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Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Dick Bollard” <BollardRS@Idschurch.org>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 6:52 AM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

We are against the option to build the Mountain View Corridor along 7200 West for three
reasons:

1. This would turn 7200 West into a frontage road. We have a lot of small children who live
along this street and this option would make it much more dangerous for them.

2. For those of us who live along 7200 West, this option would lower our home values,

3. This option would require the state to spend more money to purchase the homes where the
corridor would be built, than the 5800 West option.

Please consider these issues and do not choose the 7200 West option!!!

Thank you.

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution
is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message.
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Comment 1877

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "John Lewis" <LewisIR@Idschurch.org>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 3:35 PM
Subject: comments
I live in North Orem. I am a commuter who goes to Salt Lake everyday. I have family in
Saratoga Springs
I am a strong supporter of the Southern Freeway option.

The 2100 North Freeway would be a viable alternative.
1 do not believe the Arterials Alternative is acceptable.

The 4800 North suggestion is too far North to offer any real relief for those traveling to Eagle
Mountain or Saratoga Springs.

(side

I also plans should be started to create an alternative freeway around the West side of Utah

Lake

This would offer truckers traveling through a different route. This would free up the I 15
corridor for non-commercial traffic.

John
1958

QOrem, UT 84057
801-222-0928
Lewisjr@ldschurch.org

comment)

to join I 15 around the Santaquin area.

R. Lewis
North 205 West

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution
is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message.
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From: Steven Huff <stevenhuffl1@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - January 19, 2008 8:04 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor
January 24, 2008
TeriAnne 5. Newell, P, Gent
Mountain View Cornidor Project Manager entlemen, .
Utah Department of Transportation 35.2.9A My wife and I do NOT agree that your proposed connector at 2100 North is the correct one. We
¢/o Parsons Branckerhoff e believe that the 4800 North connector is the correct one.
488 Last Winchester Street, Suite 400 Steven Huff
Murray, UT 84107 777 S0 2575 W
Lehi, UT 84043
Re: Public Comment for Mountain View Cormidor
Diear Ten: -
ever miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.
Riverton City would like to express its support for the creation of the Mountain View Corridor. We N 9 ¥o Fea
believe that this facility will help serve the regional transportation needs of Utah's fastest growing
communities in western Salt Lake County and northern Utah Coumty. Riverton City officials are
hopeful thut the Mountain View Corridor Envi 1 Impact 5 and related funding and
construction can be expeditiously completed
Because of the cost and complexity of this projeet, it seems likely thar constructinn will occur in two
or more phases. Whether construction begins in the north as currently planned, or in the south, as
proposed by some, it appears that the end of a first phase of construction will occur in Riverton
in the vicinity of 13400 South Street. Tk Iso shown on the Wasatch Front Regional Council
35 2 1lB 2030 RTP Highway Phasing plan. If the first phase of the Mountain View Corridor were to end at

12600 South Street or 13400 South Street, we are concerned about the possible impacts and the
ability of these Riverton City streets to absorb the additional traffic. We hope that this problem can
be addressed with future analysis.

Thank you, Ten, for your pioneering work on this project. We look forwaed to the benefit the
Mountain View Corridor will provide to future generations of Utahns.

Cordially,
RIVERTON CITY

A

Bill Applcgarth
Mayor

12830 South 1700 West » P.O. Box 429 « Riverton, Utah 84065 « (801) 254-0704 « Fax (801) 254-1810 + www,rivertoncity.com

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=qweil SUhdorclk0Ggede Item. dm=7142020...  1/23/2008
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January 24, 2008

To:  Edward Woolford
Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South Suite, 9A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Comments for the DRAFT EIS for Mountain View Corridor
Utahns for Better Transportation and Sierra Club
January 24, 2008

Utahns for Better Transportation and Sierra Club are opposed to the Mountain View
Corridor alternative preferred by UDOT, which calls for a new north/south freeway at
5800 West. Instead, we favor looking at different scenarios that will implement an
immediate robust transit system along 3600 West and give it a chance to succeed.

Implementing transit first would shift us toward a more balanced regional portation
system-—supporting l.hc Wi |bhcs of the people—and would reduce Lml!u. rather than
inuing the pattern of dating it. With a more balanced

transportation approach. future road capacity requirements could be added in a more
sustainable way that would complement this system as development pattems support
increased mixed uses. A secondary benefit to this approach would be wiser, more
strategic, phased use of public transportation investments given limited available
Additional have been prepared for us by Smart Mobility, Ine. and

are alt:u:lh_:l to this document.

First, building a new freeway at 3800 West goes against the will of the people who live
and work along the Wasatch Front. In November 2006, they voled overwhelmingly to
raise their own taxes (64 percent in favor in Salt Lake County and 69 percent in favor in
Utah County) 1o speed up the implementation of additional TRAX lines in Salt Lake
County and complete the commuter rail from Ogden to Provo—a clear demonstration of
the public’s commitment to transit. A new freeway also goes against the advice of the
Governor’s Blue Ribbon Advisory Council (BRAC) whose report to the Governor in
October 2007 supported the development and implementation of an aggressive mass
transit strategy.

Second, the DEIS uses an outdated model (Version 5.0) to measure the performance of
the transportation system resulting in “a bias toward new freeway investments.” as well
as a biased and result-oriented statement of project purpose and set of decision criteria
that tend to predetermine the outcome rather than supporting a full and fair consideration
of a wider range of ble alt ives. (See O s on the Mountain View
Corridor DEIS, by Smart Mobility, Inc.). The newest model (Version 6.0), which is an
improvement over Version 5.0, must be used consistently throughout the DEIS 1o
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determine the most b
of NEPA.

possible, and to comply fully with the requirements

Third, a new north-south freeway will encourage more traffic. resulting in increased air
pollution, a growing problem along the Wasatch Front and one that our Govemor has
determined is one of his top three priorties o address during his term. A new freeway
would not support this initiative to clean up our air and, in fact, would do the opposite
and make the problem worse, A special concem is the proximity of several schools to the
proposed road and the negative health impacts on school children who would breathe
dirtier air.

Quality Growth Planning

The integration of transportation and land use planning for population growth in the
Gireater Wasatch Area has been the subject of numerous public/private partnerships
grappling with the complex issues of growth. Indeed, Envision Utah working with elected
officials, business representatives and citizen participants, has received national attention
for its proactive approach to planning for quality growth.

In the lead up to the 2002 ()]\'mp]c Winter Games in Salt Lake City, we made significant

15 10 our portation system by beginning to build a regional transit system
o prm ide more viable travel choices and to create a balanced system whereby all modes
(walking, biking. transit, cars) have their proper role in our circulation system.

The first conference to address portation issues along the Wasatch Front was held in
Mareh 1995, The Future Moves Conference gathered togeth portation experts and
community planners, “To identify lmnvportancm options that will keep us moving well
inio the next century.” The confer highlighted the probl inl L in trving to
accommodate the predictions that vehicle miles lla\\.h.d will grow faster than population,
The question was asked “How can we make transportation investments to allow us to
grow as a community and not sacrifice our quality of life?

In January 2000 Envision Utah published the Quality Growth Strategy (QGS). which laid
out six primary goals that need to be addressed if we are to protect our environment and
maintain our economic vitality and quality of life as we accommodate anticipated growth.
The top two goals based on residents” concerns about the effects of population growth
were “Enhance air guality " and “Increase mobility and transportation choices. " The
other four goals covered eritical lands, water. housing and infrastructure. The top
transportation strategy to implement the goals of the QGS was to “Promote the building
of a region-wide transit system to make transit more convenient and reliable.”

A planning effort involving public, private and community stakeholders developed
Wasateh Choices 2040: A Four County Land-Use and Transportation Vision that
identified growth principles and impl tation strategies based on integrated land-
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Chapter 35 Chapter 35
use/transportation planning. Two of the key pr les for portation pl g from transportation investments with the goal of reducing the rate of growth of vehicle miles
that effort are to “Develop a balanced multi-modal transportation system” and 1o traveled.

“Support actions that reduce growth in per capita vehicle miles af travel.”
We believe that a combination of wise transportation and land use improvements in the

In the Wasatch Choices 2040 process four scenarios were developed to define the western part of Salt Lake County will better accommaodate population growth by
configuration and measure the performance of various approaches to growth. The report developing 3600 West as a transit cormidor linked 1o east-west TRAX and bus lines. In
outlined lessons leamed from the scenarios such as: 3521Q addition, we need to improve the efficiency and safety of the arterial road system with
possible road capacity additions on existing corridors such as 7200 West and U-111 as
Mixed-use development reduces driving distances and congestion. western Salt Lake County grows,
Growth near transit opporiunities enconrages people to ride transit.
People will walk and bike if the trip is short and the design is right, This long history of sound planning for the region’s future, with significant part

by a wide range of affected citizens and groups, strongly supports our proposed transit
first alternative for the cornidor. In addition, NEPA and the CEQ NEPA implementing
regulations require that these documents (Onality Growth Strategy, Wasatch Choices
2040 and Mountain View Vision) be considered fully in analyzing full range of

Transportation choices help determine where growth will occur,
Transit is a key means to reduce congestion during the all-important rush hour. 35.2.1R

In 2003, Envision Utah facilitated the Mountain View Corridor Growth Choices process

to run concurrently with Mountain View Corridor Envi tal Impact Stat t. On .lllq.mau\us to meet the project purpose and need, and in comparing the impacts of those
March 10, 2004, the various stakehold i 1 the Mountain View Corridor Vision ves on regional growth | and quality of life.
and cach participant signed the Mowntain View Vision Volumiary Agreement with the
foll g Principle of Agr i:
Balanced Transportation Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled
We destre a balanced transporiation system for our future that will invelve more
transportation choices. The phasing and implementation of transportation In simplified terms, there are two main approaches to transportation planning being
investments over the next decade will affect land use development patterns and practiced in the United States. One ay P h attempts to date the prediction that
therefore affect future travel needs and the availability and effectiveness of other vehicle miles traveled in an area will increase Faster than population, because that has
viable transportation choices. The sequencing of transporiation investments needs been the trend in the past. The second approach seeks to reduce the growth of vehicle
to be studied to recommend the most effective and cost efficient way to meet future miles led by prioritizing transit investments in the near term and by integrating
travel needs, reduce the rate of growth of vehicle miles traveled, improve air development patterns that facilitate walk, bike and transit trips.
quality thraugh a better balance between auto, transit, walk and bike trips, and to
recommend the best way lo encourage the types of land uses throughout the The importance of planning and development strategies that seek to reduce the growth
corridor that will support these improvements. rate of VMT q.mnnl be c!\'cr\l.lu.d Tris Ihn. kev ]'i!'ll'l\-lp]!. in achieving a number of critical
objectives: red bil {especially at the pcak travel hours), n.:lu«.mg
air pollution from auwtomobiles and udllunb greenh gas s !
benefits include reducing bile-related water pollution from road runofT, rcducing
Mountain View Vision the total cost of public transportation investments over time, and reducing private travel

costs (as illustrated in the Smart Mobility Inc. comments). A number of recent studies
have indeed focused on reduction of VMT per capita as the main performance

Vision without action is a daydream. Action without vision is a nightmare.

— Japanese proverb measurement for evaluating the effectiveness of p ion systems. In January 2004
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released a report
The Mountain View Vision that grew out of the Growth Choices Study is an important Characteristics an:a'.P.zrfarnmm of Regional 7*’“"‘?"““”3“ Systems (EPA 213-R-04-
step, if followed, to achieve a balanced transportation system that will protect and ooty “'ﬁt P Canventy Tansporistion System s 1o “smart
enhance our quality of life along the Wasateh Front. The vision sets forth a planning growth™ approaches. The initial findings concluded that “[T]t seems that greater
di that reduces hile d | by impl ting pedestrian oriented, connectivity, transit availability. :md pcd.-.s1r:'m -friendliness are at least pamﬁlh
i el n ot
mixed-use centers and corridors and i implementing high capacity transit as part of the F for superior T and performance.”

transportation system, Key to achieving the vision is the optimal sequencing of

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
35B-938 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.3C

35.2.1R

35.29C

Comment 1880 (continued)

A Summary Report, Integrating L. rmd{ /se [ssues inte Transportation Planning: Scenario

Planning, by Keith Bartholomew, fi in the College of Architecture +

Planning at the University of Utah, was pu.'hl:-hn.d in 2005 and funded by the Federal
Highway Administration under Cooperative Agr L No. I)IIHSI-{J"-II 000134,
Bartholomew analyzed 80 land use. 101 SCenario | 8 processes in the

United States the
transportation strategies. The study showed that, “Within the transportation category, the
most often used measure was vehicle miles traveled (VMT).” VMT was by far the top
indices used to evaluate scenarios, perhaps because it incorporates a number of important
values such as numbers of trips and trip lengths, it is a major mput for most air emissions
models, and it relates to congestion and delay.

sought to evaluate gmulh ouleomes ul'dlf'l'q.n.nl land use-

The Mountain View Vision called for more portation choices, reducing the rate of’
growth of vehicle miles traveled and improving air quality. The preferred alternative
proposed in the DEIS does not meet these objectives. Equally important, the DEIS fails to
Tulfill the most important requi of NEPA b it fails 1o ider seriously
altenatives that would achieve the main project purpose of improving regional mobility
by reducing VMTs rather than the traditional, futile efforts to meet growing VMT with
additional road capacity.

Sequencing and Integration

In a time of change. the order in which we develop transportation infrastructure will
affect the overall outcomes and performance of our transportation system. The November
2006 vote of Salt Lake County voters was a clear demonstration of the publics
commitment to transit. The public has embraced the idea that convenient, reliable transit
can play a key role in reducing peak hour traffic and providing more viable transportation
choices. Although additional light and ¢ rail develoy t was in the Long
Range Transportation Plan for development by 2030, the 2006 vote was about moving
the transit development up to 2015,

Envision Utah is seen as a national leader in promoting integrated land use-transportation
As noted above, scenario planning efforts to analyze the differing effects of
prioritizing transit investments over new freeway tion is being | d around
the United States with promising for reducing VMT.

The MVC Sequencing Analysis performed by Parsons BrinkerhofT fails to meet the basic
purpose of exploring the longer term effects on future land use patterns and travel
behaviors of alternative transportation xtralegies. Because lhn model is not appmpri:m,l\'
sensitive 1o land use p and transit devel I transit d d was under
predicted. We mqunmcd 1o UDOT that an expert pa.nr.'i or Delphi process be engaged 1o
deal with the modeling deficiencies, but received no response to our request of February
14, 2007.

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Transit First

The develog tof transit systems to help balance our transportation system for the
future is a key strategy in automobile congestion mitigation and improving air quality.
Some communities around the United States have adopted a transit first policy to address
the negative effects of increasing auto-depend in their ities. Although all
metropolitan areas have unique characteristics and geographical figurations, lessons
learned from one can help others deal with similar problems of growth. San Francisco,
California, for example, has a Transit-First Policy as part of its municipal code (San
Francisco City Charter, Article XVL Section 16.102) Its adoption was proposed by the
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) a respected business
and citizen agency acknowledging that “were it not for the transit-first policy, the city
would have followed the path of so many other cities. widening roads. narrowing
sidewalks, d lishing downtown buildings and then filling the spaces with parking
garages.” In advocating for the transit-first policy SPUR sought to “Fund transportation
projects based on performance measures or ¢ a which consistently increase the share
of non-automobile trips, improves air quality and reduce average vehicle miles traveled
per capita."

Another example of a transit first commitment is Portland, Oregon, which decided years
ago to build a light rail system, abandon several fr y projects and 2e smart
growth and mixed-use development. As a result Portland has a national reputation of
livability with transit ridership growing 20 percent faster than the rate of vehicle miles
traveled. Others cities such as Dallas, Texas, have also prioritized rail transit in their
growth plans and have seen the market respond with savvy developers proactively

e devel iects i i
g and ping projects in station areas.

The proper sequencing and prioritization of transit development is also the key land use-
transportation strategy from the Blue Ribbon Advisory Couneil (BRAC) on Climate
Change Report to Governor Jon M. Huntsman, Jr. October 3, 2007, The number one
Transpontation-Land Use Option proposed by the BRAC is TL-1 - Develop and
Implement Aggressive Mass Transit Strategy that “has the potential to significantly

reduce GHG (green house gases) and provide i benefits ... such as imy

air quality and congestion mitigation.” It notes that “Public support of the 2006 transit

initiatives was high.” The number two Transportation-Land Use Option proposed is
TL-2 - Quality Growth Program which would “help reduce GHG emissions through a
reduction in vehicle miles traveled.” The DEIS must consider the ability of a full range
of reasonable alternative transportation strategies to meet this key statewide planning
goal. Moreover, recent court decisions have indicated that ies are now obligated to
consider the climate change implications of their d under NEPA and other
slalutes,

The rationale for investing in transit first was noted in the U.S. 10" Circuit Court of
Appeals Decision on the Legacy Parkway, September 16, 2002 in which it stated the

35B-939
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Agencies “simply did not take a hard look at whether public transit could alleviate the
immediacy of the need for the 1-15 expansion or Legacy Parkway construction.”

Concemns about air quality and the i ing cost and d ing potential availability of
gasoline support the public call to implement a regional transit system as quickly as is
feasible. As was noted in The New York Times, April 22, 2007 in a National Perspectives
article 4 Rail Line Drives Development in Utah, *The existing and planned rail stations
offer developers dozens of opportunities to design and build transit-focused home and
business districts at the center of the Salt Lake Valley's towns and cities.” In other
words, transit invest lead develop t patterns which in tum affect trip demand
and available travel choices,

There have been numerous other local newspaper articles highlighting the fact that in
Murray, South Salt Lake, Farmington and ¢lsewhere transit-oriented development zones
:m. providing * “synergy with rail development. The developer of the Station Park

loy at the Farming rail station stated that, "At some point we'll hit
a tipping point and it will be more convenient and cost-effective to take the train”™ (Salf
Lake Tribune, December 27, 2007 The Right Track).

The implementation of a high-capacity transit corridor on 5600 West before a new
freeway is built will provide significant benefits to the Mountain View Corridor study
area and the region in general. If we are true 1o our objective of a balanced transportation
system that seeks to reduce VMT, a transit first alternative is ble and preferable.
At a minimum, to comply fully with NEPA, one or more transit first altematives must be

idered full pared to the current preferred high dominated alt i
using a range of relevant decision criteria (described in the Smart Mobi
comments).

The DEIS screening analysis rejected transit first altermatives oul of hand by arguing that
they would result in unaceeptable congestion on some roadway segments al some times
of the day. This analysis was flawed for several reasons. First, as noted elsewhere and in
the Smart Mobility, Inc. comments, the analysis was based on an outdated model that did
not properly capture expected future demand (and the nature of and rate of growth in
demand), as well as the ability of new, well-designed transit to meet that demand.
Second, the ang considered only altermatives that were not designed properly to
maximize the effectiveness of a transit first strategy.

Building a freeway first will increase VMT and result in auto-dependent development
patterns that will make balance more difficult. As noted in the attached Comments on the
Mountain View Corridor, Smart Mobility, Inc., Jan 23, 2008, “In fact, the construction of
the freeway would lead to increased decentralization of land use, uausmg higher future
VMT, and Iug}u,r costs, air pollution, and greenh gas
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Air Quality

(1) VMT Growth worsening air quality.

The proposed Mountain View Corridor 6-8 lane freeway is currently sequenced decades
before any planned 5600 West transit construction (WFRC Long Range Transportation
Plan 2007). This scenario will inevitably increase the growth rate of VMT and commit
the area to an automobile-dependent growth pattern, which will exacerbate the Wasatch
Front’s existing and future air pollution problems,

The Mountain View Vision's fourth principle - Balanced Transportation - states:
“We desire a balanced transportation system for our future that will involve more
transportation choices, The phasing and impl tation of portation inv,
over the next decade will afTect the land use development patterns and therefore affect
future travel needs and the availability and effectiveness of other viable transportation
choices.”

The current transp investments p ted in the MVC DEIS and WFRCs long-

nge transportation plan (6-8 lane t]’u.\\ ay and absent any 5600 West transit construction
I h 2030) are pletely i t with the Mountain View Vision goals and will
adv erxel\ affect the success of:nr quality improving objectives of the Mountain View
Vision,

In addition, during winter months the Wasatch Front’s valleys suffer severe high-pressure
inversions that trap harmful pollutants close to the ground at breathing level. It is not
uncommon during \nnla.nlmc to have several weeks where the I)..p'lnm.ml of Air Cuality
v to breathe. During these periods, the state issues

an ¢ffort to take measures to reduce the main air polluting
culprit, automobile travel. This process asks people to voluntarily reduce vehicle use and
shift to transit altematives in an effort 1o protect citizens” health. The current sequencing
seenario presented in the MVC DEIS and WFRC's long range transportation plan will
present this area le or no access to nearby transit that will greatly exacerbate

LUtah’s inversion pollution problem, and render the goal of *no drive™ days difTicult 1o
achieve. Similar results would also apply to ume ozone A transit
first scenario that reduces VMT growth would help manage this problem.

“voluntary no-drive days

(2) ated air pollution imy near the proposed MV freeway.

Several recent peer-reviewed scientific studies have demonstrated very strong
correlations of severe health problems associated with people living near high-volume
roads (freeways). The Mountain View Corridor will place several homes, schools, parks,
and busi d: Iv nes e proposed freeway and place thousands of people
(especially q.luidn.n} at risk from freeway proximate, air pollution heath problems.
Prominent risks of the preferred 5800 West MVC alignment include impacts to Hunter
High School and Hi 1[5|ch. Elementary School, which will be in direct contact with the
4100 South MVC interchange. In addition. Whittier Elementary School is less than 200
vards from the 3500 Sout C interchange and Hunter Jr. h School is within 500
meters of the 5800 West alignment. Hunter Park will also be directly adjacent to a MVC

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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interch . Comy ding this problem. the MVC DEIS (Community Impacts table 6.4-
3) has identificd 24 Salt Lake (_ounl\ schools and a senior center within 2 mile of the
MVC freeway. Some of these increased health problems melude cancer (including
leukemia), asthma, respi v illness, | and low weight births, heart disease,
and stroke. (*A selection of these peer reviewed studies are included below)

Children living with in 500 meters of a freeway showed substantial lung
development deficiencies.

