for the West Davis 
Corridor to be constructed first, then review the traffic characteristics 

I-15 Mainline – General Widening 5+1 (Option A) 
 Comments against widening I-15 (Option A) 

 Support for widening I-15 (Option A) 

 Support for widening I-15 as the most economical option to manage Utah’s growth 

 Comments stating this is not a long-term solution due to induced demand 

I-15 Mainline – Reversible Lanes (Option B) 
 Comments in support of the reversible lanes (Option B) 

 Comments against the reversible lanes (Option B) 

 Concerns for snow removal and traffic operations within the reversible lanes 

 Use the existing width on I-15 and reconfigure the HOT lanes to serve as the reversible lanes 

 Comments against the reversible option due to width and potential need for more relocations 

 Utah drivers will find the reversible lane system confusing 

 Concern for exit at 400 South in Option B 

Salt Lake City Alternatives 

General 

 Concerns that expanding I-15 will harm the west-side communities of Salt Lake City through 
property and resource impacts. 

 I-15 is already perceived as a barrier between the east and west sides of Salt Lake City; widening it 
will increase this barrier 

 Warm Springs is a historic area, and UDOT should consult with the citizen group Warm Springs 
Alliance and Preservation Utah 

 Concerns for disproportionate effects on low-income and minority populations 
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 Concerns for relocations during an affordable-housing crisis 

 Concerns for noise, air quality, and overall environmental impacts 

 Support for increased bicycle and pedestrian pathways 

 Perception that Salt Lake City bears the burden of the expansion and increased pollution to the 
benefit of the northern counties 

 600 North is already wide and dangerous to cross; do not make it wider 

 Request to make 600 North a 25-mph, tree-lined, narrow street with bike and bus lanes from I-215 to 
300 West 

 Include 400 South interchange improvements with this project 

 Support for moving truck traffic off 600 North 

 Request for better road maintenance for cyclists; that is, street sweeping and garbage collection 

 Request to remove bike lanes and allow bicyclists to use the sidewalks instead 

 Request to remove the 600 West rail yard 

 Rail lines impede vehicle and bicycle access in downtown Salt Lake City 

 Concern for impacts Mary W. Jackson Elementary School 

 Concern for cumulative impacts to Salt Lake City residents with the Inland Port proposals 

 Requests for more community meetings and involvement in alternatives development 

 Support for improvements along US-89 to provide an alternate to travel on I-15 

 Suggestion that the alternatives might be in conflict with Salt Lake City Redevelopment Agency 
plans for the west-side neighborhoods 

 Requests to protect the nearby wetlands and bird habitat 

 Comments that 600 West is a better route for bikes than Beck Street 

Access 

 1000 North 900 West is an important on-ramp; both proposed options for Salt Lake City will 
negatively impact traffic movements by limiting access for the community and forcing more traffic 
onto 600 North 

 Request to keep access at 1000 North 

 Request to add northbound off-ramp at 400 South (non-HOV/HOT) 

 Request to not include an off-ramp at 1000 North because of increased traffic and proximity to Rose 
Park Elementary School 
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Salt Lake Option A 

 Support for Option A 

 Request to reposition bike lanes outside the right lanes that motorists will use for accessing I-15 

 Request for barrier protection of bike lanes on 600 North 

Salt Lake Option B 

 Support for Option B 

 Support for Option B because of the location of the 1800 North interchange 

 Opposition to Option B due to more out-of-direction travel to 1800 North for Rose Park residents 

 Opposition to Option B shared-use path at 600 North due to out-of-direction travel 

 Request to reposition bike lanes outside the right lanes that motorists will use for accessing I-15 

 Request for barrier protection of bike lanes on 600 North 

Underpasses at 400 North and 500 North 

 Support for underpasses at 400 North and 500 North 

 Comments against underpasses at 400 North and 500 North due to safety concerns related to the 
potential for increased use by people experiencing homelessness and potential for crime 

 Comments against an underpass at 400 North only 

 Comments against an underpass at 500 North only 

 Concerns for pedestrian access over the rail tracks on the east side if underpasses are constructed 

 Concerns for increased traffic with underpasses 

 The underpasses will ruin the charm of the Guadalupe neighborhood and its low traffic volumes 

 An underpass at 400 North would make Hodges Lane unsafe to access 

 Instead of adding a new underpass at 400 or 500 North, the project should improve 300 North 

North Salt Lake Alternatives 

General 

 Request to add a northbound on-ramp at Center Street 

 Requests to retain the southbound off-ramp at Center Street 

 Comments that the Center Street southbound off-ramp is critical to quality of life 

 Requests to widen Center Street 

 Requests for I-215 access to I-15 southbound 

 Support for proposed interchange between I-15 and I-215 



 

 September 2023 
D-12 Utah Department of Transportation 

 Request to add an overpass over the railroad tracks at Center Street as part of the I-15 project 

 Request to add an overpass over the railroad tracks at 2600 South as part of the I-15 project 

 Concern for traffic operations on 800 West and Wildcat Way 

 Support for the connection of 800 West and Wildcat Way 

 Concerns that access to 800 West from Overland Road will be impacted 

 Connect Legacy Parkway to Beck Street (U.S. 89) over the Chevron refinery as a means to use 
eminent domain to relocate the refinery for the benefit of air quality 