Researchers in southern Califomia followed school children for & vears (grades 4-12) and
demonstrated strong evidence that living near freeways hindered lung development.
(Attached)

Gauderman (2007) The Lancer, DOL10.1016/S0140-6T36{07)60037-3

Cancer risks are higher next to freeways.

The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IITH{AMATES-IIT) - A follow-up study 1o
MATES 1T commissioned by California’s South Coast Air Quality Management District
demonsirates strong links between cancer and freeway mobile source pollution even with
the Jddllmn of cleaner I'u»lk This study has the most recent and updated monitoring data
on fi duced, ic air toxins.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (2008)
http: / v agmd. gov/prdas fmatesl|| /matesi]. html

Children living near busy roads more likely to develop leukemia, cancer.

A 2000 Denver study showed that children living within 250 vards of streets or highways
with 20,000 vehicles per day are six times more likely to develop all types of cancer and
eight times more likely to get leukemia.

Pearson, Wachtel, Robert L. Pearson, and Kristie Ebie. (2000). Distance-weighted traffic density in

proximity to a home is a nsk factor for leukemin and other childhood cancers. Janrnal of Air
and Waste Management Association 50175-180

People living near freeways are exposed to 25 times higher rates of ultra-fine
particulates.

A southern California study determined that ultra-fine particulates were up to 235 times
higher out to 300 meters before stabilizing back to normal concentrations.

Zhu, Yifang, William C. Hinds, Kim Seongheon, Si Shen, Constantinos Sioutas, Concentration
and size distribution of ultrafine particles near a major highway. Journal of the Air and Waste
Management Associalion. September 2002, And, Study of ultrafine particles near a major
highway with heavy-duty diesel traffic. Atmosphenc Environment, 36(2002), 4323-4335
[*Mote: A new academic study led by UCLA researchers has revealed that the smallest
particles (ultra-fine) from vehicle emissions may be the most damaging components of
air pollution in triggering plaque buildup in the arteries, which can lead to heart antack
and stroke. University of California, Los Angeles (2008, January 21). How Ulirafine Particles In Air
Pollution May Cause Heant Disease. ScienceDaily. Retrieved January 21, 2008]
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Pregnant women who live near high traffic areas more likely to have premature and
low birth weight babies.

Researchers observed an approximately 10-20 percent increase in the risk of premature
birth and low birth weight for infants born to women living near high trafTic areas in Los
Angeles County.

Wilhelm, Michelle and Beate Ritz. (2002). Residential Proximity to Traffic and Adverse Birth Outcomes in
Los Angeles County, Califomia, 1994-1996. Environmental Health Perspectives. doi: 10.1289/¢hp 5688

Proximity of a child"s resid to major roads linked to hospital admissions for
asthma.

A study in Birmingham, United Kingdom, determined that living near major roads was
associated with the risk of hospital admission for asthma in children younger than five
vears of age. The area of residence and trafTic flow pa S WETe pared for child
admitted to the hospital for asthma, children ad d for piratory reasons. and a
random sample of children from the community. Children admitted with an asthma
diagnosis were significamly more likely to live in an area with high traffic flow (more
than 24,000 vehicles/ 24 hrs) located along the nearest segment of main road.

Edwards, J., 5. Walters, et al. (1994). Hospatal ad for asthma in preschool children: rel hip to
major roads in Birmingham, United Kingdom. Archives of Environmental Health, 49(4); 2237

A School’s Proximity to Highways Associated with Asthma Prevalence.
A study of 1,498 children in 13 schools in the Provinee of South Holland found a positive
relationship between school proximity to highways and asthma occurrence.

Van Vliet, P, M. Knape, et al (1997) Motor vehicle cxh.lu:ﬂ ard chronic resprratory symptoms in children
living near freeways. Environmental Research. 74(2): 122-32

Truck traffic linked to childhood asthma hospitalizations

A study in Erie County, New York (excluding the city of Buffalo) found that children living in
neighborhoods with heavy truck traffic within 220 yards of their homes had increased risks of
asthma hospitalization. The study examined hospital admission for asthma amongst children ages
=14, and residential proximity to roads with heavy traflic.

Lin, Shao; Jean Pierre Munsie; Syni-An Hwang: Edward Fitzgerald; and Michael R Cayo; (2002).
Childhood Asthma Hospitalization and Residential Exposure to Stite Route Traffic. Environmental
Research, Section A, Vol. 88, pp. 73-81

With the location of UDOT s 5800 West preferred alignment near schools and homes,
and in addition to the numerous studies af scientific evidence supporting severe harm
to peaple and school children near freeways, we consider this a “significant impact” to
public health.

There are several known quantitative factors involving these concentrated freeway air
pollution health impacts such as, projected traffic volumes, speeds, populations, distances
from schools and homes ete. We believe that this significant public health threat requires
an in-depth quantitati Ivsis and risk . Given the serious potential
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impacts to health documented in the above-cited studies, the DEIS treatment of localized
air toxics and other air pollution impacts on schools and other locations is cursory and

plable, NEPA requires that all r bly fi hle impacts of project

tives be evaluated and disclosed fully, so that the decision agencies, other affected
on makers, and the public at large can make fully informed choices. Contrary to

¢ assertion in the DEIS, sound methods are available 1o evaluate and to disclose these

impacts, and to compare them to the impacts of transit first alternatives described above.
NEPA therefore requires that these analyses and effects be performed and disclosed fully.

(3) New standards for PM2.5.

It is a ted by WFRC that Salt Lake and Utah Counties will fail to meet the new
PM2.5 requirements during the next MPO transportation planning cycle when the new
standards go into effect. The MVC and its future vehicle traffic should be accountable
under the new PM2.5 standard to determine if the MVC will generate future violations.

Nuisances to the public

The proposed MVC’s impacts as s 6-8 line freeway will create many nuisances and
hardships to the sur i ities. Hundreds of homes will be demolished and
families uprooted. The rem:nmng homes and populnhons. left behind will have their
property values and quality of life dimmis} blished ¢ ities will be divided
by the gigantic swath of a freeway and their children’s” schools will be next to the
interchanges. Residents will suffer negative sight and noise impacts and will be placed at
great new risk of severe heath problems from trated air pollution generated by the
MVC freeway. A transit first approach on a completed 5600 West and dispersing new
road capacity increases on smaller roadway facilities would lessen these impacts.

Right-of-way / Footprint

All MVC al ives will afect valuabl tlands. farmlands, schools, parks, and
historic properties. The CWA section 404 and 4f guidelines require that

footprints that would reduce these impacts should be considered. A transit first approach
on a completed 5600 West that would reduce VMT growth and the amount of road
capacity needed in these sensitive areas should be idered. In addition. the redesign of
the Legacy Parkway in Davis County utilized roadwayv meandering and a smaller road
footprint to avoid wetland impacts.

2100 North Alternative Utah County

Although this alignment has less wetland impacts than the Southern Freeway altemative,
we believe there is a better alternative transportation option for northern Utah County.
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The alternative proposed by Citizens Organized for Smarter Transportation (COST) and
Lehi City utilizes mixed-use anterials, transit and maximizes the effectiveness of
Frontrunner Commuter Rail. The analysis prepared by COST and Lehi City of their
alternative demonstrates better performance on effective transportation, community

1 ise impacts, wetland impaets, and farmland impacts than the 2100 North
Alternative, In addition, the COST/ Lel ity proposal is better accepted by the citizens of
Lehi who are most directly affected by the MVC in Utah County.

Southern Freeway Alternative Utah County

The Southern Freeway Alternative in Utah County should be abandoned from further
consideration,

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act provides that no discharge of dredged or fill material
may be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is le imaging to the agquatic
environment. The Southem Freeway Option of the Mount iew Corridor would in
fact inflict many direct and indirect damages to the aquatic environment of Utah Lake
and its supportive wetland ecosystem. There are other practicable alternatives inside the
MVC DEIS and in the COST/Lehi City proposal to the Southern Freeway Option that do
not impair and damage the hydrology and wildlife habitat of Utah Lake.

Wetlands are among the most productive ecosystems in the world and rival the best
agriculture lands and the wetlands surrounding Utah Lake are no exception to this. These
wetlands provide vital habitat for our fish and wildlife resources in the state. The wetland
ecosvstem surrounding Utah Lake acts as a very important breeding area and stopover for
many migratory birds of the Pacific Flvway. There are more than 226 species of birds
that depend upon these wetlands. Aside from the many avian species there are more than
16 species of reptiles and amphibians, 18 species of fish, and more than 49 mammalian
species that are known to use and depend upon the wetland surrounding the lake.

Having a large roadway in ¢lose proximity to wetlands, streams, and a lake can greatly
alter wetland hydrology, decrease water quality, increase road kill, pose a risk to
threatened species, fragment and isolate amimal populations, and introduce toxins into the
soil and in tum the surrounding plants. The Southern Freeway Option would introduce all
of these negatives in an already fragile ecosystem. which could be disastrous and possibly
catastrophic to the svstem,

Besides the biological importance of the lake and wetlands there is also a cultural and
historical importance of great value. Utah Lake and the surrounding wetlands have
provided a vital source of food. resources, and gathering places for people in the valley
for thousands of years. Out of respect and reverence to those who lived in this valley for
thousands of years and thrived along the shores of the lake and wetlands we should
preserve and protect not destrov and pollute the very system that has sustained thousands
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of generations of people in this valley. The wetlands surrounding Utah Lake are an
integral part of our natural heritage and play a vital role in our environment.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on such important transportation decisions
that will affect the future quality of life in Utah.

Respectfully submitted,

Roger Borgenicht

Co-chair Utahns for Better Transportation

218 East 500 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

(801) 355-7085
1

Mare A. Heileson

Sierra Club Southwest R I Rep

2159 South 700 East. Suite 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106
(801) 467-9294
marc.heilesone sierraclub, org

ce:
TeriAnne Newell, UDOT
EPA Region 8

USACE Utah Office
UTA

FTA Region 8

USFWs

WFRC
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Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to

18 years of age: a cohort study

Wames Gamdrreman, Hite Vors, Bob Mof onnedl, Kiros Rerbane. Feonk Gk, Buncon Thamas, Feed Lismeann, Edused Avol, Ming Bunsiy

iichael ferrett, fobes Peters

Summary

ackground Whether local exposure to major roadways adversely affects lung-function growth duting the period of

rapid lung development i
association between resi

takes place between 10 and 18 years of age is unknown. This study investigated the
tial expasire to traffic and Syear hing-function growth. o

Methods In this prospective study, 3677 children {mean age 10 years [SD 0-44]) participated from 12 southern

Califerals commu

ies that represent 3 wide range in regional air quality. Children were followed up for 8 years,

wiith yearly lung-function measurements recorded. For each child, we identified several indicators ul residential
exposure to traffic from karge roads. Regression analysis was used 10 establish whetler S-year growth in lung function
was associated with local traffic exposure, and whether local traffic effects were independent of regional air aquality.

Findings Children wha lived within 500 m of a freeway (motorway) had substantial defieits In Beyear growth of forced

expiratory volume in 15 (FEV,, —81 mL, p=0.01 |95% CI =143 1o 18] and

=127 mlfs, p=i.03 |-243 to 11}, compared with children who lived at beast ISOU m {rom a [mem}' Jaint models mLm
shawed that both local expasure to freeways and regional air pollution had d 1, and indey effects on ey g R
lung-function growth. Pronounced deficits in attained lung function at age 18 years were recorded for thase Bving  mofjresms wor Sosoms
within 500 m of a freeway, with mean percent.predicted 97.0% for FEV, (p=0.013, relative to >1500 m [95% C1 ?ﬂmm‘m
.
94.6-99. 4]) and 93.4% for MMEF (0. 006 [95% C §9.1-97.7)), i
e Eebonmental ks
Interprotation Lacal exposure to waffic on a freeway has adverse effects on children's lung , which are e
independent of regional air quality, and which could result in important defiits in m:un:d tung !‘un(lnn ln Later life.  evestigacdh asbalion, (.
Dot Aiguades, ¥0,08503
Introduction 12 southern Califormia communities a5 part of a1 s s ato——
Bath cross-sectional'® and Jongiadinal™® sudies have mmuszlmu into the lang-term effects of air polhution  esshscimcrs ichoct ot
shown that hang funciion in children is adversely affected y hoalth! = A protocol  Fusic e, Unbverity of
by exposure 1o ushan, regional air pollution. Evidence has  was used in all communities to identify schools, and all sopmenamnn
emerged that bocal exposure to traffic is related to adverse  students targeted for study were invited 1o PAFBCIPALE.™ et Py
respiratory effects in children, inchading increased res  Overall, B2% (3677) of avallable students agreed to PRT—
of asthma and other respiralory diseases.* Cross- participate. Pulmonary-function data were obiained  owpn Gaderin
sectional siudies in Europe have shown that deficits in  yearly by trained field rechnicians, wha travelled o study Fmgtaced

lung funciion are related 10 residential exposure o
traffic.”™ “ However, does traffic expomire have an adverse
effect on hing-function developrmsent in children? The
answer to this question is important in view of the extent
of 1raffic expugun.- in urban envirenments and the
itished redation betwesn di hung function in
atultheod and marbidity and morlity
We i pated e between

T p—
[T
Erpemryonis s
Degartaser of Frestativn
Madkcing Unbmsry o
Cabloenia,
540 Akt Strove. Suhe 138,
Les Asgeles. CA SOORLAA

f T —

¥ flow rate (MMEF,

schocls o undertake maximum elfort spironsetry on the
children, using the same equipment and testing protocol
throughowt the study period. Details of the testing
protocol heve been previously reported.™ Children in
both coborts were followed up for 8 years.

A baseline questionnaire, completed a1 susdy entry by
cach child’s parent or legal guardian, was used to obiain

exposure 1o traflic and S-year Jung-funciicn development
an the basis of cohorl data from the Children's Healih
Study. We also studied the joint effects of local traffic
exposure and regional sir quality on children's lung

development

Methads

Participants

The Children's Health Study recruited two coharts of
fourth-grade children (mean age 10 years (SD 0.44), one
in 1993 (cohort 1, 11718} and Ik other n 1996 cohort 2,
n=1954). All children were recruited fram schoals in

on race, Hispanic ethnic origin, parenial
iome and education. history of doctor-diagnosed
asthina, inutero exposure 1o maternal smoking, and

pets,

tobacco smaloe” A yearly questionnaire, with similar
structure to that of the baseline questionnaire, was wsed
to update information on asthma status, personal
smoking, and exposure to ummmnml:l bnbu(:o ke,
Far statistical medelli
stamsuuabhwnmmmionlm basurufmlnl fhousehold
income and educaion of the parent or uuardun wha
leted ire. High status
il)% of children, n=823) was defined as a parental
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author had full sccess to all the data in the study and had
final respansibility for the decision 10 submit for
publication.

Results

An average of 6.2 pulmonary function tests were done
per child, Theve were equal proportions of male and
female participants (webtable 1), Most children were of
‘nan-Hispanic white ar Hispanic eilinic origin, 440 {125%)
children lived within 500 m of & freeway, with most of
these children residing in six of the 12 communities
{webtable 2 and webfigure), Model-based estimates of
polhution from a lreeway were skowed toward either high
ar bvw vahses within most study communities.

Byear growth in FVC, FEV. and MMEF averaged
1512 ml. 1316 mL. and 1402 mljs, respectively, n girls,
and 2808 mL. 2406 mL, and 2476 mljs, respectively, in
boys. Closer residential distance to a [reeway was
associated with reduced growth in hing function ftable 1).
In children whe lived within 500 i of 2 frecway, S-year
growih was significantly reduced compared with thase
wha lived at least 1500 m from a lreeway, 1. deficits in

FEV, and MMEF growth were also estimatesd for the fwo
hn..}u.-nz exposure quartiles of model-based  pollution
From a freeway, although neither deficil was stistically
significant, Indicatars of raffic from non-freeway roads,
including both distance and model-based  pollution
estimates, were 1ot associated with reduced growth,
The association between FEV, growth and distance toa
freeway was significant in various sensilivity analyses
{1abbe 2), Compared with the resulie shown in table 1
[base madel). distance-efTect estimales were larger with
aﬁllluml adjistment for socicoconamic status. Further
i showed that low soci
associated with increased traffic exposure, with mean
residential distance to freeways of 1.8 km (3D 1-32),
2:0 ke {1-65), and 2.5 km (1-91) for bow, middle, and
high groups respectively, However, socioeconomic status
was w0t significanily associated with FEV, growth, and
therefore adjustment for this variable induced only a
modes! change. Adjustesent for indoor sources of air
pollution inchwling gae stoves, pets, and exposure bo
environmental lobacco smoke alsa r\slllled in lisde

change in the estimated fr lis

Significant distance effects were seen in th nnhsrt of
children who teported never having had asthima, and in
the subset of childien who reporied no active tobacco
smokirsg. The relation between FEV, growth and distance
was noticeably larger in boys than in girls, although 3 test

Articles
y, )
5wy [ ditlerence [95% (1)
Froaway datance”
5oom 43 (131105} MTe-18) 37 MBe-1)
5601000 4109 ” y
1000-1500 = 9 (-8 i) { b I 1]
| Madel-based pollution from freowaryt
| i pasise ight 618605 GOLTedl  AaITesH)
b ELTEU T T HaL-1 )
Ind gt I {-90 10 3] 32 (B0t 3] S REHT]
| Nom-fareway distancet
em Si-635 70 35097057 b6 {383 10 49}
re1sm e T ETe Fl-pra k)
| 15eg00m 10 (-63 e 42 E{46w a0 b {-204 71
| Mhodil-tund pttion from non-rormayt
i s de fhigh) 134-70 1096} Fi-Mralio) {14080 144}
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wbiress.

@ participann rhi 1ot oo by baselie,

prowth

of effect modi by sex was (p=- 1Y,
Only six of the 12 commimities had substantial n\lmm
of children living i3 freeway. Th

elfects of rmw:y distaisce on Iuns development were

arouawd 343 (1267) of children moved from thedr basstine S Do ke woskitds 1 anl

residence during follow-up but remained in one of the =i

| in these six high
Alaan i |n the other communities. T.hn\ was no significint
evidence of heterogeneity in the local distance effects in
these six communities (data not shown). Furthermore,

12 study ittes and thus continued b
IF we omited post-move lung-funcion measurerments
from the anabysis, the extimated el etz of (¥ 1

on FEV, growth were more pronounced.
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in children. We did not fnd any cvidence that traffic
elffects varied depending on background air quality,
which suggests that even in an arca with low regional
pollution, children living near a major roadway are at
increased risk of health effects. Our resulis also suggest
that children wha live close te a freeway in a high
pollution area expesience 3 combination of adverse
develapmental effects because of bath local and regional
patlution.

We noted & larger freeway effect in boys than in gids,
although the difl: L iggnifh
Ity contrast, a cross-sectional European siudy™ reported
larger waffic effects on lung fanction in girls than in
boys” Several lactors could explain this discrepancy in
soxspecific offects between studies, from dilferences in
specific air pellution mixtures and underlying population

susceptibilities, 10 the general dificulty of
between lanpitudinal and cross-sectional stody effect
estimates. [n general, however, both studies show that
Tung Manetion i childven s adversehyaffaciad b

o irallic. i

The contenirations of severa! pellutants are rised near
major freeways. Daytime concentrations of black carbon,
ultrafine particulate, and other exhaust pollutants have
been reparted to be high, but decline exponentially, within
500 m of a freeway.™ " although night-time concentrations
of ubtrafise particulate remain above  background
concentrations for distances greater than 500 m from »
freeway™ Some studies bave reported increased iraffic
polhution, particularly nitrogen dioside, x distances over
HOOK a1 i 1 Teach indi

of pallution from diese] exhiast, varies with nearby high-
traffic poads” =" but can also be rransported across large
distances Diese! exhaust u one of the palm:w
In those
communities moe-l alfected hy traffic.” A pollutant such
as elemental carbon could explain our reporied health
effects both locally and regionally.

Toth regional ambient and ultrafine paniculabe matier
present in high concentration in close proximity 1o
roadways can elicil oddative and nitresative stress in the
airways, which resulis in infammation ** Kulkarnl and

kers' reponted that traffie-related ‘ nsatler
was correlsied with the amount of carbon in the airway
macrophages of children, which in turn was associated
with reductions in FEV,, MMEF, and FVC Chronic
airvey inflammation could prosduce our reported deficits
in MMEF and FEV,. Additional rescarch is needed to
identify the specific iraffic pallutans that bring about
healih effects, and to slucidate the coaribution of each
pollutant 1o regional and local associations.

A steength of this study was the long-term, prospective
Followsusp of twa Lirge coharts of children, with exposure
and culcome data ohained consistently, However, as in
any epidemiological study, our results could be
confounded by ane e more other factors related 1o both
traffic and lung-function growth. Our results were robust

26, 3007

status and indoor sources of air pollution, but the
pessibility of confounding by other factors still exists,
Throughout the Byear follow-up, we noted around an
1% loss of study participants per year. Participant
aitrition i a potential source of bizs in cohert studies. We
analysed the subses of Chikdren who were followed up far
the full Spear dumtion of the study and also noted

il 1 i which make particiy
fass an unlikely explanation for our resulls. We did not
nate a significant association between growth and model.
based poltution from a frceway, despile large estinated
deficits in the highest-exposure quartiles (rable 1),
Heweves, we were restricted in detection of an association
wilh maodel-based pollution from frerways becaese there
was lithe variation in this measure within mest of our
sty communities (webtable 2).

Wi have shown that residential distance from a freeway
Is associated with significant deficits in 8-year respimtory
growth, which result in importani deficits in lung
function at age 18 years. This stady adds 1o evidence that
the present regulatory emphasis on regloual alr quality
might need 1o be modified to Include considesation of
local nmuuu i air pollution. In many wrban areas,

fi ousing
tracts and achools near 1o roadways, with the result
that many children live and attend school in close
prokimity 1o major sources of air polluticn, In view of
the g {tlse reported ellcts and the i
of ung function ds:delnmm:m of adult morbidity and
mortality, reduction of exposure 1o traflicrelaed air
pollutants could lesd 1o substantial public-health
benefits.
Lentriuton
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Blue Ribbon Advisory Council
on
Climate Change

Report to
Governor Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.

October 3, 2007
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VIII. Transportation-Land Use Options

The second largest source of Utah's gross GHG emissions is the transportation sector,
accounting for 25 percent in 2005."

Options include:

TL-1: Develop and Implement Aggressive Mass Transit SUBEEY vvvceiimmmsmermsisnn: 2
TL-2: Quality Growth Program 3
TL-4: Trip Reduction, Rideshare, Vanpool, and Tel ing. 4
TL-6: “Buy Local” Program 5
TL-7: Promote Low —Carbon Fuels and Vehicle Technologi G
TL-8: State Fleet Lead By E 7
TL-9: Clean Car Program 8

Program 10
TL-11: Vehicle § Red 12
TL-13: Education Program 13
TL-14: Explore Funding Options for Suite of Options. 14
TL-15: Develop C ion Pricing Prog 15
TL Options by Goals. 16
TL Options by Priority. 17
TL Options by Vote 17
TL Public C; 18

Bill Tibbits, Anti- Hunger Committee

Jerry Costley, Disabled Rights Action Committee
Response by Senator Greg Bell

Dr. Richard Kanner, University of Utah Hospital
Jim Holtkamp for Questar

' Greenhouse Gas Inventory and Reference Case Projections, 1990-2020; Center for Climate Strategies,
February 2007 b deq utah pov/BRAC Climate/docs/Final_Utaly -

V-1
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TL-1 - Develop and Implement Aggressive Mass Transit Strategy
Benefit/Cost of Reducing COye:

New Mexico: 3.4 MMt between 2007-2020: 1.3% of 2020 emissions; $0 cost or net
savings
N. Carolina: ~ 31.3 MMt between 2007-2020; 1.1% of 2020 emissions; $0 cost or nct
savings

Assessment: High Priority. Bin B. 19 out of 22 votes.

This policy option has the potential to significantly reduce GHG emissions and provide
important co-benefits, but will require a concerted, long-term effort to implement,

Mass transit is included in long-range planning for the Wasatch Front. However the
plans should be more aggressive and need to be fully-integrated and supported with
adequate funding. Transit also offers important co-benefits such as improving air quality
and congestion mitigation. Public support of the 2006 transit initiatives was high.

This is a long-term sirategy needs to be developed in conjunction with quality growth
land-use planning principles. To ensure success, mass transit options need to be
convenient, reliable, and affordable. The strategy should consider the following program
options:

Methods for fii prog such as the UTA Eco-pass

- &

*  Educating the general public about transit options

* State and local incentives for increased utilization of mass transit.

*  Optimized fares and enhanced subsidies are needed to encourage an optimal
ridership rate; a detailed analysis should be ken to d ine the opti

rates for daily fare and monthly passes.

*  The State could assist with obtaining rights-of-way, park and ride lots, and traffic
signal priority.

+  Options that compliment mass transit, including shared ownership vehicles (c.g.
Zipears/Freedom cars), bike carriers, and pedestrian-friendly city planning, should
be evaluated in long range plans.

* Current fare rates can create barriers to transit ridership. For example, it costs $12.00 for a family of four
1o take a round trip downtown by bus, remaining cheaper to drive an sutomobile. Approximately 16
percent of UTA operating expenses come from passengers fares.

Vil -2
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TL~2 - Quality Growth Program
Benefit/Cost of Reducing COqe:

Arizona: 26.7 MMt between 2007-2020; 2.4% of 2020 emissions; $0 cost

New Mexico: 13.4 MMt between 2007-2020; .3% of 2020 emissions; $0 cost
Montana; 0.26 MMt between 2007-2020; 0.1% of 2020 emissions; N/A
Oregon: 0.4 MMt between 2007-2025; 0.4% of 20235 emissions; Cost effective
N. Carolina: 503 MMt between 2007-2020; 3% of 2020 emissions; net savings

Assessment: High Priority. Bin A, 17 out of 22 votes.

This policy option could substantially reduce GHG emissions in the State, but is a longer-
term option that will require signi effort to impl BRAC bers noted the
State could help facilitate these collaborati with and funding.

In Utah, 80% of the population lives along the rapidly growing Wasatch Front region.
Smart growth is a vital component to any strategy that seeks to reduce CO; emissions
from uanspoﬂm:on The Sme ot‘ Umh should promote smart gmmh mcludlng such

and P 7 A8 o bl
bicycle-friendly planning, as well as mixed 1 with a range of housing
choices. Such measures help reduce GHG emissions thmugh a reduction in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), C isalso i Envision Utah and the

Wasatch Front Regional Council should be consulted as guides for this policy option. An
effective strategy should also include public education and could include incentives to
ensure the uptake of these measures.

Envision Utah recently released the findings of its Wasatch Cholces 2040 Project.
including a Vision Sc:nano that reflects the pref of F inavi
process that involved 1,000 area resid Thc Vision S

io steers 13% of new
devek!pmenl (compared with 4% in a business-as-usual scenario) into walkable, mixed-
use dlslncts. like those under development in Kennecott Land’s new Daybreak
Envision Utah’s modeling results show a modest but measurable reduction in
VMT in thc Vision Scenario relative lo business-as-usual,

* Envision Utah, Wasatch Choices 2040, 2007

Vil -3
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Comment 1883

GARY K. HERBERT
Liutenunt Girvernor

Office of the Governor
PUBLIC LANDS POLICY COORDINATION

JOHN HARIA
: Direcior
State of Utah
JON M. HUNTSMARN, 1R RESOURCE OFMENT COORDINATING COMMITTEE
Gavermor Public Lands Section

January 23, 2008

Edward Woolford

Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

SUBJECT:  Mountain View Corridor Draft Envi | Impact and Section 4(f)
Evaluation
Project No. 07-8625

Dear Mr. Woolford:

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee (RDCC) has reviewed the
Mountain View Corridor (MVC) construction project in Salt Lake and Utah Counties. State
agencies comment as follows:

Division of Air Quality

This proposal will not require an Air Quality Permit. However, if any “non-| permitted”
rock crushing plants, asphalt plants, or concrete batch plants are located at the site, an Approval
Onlu.r from 1hs, rYLCLllJ\'L Sccrcmr\. of the Air Quality Board will be required for operation of the

g all equip not permitted in Utah. A permit application, known as a
\oll:c of Intent (\IOI; should be submitted to the Exccutive Secretary at the Utah Division of
Air Quality at 150 North, 1950 West, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84116 for review according to R307-
401: Permil: Notice of Intent and Approval Order, of the Utah Air Quality Rules. The guidelines
for preparing a NOI are available on-line at:

http://www.airquality.utah. gov/Permits FORMS/NOIGuide8.pdl

The proposed project is ]ocatcd within Salt Lake and Utah Counties, which is a PM-10
area. A non area is an arca that has not met the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). Because it is a non-altainment area, the proposed project is subject
to R307-309: Fugitive Emissions and Fugitive Dust, of the Utah Air Quality Rules. R307-309
requires that owners or operators of a project involving the clearing or leveling of land or access

5110 State Cffice Building, PO Box, 141107, Sal Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 » telephone 8011-537-9230 « facsamsle $01-537-9226 » B0I-538-5727
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Comment 1883 (continued)

haul roads that are one-quarter acre or greater in size submit a fugitive dust control plan to the
Executive Secretary of the Air Quality Board for review. The fugitive dust control plan must be
submitted to the Executive Secretary at the Utah Division of Air Quality at 150 North, 1950
West, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84116 for review prior to commencement of the project. A copy of
the rules may be found at:

www.rules,utah.gov/publicat/code/r307/r307 htm
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR)

UDWR has participated with UDOT throughout Mountain View Corridor planning
efforts and has continually acknowledged the critical need for improved transportation systems
and public transit infrastructure along the Wasatch Front. Our primary concern is the potential
impact of the proposed project on the Lee Kay Center for Hunter Education. Thus, UDWR
wants to work alongside UDOT during the development of transportation infrastructure and
public transit systems.

Throughout Mountain View Corridor planning, UDWR has expressed concems in
protecting wildlife habitat, niparian systems, wetlands, and, most notable among our expressed
concemns associated with the proposed project, the protection of the unique and irreplaceable
public recreational values provided at the Lee Kay Center. The long-term perpetuation of safe,
publicly accepted, recreational and educational experiences at the Lee Kay Center is our foremost
goal. UDWR looks forward to establishing i cooperation in a suk i
Memorandum of Agreement with the Federal Highway Administration, Utah Department of
Transportation, and potentially the Utah Transit Authority, on mutually acceptable measures and
approaches which will yield the needed transportation “footprint™ through UDWR's Lee Kay
Center property while adequately assuring interests associated with the Lee Kay Center's
continued operation.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Lee Kay Center for Hunter Education (Lee Kay Center)
Referencing the 5800 West Freeway Alternative on page 6-50, the document describes

only the direct effects to rec | uses, and ludes that recreational uses would not be
i d. UDWR believes this is a sut ial ption to make in the absence of a
ful review of ft ble indirect effects, particularly in light of the concems raised

previously by UDWR stafl regarding indirect effects with UDOT project personnel. The indirect
effiect of highest concern is the possible ricochet of bullets into Mountain View Corridor Traffic.

The direct “strip take” of 70-80 acres east of the shooting ranges at Lee Kay Center does
not directly impact recreational opportunities. However, the indirect effects from the proposed
development warrant concern, and the draft d does not adequately characterize
important, potential, indirect effects. While target shooting at the Lee Kay Center,
and with safety measures installed, the odd ricochet occasionally propels a bullet over

2
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Comment 1883 (continued)

and beyond the terminus (berm) of the long shooting lanes. A similar ricochet may go off to the
side (into the safety zone), and potentially land in what would become the “Number 1" travel
lane of homeward bound commuters. The scenario of spent bullets entering a roadway most
definitely threatens public safety, as well as threatens an immediate closure of the Lee Kay
Center.

Regarding the statement on page 28-40 made in reference to a specific 4(f) property,
asserting that “none of the functions [at Lee Kay Center] would be altered or removed.” Again,
this limitation of the analysis only to “direct take™ misses the point. UDWR views the potential
indirect effect to be the greatest risk to the Lee Kay Center, an identified 4(f) property. UDWR
recommends a systematic survey of bullet fallout both downrange and to the side where the
public transportation is proposed. With those data, UDWR could state, with more certainty,
whether a retaining wall would proteet motorists.

UDWR's goal is to work toward signing a concurrence letter on the de minimis finding,
Before we can do that, however, we will need to understand the actual fallout of ricochet bullets
which influence the risk of public harm and a possible subsequent facility closure. If we can
stipulate certain general truths and points of agreement on what it will take to remedy the
problem of indirect exposure to bullet fallout, UDWR will be able to support a de minimis 4(f)
finding.

The major use of the Lee Kay Center is shooting sports and related hunter education. As
such, those activities merit additional discussion in the DEIS.

Mountain View Corridor impacts to wildlife and wildlife habiats

The document acknowledges that the various alignments of the Mountain View Corridor
highway will fragment wildlife habitat, and in some cascs will result in roadway mortality (page
15-39). UDWR recommends construction of wildlife crossing structures (and associated fencing
and escape ramps) which will reduce roadway mortality. UDWR is willing to work with UDOT
during project planning to identify appropriate wildlife crossing structure designs and locations,

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review this proposal. Please direct any
other written questions regarding this correspondence to the Resource Development
Coordinating Committee, Public Lands Section, at the above address, or call the Director,
Jonathan G. Jemming, at (801) 537-9023, or Carolyn Wright at (801) 537-9230.

Sincerely,

J&hn H
Director

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 1884

Print View

From:  "Terri Culmone" <tic0130@comcast.net>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Thursday - January 24, 2008 4:23 PM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor Comment/Saratoga Springs Perspective

UDOT & Mountain View Corridor Committee;

I have been a resident of Saratoga Springs for seven years and have much
experience in traveling the roads here. I would like to give my opinion on
the planned Mountain View Corridor.

Despite what Mayor Tim Parker has said, I do not believe that the 2100 North
(Lehi) freeway option is needed. I truly don't think that any Saratoga

Springs residents would travel north to 2100 No. in order to go south on

1-15. I also don't think that a sufficient number of people would use 2100

No. to travel north, since the I-15 interchange is located so far east in

Lehi. I personally would not travel that route when I can just continue

north on Redwood Rd. to Bangerter Hwy. (which is currently very convenient).
I do think that Redwood Rd. should be expanded down here as it has been in
Riverton and South Jordan. That would alleviate much of the congestion that
we currently face. However, I do think that an arterial that connects
Redwood Rd. to Hwy 92 at Thanksgiving Point would be helpful, but only when
people need to get to Thanksgiving Point or Alpine (not to travel north on
1-15). Rather than a 2100 No. arterial, I think that the road adjacent to

the Utah Dept. of Public Safety Training Course is a better alternative for

this type of road.

I am not in favor of the Porter Rockwell alternative, as it is a redundancy
to Bangerter Hwy.

1 am strongly in favor of the 1900 South (Lehi) arterial. I don't think it
needs to be a freeway, but I do think it needs to be five lanes (2 in each
direction with a turning lane) and at least 45 MPH. We are in desperate

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace User.context=htaund Vd2qq8hg60Om4 & ltem dm=83 12420, .
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Comment 1884 (continued)

Print View

need of an easier way to get to southbound I-15. I am quite confident that
most residents of Saratoga Springs, Eagle Mountain, and points west would be
in favor of this alternative to Lehi Main Street. I would think that Lehi

would be in favor as well, as their Main Street has been totally overtaken

by us (not to mention the large trucks that are constantly traveling through
their town). Despite what Major Tim Parker has said, I don't believe that

the 1200 So. arterial would "divide the city of Saratoga Springs”. As long

as Redwood Rd. is improved, and we can still travel to the north, the 1900

So. alternative is so much needed that "dividing the city" should be way

down the list of priorities.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

Terri Culmone

86 E. Moccasin Ct.
Saratoga Springs, UT
801-768-0708

hups://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=htauud Vd2qq 8hg6Om4& ltem. dm=83 12420, .

Page 2 of 2

1/25/2008
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Comment 1885 Comment 1885 (continued)
Response Print View Page 1 of 2 Response Print View Page 20f 2
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
Put the Mountain View Corridor below grade.

From: "Bills, Kevin L" <KBILLS@kutv2.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov> Leave the 5600 West corridor a three lane road.

Date: Monday - January 7, 2008 5:59 PM 35.1.1A

Subject: Mountain View Corridor o Concentrate on building East/West feeder routes.

Toall;

Have you ever tried to get your fingers out of a finger puzzle? The
more you wiggle around and try release yourself, the harder it is. Thank you,

That is what will happen to my neighborhood if all of the plans I have
heard about come to pass. We will be trapped in a puzzle that YOU all
created. Kevin Bills

There is no reason to not put ALL of the proposed Mountain View Corridor

35.2.4E below grade.

In the conversations that I have had with the people "In Charge”, the
state of Utah plan designer can't agree with the City of West Jordan

city designer who can't agree with the County people OR the Kearn River
Gas Pipeline company about 3 little streams and a gas pipeline and a
city/county/state threesome who have NO idea what communication is all
about.

5600 West by New Bingham Highway does NOT need to be made into a 6 lane
feeder road when on just the other side of the neighborhood to the West
35.31C there possibly will be an eight lane highway.

Why is there no one listening to the populations that will be most
affected by these changes

Please look at what is best for the neighborhoods and for the aesthetic
situation that will be destroyed for years to come.

What you build now will be what our children's children’s children live

with.
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=nvivsbPk2np3ic2 Du2& ltem.drn=625z 120& U...  1/8/2008 hitps://email udot.utah gov/gw/webace ?User. context=nv{vsbPk2np3ie2 Du2& lem.drn=6252 120& U... 1/8/2008
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Comment 1886

Print View

From: "Holly Bowles" <HollyBowles@Datamark.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 11:56 AM

Subject:  Mountain View corridor comments

I wish someone would take into consideration already using a road that
already exists, like maybe the Bacchus Highway. And while traffic is bad

on the North-South roads East-West is much worse. Why not build an
East-West highway along 7800 S. or 9800 S. It makes so much more sense.

Thank you,

Holly Bowles

West Jordan/West Valley City resident

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MUser.context=ct8vk TR 21i3qg 1 Cm 7 & Item. dm=6642320& ...
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Comment 1887

Page 1 of 1

Keller, Cyndi

From: Carol Noyes [cnoyes82@msn.com]
Sent:  Friday, January 04, 2008 3.05 PM
Ta: tnewell@utah.gov

Subject: MVC

[ again sincerely thank you for vour invaluable assistance and patience this meming in our telephone
conversation. [ have two issues that [ hoped you could help me resolve. (I have made numerous phone calls to
no avail.)

1. Is it feasible that the Kem River Pipeline (which would intersect the MVC at Dannon Way [an industrial
nd 8300 South [residential arca]), be rel 1 on 8300 South to allow the freeway at 8300 South to be
depressed and the highway to return above ground after Old Bingham Highway?

2. The UDOT MVC website on "Project News" states that 5800 West is UDOT's preferred alternative in Salt
Lake County and that 5800 and 7200 "both include I pacity transits imp ts of 5600 We

According to Melissa Johnson of the West Jordan ouncil, 5600 West will become a state road w
vears and the state will develop 5600 West to possibly include six lanes of traffic. Would UDOT not consider
the 7200 West alternative to mitigate the tremendous impact on the residences between 5600 and 5800 Wes?

Thank vou so much for vour time and expertise.

Carol Noyes
(cnoyes#2@msn.com)

1/18/2008
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Comment 1888

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: "Carol Noyes" <cnoyes82@msn.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 9:43 AM

I am a resident of West Jordan City and my home is located on 5638 West and 8450 South. As one
residents significantly effected by the proposed Mountain View Corridor, I am extremely concerned

project will have upon the air quality (due to vehicle particulate emissions), traffic congestion (as 5¢
only two blocks apart), noise level, aesthetics, and property value.

It is neither reasonable nor rational to build the Mountain View Corridor on 5800 or 7200 West (whi
the 5800 West alignment) as 5600 West will be developed to be six lanes (four travel and two trans
sufficient distance between these two roadways as the traffic entering or exiting will undoubtedly b:
peak traffic times. The close proximity of these two high capacity roads will be counterproductive as
congestion they were designed to alleviate, The congestion will often be in residential areas which ¢
accommodate 14 lanes within two blocks. The air quality (due to vehicle particulate emissions) durir
be undoubtedly well exceed what is allowed by the Clean Air Act.

There are 12 schools within close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600 - 5800 West corridor.
reside or attend school within or near this corridor. The 7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close
5600 West roadway).

The construction of these two roadways is possibly in violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC
states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to "assure for all Americans safe, healthfi
and culturally pleasing surroundings”.

309 Clean Air Act for the pollution prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for highway:
environment "...with gaseous and particulate emissions from vehicles..." and if the impact poses a ¢
than adults.

Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution than adults due to higher minute
exposure to outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung function of children and adole

The Lancet Medical Journal published an online study on January 26, 2007, proving that children liv
have significant impairments in the development of their lungs that can lead to respiratory problem:
The study was by University of Southern California researchers and was the largest and longest of it
high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get a doubling” of the damage, said Dr. Gauderr
Medicine. "Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function as a child will probably hav
of his or her life". "Local exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse effects on children's lung dew

https:/email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace User.context=htauud Vd2qq8hg6Om4 & ltem dm=8052T20... 1/25/2008
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Print View Page 2 of 2

independent of regional air quality, and which could result in important deficits in attained lung func
authors write.

The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published an online article on 12/4/04 ot
health effects on children due to air pollution, particularly when living near busy roads. The health r
tract complications and childhood cancer. (There are many more recent studies with similar findings

Mountain View Corridor would be better moved to U111 (instead of 5800 or 7200 West) to help mit
on this area which will already bear the impact of 5600 West traffic and transit. With UDOT's prefer
7200 West all traffic would be routed to 5600 or 5800 West, whether they were utilizing the transit
a tremendous amount of traffic and pollutants in a very concentrated (highly residential) area. This
as it will create congestion rather than alleviate it. Mountain View Corridor is to be constructed to ac
home sites and retail centers Kennecott plans to build which is “roughly along a 8400 West alignme
west than the proposed roadway. U111 would better serve future and present communities and wo
compounded impact to 5600 West throughout the Salt Lake County.

Bangeter Highway is only 2.8 miles from 5800 West. (This area would be greatly overburdened with
The greatest transportation need within Salt Lake County are not north-south but east-west arteries

Mountain View Corridor is built on 5800 West beside residences it must be suppressed, with pumps
realigned (including Kern River Pipeline) to accomplish this. An elevated eight lane highway with 2(
blocks from the 5600 West high capacity roadway would be unacceptable as the noise level in these
unbearable. All possible steps must be taken to mitigate the numerous negative effects of this proje

It is neither reasonable nor rational to expect residents living along this corridor to shoulder so muc
alternatives exist (7200 West does not alleviate the compounded effect). U111 is actually east of th:
residents to the proposed Kennecott development that the Mountain View Corridor was designed to
two blocks should separate these two roadways to avoid congestion and mitigate the impact upon t
County residents. If new roads are to be constructed they should be as efficient as possible, and no
congestion by being built too closely together,

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these concerns.