North Salt Lake Option A 

 Support for Option A 

North Salt Lake Option B 

 Support for Option B 

Bountiful and Woods Cross Alternatives 

General 

 Concerns that traffic could increase on 1500 South based on changes at 2600 South 

 Requests to retain the 500 West connection; it’s critical to businesses on 500 West 

 Support for right angles at ramp ends to improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety 

 Support for shared-use path from 500 South to Woods Cross FrontRunner station 

 Questions about final design of the 500 South shared-use path 

 Add a SPUI to 500 South in Bountiful 

 Add an underpass at 1000 North in Bountiful 

Bountiful Option B 

 Support for Option B 

 Request to add a collector-distributor (CD) system to Option B 

 Question about how traffic moves through the option 

Bountiful Option C 

 Support for Option C 

 Opposition to Option C due to increased impacts east of I-15 
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Centerville Alternatives 

Centerville General 

 Concerns for impacts on the east side to residents through increased noise and traffic, and the 
expense of relocating utilities and stormwater facilities 

 Request for improved access or an alternate route to access the northeast corner of Parrish Lane, 
near CenterPoint Legacy Theater on 400 West 

 Support for new grade-separated pedestrian crossings at 200 North and Centerville Community Park 

 Expand to the west into the rail corridor, not to the east, to limit housing impacts 

Option A 

 Support for Option A 

Option B 

 Support for Option B, the SPUI at Parrish Lane, the 200 North grade-separated pedestrian crossing, 
and the improved access to the Legacy Parkway Trail 

Farmington Alternatives 

Rebuild Existing 200 West (Farmington Option A) 

 Comments in support of Option A 

 The existing configuration of 200 West did not work well in a recent fire evacuation 

 Comments to make adjustments with Option A to improve safety on 200 West 

 Add the eastbound left-turn lane onto northbound 400 West (this comment views this as a design 
omission that should be added back in) 

Glovers Lane Interchange (Farmington Option B) 

 Comments in support of a new interchange on I-15 at Glovers Lane 

 Keep the I-15 and 200 West configuration in Farmington as is, and add a partial or full interchange at 
Glovers Lane on West Davis Corridor 

 Comments against a new interchange on I-15 at Glovers Lane 

 Concerns for relocations east of I-15 

 Concerns for change in community character with a new interchange at Glovers Lane 

 Comments that Option B would put a lot of traffic in a residential area. Options A and C would place 
traffic in a commercial area. Options A or C make the most sense for Farmington 

 Comments that new interchanges should not be added to residential areas without commercial 
development 
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 Comments that, if an interchange is added at Glovers Lane, UDOT should buy enough homes to 
properly widen Glovers Lane because there will be an increase in traffic 

 Support for an interchange at Glovers Lane as a means to improve Park Lane 

 Support for an interchange at Glovers Lane as a means to improve Parrish Lane 

 Support for improvements at Parrish Lane and/or Park Lane to alleviate the need for an interchange 
at Glovers Lane 

 Statements that an interchange at Glovers Lane will increase crime 

 Concern for safety of high school students with increased traffic on Glovers Lane 

 Concern for noise impacts from Option B 

 Requests for residents to meet with UDOT to discuss Glovers Lane 

 Comments that the low volume of traffic on Glovers Lane does not warrant an interchange 

 Request for traffic impact study for Glovers Lane interchange on nearby local streets 

 Concerns for deer population near the foothills and Glovers Lane 

 If the Farmington High School boundary changed, an interchange at Glovers Lane would not be 
necessary 

200 West Improvements (Farmington Option C) 

 Comments in support of Option C 

 Comments against Option C 

 Comments stating concerns about unusual design and geometry of the Option C 200 West 
interchange 

Farmington Access 

 Request for an on- and off-ramp to I-15 near 1470 South near South Park 

 Request to maintain the road to the Lagoon amusement park for northbound traffic while adding 
access from 200 West 

 Requests to add an interchange on West Davis Corridor of I-15 for west Kaysville to travel to 
Farmington High School 
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Farmington General Comments 

 The project should include Park Lane and access to the Farmington FrontRunner Station and 
Station Park shopping area 

 Instead of improved or new pathways between the Farmington FrontRunner Station, Station Park, 
and Lagoon, UDOT should improve wayfinding for pedestrians 

 The study area does not need to extend to Farmington; there are no traffic problems on I-15 in 
Farmington 

 The study area should extend farther north to Hill Air Force Base 

 Concern for noise and air pollution in Farmington 

 The elevated segments of West Davis Corridor are increasing noise pollution 

 Request to meet with UDOT about potential relocation 

 Many cyclists use Glovers Lane to access the Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area, a bird 
refuge; increasing traffic on Glovers Lane will decrease cyclist safety 

 Make repairs to damage done by overweight gravel trucks during the West Davis Corridor 
construction 

 Request to complete the curb, gutter, and sidewalks along Glovers Lane 

 Comment that improvements are necessary to handle growth in Farmington 

 Request for lower speed limits and engine braking noise restrictions around Glovers Lane 

 Move all options farther west of 400 West to avoid demolishing homes 

 Request for a dirt berm in the Flatrock Ranch subdivision for noise mitigation 

 Concern for school students walking on the frontage road 

 Request to model traffic on local streets for all interchange options 
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