Carol Noyes

(cnoyes82@msn.com<mailto:cnoyes82@msn.com>)

htips://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace PUser.context=htauud Vd2qq 8hg6Om4& ltem dm=80352Tz0... 11252008
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Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
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From: Anne Easton <eastonanne@hotmail.com> From: "Jennings, Cabot" <cabot.jennings@slcgov.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 $:00 AM Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 11:05 AM
Subject: Whittier air filtration Subject: Mountain View Freeway
35.12.4A The main concern I have with the 5800 West alignment is the proximity to
Hello, thanks for taking public comments. schools. I have read recently about high illness rates associated with
schools next to major roadways. How will this be addressed?
35.12.4G I have three children who attend Whittier Elementary school on 3500 S. Please consider
installing air filtration systems in the school (and other schools along the highway) to make sure Cabot Jennings
any problems with air quality do not adversely affect the students. 4431 S Golden Arrow Cove
West Valley City Utah 84128
Thank you,
Anne Easton

P.S. I also think "Oquirrih View" is a much more precise and descriptive name than “Mountain
View."

Anne EastonMalcolm, Marin, Aloraand Alena's MOM!

Need to know the score, the latest news, or you need your Hotmail®-get your "fix".
http://www.msnmobilefix.com/Default.aspx

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Fy4sulUn3inbnn9 Aid& Iem.dm=801213z0...  1/24/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=ct8vk TR 21i3qz 1 Cm 7 & Item. dm=66 12320&...  1/14/2008
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Comment 1891

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: <ladybugl127@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - January 23, 2008 9:11 PM
Subject: vote against mountain west corridor 5800 west

I am voting against the mountain view corridor along the 5800 west roadway. There are several
people including myself who have spent hundreds of thousands of hard earned money to build
beautiful homes in peace and quiet in hopes of raising heathly children. With a free way build
right in the middle of these dreams, it will cause pollution that our youth will be breathing.
There are several schools around this area. This will not only destroy the heath of our people,
but it will also destroy our home values wich will in turn have an effect on our economy. I don't
understand why a freeway is needed on 5800 west when there is already backus highway
further west, It makes no sense to have two highways that close together....it seems like a
WASTE of money when this money could be spent elsewhere, If I had to choose, I would vote
against the corridor at 5800 west and request on further west on 7200 south, this alternative
seems like it is further away from the homes and doesn't go

right in between them.

Thanks,

Jamie Martin,
A concerned homeowner and parent

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Fvd4sulUn3inbnn9 Aid& Iem.dm=78221Tx0...  1/24/2008
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Print View

From:  david newton <figdave@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Tuesday - January 15, 2008 12:01 PM
Subject: No Tolls on Mt. View

Just to reiterate West Jordan's position. WE are 100%
behind the need for MtView and support it's
construction as soon as possible. WE are also
adamantly opposed to tolls on Mt View. We would
support a gas tax increase or other measures that
apply the cost on a regional basis.

Mayor David B. Newton

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=gx LvnfSofkn8hj0 Fm6& ltem. dm=682z520& ... 1/18/2008
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City of West Jordan
B000 South Redwood Road
West Jordan, Utah 84088
(801) 569-5100

Fax (801) 565-8978

January 24, 2008

Mountain View Corridor, DEIS
c/o Parsons Brinckerhoff

488 E. Winchester, Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107

The Mountain View Corridor is critical 1o the economic and residential needs of the citizens and
businesses of West Jordan. We highly encourage the prompt construction of this badly needed
project.

We also affirm our position that Tolling on that highway would be burdensome to the local
residents when this major corridor provides regional traffic solutions. We adamantly oppose
tolling in any form,

West Jordan has maintained open land to enable this project to move forward, but it is becoming
increasingly hard to withstand development pressures in this growing part of the valley. We
encourage the purchase of the right of ways for this project immediately, and we are willing 10

assist in that process in any meaningful way.

We also would encourage the design of a below grade roadway where the highway travels
through residential neighborhoods to decrease the impact on these neighborhoods.

The West Jordan City Council thanks you for your efforts,

Singerely, {

. JeAR \J-.’f‘_
[ PL J \ew L
David B. Newton
Mayor

cc: West Jordan City Council

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 1894

GeoSol
Transportation

Consulting
Sandy, Utah 571-7190

Comment to MVC Freeway DEIS

Introduction:

We must build this freeway ASAP. With a faltering economy,
we need it now, to make sure we get it at all. The MVC's negative
consequences are small and temp y. F trols on cars
are cleaning the air at breakneck pace; over 4 tons NOx reduction
per day per year was the rate of decline this year.

Positive benefits from a UTA rail line along the corridor are, from
best-data and best analysis, very slight.

Further, UTA’s recent revelations that there never was the claimed
great success of TRAX, 58,000 bogus riders, that UTA used to
steamroll a huge tax increase in Salt Lake and Utah counties, show
that much more tion is y in dealing with UTA and Sierra
Club claims of rail superiority, equality, or fractional comparability
to freeways.

1. Why We Must Have the MVC Freeway...
2. The Pitiful Positive Impacts of UTA trains and Buses.

3. Reaping Nearly Free Benefits of the Hi-Tech Tsunami.

4. Problems at UTA, AKA, The Gang That Can’t Count Straight.

Date: 1/25/2008 Michael T. Packard BSEE

®Pagat
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SMART-CAR TECHNOLOGY REVOLUTION

+ Followed by A Car Talks back to Rocky story, page 3..and
+ Benefits of ITS, page 5, below

Transportation Planners Don’t Seem To Appreciate What Century We live In.
Instead of taking billions for UTA...what if we...
Let auto users keep more of their tax dollars and reap revwards in congestion
reduction and (i ings of new technologies built into new cars and of new
puting, personal ¢ ication, & networking technologies.

+ A paradigm shift in car-use effectiveness is coming, is happening now!

“Imagine what life in America will be like when the journey toward the
deployment of the l'nm.'hgenr VshichIghway Systems is cmpn‘el‘e‘ What

will emerge isa socrsl‘y o wil n sy ..the

tem of information and i will elimi many
(SOV trips from highways)..." Former Energy Sec. Frederico Pena.
There are many new, low-cost — (some no cost), -paid technologies which promise more

improvements to driver/car/highway efficiency.

“Air-traffic control for the highways is around the corner thanks to emerging
compuier and remofe sensing technologies.”” Gary W, Dicki former CEQ of Deleo
Electronics in ITS World magazine, May 1998, p 18

“The potential for ITS in-vehicle systems to help older drivers is huge.” Michael
Perel, ITS World (same issue)

“NHTSA has estimated that over half a million crashes can be avoided annually,
and close to 10,000 lives saved, with full deployment of these systems.” Richard Bishop, 1TS
‘World, Nov/Dee 2000, p 10.

¥ New car electrical, engine, and transmission technologies.
» Improved fuel use and safety
* Reduce pollution.
¥ More and better-designed HOV/HOT lanes,
¥ Add smart computer monitoring and communication/control to HOT lanes
» Government implemented ITS strategies.
»  Advise users of future diversions
¥ Reduce crashes,
» Minimize delays from crashes/incidents
¥* Route cars away from problems
¥ User-paid Super-1TS strategies; present/future:
» GM OnStar, soon with three million users. Comes on all 2007 GM cars.
* Bill Gates vision of computers/GPS in cars integrated with-
* Ray Kurzweill's vision of cheap computers as smart as us.
¥ Fuzzy logic, Bayesian networks, Meural networks
¥ Super-Intelligent Transportation Systems/Vehicles.
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¥ New electronic driver aids
¥ Adaptive Cruise Contral, (driver still steers or autonomous control in
special lanes) willl...
¥ Increase lane capaci'ly
* Reduce rear end and lane change collisions
% Traffic and condition menitors
¥ Collision avoidance
» Lateral, Longitudinal, and Intersection applications,
¥ Focus driver's concentration on driving
¥ Lane monitoring
» Monitor road dangers
¥ Smart vehicle-stabili
» Lane-keeping technologies.
# Reduce accidents.
» Improve highway traffic flow
¥ Intelligent Vehicle Highway Systems
* Network millions of cars with smart computers, GPS, onboard sensors, and
cameras with omni-present short-range, networked communications: WiFi,
Bluetooth, cellular, and etc talking to local fiber-optic-linked UDOT computers.
* Utilize near-infinite r parallel p ing of all stationary and mobile
computers in network to optimize travel of vehicles and platoons of vehicles.
Real-fime adaptability of system operation.
¥ Mo longer need to base on modeling or past studies:
» UDOT operations in real time, on the fiy
Communicating with each other, with UDOT and the freeway itself.
Optimize road use.
‘Wil work best with a complete freeway grid. Alternative routes maximize use.
UDQT ITS specialists already acknowledge that present ITS infrastructure
signs are not-to-distant-future boat anchors, and will be scrapped.
¥ Internel commerce in rides to fill a part of 10 billion future empty car-seat trips
annually along the Wasatch Front;..."Googol Ride” ride-match search engine.

it to prevent

v

b

“We learned early in this (smart travelerfsingle-lrlp carpool) project that
42% of drive-alone s would consider the ridesharing”
made f ible by such a sy ", Gordon Linton, former FTA CEO
quoted by Robert Behnke in his Mlnerva brochure, p. 10.
Robert Behnke's Minerva & Smart Jitney/ Community concept, (patented), in
Beaverton, Oregon. (AKA Athena or Aegis)
* Drivers fill empty seats and get a check from Pay-Pal.
¥ Riders pay for a quicker, more comfortable and convenient ride.
¥ Reverse decades-long slide in ride sharing for work trips.
# This will expand in tough times. People adapt to help themselves.
* (UTA bus projected to lose riders as unemployment rises, Mar, 2002
report to UTA Board)
» Sman Cell phones, PDA’s, (new Blackberry), and others used by most of adult
population.
¥ Transit improvements
» Express buses operating in “virtual trains™ with only one driver. (I-15 HOV lanes?)
¥ Adaptive Cruise Control in a $400,000 transit bus is now state-of-the-art.
¥* Already tested by California-PATH research foundation,

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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¥ Cut operator costs for express routes County.

* Bill Gates vision of computer/GPS/radio-net vans to improve adaptability of

transit system to the needs of elderly, poor and off-peak riders.
¥ (1,000 vans along the Wasatch Front?).
» Smart jitneys can replace nearly-empty 17-ton buses.

» New operator paradigm needed for Smart Jitney.

¥ UTA's Vanpool prog a very st f ...25% annual growth,

* Offer immigrants part-time jobs as networked jitney drivers.
» Requisite driving skills held by tens of thousands of low income
immigrants & underemployed who would jump at this chance.

+ ACAR TALKS BACK TO ROCKY

fi d here from the first two weeks Mayor

The
Anderson will operate his new car in the not-so-far future, might take place
between an aging Rocky Anderson and his 2023 Toyota Einstein.

The

Heis ling to a ing with supporters in East

Sandy, Utah as he contemplates another run for the governorship.

The road is the Legacy High hk

lane, next to a newly

added HOV/Electronic lane, for baﬂ'r d'iracﬂuns of travel.

“Oh, Mr. Rocky. I'm sorry to bother you. However, you have been in the Jeft
lane for six minutes now and we are holding up traffic again. “If you'll move over to the
right lane, twenty people in the cars behind us will get to their destinations about 6
minutes sooner, each. That is two man hours total.”

Also, you've been ignoring my lane-keeping warnings by wandering over the
“yellow" line for your lane.” I project a replica of those yellow lines right here in the
middle of your dash display. This is part of my Senior-Driver Facilitator program.

“I realize your mind is on other matters, 1 know what this meeting means to
you * And you're still upset .nl polls predicting another Republican sweep of the Utah

I and the G but you’ve got to focus a little more on driving."

* The computers in the other cars are upset with me for not disturbing you
sooner. They've even flashed their short-range laser communication beams at me at
maximum intensity which shertens the life of my sensors.”

“They're also quizzing me as to why an “environmentalist” seldom carries a
paying passenger, using the Minerva, Smart Community Internet Rideshare program,
patented by Mr. Robert Behnke back in the 1990°s. It is safe, even for women. And you
can make enough money to pay much of your gasoline and maintenance costs.™

It puts more people into unused passenger seats in a hundred thousand cars each
day. Therefore, it i highway use and capacity far more than any old-fashion light
rail or commuter rail train.”

“We've all been monitoring a sleepy driver in the 2021 Cadillac Marie Curie
that’s directly behind us. She is rauling his nerves to keep him alert.

“Also, the teenage male driver in the 2020 Nissan Feynman, that's five cars back
in the right lane, seems to be impaired by drugs. The Feynman computer has notified the
police and isn't letting him do anything dangerous. As you know, the automated

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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stabilization system, pioneered by Daimler, can prevent a lot of ermatic driver behavior
from causing a rollover in much the same way it prevents rollovers from steering over-

cormection".

“A platoon of transit buses, in their “virtual train” automated operation mode, is
just passing us on the left. Just one driver is driving with four more driverless buses
following him. The platoon will pull off at Parrish lane, drop one bus and pick up another
local bus for the trip into Salt Lake. That technology has been much more flexible and
adaptable to the needs of customers than the rapatiously expensive and inflexible, aborted
commuter rail could ever hope to be. It changed the whole ional, labor, y
of suburban express transit buses.”

*Mr. Rocky. Get ready to give your full attention to driving for a minule or two.
Please turn on the Mediated C
my fore and aft radar sensors along with expanded cruise control and my communication
links with all the other cars in our platoon,
and back of us, so all cars move in unison with short vehicle spacing. OF course, the
“Mediated” pant means the drivers still steers the vehicle, as full robotic control is still too
expensive for most motorists. People call it CAT for computer aided tailgating, but it
helps pack a lot more cars in this freeway lane in rush hour. Then prepare to merge, into
the HO\" Electronic Lane, (a.k.a. HOVEL). Then you can, more or less, relax again.

" You'll still have 10 steer, of course,as are the drivers in the other cars in this
lane, but 11l take care of braking and acceleration in concert with the computers in the
other cars in this platoon while ing with UDOT's network. You
remember the test we ook for your HOVEL license certification; it's that all over again.”

*1ean get us to the Sandy 106th South off ramp in time to make the SPUI light
there. We'll also make the Auto Mall Drive, State Street, 7th East, and 13 East lights as
well with Dimple Dell-bound platoon of cars, still being formed by the UDOT Central
Computer Network. That will save us 18 minutes, on this trip alone”.

“Lucky for Utah, Governor Hi back in 2008, i
and counter-productive, (counter-survival) foolishness of “investing”™ 18 billion dollars,
in taxes taken from car drivers, to get a hilariously tiny transit share averaging only 2%
through 2030, Then he and the legislature, worked to invest half the savings from a
rationally scaled back and privatized UTA into a higher tech, rational, and long overdue
upgrading of 1-15/1-215/ Bangerter Highway & MountainView Corridor into a supergrid
across the Salt Lake valley and to safer free flowing, multipath freeway grids in Utah,
cher and Davis connucs Thcnc was that much foolish waste in the, maximum-

ive Adaptive Cruise Control, (MCACC). This uses

ially with those i iately in front

1 the huge waste

That multi- patll freeway grid has strengthened the security of the region in the
long-running battle with terrorism, with their Religious Kamikaze Killers, too. We
learned part of that lesson from the experiences of the Katrina Hurricane victims, Few
had cars and there were insufficient freeways for quick evacuation.

Of course, they had to work with the Governors of the other states across
America, stanting with Governor Swartzenager in Califomia, to return Federal gas taxes
to State control. Every state thought it would get something for nothing; every state
thought it had a right to a “Big Dig", or Amtrak service or an expensive antigue
Commuter Rail boondoggle. The Federal money leveraged far more local money into
micro-performing socialized transit.

You recall the book by former Senator Robert Benneat titled, “Gaining Control”.
Hls message had special s1gn|f‘cancc for highway and transpontation spending and

Sman,

added mobility, rransit-first agenda.

dnw:r uupnycl in control as never before pnsslblc It nearly didn't work out this way.

intensive, ion systems of this century put the
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Along the way, they had to revamp major weaknesses and self-induced blindness

1o damage done by wany 1l ing but flawed “envi 1" laws. Those luws

1 stifling ton and unintended poll They often gave
control of Innsporl.mon planning to Sierra Club lawyers instead of to local elected
government."

“Since these improvements, congestion has dropped sharply. Air Quality has
improved, especially from diesel vehicles moving at more constant speeds on our
multipath freeway grid along the length of the Wasatch Fronl. And, transit, mostly buses,
vans, and privatized jitney services, is more adaptive, responsive, and cost effective than
ever before, for the people who really need it”, the Toyota concluded.

What are the implications for transportation? It means your car may actually be, or at
least be programmed to act, as smart as you are, and respond to problems in similar or better
fashion.

It will help prevent accidents, help manage your time, your bad attitude, lack of sleep,
your alcahol intake, correct for luck of concentration while talking on the phone, keep you in your
own lane, and get you to the church on time if it's marriage you're into.

Our highways will experience a car-control paradigm shift. Areerials and freeways and
most intersections will be networked, (only by owner’s permission) with half-a-million or more
other cars along the Wasatch Front, all equipped with similarly smant computers, to optimize the
control of traffic, improve safety, reduce fuel waste, and reduce travel time. (UDOT's operations
of the traffic system, the old fashioned way, in an approximated response to models and studies
done months or years earlier, will become as antiquated as the buggy whip.)

Another segment of the network is through smart cell phones carried by much of the
population. Even bicyclists and pedestrians can be “paced” by the computer network 1o minimize
time lost waiting for lights to change at intersections. Robert Behnke patented a version of this in
the mid 90°s. Tt is called Minerva Smart Community Service.

Paradigm shifts herald great opportunities for forward thinking capitalists and
mchno]oglm The new Utah technology initiative USTAR, should especially focus on car-
high research. T ion is one of the largest sectors of our economy.

Now, back to the high-tech prcsenl If we don't screw things up by wasting most of our
road/ freeway billions on end-of-the-industrial-revolution portation paradigms of trains and
partly-used buses.... 1f we can carefully remove the hook of expensive, (but puny) socialized
transit prog , codependent on Wash from the mouths of our leaders through education
and feet-on-the-ground experience.... We will have a very bright, personalized, affordable-user-
paid transportation future ahead of us,

+ BENEFITS OF ITS

ITS systems are almost wholly government financed and operated.
I'TS stands for Intelligent Transportation Systems.

Key elements are:

* Traffic signal control
Freeway management
Transit management
Incident management
Electronic toll collection
Electronic fare payment
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* Railroad crossing management
* Emergency response
= Regional multi-modal traveler information

Benefits of ITS
*  Advanced traffic surveillance and signal comrol improve travel time by 8 to
25%

*  Freewny management systems (primarily ramp metering) have:
»  Reduced crshes by 24 to S0%,
= While handling & 0 22% more uaffic,
* At 1310 48% higher speed,
*  Incident management programs can reduce delay associated with
congestion-caused incidents by 1010 45%.

NOTICE! All of the above mentioned percentages, taken
together, have greater impact on congestion than UTA’s total
peak share which is about 3% or of share impacts from
various rails noted before in the 100dths of one percent.

Refer: www.its.dot.govifags.him
Refer: www.its.dot.govistaterptiut.htm

A complement to ITS is IVS which stands for Intelligent Vehicle Systems.
Focus on safety and information systems for cars, trucks, and buscs.

We are transitioning to Super ITS Systens in the 21" century
Super smart campulers linked by omnipresent, omni-accessible, and omni-
fens systeims te lusionize IVS and ITS.

SIVS is Super Ielligent Vehicle Systems.
SITS are Super Intelligent Transportation Systems.
SIHS is Super htelligent Highway Systems,

Michael T. Packard BSEE GeoSol Consulting  571-7190 C 2007
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Trust, Process, and Data problems at UTA
+ Long-term ridership mis-counts and inflated TRAX ridership.
+ UTA mislead the public and decision makers to get the multibillion dollar tax
Increases.
+ UTA's junk data has hyped a surge in Rail transit tax hikes across America. $-80
billion by some accounts passed, just last year.
+ Planning processes, Envision Utah, and WFRC/MAG Long Range Plans are
laced with junk UTA data. Medeled results are all junk. These documents are
therefore junk, too.

+ UTA published inflated ridership claims about rail projects to Mayors for the
Prioritization Process at wirc, They had, but never published the best data
that the FTA required them to generate.

+ Example: Before the election and pricritization process, UTA published a
claim of 25,000 to 30,000 new riders from MidJordan TRAX, (Downtown
alliance 2015 Report,

+ UTA never did publish the best analysis of Mid Jordan ridership of only 3,724
new riders. (This is the FTA's best measure of NET increase in linked transit
rides from building the train, below).

MAKE THE CASE: MID-JORDAN LIGHT RAIL LINE, SALT LAKE
COUNTY, UTAH AUGLUST, 2007

T Mid-Jordan Convidor extends eatwest from the axedng ru\

rad as |.‘ubn mremsest
becauce it offers promy h;h peed QI\'NH thas significanty nereases
esutbality 3t a reascsabla expital cast

Lig
$402.7 W capiat cowts
20078

3756 nours o usar benafl
AT24 new ransit rips
13.58%

En 2002, UTA scquited a beanch lize fror: Undon PaciSe tha russ
diagoaally theough the Mud-Jordms Corridor im 2n ideal aligemane with 2
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+ Pollution fraud in both Commuter Rail Environmental Impact
Statements. UTA hid the huge increase in NOx from locomotives.
+ Locomotives will add 500 tons of NOx per year to our air,
+ Locomotives to burn 3.3 million gallons of diesel each year. This is in addition to
over 5 million galions for bus fleet,
+ NEPA requires the declaration of new environmental effects from transit projects.
+ UTA submitted to the FTA fraudulent 5309 New Starts Crltena documents
which under- stated and misrep ted NOx from |
+ The North Commuter Rail Final EIS contained fraudulent clalm of 0.04
tons of NOx daily reduction by trains

+ Fraud of $153 million bus alternative for MidJordan TRAX.

+ Cost of bus altemative was inflated by $106 million between 2005 and 2007 in
UTA's 5309 New Starts Criteria reports to the FTA.

+ Fraud done to squeeze the cost-benefit, per “new rider”, below the FTA's
hard limit of $23.99,

+ Without fraud the FTA would have had to refuse to grant matching funds for
MidJordan TRAX extension. TRAX's cost “per new rider” would have been over
$30 each way, well above the $23.99 hard limit.

+ UTA lied about having best quality processes in America: 1SO 9001.

+ They knew all along they had major problems with the quality of their data and of
their counting processes. 2004 and 2005 NTD reports had 44 “latter 'Q" notations
of untrustworthy data. (UTA code 8001 in FTA Naticnal Transit Database).

+ UTA COO Jerry Benson admitted problems counting bus an TraX since
1995 in DMN

+ They did it to mislead the public and decision-makers to get the multibillion-dollar

tax increases in Nov, 2006.
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+ UTA Rails Not Significant in Salt Lake Ogden Metro Area:
Compare reduced VMT in Metro Area from UTA train projects to car vmt:

Salt Lake Ogden Metro Area Annual VMT in 2030 is predicted at 18 billion
VMT,

Rails provide insignificant added mobility for vmt reduction)
These data that follow are for 2025 or 2030.

Mid Jordan TrAX : ' (8 million Rvmi):= 0.05%  Not Significant

West Valley TrAX:  2(1 million Rvmt)= 0.003%:  Not Significant

Draper TrAX: % (2.5 million Rvmt)= 0.01%:  Not Significant

Airport TrAX: 4 (~2.5 million Rvmt)= 0.01%:  Not Significant

Commuter Rail North: *(10 million Rvmt)=0.06%:  Not Significant

Commuter Rail South: °(~Same as North)-=0.1%: Not Significant
The total is not significant either, of course.

+ Mobility and emissions reduction data from FTA 5309 New Star Critaria report for
each project, except as noted, (Envirenmental Benefits Template 8, line #1)

{Or calculated results from with comparable modeled ridership data where no
5309 has been done, eg. Airport line which has similar predicted ridership 1o Draper line)

Commuter Rall South about equal to Commuter Rail North line (Data from FESR and
RCR Morth 5309 New starts analysis)

Emission raduction is doubled if alleged bus emission savings are included due to
reduced bus vml...(not guaranteed as this is haphazardly done by UTA)!

Cuveat: Different time frames, different planning horizons or methods are used for calculating
RVMT yield vanations in ratios above

! West Valley Final ESR, p.4-19, Table 4.3-4. Regional Weekday Vehicle Miles Traveled by Mode, notes
T8.270,000 daily vt for Preferved Alternative vs no build of 78,270,000, or just 0.9 million reduced vmt
annually,

! Draper Final Transit Alternatives Study Report p.ES-5 Mobility and Access Evaluation Results, (also in
Table 6.2) notes 8,700 reduced daily vmi, or 2.5 million annual reduced vmit.
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Reduced (NOx) Emissions due to car vimt removed from road.
Light Rails have insignificant positive effect on emissions:
Commuter Rails have Major, Bad Significance.

Mid Jordan TrAX: -9 tons per year: Not Significant
West Valley TrAX: -6 tons per year: Not Significant
Draper TrAX: ~-5 tons per year: Not Significant
Airport TrAX: ~-5 tons per year: Not Significant

*Commuter rail north:  + 210 tons per year Major, Bad Significance
“*Commuler rail south: + 230 tons per year Major, Bad Significance

Net “Improvement” +425 tons per year =Major, Bad Significance

*(Calculated from annual mileage and EPA Tier 1 Locomative emissions data)
**{Assumes Commuter Rail South to also have EPA Tier 1 locomotives burning
2 gallons diesel fuel per mile of service plus extra for misc. uses. Re Steve
Meyer, UTA RCR manager conversations: )

+ Re: MVC DEIS Sect 1.6.4 Transit Network: Time-Killing Transit
MVC Transit trips much less useful than auto trips.

N

petitive, time-killing transit points to freeway as method 1o help ravelers
The incomplete table below does not 12l the whole story.

Table 1.6-4. Transit Use Pattern by County

Transit Use Pattern Salt Lake County  Utah County
People who work outside the home 421 679 155,330
ﬁ:gi!’e wha commute fo work using 15,332 (3.6%) 2,280 (1.4%)
Percent of all work trips that arne 7% B1%
shorter than 30 minutes
Percen: of work lrips using transit 0% 29%

that ara shorter than 30 ninutes

Source: U5 Cansus Bureau 2000

1.08% (4,600 trips)**** 0.4% (661 trips)

Ratio of car to transit of 30 minute trips: 67:1 & 200:1
respactively.

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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To complete analysis of this chart multiply the transit share by
transit %, (less than 30 minutes) and rationalize.

What this means:

In Salt Lake County for every transit trip under 30 minutes there are
67 car trips of the same or less duration,

In Utah County for every transit trip under 30 minutes there are 200
car trips of the same or less duration.

We are much smarter to help the car trips by building MVC.

+ WEST VALLEY “RUDAT” REPORT PANNED LIGHT RAIL

RUDAT stands for Rural Urban Design Assistance Team. A team of
planners and transportation experts from the American Institute of
Architects helps small cities plan their cityscapes and transportation
infrastructure. They came to West Valley City in 1997. Their advise has
been very useful to planners. Most interesting, however is what they had
to say about the futility of light rail.

“Light rail will tend to increase transit ridership for homes and
businesses in its immediate corridor. In the greater perspective,
it will do little more than stabilize the further decline in transit ridership.

* “To understand this conclusion, one must only review his or her
own travel habits.”

o “How will light rail between Valley Fair Mall...(or Gardner
Village or the Airport)... and downtown Salt Lake City change
my daily travel choices?"

* “Then remember that one’s travel needs are not necessarily
any different than those of the 95% of the population that
does not find public transit a convenient or even feasible
alternative.”

* “Less than 2% of all trips generated ...(in West
Valley)... are estimated to use public transit”.
* About half of these trips are to the SLC CBD.

+ This means 99% of all trips in the western valley are
not transit trips to the SLC CBD or to the U of U!

*  But, these are the two main destinations for TRAX, the
“easy pickins"" for light rail,
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“Suburb to suburb travel now constitutes 85% of all urban travel”

Western Salt Lake valley must not let CBD focus cripple its future by
an “Enron investment” of half of its transportation dollars in light rail
while it damages-by-starvation the highly successful user-pay
freeway network for user-pay cars that serves all in the area.

Build the Full Freeway Grid First!

Created by Michael T. Packard
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From: sean mepherson <carolinacoug@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 4:51 PM SARATOGA SPRINGS
Subject: Arterials for UT CNTY
January 8, 2008
Mountain View Corridor
35.2.8A As a Saratoga Springs Resident the areterials is the best alternative, hands down. Anyone who ¢/o Parsons BrinkerhofT
has lived outside of Utah in a metro area with parkways similar to teh plan knows how nice they 488 E. Winchester St., Suite 400
are. It alowsfor multiple routes or options to get north or sout into SLC or UT county. The two Murray, Utah 84107
hawy propositions are ridicuous. Anyone living in Utah knows how long freeway construction
takes and how much work on ONE singular road impacts trafic. On the other hand if arterials Re: Mountain View Corridor Envi | Impact §
are available, work on any one road will not impact EVERYONe's commute. PLEASE PLEASE put
the arterials in. To Whom It May Concern:
________________________________ The City of Saratoga Springs recognizes the need for a north/south freeway which parallels
Looking for last minute shopping deals? Find them fast with Yahoo! Search. Interstate 15 (I-15) through western Salt Lake and northwestern Utah counties. Current residents
no ast min SRRNIG SEESE m with Tafoo: Sear 35.2.7C of this area, and specifically of Saratoga Springs, anticipate the eventual construction of the
Mountain View Corridor (MVC) as it will remedy the ion on existing roadways and
assist in handling future population growth. The purpose of this letter is to outline the main
points of the City's position on the Envi | Impact § (EIS) for the MVC.
35.2.7) 1. On March 20, 2007 the City Council approved a resolution supporting the 2100 North

alignment of the MVC in Utah County. The City’s staff, as well as elected and appointed
officials continues to support this alignment out of the three options for connecting the
MVC to I-15. In addition to meeting the transportation needs of the area “with fewer
home and business relocations and less impacts to wetlands,” this option will enhance the
future economic development and job growth opportunities for the City.

=]

. The preferred option of the EIS proposes two interchanges with arterial roadways, State
Route 73 (SR 73) and Redwood Road, within Saratoga Springs. In anticipation of the
future traffic at these interchanges, the City’s Land Use Map proposes regional
commercial and business park development in this area. Convenient access is vital to this
type of development and the style of interchange built will impact access to this
important land, Also, the type of interchange ultimately built will consume varying
amounts of this property. The City has the following comments with regard to these
interchanges:

a. The proposed SR 73 partial-cloverleaf i hange (see hed exhibit)
consumes a large portion of land at the southeast corner which is currently zoned
Regional Commercial (RC). City staff is currently working with a potential
developer of this property and the proposed interchange severely restricts access
to this property. In addition, the proposed interchange design does not take into

1307 Moy Cossience Dy Sunre 200 Sararoca Seriscs L 84043
P 8oL B01-7¢

/gw/webace?User.context=0j TvneSj8hgagleOul &ltem.dm=671z120&...  1/17/2008
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Comment 1896 (continued)

consideration the five-lane arterial road in the City’s Master Transportation Plan
which wlll connect to SR 73 at this Iocatlon (800 West). This arterial road will

Ily provide an ial 1 the MVC and the east/west
connector currently being studied by UDOT. The City recommends investigating
a different type of interchange that will provide better connectivity and access
while still providing efficient movement to and from the MVC.

b. The proposed Redwood Road trumpet-style i hange (see hed exhibit)
also consumes a large pomnn of Iand at the northeast corner ofl.hc m!.crsocllon
The City rec ds img g a traditional di i or

hange that will minimize the i :mpam on adjacent properties and a]law
convenient access to future commercial development,

3. The City has reviewed the alternative east/west option proposed by the City of Lehi.
While this proposal provides the shortest connection between [-15 and the MVC, its
location relative to the existing Bangerter Highway will impact overall usage. The City
believes that this alternative is too far north to provide a feaslblc transportation route and
will not ultimately solve current and future cong In addition, the City
has serious concerns about the safety of the bridge structure required for the connection
and the cost of such a structure relative to its overall benefit.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the EIS for this important future
transportation corridor. The City anxiously antici the pletion of this roadway and the
positive impacts it will have on the community and region. Please feel free to contact the City
with questions on this letter, or for assistance on any other matter,

g/

Sincerely,

[t P

Timothy L. Parker, Mayor
City of Saratoga Springs

Ene.

Ce:  Saratoga Springs City Council and Planning Commlssmn
Saratoga Springs Develoj Review C

1307 Nosti Cosmarace D
P 801-76

nie 200 Sanarocs Seracs Lita 84043
a3 F 801-766-9794
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Comment 1896 (continued)

Exhibit — Proposed Freeway Interchanges

BASELINE
TR

MVC @ Redwood Road
MVC (@ State Route 73
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Comment 1897 Comment 1898

Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page L of |
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: "wayne petty" <uics@comcast.net> From: "realstock@netzero.net” <realstock@netzero.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 8:17 PM Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 7:00 PM
Subject: The 7200 West Alternative Subject: Mountain View Corridor
I own a home at 6713 Adventure Way, West Jordan, just below the 5800 West proposed 35.1.1H Please reconsider moving the Mountain View Corridor to U-111
35.2.4B corridor. Please do NOT run this road right through the middle of this thriving and peaceful Qur area will already be impacted by the expansion of 5600 West to a high-capacity transit
re residential area. The 7200 West proposal would be a great alternative, and would be a logical roadway with & lanes
“belt route” similar to what large cities such as Denver and Washington have. The 5800 West Just two blocks away is the proposed Mountain View Corridor on 5800 West
corridor would be a big, horribly disruptive mistake. What east and west streets will not be congested because of the minimum land between these
-Wayne A, Petty two major zones?
35.12.4A Environmentally the effect on the quality of air our children breathe will greatly be compromised.
T Lung function, respiratory complications, childhood cancers, and these problems will follow them
all of their lives.

Lancet Medical Journal published an on line study on January 26, 2007 proving that children
living near busy highways have significant impairments in the development of there lungs that
can lead to respiratory problems for the rest of their lives.

NEPA title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss-4431 (b)2 states that the responsibility of the Federal
35.1.1H Government is to " assure all Americans safe healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings

living between these two proposed highways negates that entirely

5600 west and 5800 west both developed would be like having an I-15 two blocks away from
an [-215 it does not logically make sense

U-11 has an already established road that only needs to be widened and it will be closer to the
estimated 500,000 residents that the Kennecot land will eventually support.

12 schools are within 5 city blocks of the 5600-5800 west corridor

please look at the NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act

35.12.4A The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics on line article from 12-4-04 outlines
the devastating health effects on children due to air pollution,particularly when living near busy
roads
tremendous amounts of traffic and air pollutants will be very concentrated in a highly residential
area,
it will only create congestion and not alleviate it
35.2.4E if Mountain View Corridor is built on 5800 west, and we sure hope that it is not, we ask that it be

depressed the whole length and that pumps and the realignment of all of the utilities, no one
wants to have an 8 lane highway right in their back yard

please try to make your decision logically and give more than two blocks between these two
major roadways, please make efficiency part of the solution by using U-111

We love living on the west side of this great state, but logically look at this problem and think of
the thousands of children who live and go to school in this area

thank you Brandon, Treesa, Gabriel, Setera, and Sadie Stock

si//email. udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=kmépod RjdiwOggd4 Li8& Item. drn=6492820... 11142008 https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=ksOmge VdehlacgbDage & ltem. dm=84623z20... 11252008
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Comment 1899 Comment 1900
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
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Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: <Papajackschrome@aol .com> From: "Susan & Dick Johnson" <dick.sooz@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 10, 2008 1:24 PM Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 8:29 PM
Subject: Re: Mountain View Corridor DEIS Subject: Mountain View Corridor - suggestion
35.31C Hello we were at the meeting at hunter high and were told they were going to 35.2.4E I suggest that the highway be set below grade level the same as I-215 from
1-15 to 23rd East in Salt Lake City. It would be much more attractive to
have a meeting for the people that live on Bills Dr in Jan 2008..We were not have another freeway 50 feet high cutting through our city. It would be
wondering if that has been set up and for what date.....we would be interested easier to construct through streets over the freeway rather than under it.
in attending.
thank you
connie and jack cavanee Susan Johnson
3965 bills dr
WV Cut 84128 6138 Garden Gate Drive

FEFERHHRFRRFH*Start the year off right. Easy ways to stay in shape.
http://body.aol.com/fitness/winter-exercise ?NCID=aclcmp00300000002489

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=codjz2Qiban2nri Agh& ltem. dm=6332520&...  1/11/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem.drn=6502T20...  1/14/2008
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Comment 1901 Comment 1902

Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page L of |
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Chapter 35 Chapter 35
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From: “Cameron Davidson" <cdavidson@testout.com> From: "Mikki Harper" <mikki.harper@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 3:21 PM Date: Saturday - January 12, 2008 12:10 AM
Subject: My opinion Subject: an opinion
I just wanted to share my support for the Southern Freeway Alternative. Dear Mountainview board,
35.2.6A I know that it has the most difficulties for implementation, but it also I am very much against the proposed 5800 West Freeway.
e has the best long term results and provides what is really needed, a
true alternative and companion to I-15. With all the quotes about growth 35.2.4C A. Since we are still growing and it is presumed the city will be building further west, then it
and development, it makes much more sense to solve the problem the first seems the best and most logical road would be 7200 west. We have Bangeter as a north south
time, then to try and implement something that will ultimately have to road and we will have 5600 West as a north south road, shouldn't the next north south road be
be redone. The other alternatives that are presented provide only short more than 2 blocks away at 7200 west?
term solutions (relatively speaking). The alternative at 4800 North is
almost laughable with Bangerter Highway just to the north of it. Out of 35.12.4A 8. Having two heavily congested roads so close together and by so many schools is a threat to
the two remaining plans I would have to say the 2100 north alternative our childrens health not to mention those caught in between 5800 west and 5600 west.
would be the better of the two, but still does not ultimately solve the
problem. I understand the difficulties that Lehi City faces in keeping 35.12.1A C. With everyone trying to get onto 5600 West and 5800 West, we who live here will be stressed
their community “together” but when your city is planted between the unduly by the congestion and poor air quality.
lake and a mountain, there really isn't much choice. (Sorry Lehi)
35.12.4A D. It may be the cheapest route in the begining, but with all the studies that have been done
I would also like to state that I am totally against tolling this showing damage to the growth and health in children who live close to heavily populated
particular project. I have listened to the reasons that would make it a freeways, it may become the most expensive in the long run.
consideration, but the burden that it puts on a small amount of the
populace rather then the whole doesn't make it reasonable. Bottom line Sometimes the cheap way is not always the best way. I hope you will sincerly consider the
35.2.10A is, this is probably the largest road effort for the state (or at least alternative route.
second, if the legacy highway is bigger). It will take the state as a
whole to see it through. Just as it has in the past with the other major Thank You Mikki Sage Harper
roads that have been built.
Lets do it right the first time and build the Southern Freeway
Alternative.
Thank you for the chance to comment,
Cameron Davidson
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=gk Svw7Qkernlgh3Fged ltem.dm=6452120&... 1/11/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=ct8vk TR 21j3qz 1 Cm 7 & Item. dm=65 12620&...  1/14/2008
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Comment 1903

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: <haidenthaller@peoplepc.com=>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
cc: <ehutchings@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 6:46 PM
Subject: Mountainwest Corridor

To whom it may concern --
I see no problem with the corridor being put in the proposed 7200 West area. Any developer and
environmentalists need to realize that, with the growth figures we're seeing on the west side,
there is simply no alternative unless they really want to displace existing housing in established
areas along the 5600 West route. I'm wondering how the animals suddenly became much more
important than providing for people who pay taxes who have “"mandated the need” for even
building the corridor.
Secondly, why is the idea of having it (the corridor) become a toll road being touted? If you're
going to use tax money to build it in the first place, why charge people to use it? That would be
another unnecessary additional tax we as citizens of this state would have to endure. Don't we
pay enough taxes as is? Give us a break already! However, if you people insist on a toll for using
the road, make every other road in the whole state a toll road also. I can promise you that that
idea would never fly! As far as I'm concerned, I would never use the corridor if it became a toll
road. I'd rather face the delays and congestion of all the other surface roads before using the
corridor. The idea of another TAX is repulsive to me already. Reconsider your decision to double,
triple, or even guadruple our payment of taxes as we know them.

Respectfully -- Reinhard Haidenthaller

si/email. udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=kmépod Rjdiw0ggd4 Li8& Item. drn=64T21120... 11142008
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Comment 1904

Ploneers Past and Present

153 North 100 East = P.O. Box 255 » Lehi, Utah 84043
7687100 * Fax: 768-7101

SO Y
JoyraNauna SU0sIEd

7 3 'I\-I'-'
January 9, 2008 — 8002 ¥ T NY

Mountain View Corridor

C/O Parsons Brinckerhoff’

488 East Winchester Street, Suite 400
Murray, UT 84107

RE: Mountain View Corridor, 2100 N Freeway Alternative Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Dear Gentlemen:
In reviewing your Draft Envir I Impact § (Draft EIS), 1 have identified a

number of concerns that question the effectiveness and functionality of the 2100 N
Freeway alternative,

To do this, some of my comments will be as a comparison to Lehi's proposal of using
4800 N for the freeway connection,

My Comments are:

1. In the preparation of the Draft E1S, UDOT, in cooperation with the Environmental
Protection Agency, shified the criteria of “Local Growth Objectives,” from a
primary to a secondary issue in the document’s Purpose and Need Statement.
Until this was done, the 2100 North Freeway was not a viable alternative. In our
view, removing or minimizing local planni from the draft document
suggests that the concerns and needs of the people directly impacted by the future
roadway are of less consequence, which is not acceptable. Humans are primary
and must stay there, in which case the freeway would be put elsewhere as it
should. (pages 2-55, Draft EIS)

2. We disagree with the conclusion of the Draft EIS concerning the impact on Lehi
residents and neighborhoods (pp 6, 72, & 73), The freeway has a major impact on
our residents and neighborhoods, Based on our review of the draft, UDOT and the
MVC Team have failed to conduct a comprehensive review. The following are
some of the issues not yet reviewed:

* Suggested Road Width: The draft document identifies the 2100 North
right-of-way as less than 400 feet wide. However the most recent layout

35B-967
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Comment 1904 (continued)

ES]

we have seen from UDOT targets a right-of-way of 600+ feet wide, which
requires a whole new study.

*  Wetlands: The additional road widths increase wetlands along the
proposed corridor from 14.7 acres to approximately 22 acres. The 4800
North proposal would impact less than 2 acres.

* Ground Water: The suggested roadway is depressed 25 1o 30 feet in
some locations along the corridor, which will obviously affect the area’s
ground water, The draft fails to properly address ground water. If this is
not done and the construction does not properly allow water (o pass thru,
there will be many unhappy Lehi citizens south of this road, because of
loss or feared loss of water rights.

« Traffic Mitigation: The proposal negatively imp ial property
along the 2100 North corridor, as well as cripples north-south travel
around 2100 North corridor. For example at 2100 North and 2300 West is
the only crossing north to south between the river and US 89. (The
problems we face with 2100 North are many of the same challenges Lehi
has grappled with since the construction of Interstate 15)

. The study has not covered all alternatives (i.e. 4800 N) and thus is flawed.
Environmental impacts arc less at 4800 N than at 2100 N for all considerations
(page 8-30)

* Less wetlands affected 2+ acres vs, 22+ acres
* Homes relocated 3+ vs. 26

* Homes within ' mile 3+ vs. 500+

* Less noise impact on residential areas

* Lower construction cost (see later)

* Mo ground water concemns

= Less air quality concerns

. The “Unified Transportation Plan” states that UDOT and MPO “work closely
with towns, cities, and counties™. In this case, Lehi was just told what was going
to be done. We had no forewarning of their preferred alternative.

. The “Alternative is to be compatible with local and regional land-use and
transportation plans” (pp 1-6). On pages 1-7 of the EIS, it refers to American Fork
land use and transportation plans, but not Lehi’s. Pages 4-43 show a concern with
meeting American Fork and Lindon's use and transportation plans which is
appropriate. Why not a concern with being consistent with Lehi's plan for 2100
North?

Because of low traffic, the study area only extended to the “eastern edge of the

city of Eagle Mountain™ (pp 1-4). However, with the growth of Eagle Mountain
projected by MAG to consist of some 100,000 people by 2030, this area needs 1o
be included in the study. The real solution is that the Mountain View Comridor
extend south thru Cedar Valley 1o 1-15 southwest of Nephi and an express way
across Utah Lake. The project is necded because of “Lack of adequate
transportation capacity in Morth West Utah County” (pp 1-7). This contradicts the
statement (pp 1-4) above and supports our statement of growth in Eagle
Mountain.
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Comment 1904 (continued)

8. Contrary to what is stated in the Drafl EIS; the 2100 N Freeway will have a major

impact on quality of life in Lehi, especially for those who live in the northwest
part of Lehi. The pollution and noise of 100,000 plus vehicles per day will have a
major impact on people; an impact that is not necessary and could be avoided if
the freeway were built at 4800 North insicad, Also, 2100 N would divide the
community and isolate those in the northwest part of Lehi. It will create arca
commute problems and destroy plans for a viable commercial district.

. 1like the quote “additionally, American Fork and Lindon realize the need for

improved transportation infrastructure to address expected growth in traffic”
(pp4-43), as though Lehi does not. In this case, [ believe that Lehi has a better
understanding and better plan for improving transponation. Below 1 have
summarized a number of reasons why.

Reasons why 4800 N is an improvement over 2100 N:

*  Environment
Less wetlands affected- 2 verses 22 acres
No ground water concems
Less noise impact
Less residential impaet
Less pollution impacts
Less land impacts

* The 4800 N Freeway and the 2100 N arterial will cost no more than the
freeway at 2100 N. Thus we get two for one.

» Truck traffic on this road will be high with 6,000 plus trucks a day and
increasing by 6% per year which means over 20,000 per day in 2030, 1
don’t think that even UDOT wants that kind of truck traffic thraa
residential neighborhood if it can be avoided.

* Lehi City's 4800 North proposal saves travel time, money, and potential
pollution in comparison to the 2100 North freeway alternative. For
example, the projected travel distance along 4800 Morth will be shorter
(traveling from west Salt Lake County to East Utah County) by 1.3 miles.
With 90,000 vehicles traveling each day, it could save travelers about
$830,000,000 and 47,300,000 gallons of fuel over thirty years, Also, from
West Utah County to East Salt Lake County it is about 3.6 miles shorter
for each of the 40,000 vehicles that travel the roadway per day. The 4800
North option would save these commuters approximately $1,100,000,000
and 63,000,000 gallons of fuel over a 30 year period. Totals are
$1,930,000,000 and 110,3000,000 gallons of fuel (see calculations sheet).
The savings are substantial (3 times the cost of construction) as well as the
pollution of 110,300,000 gallons of fuel.

»  Growth along State Road 92 (some 60,000+ people) is also greatly
impacting our community. The 2100 North freeway alternative fails to
address the diverse road chall facing our ity in this area.
Lehi City's 4800 North proposal serves to mitigate this traffic flow, east
and west, as well and north and south. The Northern interchange being
planned on I-15 will help reduce congestion some, but with the corridor

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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tied to the West, some traffic from Traverse Mountain will never need 1o

geton 1-15, which will help so very much more.

There are more reasons for not building the corridor connection at 2100 N, and more

reasons why it's more feasible to have the connection at 4800 N.

I believe a proper review of all factors will show that 4800 N is the proper place for the

corridor.

Sincerely,

'?T/hum K Jplrr—
Mayof Howard H. Jﬂlmyim

cc:  Teri Newell, P.E., Mountain View Corridor Project Manager
Utah Department of Transpontation
2010 8 2760 W
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-4592

Darrell L. Cook, Executive Director
Mountainland Association of Governments
586 East 800 North

Orem, UT 84097-4146

Walter Waidelich, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847

John Njord, Exccutive Director
Utah Department of Transportation
4501 South 2700 West

Salt Lake City, UT 84114

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Mountain View Corridor Travel Savings
4800 N versus 2100 N

Travel 4800 N (shorter) # of vehicles per day (2030)*
SWito NE 3.6 miles 40,000
SEtoNW 1.2 miles 90,000

Travel Cost  5.485/mile
Assume inflation at 2.5%/year 30 year av. $.70/mile
Fuel 25 gallons/mile

SWio NE 40,000 x 3.6 x.7 x 365 x 30 = $1,103,760,000
Fuel = 63,000,000 gallons

SE 1o NW 90,000 x 1.2 x .7 x 365 x 30 = $827,820,000
Fuel = 47,300,000 gallons

Total= 110,300,000 gallons §1,931,580,000

AL A
ol

* estimation with the help of UDOT % ( }L l T

)\
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Comment 1905 Comment 1906

Response Print View Page L of | Response
SeCtlon In SeCtlon In Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2007 3:43 PM
To: Ritchie, Karen
Chapter 35 Chapter 35 Subject: Mountain View Corridor update
- -
I received your email about the update. Can you please tell me If 1 am going to be
N - o ) 35.6.3A impacted or not in all areas including the 5800 W. or the 7200 W. routes. Also what about
From: ‘Adam Cowie” <acowie@lindoncity.org> this transit?? Am I going to be impacted in any transit options as well. I have spoken
" Tl to Cindy Keller a couple of times on the phone and she still insists that I am not
To: fmountamwe‘:v@mh'gw> N B & ; impacted. Your mapes of the routes are hard to read and confusing. I live on 6834 5.
cc: Ott Dameron™ <odameron@lindoncity.org>, "Woody Mataele" Grand Valley Place, which is about 5930 West. Well one of the routes, the 5800 west shows
£ <woody@|indoncity.org:v :!j!at it will impact me. I also sho\:.' the Exansl: as impacting ma on bc_:r_h routes. Can you
give me some detailed answers on this?? I appreciate you sending me information. Any
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 11:56 AM answers on this email T do appreciate as well. Thank you.
Subject: MVC comments from Lindon City —

Climb to the L; of .ae.c_har-\:_s!—';.l-ny Star Shuffle: the word scramble challenge with star
POWEE .
http:/felub.live.com/star_shuffle.aspx?icidsstarshuffle wlmailtextlink_oct

Please accept the following public comment from Lindon City regarding the Mountain View
Corridor EIS study.

35.2.7C Lindon City supports UDOT in efforts to manage current and projected traffic levels in the region.
Specifically concerning the MVC study, Lindon City supports UDOT's preferred alternative
recommendation for the MVC to be constructed along the 2100 North Lehi route. This route
appears to meet demands for transportation needs of the region and has the least impacts to
housing and natural areas.
The southern freeway alternative that connects a freeway to the current Pleasant Grove/Lindon
off-ramp of I-15 will have significant impacts to the commercial viability of the southwest quarter
35.2.6B of the off-ramp and pending commercial development with significant investment to Lindon City.
e Lindon believes such a connection would create increased congestion along this section of I-15
and around said off-ramp (especially considering the crossing of the Vineyard Connector at this
location), thereby reducing commercial viability and limiting general access to the area. Although
willing to support this alternative if chosen for construction, Lindon City feels that the EIS shows
that other alternatives warrant construction over the southern freeway option.

Please contact me should you have any questions.

Adam Cowie

Lindon City Planning & Development Director
100 N. State Street

Lindon, UT 84042

Phone (801)785-7687

Fax (801)785-7645

acowie@lindoncity.org

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=ct8vk TR 21j3qz 1 Cm 7 & Item . dm=6652220&...  1/14/2008
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Comment 1907 Comment 1908

Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page L of |

Section in Section in

Chapter 35 Chapter 35

- -
From: "Wayne" <wayne_4217@excite.com> From: claudette rush <claudetterush@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <maountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 6:18 AM Date: Tuesday - January 8, 2008 9:00 PM
Subject: Mountain View EIS Subject: mountainview corridor connector
35.2.10A I am totally opposed to the Mountainview Corridor until the using of aTOLL system is ruled out.

I don't want to sacrifice the right of way corridor for a toll road. I would rather take 40 years to 35.2.7A Did you hear SLC's mayor Becker's speech this week? He talked about preserving the Jordan
pay for it out of taxes. I don't like the concept of terminating the highway on the south end with e River. Hard to preserve wetlands and rivers if you destroy them to put freeways through.
an interchange on I-15, in Lehi or Pleasant Grove. Governor Leavitt and the transportation Choose Lehi City's plan for the Mountain View connector. Don't destroy the environment or Lehi
commission approved of the phase three, terminating the highway at Nephi or Levan. This city.
would aleviate some conjestion through Utah county, which we desperately need to do. UDOT Claudette Rush

needs to represent the people, even the people on the west side. They don't deserve less of a
transportation system than do the people on the east side. I'm afraid this West side corridor is

the last major one that will ever be built on the west side. The right of way will be so valuable in Share life as it happens with the new Windows Live.
the future. To use a TOLL system will have a negative affect on it's maximum use. We need a http:/fwww.windowslive.com/share.html?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_sharelife_012008
highway to help aleviate

traffic on 1-15, Bangerter Highway, Redwood Road, and I-215. Let's please not gamble with the
transportation system in Salt County, by introducing a TOLL road to our system. There are
many other locations a Toll road could be introduced. (maybe,. even phase three, for a corridor
west of Utah Lake.) (or I-80, to Wendover.) SincerelyWayne Ash

Join Excite! - http://www.excite.com
The most personalized portal on the Web!
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From: claudette rush <c_rush10@hotmail.com> From: claudette rush <c_rush10@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - January 8, 2008 7:02 AM Date: Saturday - January 12, 2008 8:28 PM
Subject: corridor connector Subject: corridor connector at 4800 N. Lehi
35 2 9A Please choose Lehi's plan for the Mountain View Corridor connector. Building the connector at 35 2 7A I hope you will consider the many people who do not realize what is happening and who do not
e 4800 North will be less harmful to the economy, health, and environment of Utah and Utah's e know that their property values will be destroyed, expected commercial sites will not be built,
residents. health will be affected, and the quality of life will be depreciated if the Mountain View Corridor
C. Rush connector is built on 2100 N in Lehi. These people are not writing emails because they do not
realize or believe that this will happen.
Claudette Rush

Get the power of Windows + Web with the new Windows Live.
http:/www.windowslive.com?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_powerofwindows_012008

Watch "Cause Effect,” a show about real people making a real difference.
http://fim.live.com/Messenger/IM/MTV/?source=text_watchcause
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Comment 1911

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: claudette rush <claudetterush@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - January 15, 2008 4:45 PM
Subject: corridor connector

Please build the corridor connector at 4800 North (where the population is MUCH less dense)
and not 2100 North in Lehi. I live near 2100 North and do not want the air my children,
grandchildren and I breathe to be polluted by myriad trucks, cars, and tractor-trailers. Neither
do I want constant noise pollution, environmental harm, or property value decreases.

Thank you,

Claudette Rush

Put your friends on the big screen with Windows Vista® + Windows Live™.
http:/fwww.microsoft.com/windows/shop/specialoffers.mspx?
ocid=TXT_TAGLM_CPC_MediaCtr_bigscreen_012008
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Comment 1912

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Tasha Steadman” <tasha.steadman@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Wednesday - January 16, 2008 7:51 PM
Subject: NO 2100 N. freeway

‘We don't want the 2100 N. freeway. We shouldn't let environmentalist get
away with making all the decisions. 2100 N. is not the most convient place
for the freeway.

Tasha Steadman

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=oj TvneSj8hgagleOul &ltem.dm=69Tz 1 0z0& ... 1/17/2008
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Comment 1915

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Chris Callister” <ccalli.chris@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 8:08 PM

Subject: 2100 North Connector Proposal

To Whom it May Concern:

We currently live in the Pointe Meadows Subdivision, which is just North of
the proposed 2100 North Connector. We are strongly opposed to this proposal
for the following reasons:

1. It will decrease our homes property value.

2. It will result in a loss of the family community aspects of our
neighborhood.

3. Itis in violation of the Inter-local Agreement.

4. It will divide the city of Lehi significantly.

5. A proposed 75MPH freeway this close to homes is a horrible solution
due to noise, safety, and air pollution factors.

6. Additionally, based on the research we have conducted / received,
UDOT's analysis on the proposed 2100 N. corridor was incomplete and hastily
proposed with little oversight to the impacts and/or cost.

7. Lehi City's proposal is much more sound across the board.

Again, we are strongly opposed to the 2100 N. Connector proposal - and trust
that our government will be sensative to the demands of its citizen's in
this regard.

Sincerely,

Chris and Jill Callister
Lehi Residents.
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Comment 1916

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: <ppardus@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - January 9, 2008 2:03 PM
Subject: 5800 vs 7200 issue

Dear Sir or Madam,

During this comment period on the MountainView Corridor project, I would like to make three
points:

1. The plan for a 5800 West option includes a significant "twist' in the highway around 4700
South. I believe this will cause injuries or fatalities to drivers at some peint in the future,
especially during the winter when the road surface becomes slick with snow and slush. This
alone, in my opinion, is justification enough to prefer the 7200 West option, which appears much
more direct and straight.

2. It seems to me that placing the new highway on the 5800 West track will create a bad traffic
situation on 5600 West and its feeder east-west streets. Although 5600 West was recently
widened by one lane south of about 4700 South, the traffic flow on it around rush hour is
abysmally slow. Creating a major highway just two blocks to the west will cause complete
gridlock at those times. Also to be considered are the large, multiple condo and apartment
developments being built right on 5600 West near the shopping areas, which will add much
congestion in the coming years.

3. Building the 5600 West option would necessitate reworking most of the traffic lights on 5600
West and perhaps other nearby roads as well. Many of the intersections along 5600 West do not
feature protected left turn lamps, forcing drivers to either complete their turn against oncoming
traffic dangerously, or risk being stranded in mid-intersection after the light turns red. An
example of this is the intersection of 5600 West and 2700 South. Currently this is only a three-
way intersection, but will soon be expanded to four because of development. I have myself
nearly been T-boned three times by cars 'burning’ a yellow light while I was trying to turn left
onto 2700 South (traveling from the south). I have also witnessed several very serious collisions
caused by this same phenomenon. When drivers who turn onto 2700 South are 'stranded’ by a
red light and heavy oncoming traffic, they attempt to complete their turn just as their own signal
has turned red. Unfortunately, other drivers

going south will often 'burn’ the yellow or red light too, causing a 50 mile-per-hour head on
collision. I believe that creating a 5800 South freeway will absolutely necessitate a complete re-
working of all nearby signals in the interests of public safety, which would add much cost to the
project and cause delays and inconvenience to drivers during the necessary construction.

Thank you for your consideration of my opinions.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=gm3qweQaSlISkeMib& tem.dm=630z 120& ... 1/9/2008
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Sincerely,

Adam Vaughan From: "Jaime Lundwall" <JLundwall@MWSBF.COM>
West Valley City resident To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 1:17 PM
Subject: 4800 North is the BEST option

This letter is to inform you that the 4800 North alternative is the best
35.2.9A option for the MountainView Corridor. It would be a huge mistake to

e build the 2100 North option. It would cost less money, effect less
people, and better serve the community at 4800 North. There are new
communities that would be dramatically and negatively affected by the
35.12.4A 2100 North option. Young children who live very close to that proposed
area would be exposed to the carcenogenic pollutates that would come
from at the congestion and traffic. There lives and their families lives
would forever be changed by the wrong decision to only look at the 2100
North alternative. Why not keep the traffic out of the peaceful
community of 2100 North? The traffic that would be using the
MountainView Corridor is not looking at 2100 North as their final
destination. They all want to get to Saratoga Springs and Eagle
Mountain. Do NOT ruin another community, just so the traffic can get to
these other cities. Keep the traffic to the north and let the people get
to where they need to go without hurting another community. This would
be accomplished by building the freeway at 4800 North. PLEASE, consider
this option carefully. It just makes more sense and the City of Lehi is
behind this plea!

Thank you,

Jaime Lundwall

Mountain West Small Business Finance
2595 East 3300 South

Salt Lake City, UT 84109

(801) 412-3771
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Comment 1918 Comment 1919

Response Response
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Comment 1919 (continued)

and evaluate the future transportation and transit needs in Utah County. Twill
first discuss the fundamental flaws we perceive exist in the document and then
turn to more specific comments on the text of the DEIS.

1. NEPA Pi tudy Area

Under applicable law, each NEPA effort must be performed within an

area large enoug!\ to encompass and include all reasonably related and
d traffic imp to the terms of the 40 C.F.R.

§1508.25, There are a large number of related and connected transporiation
improvements underway in Northern Utah County that are being reviewed
independently under separate and in some cases competing NEPA efforts.
Many of these NEPA efforts share noticeably similar purposes and needs and
rely upon the results of other ing or recently pleted NEPA p
1o move forward, We believe this is nol a proper approach. Much like the
prior NEPA efforts in the southwest portinn of Sall Lake County, these NEPA
efforis are designed to study impermissibly small increments of related and

ion el when these el should be studied
within the framework ofa large;r NEPA cfforl ﬂm focuses on the review of all
rationally related and c p imp
While it was possible to adequately t on the I-15 DEIS,
b that project rey the backbone of the transportation system

through Utah County, these competing (in many cases) smaller NEPA efforts
represent the ribs and vascular system for the transportation system in
Northern Utah County. We believe these incremental NEPA efforts may not
legally and should not logically be separated from one another and viewed in
such relative vacuums. For that reason we request that the Mountain View
Corridor DEIS be tabled and, excluding the I-15 effort, the other related and
connected efforts be reviewed together in a document of logical scope that is
issued for public review and comment in the form of a new DEIS.

By way of example, NEPA related efforts have been initiated on
SR-92, the MAG East-West Study and the East-West Connector at the same
time as the I-15 and the Mountain View Corridor efforts. In the first three
listed efforts, you have provided antificial boundaries for the study areas at I-
15. While I-15 bisects Utah County, there are transportation conduits that
pass over and under I-15, rendering such study area boundaries ineffective.
Importantly, these study area boundaries also divide the Cities of Lehi, Lindon
and American Fork, which we believe is inappropriate. All related and
connected efforts within Northern Utah County must be combined in a logical
fashion and presented to the public for review and comment in one product.
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Comment 1919 (continued)

Let me be clear that we are not requesting a regional or tiered EIS
pursuant to 40 C.E.R. §1508.28. We are simply requesting that the !oglca]!y
and rationally related and d future imp be bined into a
smaller number of NEPA efforts, one of which would contain the Mountain
View Corridor. We believe this effort should be initiated immediately in
place of the current Utah County Mountain View Corridor effort.

2. Purpose and Need

n;e Need for ﬂu: iject appca:s pourly understood and defined, and

| 1y One fi le in this regard is that it is
lmpossd)lc to dISDe'I‘!‘I what portion of the traffic demand in the current study
area is actually East/West in nature, versus Norih/South traffic forced
East/West. It may be that the East/West routes need not be so wide once the
North and South bound traffic destined for 1-15 has access to the alternative
roule plated under the Mi in View Corridor Project. We assume
that is one of the purposes of the MAG East/West corridor study referenced
above and that study should become part of the next NEPA product for the
Mountain View Corridor effort for Utah County.

Another fundamental problem is one of focus and bias by the oversight
agencies. This entire effort is far too oriented toward construction of more
and wider roads and a fundamental paradigm shift is required. The surveys
and scoping effort under the umbrella of the Growth Choices process
facilitated by Envision Utah led the residents of Utah County are very
concerned about, among other attributes, air quality, open space, and
community cohesion and livability. These attributes help create the quality of
life in this area. This DEIS focuses far too much on the construction of wide
roads in the future that would be antithetical to these important values and
desires. Lehi requests that these “Needs” be placed back at the forefront
where they belong (and were during the Growth Choices Process), that enly
roads that are absolutely necessary be constructed and that they be constructed
only in a manner that preserves and proiects the various attributes of the
quality of life within the area.

The Growth Choices process was a laudable and effective effort. It
facilitated and created a vision for Utah Cmmly that comported with the City
of Lehi’s vision for the area and that v|suor| was faithfully followed through all
but the most recent al One result of the Growth
Choices screening effort was the dnmlssal of the 2100 North Alternative,
which was not advanced in the process (and properly so) for a variety of
reasons, The late addition of the 2100 North Alternative and its selection by
UDOT as its preferred alternative fundamentally unraveled the entire Growth
Choices effort and with it, this DEIS effort, For reasons unknown to Lehi

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 1919 (continued)

City, an altemative that was rightfully dismissed as unreasonable early on in
the process was resurrected at a very late date and ils inclusion in the DEIS
disabled this NEPA effort. There are other Northern Utah County alternatives
that are reasonable and fit within the purpose and need, but do not present
such detrimental impacts on the future of Lehi City and other cities in the
area.

Lastly, one of the articulated needs in the DEIS is the need to increase
transit availability in Utah County. Transit appears to have been reviewed as
more of an afterthought than a primary need and the approach taken in the
document does nothing to facilitate transit oriented development or transit
oriented communities. In fact, the bias against transit and in favor of roads is
pervasive and that is not the sort of transportation improvements the citizenry
has demanded, nor does it lead to the sort of quality of life they expect.

At the root of this problem may be the ption that a large number
of people will be driving a long distance to work through 2030. This
conclusion is not supported by the numbers arrayed in the DEIS and, more
importantly, does not take into account the likely responses of vehicle users
and their adaptability to such things as rising gas prices, facilitated transit
ridership, the creation of transit oriented development and transit oriented
communities and the willingness to telecommute.

The numbers relied upon in the DEIS at pages 1-11 and 1-12 are
telling in this regard. It appears that employment growth in the portions of the
study area that will experience such growth through 2030 demonstrates a
greater growth in employment than in both population and households. 1f
employment is available locally, then where are all the people traveling to and
from, who are these roads being built for and why?

Another fundamental problem is that these conclusions are frequently
supported by reliance on outdated information. It is clear throughout the
document that reliance is placed on old and outdated information. For
instance, the 2003 LRTP is utilized when a newer version was or would
shortly be available.

3. The Version 5.0 versus Version 6.0 Model Controversy

In addition to reliance on old and outdated information, we understand
the DEIS re]les on| the ouldated Verslons 3.2, 4.2 and 5.0 travel demand model
and jections and future networks, instead of the
current Version 6 0. We also understand that one of these, the “Small Area

", was adopted by the Wasatch Front Regional
Coungcil (“W'FRC ') on October 26, 2006, If that is the case, we question why

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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the most current projections were not utilized in the preparation of the DEIS
released on or about October 17, 2007,

The differences in these dated sets of projections affect the most
fundamental core principle of a NEPA effort - - the need for the project and
the various improvements presented in the DEIS. [ am informed by Lehi’s
consultants that a comparison of the results of Version 5.0 with Version 6.0
reveals a significant difference in the land use growth forecasts in the areas
surrounding the Mountain View Corridor, with Version 6.0 showing
substantially less growth and lower traffic volumes in the Mountain View
Corridor study area than Version 5.0. In other words, the need and demand
Justifying the cum-.nt]y defined alternatives in the DEIS is not supported by
the most sophi d and best available pl ptions and modeling
version in the possession of the FHWA and the UDOT. This problem is
further exacerbated where reliance was placed in Versions 3.2 and 4.2.

The Version 6.0 future roadway and transit networks include the
roadway imp in the adopted Regional Transportation Plan (May
2007). We understand that the upgrading of Bangerter Highway between the

Mountain View Corridor and I-15 that is included in the Regional
Transportation Plan has a major effect on modeled traffic volumes on other
links between the Mountain View Corridor and 1-15. This is a central question
in Lehi’s concerns aboul the need for East/West connections and
improvements.

Every expert | have consulted who is familiar with Version 5.0 and
Version 6.0 believes that Version 6.0 has corrected errors in Version 5.0 that
caused overestimated work trip lengths and underestimated rail ridership.
They tell me that Version 5.0, with these errors, biases the resulls towards
increased roadway capacity. Grounding demand forecasts in Version 5.0 is
not ble and will p leading to

unnecessary and poorly placnd transportation improvements.

A sensitivity analysis prepared by UDOTs consultants for UD()T
dated 1/3/2008, that was shared with our 1 shows P
large changes in traffic volumes as a result of the differences between Version
5.0 and Version 6.0. By way of example, this sensitivity analysis
demonstrated that for the 5800 West alignment, the 13400 South to Mountain
View Corridor Utah County road segment has a daily traffic volume of
112,000 in Version 5.0 and 66,000 in Version 6.0, a reduction in demand of
41%. Based on this sort of variance in the numbers, the need for the entire
project as currently conceived in Utah County is called into question and it
appears transportation improvements of a different size and mix would likely
meet the newly projected 2030 demand and needs.
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We believe this fundamental flaw is fatal to the viability of the current
DEIS. When coupled with the use of and reliance upon information and data
that is 2003 and older and the other previously discussed flaws, the initiation
of a new NEPA effort for the Utah County portion of the Mountain View
Corridor is justified and required. If FHWA must require preparation of a
new NEPA effort after 3 years have elapsed under 23 C.F.R. §771.129, then it
surely should not issue an FEIS on this project based upon such outdated
material.

The problems in this regard are paramount and the chance of this
NEPA effort ever producing valid results and selecting traffic and transit
improvements of appropriate size in the correct locations is very low. The
transportation improvement commitments grounded in these sorts of NEPA
efforts are enormously expensive, which expense will go to waste if the
lection of needed img is not lished correctly.

4. Failure to Review all Reasonable Alternatives

It is apparent that all reasonable transportation alternatives were not
included in the Utah County section of the DEIS. Lehi has presented one such
reasonable alternative to you in the form of the 4800 North Connector Study,
which was prepared at a noticeable cost to Lehi by its consultants Civil
Science and Smart Mobility. While this alternative must without a doubt be
considered a reasonable alternative under the standards articulated in the DEIS
definitional scheme and likely should become the preferred alternative, there
are other potential routes and alig in Northern Utah County that must
also be studied.

1 understand the FHWA is currently reviewing the 4800 North
Conneclm' docummts subrmltud by the City, hopefully with an eye toward
g the DEIS. , we request that the current review
pmcess smply cease lmn‘le.d.lntely and anew DEIS be issued. That DEIS
must include all reasonable alternatives and master the other problems set
forth herein. In view of the acceptance of the 4800 North alternative for
ongoing review by the FHW A, the process has already become stilted. If the
process is not halted and recaptured in accord with applicable law, it will
ily cause a disl of time, effort and monies of the reviewing
public and others. It is simply not fair to force the public to review and
comment on partial NEPA products, especially when issues as important as
the availability of other reasonable alternatives to U'I}OT s ‘prci':rrcd
alternative” are under study and the other fund Ip
herein remain unresolved.
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35.2.7F

35.2.1W

35.1.1S

Comment 1919 (continued)

As previously stated, the entire prior screening effort and Growth
Choices vision process was unraveled by the late change of purposes and the

demotion of the traditional respect to local planni toa dary
purpose. Of course that was the only way that the 2100 North alternative
could be el d to UDOT's preferred ive after its dismissal early in

the screening process. What i |s even more unfortunate is the fact that 2100
North was elevated and yet the other available reasonable alternatives, such as
the 4800 North alternative suggested by Lehi City were not reviewed. The

lection criteria for ble alternatives is very broad and yet the current
mix of alternatives is far too small.

Other alternative locations for roadways must be included in the next
round of this NEPA effort and the 4800 North alternative is a good example of
what should be included. While that is the alternative Lehi City has advanced
and studied and FHWA is currently reviewing, there are other locations in that
vicinity that will serve the actual purpose and need (when it is finally
understood) that do not do such violence to the long term future vision of Lehi
City. Onee the appropriate model runs have been made and all relevant
existing information has been assembled, each of these reasonable alternatives
must be studied in more detail.

s Boundaries of the Study Area and Impact Analysis Areas

As mentioned above, the boundaries of the study area for the Utah
County portion of the Mountain View Corridor is artificial. It divides Lehi,
American Fork and Lindon, dasplle the fact that traffic flows over and through
1-15. Many impacts such as air quality are not so bounded, nor are the needs
and desues of the people ofrhc area bounded in that fashion. Certainly
and employment increase occurs over
the entire northern poruon of Utah County. Itis clear that the study area
needs to be broadened to include at least a portion of the arca east of I-15 and
likewise needs to be broadened to include all of Saratoga Springs and Eagle
Mountain.

The impact analysis areas are frequently too small to discern the
breadth of the impacts. This includes the lands review section, the
community impact section, the air quality section, the noise section, the water
quality section and picuously the historic archeological and
pnieomoiugwa] section. Thisisan 11 le of the ptabl
level of review accorded these impacts. The DEIS makes clear that it was a
reconnaissance level survey, which was not designed to discern what
resources actually exist. As a result, neither the public, nor the consultants
have any idea how cach alternative will impact these resources because they
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were never actually located. This in turn unravels the viability of the 4(f)
analysis of the DEIS.

6. Insufficient Transit Analysis

Mention was made above of the overt bias by the agencies in favor of
road construction versus transit. Transit is a major part of the future along the
Wasatch Front as far as movement of people in a region that has scrious air
quality problems. The answer is not simply to build more and wider roads,
though road improvements are certainly part of the mix. Chapter 10, the joint
development section, is a conspicuous example in this regard. The entire
approach to transit in the Utah County portion was given short shrift and
needs to be reexamined.

There is every appearance that transit was viewed in isolation from
roads and as a sep hanism to meet T ion needs. There is no

viable discussion of how transit would integrate with the proposed road
improvements and how transit accessibility will be facilitated.

7. Specific Comments on the DEIS
Summary
32

Having providing general comments on the DEIS above, I will now
turn to specific comments on the Chapters in the DEIS.

Lehi believes there are more controversial issues than are listed in the
DEIS beyond the 2100 North Freeway Alternative, transit first, wetlands and
wildlife frnglnenlahon travel demand model and air quality. The transit
oriented ie h is fund lly ignored for Utah County and
in its place is a bias in favor of road construction.

Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need for Action

As stated above, this chapter and other portions of the DEIS support
the conclusion that the 2100 North Alternative was impermissibly force fit
into the document at a late date and its ulti fate reverse engi d toward
success. There were other ble alternatives available that should have
been studied in detail. The most unfortunate aspect of this switch is that the
Growth Choices vision process, which had significant input from citizen,

ity and gover 1 entities was unraveled by the late insertion of
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the 2100 North Alternative into the process, despite the fact that it did not
survive the original screening exercises for very good reasons.

1-11 1-12

The underlying assumption in this document is that a vast number of
people will drive a long way to work and back from the outlying arcas. This
conclusion is not supported by the numbers on these pages with respect to the
largc employment growlh in the very areas where the households and

ions will also i A far better understandmg of who these roads
ar: belng built for and where these people are going must be undertaken. The
fact that the wrong models were used further exacerbated the problems with
that assumption.

- ugh 1-15

A number of prior studies are listed here, but reliance is placed on the
2003 Long Range Transportation Plan. This was done despite the fact that a
new version was available from WFRC in October 2007, References are
made here to the on,gmng Ulah Ccumy East/West Transportation Sludy A
number of g the fund 1 need for portation
1mprovemenls and where people are actually going to be driving in Northern
Utah County should more fully understood when this document is available.
We request the DEIS not be released for Utah County until this East/West
transportation study has been completed and its results included in the DEIS.

1-1

oo

With respect to travel patterns, why are 42% of the people projected to
travel North to Salt Lake Coumy on 1-15 and 58% to Provo and Orem when
the local employ are predicted to be so high 20307 What
percentage ofthe North-bound people will be using the Mountain View
Corridor route, rather than 1-157 These people will not need the East/West
roads to the extent assumed in the DEIS. This flaw may be the result of a
reliance on Version 5.0.

1-2

=

Why is supporting local growth no longer a priority and relegated to a
secondary purpose? It would seem to be the most important priority with
respect to quality of life and now that very purpose and need is being
subverted since the screening criteria were altered to allow 2100 North to
appear as an alternative. In fact, the demolition of this purpose seems to have
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Comment 1919 (continued)

been taken as a license to totally disregard local planning initiatives in the
selection of reasonable alternatives.

Chapter 2 - Alternatives

In addition to the problems discussed above, the most fundamental
problems with this Chapter are that a reasonable range of alternatives was
never brought forward and the screening criteria was changed late in the
process to allow 2100 North to be included. This late alternative refinement
process is not acceptable to Lehi and it requests that a full range of reasonable
Northern Utah County alternatives be arrayed and reviewed in a new DEIS, It
is imperative that Lehi City not again be divided by a major freeway. In
addition, there needs to be much more detail on the 2100 North allemative in
the new DEIS, as the analysis is quite thin.

td

2-12

The level one screening process for alternatives included a eriterion to
eliminate alternatives that did not support local planning policies. This
criterion was in place prior to the late revision of the project’s purposes to
allow the inclusion of 2100 North as an alternative. Several of the Utah
County al were of this criterion and other factors
in the screening table on p. 2-13. The DEIS states aliematives were
reconsidered in section 2.1.6, but it does not appear that all of the altematives
climinated on Table 2.1-5 were reconsidered in 2.1.6.

b3
=

All of the criteria in the Level 2 screening effort are weighted without
1 T Perfi is given 40%, Environmental

Impm:ls are given 30% Compatibility with Local and Regional Plans given
20%, Cost given 10%. Within each category, criteria are also weighted, so
within environmental impacts, wetlands is given 50% of the score and
endangered species are given only 10% of the score. This weighting system
appears arbitrary and weighted to ensure the 2100 North alternative scores
higher than the other alternatives.

-9

[~

The project will be phased in by the number of lanes required to meet
future traffic conditions. Where are the imp Iculated and di d from
the seemingly endless construction and the costs of building, then adding
lanes over and over again. Are the residents going to face 30 to 40 years of
construction on this project? What are the impacts thereof?

10
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Chapter 3 — Growth Choices

The Growth Choices process resulted in an Agreement by the
participants and an agreed upon map representing the vision of the
participants, It was also based upon support by all participants of local growth
initiatives and objectives. This was a primary motivator for those participants
and a critical element of the Mountain View Corridor vision for Utah County.
When UDOT’s preference for the 2100 North alternative was inserted so late
in the process, the public was never given another chance to review it in the
context of the entire Growth Choice process within which it previously failed.
The late breaking insertion of the 2100 North Alternative at the behest of
UDOT unraveled the entire scoping and community involvement process for
this NEPA effort.

3-16

Transit ridershi bers were g 1 using the regional travel
demand model, No data were available for existing transit trips in the study

area. How can that be? Are there no bus routes now?

Chapter 4 — Land Use
4-1

The land use totals are skewed by the use of I-15 as an artificial
boundary, despite the fact that it divides several cities. The most fundamental
problem with this section is that since the insertion of the 2100 North
Alternative, there is no consistency with local land use plans.

What has occurred due to late the addition of the 2100 North
Alternative is that UDOT and FHWA and their consultants have usurped the
role of the local planning bodies. One of the obligations cFUDOT and

FHWA is to facilitate the gmwt]l of ities with
improvements that fit local visions, This DEIS and lhc UDOT preferred
alternative 15 antithetical to that and

Chapter 5 — Farm Lands
5-1

The “farmland impact analysis area” consists of the non-urban areas
inside the MVC study area. Only farmland within 0.5 mile of the proposed
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alternatives is shown in the figures. This approach captures only a portion of
the impacts.

312

There are ten agricultural protection areas (“APA’s") in the Utah
County Portion of the MVC study area, but only 1,146 acres in the “farmland
impact analysis area.” It appears the environmental impact analysis for these
areas are split. If the farmland is within 0.5 miles of a road, a hard look at
impacts was taken, but if the same APA or farmland is located 0.6 miles
away, it will not be studied, even though it is within the project study area.
This does not make sense considering the resource, as the parcels are
connected and most are under common ownership.

5-13 through 5-14
The farmlands appear to have been rated, but the information has not
been arrayed. In addition, the ulti impacts to Is, for i in

an induced growth scenario, it is not included in the analysis. This is critically
important and it is not permissible to say that the growth will simply occur
with or without the project. Reliance is placed on this sort of conclusion

ghout the d and it is not i with applicable law. The
actual changes to growth pattems in any given area must be reviewed and
discussed in detail. If the 2100 North Alternative is accepted, there will be
significant conversion of farmland to other uses and a ripple effect regarding
growth. Those issues are not discussed.

Chapter 6 — Community Impacts
67
The impact analysis area is too small for a number of these issues.
6-72 th 6-73
The impacts ereated by the 2100 North altemative are conclusory and

necessary detail is lacking. This section ignores the planned future of the area
and the impacts to the vision Lehi City.
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Chapter 8 — Transportation
82

UDOT said it would have an updated transit plan in August 2007 and
that should be incorporated into this document.

8-9

As mentioned above, the Version 6.0 model must be utilized to
determine the currently anticipated travel patterns, This Section states that the
main travel patterns are East/West, but the document acknowledges the
East/West traffic is really North/South traffic traveling East/West. You must
determine what the new destinations will be with the increased employment in
the study area. This issue raised in this Section underscores the need to
review all related and d 7 ion imp in one NEPA
process.

Chapter 9 — Economics

The ption that a large bers of people are traveling to work a
long distance away from home creates problems with this analysis as to its
fundamental accuracy. This section plifies the problem in the
DEIS of a lack of a side by side comparison chart for the impacts.

91

The economic impact analysis area is defined as the local

icipaliti ities, and ic sectors that would likely be
affected by construction and operation of the project. For the most part, the
palities and ities are adj to the proposed alternatives.
More analysis is required.

9-22

You analyzed all of the economic impacts to Utah County as if all of
the land in the cities was developed. Why?

Chapter 10 — Joint Development

As discussed above, this was the opportunity for the DEIS to
demonstrate facilitation and to be supportive of transit oriented developments.
The analysis is very thin and this opportunity was lost. Much more needs to
be done in this section and throughout the document in this regard.

13
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Chapter 11 — Pedestrian and Bicyclist Considerations

As with the prior chapter, the analysis is thin and it doesn't appear that
much effort was exerted in this review. We also believe the impact analysis
area is too small, Why would you rely on the 1996 Lehi Master Plan rather
than the latest version (2004) here?

11-2

The pedestrian and bicyclist impact analysis area is .5 mile of either
side of the proposed alternatives. This is too small of an area, as persons on
bikes and on foot who originated trips outside of the .5 mile area would also
be impacted.

11-19

No cumulative impacts analysis was done for this resource. Only
farmlands, air quality, water quality, and ecosystems.

Chapter 12 Air Quality
12:4

The MVC must be included in the MAG regional transportation plan
in order to be built in an air quality mai area or non-attai area.
The transportation plan must conform to the State Implementation Plan. You
do not address the issue that the MVC is not in the MAG regional
transportation plan.

Chapter 13 — Noise

We are wondering why and how the noise sampling sites were
selected. They do not appear to make a great deal of sense. Conspicuously, it
does not appear that noise was sampled in the Jordan River Parkway, which
one would assume would have a low existing decibel level and a large
increase once it is traversed by a freeway.

13-24
There is insufficient detail regarding noise impacts at 2100 North and

this alternative was not reviewed in the same manner as others, such as by
segment. There appears to be no Jordan River Parkway data.
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Chapter 14 — Water Qualit

We again question the size of the impact analysis area, but this entire
section is far too conclusory and lacking in support. For instance, no studies
have been undertaken to aceurately predict the impacts to groundwater
associated with depressing 2100 North or the impacts to privately owned
water rights.

4-43
Cumulative img are poorly reviewed. The DEIS fails to look at or
list past, present, bly fi ble projects in the area. It simply states

as a general proposition that development will occur and it will increase storm
water run off. This sort of analysis violates NEPA.

Chapter 15 — Ecosystem Resources

Maps demonstrating the location of each of these resources are
necessary. Otherwise, you can not tell where they are and how they are being
impacted. Again, the impact analysis area appears to be too small. Also, the
result is simply quantitative and not qualitative and the later is the standard to
be applied to review these sorts of resources. You need to prepare and study

to deli | ds.

p

Ch 17 — Historical Archaeological a leontological Resources

As mentioned above, the use of a reconnaissance level survey is not
acceptable. The number of eligible structures is based on an estimate as to
whether they were built before 1960 and that is not the correct approach. The
context issue, which is quite important for these sorts of reviews, is
conspicuously missing.

Chapter 21- Construction Impacts

There is no construction impact analysis area defined.

Chapter 24 — Indirect E
An impact analysis area of a five mile radius of Mountain View

Corridor project interchanges and .5 miles from Mountain View Corridor
transit stations is not going to provide a workable picture of the location of all

15
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of these impacts. The indirect impacts are far beyond that. Additionally, this
Chapter seems to rely on outdated data and the Version 6.0 model needs to be
wtilized to determine what the indirect effects will actually be. All the issues
discussed above with respect to the high predicted employment numbers
become very important here, as does the fact that the Growth Choices process
was unraveled and circumvented. That process adopted a vision which
respected the integrity of Lehi City's growth management and cohesion.
When the 2100 North Alternative was inserted into the process, that entire
process was led and it detri Iy affects the entire Indirect Effects
analysis. The fact that portions of Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain are
outside the study area is a noticeable oversight. They need to be included.

248

There is no altemative by alternative analysis of the indirect effects.
Every impact listed will be caused by all three alternatives and that is unlikely
to be the case.

24-34

The induced growth discussion seems to pertain solely to Salt Lake
County and it will have an effect on growth patterns in Utah County as well.

2439

The review of the Utah County alternatives does not discuss alterations
of the growth patterns and where the specific changes will occur.

24-52

Al Tand % o |

Indirect effects are only analyzed for fl
resources, water quality and farmlands. There are no noise and air indirect
effects.

24-53

The analysis on floodplains is incomplete. It states that the “Southern
Freeway Alternative could affect some of these floodplains areas.” How?
Why? What will be the effects? Same for the other alternatives.

24-54

The same general analysis is provided for wetlands. There is no

individual analysis, just generalizations.

16
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24-55

Same problem with Farmlands.

24-56

Same problem with Cultural Resources.

24-58

The Gmw‘th Choices process was mlendcd 1o integrate lransportation
and land use planning, so the F isions supported local land use

choices. This pmccss was I led by the selection of 2100
North as the preferred allernative by UDOT and its late insertion in this study.

24-59 throw 1

There is no analysis of the anticipated changes in the pattern of land
use induced by the Mountain wa Corridor in Utah County, no
ENCOUrag of transit ori 1 in Lehi City or elsewhere in
Utah County and no encouragement for acquisition of open space and the
protection of farmland. Onee the Growlh Choices process was unraveled,

I planning was not p d, nor were any of these other important
purposes . and needs. You may no longer rely on the Growth Choices process
to meet these legal obligations,

Chapter 25 — Cumulative Impacts
23-3

The important issues identified by the public in scaping were loss of
farmlands, the loss of wetlands, wildlife areas and water bodies and continued
degradation of air and water quality. The failure to promote solutions
regarding preservation of the status quo for to these resources is a fundamental

flaw throughout the entire d t and the failure to review the cumulative
to them in adequate detail i another flaw.
254

Why were only four issues studied in the detail in the cumulative
impacts section?
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23:6

Why are you relying on the Office of Planning and Budget report from
20007 Is there no 2005 or later report?

-9 through 25-16

The scope of the area reviewed appears to change for each resource
reviewed, We do not believe this is a proper approach. The failure to review
in detail the potential impacts to wetlands and 4(f) resources is problematic,
Without an adequate review of where these resources exist and their
qualitative aspects, together with the willingness to discern practicable and
prudent alternatives, it is possible that the NEPA effort could be concluded
only to find that the al ives selected are not ble under other
applicable law,

25-29

If there is no direct impact to ecosystem resources you assume there is
no cumulative impact. Are you certain there are no cumulative impacts to
I 1 or end d species? This is an incorrect approach.

Chapter 27 — Mitigation Summary

This section fails because of the lack of review of the specific impacts
on the specifi Fori if you do not include data on
population and location of species in your wildlife section then you will not be
able to adequately discuss wildlife mitigation. This is a pervasive flaw in
approach throughout the DEIS.

273

The mitigati are non-bindi

27-27

The review of the actual impacts created by each allernative is very
thin, so it is impossible to tell how ali changes and other variations in
route will avoid impacts.

27-37

As with other chapters, the Growth Choices process was relied upon to
avoid the need to mitigate impacts of the Mountain View Corridor on local

18
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land use planning efforts. Since that entire process was unraveled in the
course of selecting 2100 North as an alternative and as UDOT’s preferred
alternative, this is improper.

27-28 through 27-40

As with the indirect impacts and the failure to encourage transit
oriented development, acquisition of open space and farmland and the
promotion of regional planning was ignored.

Chapter 28 — 4

In view of the fact that this chapter relies on Chapter 17 and the
methodology failed there, this chapter fails as well. Throughout this chapter
constructive use has given short shrift and the analysis suffers as well.

Conclusion

While there are many problems with the DEIS that need to be resolved
and rectified, the problems with the models reveal that the project needs to
first return to a fundamental review of purpose and need. 1t then needs to
again involve the public to recapture the benefits lost from the Growth
Choices process when the 2100 North Alternative was included at the of the
end DEIS process.

Once the need is understood, the other flaws may be addressed, but the
problems presented by this DEIS are sufficiently paramount in scope that a
new DEIS must be created and issued for public review for the Utah County
portion of the Mountain View Corridor.

Very truly yours,
Ray Quinney & Nebeker P.C.

U Gl

(& . Appel

cc:  Lehi City Mayor
Lehi City Council
Jamie Davidson, City Manager
John Njord, UDOT
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Comment 1920 Comment 1921

Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response
. . . . Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in Kb
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- - Howard Johnson - Lehi North Freeway Connector
From: “Janice Ferguson” <jferguson@sinclairoil.com> _*;"'rm "Rose Holladay"
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> o .
Date: 982007 4:35 PM
Dat?: Wedne.r:day - Jaﬂua_ﬂ" 23, 2008 8:33 AM Subject: Lehi North Freeway Connector
Subject: Mountain View Corridor CC: et

Dear UDOT Representative;
I am still opposed to the 7200 West location. Again 5800 would be a
better area for the road but I feel we should look at other options. I 35.2.9A Could you please tell me why you believe your proposal for a freeway connector
moved to the west side because it was free of all the freeway noise and L down the middle of Lehi is better than the less expensive, better positioned
35.2.4A pollution. Now I have a threat of it being 4 houses from mine! I connector that Lehi City proposed?

already have a breathing problem and that wouldn't help!
I understand the need to make the connection, but it would be an awful scar on

Janice Ferguson our great city. There is huge commercial business growth planned for the north

7294 Zana Lane end of Utah County, where Lehi City has proposed you put the connector.  If you

Magna, Utah put the connector further south, you will clog up our roads with people trying to
35.31C back track to the businesses on the north end. We don't need another West Valley

mess here. Please reconsider or convince me that your proposal is the best., You
would be wrecking a lot of homes. I'm just amazed that you would even consider
it with a much better option available.

I am interested in hearing your side of the story.

Rose Holladay
Lehi Resident

5232-3832

Mote: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC preject office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.

file:/C:\Documents and SettingsWiwilson LEHI-UT\Local Scitings\ Temp\XPGrpWise6E...  9/10/2007

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=qweil SUhdorclk0Gged Item dm=7532320&...  1/23/2008
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Comment 1922

Response
. . | {91072007) Howard Johnson - Our family agrees with the Lehi city option
Section in
Chapter 35
- From: “Bryan Taylor" <brytay22@gmail com=>
To: <srwebmail@utah.gov>, <Ksumion@utah gov=, <hjohnson@lehicity.com=, <jdou
Date: ABI2007 9:25 PM
Subject: Our family agrees with the Lehi city option

To whom it may concem,

My family and | recently relocated from Springville to northwest Lehi

just north of 2100 North. We love where we live because we enjoy
running every morming at dawn along the Jordan River Trial that runs
352 7A through Thanksgiving Point Gelf course and becuase the community is so
quiet and peaceful. We chose to live here for the convenience to easy
freeway access and the potential growth that is happening in this
community. We understand with growth must come changes however we
don't think that the proposal that UDOT provides is the solution.

UDOT's proposal would undermine every good reason why we chose to live
here {home values, peace, security, etc.). A freeway connector would

no only destroy the peace and security of the many new communitias
surrounding the UDOT propesal but it would also negatively affect the
value of the homes in the surrounding area. | know that Lehi City's
proposal is a better option for everyone. Not only would it continue

to keep the value of the surrounding communities but it would also
3529A aliow the much needed commercial growth that the area neads. The Lehi
City proposal would also relieve the congestion not only off of the

SR-73 but also off of the Alpine-Highland exit because there would be
easy access to the homes at Traverse Mountain, Cabelas and to the UDOT
Mountain View Corridor. The Lehi City Proposal will acheive what the
needs of both Lehi City and the surrounding communities need as well,
Flease save our community and furthur consider the Lehi City proposal

On behalf of me and my family we chose the Lehi City Proposal. Thank
you so much for your consideration,

Bryan Taylar
2575 West 2350 North
Lehi, Ut 84043

5233-3829

Nate: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period,
Submitied to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Chapter 35
\-)

35.2.9A

Comment 1923

Howard Johnson - UDOT proposal vs. Lehi proposal

From:  "robert summers"

To:
Date: 9812007 9:24 AM
Subj UDOT proposal vs. Lehi p I

Page 1 of 1

I'm excited aboul the ideas that the leaders of our community have proposed in regards to traffic
solutions. Because they live here, work here, and in some cases were raised here, | believe that they
understand the needs of our city better than UDOT. 1 live just off of 1500 North and the idea of having a
major freeway virtually on top of me isn't very appealing. I would benefit more from the many
comercial developements planned for this area. The 4800 North freeway connector and the suggested
arterial routes are, | belicve, the answers to our huge traffic jams and driving induced headaches. Many
thanks to the government leaders in our area for trying to preserve the Lehi way of life. You definitly

have my support!

S. Summers

Can you find the hidden words? Take a break and play Seckadoo!

5234-3866

Mote: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1924

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "The Young Family" <dlyoung@burgoyne.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 9:08 PM
Subject: Lehi UT Freeway Controversy

Dear State Officials,

This message is to communicate my strong reaction against the planned freeway exit at 2100
North in Lehi. This plan would unnecessarily do severe damage to our community and would
also not resolve the traffic problem as well as other alternatives that could be implemented with
less expense. Please reconsider. I am personally in favor of the City of Lehi plan which does not
destroy fifteen acres of wetlands, raze relatively new residential subdivisions and create an
artificial barrier that cuts the city in half in terms of business and social life. In short, the
proposed solution by the Utah Department of Transportation seems to have been prepared by
people with little knowledge or concern for this portion of northern Utah County.

The alternative Lehi City proposal (at 1900 South) utilizes, to a much greater extent, existing
arteries to handle greater loads of traffic without increasing our reliance upon a single route
which would be more vulnerable to shutdowns due to a single traffic accident. Roads that are
forced through a community in an unnatural and destructive manner are not improvements. In
the long run, running a freeway exit through 2100 North in Lehi will cause viable neighborhoods
to become devalued and and create areas of economic blight. The need to update road
infrastructure can be addressed in much better ways.

My biggest concern, however, is that green space in northern Utah County is increasingly rare.
The plan to use 2100 North as an exit would cause a road to run through the exact center of
the best portion of the Jordan River and it's adjoining wetlands and naturally landscaped
hillsides. This area is full of wildlife including deer, foxes, waterfowl and many other native Utah
animals. The walkways along this river are peaceful and add much to our quality of life. A new
freeway exit at this location would add a large ugly scar to a mostly undisturbed area that
cannot be replaced.

Please do not destroy much of our quality of life with this ill-advised freeway project. Please
take another look at the Lehi City proposal which focuses on the benefits of exiting at 1900
South. Thank you,

David L. Young
2279 N. 790 W.
Lehi UT 84043
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Comment 1925

Page 1 of |
Howard Johnson - The UDOT Proposal will Break-up Lehi

From:  "The Young Family"
To: SEE R

Date: Q/BI2007 11:27 AM

Subject: The UDOT Proposal will Break-up Lehi
CC: i

Dear Governmental leaders and transportation officials,

My wife and | are strongly opposed to the UDOT proposal to put a freeway through Lehi. It
would be harmful both to business and to residential areas. Instead, we urge you to implement
the Lehi Proposal, which provides multiple arteries through the city. The Lehi approach is less
likely to bottleneck the whole system when a single traffic accident takes place and will be
better positioned for future growth and outlets which may be needed in various directions as
growth occurs in neighboring communities.

The need to travel through Lehi can be accomplished with a minimum of expense and damage
to the community. The current UDOT proposal does not take into consideration the interests
of the people of Lehi and will also deface the landscape and cut the city in half. The road
proposed by UDOT will impose a barrier between the northern and southem half of the city
which will break-up the city. Our normal social patterns including shopping and recreation will
be radically disrupted. Please rise above the tendency to impose a simple but short-sighted
and inappropriate plan. Adopt the Lehi Plan so that we may remain a unified city.

David and Patricia Young
2279 N. 790 W.
Lehi UT 84043

5236-3865

Note: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi Gity prior to
official DEIS comment peried,
Submitled to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1926

Page 1 of 1
Howard Johnson - Mountain View Corridor in Lehi

From:  ashley mekinnon

To: RSN ++ Johnny Revill
Date: /82007 4:32 PM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor in Lehi

To whom it may concern,

I am a Lehi citizen and would like to ask you to consider the Lehi Proposal concerning the Mountain
View Corridor connection to 1-15 through Lehi City. Many homes and businesses would be affected if
the freeway is placed at 2100 North, Only & few would be affected if placed at 4800 North. There are
many of us that support the Lehi City Officials and believe that their alternative is the right choice.
Thank you for considering Lehi's proposal and we ask you to check the data and make the right choice.
Lehi is already cut in half with 1-15. Please do not seperate any more of our beautiful city by building an
un-nessasary freeway at 2100 North when it could easily be placed at 4800 North.

Thank you for your time,

Ashley McKinnon
Concerned Lehi Citizen

Choose the right car based on your needs. Check out Yahoo! Autos new Car Finder tool,

5237-3834

Mote: Email originally sent to Mayar
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period,
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1927

| (9110/2007) Howard Johnsen - Lehi 115 to Mountian View connector

From: Mark Sullivan <mark@sullivans.org=
To: =srwemail@utah. gov>, i tah.govs, stah.gov=, <jdou.,
Date: QTI2007 6:00 PM
Subject: Lehi 115 to Mountian View connector
CC: Il com=, <hjgl icity.com=, <johnny.b

i
UDOT & elected officials,

Please use the Lehi City proposal and build the connection to the Mountain View Corridor at 4800 Morth,

Please reply with unconsidered issues andfor corrections if the following is not true of the Lehi City
proposal;

1 - Greater traffic flow (155%)

2 - Fewer private properties effected (8 vs. 7)

3 - Lower impact on the environment and ground water, NO impact on AMBIQENCY Services
4 - No effect lo proposed retail services important to north Utah County

§ - Overall less expensive??7?

Thank you,

Mark Sullivan

493 West 2540 North
Lehi, UT 84043
801-768-3893
Mark@sullivans.org

5239-3870

Note: Email originally sent 1o Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lahi City prior to
official DEIS comment period,
Sybmi!lw ta MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1928 Comment 1929

Response (91102007 Foward J s Response Print View Page 1 of 2
. . {! loward Johnsen - U and Lehi Traffic Proposal Page 1 H H
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- From: <ryan hellewelli@us tel com= -
To:
Date: WBR200T 7:11 AM A . " " .
Subject: UDGT and Lehi Traffic Proposal From: “Mike Pritchard” <Mike.Pritchard@accessdevelopment.com>
<srwebmail@utah.gov>, <mountainview@utah.gov>, <hjohnson@lehicity.com>,
As-well as he Irmat0m you hove DU S 1t Puble 1o R s URGErSInd the PRapoSAl s oot B ) o o i s s i sy < - il
) L i rstand the proposals and suppol i i i
the one that actually benefits all of Utah county the best. | moved back to UT after living in Portiand OR for <Jrevli@centaurprintcom=, <ksumslonButah. gove-, <jdougall@utah.goy>
35.2.9A several years and in Portland they use several smaller freeways rather than one large freeway to distribute CcC: <blockhart@utah.gov>, <mmadsen@utahsenate.org>

the traffic herle_r This provides not only the same amount or mere traffic bu_l it atso provides mare Date: Monday - January 21, 2008 3:45 PM
customized routes to those in different areas. | can clearly see how the Lehi proposal does the same. | P 1
also live very near to 2100 N and can see the loss we would have by putting a superhiway through that Subject: Lehi roads

quiet neighborhood. Not only does this create an ugly isor, but it aleo hurts the immidiate traffic surronding
that neigborhood and only supports west Utah county, where the Lehi proposal supports the entire county.
You have my familys support, and if there

is some way we can add additional wieght to your cause please let me know.

Sincerely

Ryan Hellewell uDCT, et al:
Lehi resident

Please consider the Lehi city road proposal. It will create multiple
paths, limiting congestion due to accidents.

35.2.9A

The Lehi proposal will also create alternatives for traffic flow making
more areas easily accessible.

A single point of access will create a focused bottleneck. Multiple
access points will balance the load and create options.

Thank you for your consideration.

Michael A Pritchard
429 West 2200 North
Lehi, Ut 84043

HoN2-308a (801) 768-2106
Mote: Email originally sent o Mayor
Howard Johnsan, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period,
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1929 (continued)

Print View
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35.2.9A

Comment 1930

| (810v2007) Howard Johnson - Lehi roads Page 1
From: "Mike Pritchard” <Mike Pritchard@accessdevelopment.coms=
To: <stwebmaii@utah.gov>, <mountainview@utah.gov>, <hjohnson@iehicity. com=,
Date: 2/8/2007 8:36 AM
Subject: Lehi roads
[+ blockh govs, <mm org>
UDOT, etal

Please consider the Lehi city road proposal

It will creale multiple paths, limiting congestion due to accidents. The Lehi proposal will also create
alternatives for traffic flow making more areas easily accessible.

A single point of access will create a focused bottieneck. Multiple access points will balance the load and
create options

Thank you for your consideration

Michael A Pritchard
428 West 2200 North
Lehi, Ut 84043

(801) 768-2108

5243-3867

MNote: Emall originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
olficial DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1931

(91 V2007) Howard Johnson - Lehi 1-15 Proposal

From: “Jeff Baird" <jeff.a. baird@gmail com>

To: hjoh com=, <johnny. {@pacificorp.com=, < @lehicit
Date: T/2007 1:03 PM

Subject: Lehi I-15 Propasal

CG: “Michele Baird” <yulebean@gmall.com>

To those concermned,

I'm a Lehi resident and wish to express my support for Lehi City's
proposal for I-15's connection at 4800 N, vs UDOT's proposal at 2100
M. Having reviewed the facts, | strongly urge all those involved to
suppart Lehi's position. Thank you for your time and attention

Jeff Baird

348W 1560 N

Lehi, UT 84043

(BO1) 427-6433
Jeff.a.baird@gmail.com

5244-3873

MNote: Email criginally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City priar to
official DEIS comment perlod.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1932

| (8/10/2007) Howard Johnson - Mountain View Corridar

From: "Heather & Kevin KEELE™ <heavenkeele@msn com>
To: <hjohnson@lehicity.com>

Date: QT2007 2:42 PM

Subject: Maountain View Corridor

Dear Mayor Johnson,

I would fike to thank you and the Lehi City council for realizing the needs

and wants of the citizens of Lehi. My husband and | bought our first home
here in Lehi in 2005 because we really fell that it was one of the best

places to raise our future family. You can imagine how upsat | was when |
found out about the 2100 North plan, especially since we live on 1800 North,
just a few blocks away from the intended area. The thought of having a
freeway so close to my home just makes me sick - not only as a homeowner,
but particularly as a new mother. The UDOT plan would most likely negatively
affect our home value (which is upsetting), however my main concem s for
the negative impact the 2100 North freeway plan would have on the health,
safely, and quality of cur neighborhood and how it would especially affect

my nearly one-year-old son and the many, many young children in this area.

The Lehi proposal makes so much more sense - the mailing with the maps and
info was much needed. | hope that it will energize the community (o take a
stand and to inform our state representatives - | know that | will be

emalling them and UDOT. Thank you for defending the local needs of the
community - both the need for reasonable transportation options, but alse

for defending the neighborhood and quality of live we have truly come to

love. You and the city council have our support 100% in this issue and we

ask you to continue to hold out against UDOT's impractical plan,

Sincerely,

Heather Keele

5247-3872

MNote: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lahi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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Comment 1933

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "kentwh@juno.com” <kentwh@juno.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 8:20 PM
Subject: This Lehi resident wants the MVC Freeway built.
Dear UDOT,

Every month, I have received a newsletter with my utility bill, and every month there is an article
in there pleading (harassing?) for Lehi residents to raise our voices in opposition to the Mountain
View Corridor, due to some "negative consequences”. However, I will not do any such thing,
because I have my head screwed on straight, unlike these local country bumpkins who are too
worried about sagebrush, sex lives of pheasants, less commercial business (and profits that
they'll still get anyway), and perhaps LOVE the traffic quagmire too much to want anything done.
They are misguided and simply playing politics. This is wrong.

See, I come from L. A. originally and know from past experience what it is like to travel on
inadequate roads. Thankfully, Caltrans has gotten the message and have improved their roads
and highways over the years.

Now it is UDOT's turn to improve the traffic flow throughout these fast-growing valleys by
building the Mountain View Corridor Freeway (ie I-4157) as outlined per proposal at circa 2100
North. I have studied all proposals (even Lehi City's) for myself, and I believe the 2100 North
area would be most appropriate. I have frequently driven in that area and I can easily visualize
that freeway constructed there no problem at all.

1 realize that you've had to do environmental studies on the land in question to appease those
who with such venom oppose this route altogether, but please don't listen to them. Not
everyone in Lehi has an unrealistic, old-fashioned 1800's vision of "Small Town Lehi".

Please build the freeway, regardless and NOT another Bangerter Highway with cross traffic. The
traffic is AWFUL here and this route is DESPERATELY needed. Thank you for your time. Keep up
the great work you all do. I know it is hard, back-breaking work, but this Lehi resident approves
what you have tried to do, UDOT. Thanks again.

Sincerely,

Kent Hollingworth

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=ls21v2Sk3rvdbm0Pg3 & Item.dm=67320z0....
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Now’s the ::..m

to comment.

Public comment period for the Mountain View Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
is October 17, 2007 through January 24, 2008.

UDOT and the Federal Highway Administration have
released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
on the Mountain View Corridor, a proposed highway and
transit corridor in west Salt Lake County and northwest Utah
County. Tremendous growth in pepulation, employment and in
households over the next 30 years in the Mountain View Corridor
study area will cause significant delay on roads and will create
new demands for transit service. The DEIS examines community
transportation needs and potential impacts.
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Comment 1940

Print View
From: “Larry Bolnick" <larry@bolnick.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 7:54 PM

Subject: Proposed highway

1 have recently relocated to Utah from Colorado and purchased a new home in
Herriman. Yesterday I learned of the UDOT proposal to put an eight lane
highway near my house. I understand the potential need for growth and was
told that is what Bangertter Highway was for. I chose Herriman to be closer
to the wildlife and away from highways. The proximity of the UDOT proposed
highway will be right near my house. The pallution will be hazardous to
anyone that lives near 5000w and all of the local animal population. This

will destroy property values and I will never be able to resell my home.

STOP This project anyway possible, the environmental impact alone should be
enough but also consider who Utah wants to attract, is it the low income

that would satisfy living next to a highway or is it the more affluent high

tech workers.

Sincerely,

Larry Bolnick,

Voting Citizen

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Irbup4Smegntked Autd ltem.dm=2082197...
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From: "Mr. Salad Dressing" <booyaacpn@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Sunday - January 13, 2008 4:27 PM

Subject: Mountain view corridor
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To whom it may concern:

I completely support UDOT's proposed plan for 2100
35.2.7C North mountain view corridor.  All I seem to receive
from Lehi is negative propaganda that never represents
an objective view.

id pue no Jeau Aleigy e 12 10 Ul JUBLUAIeIS

0} juem o)\

Aes 0) aney
noA jeym Jeay

/.

L0
it
f:/,ﬁa)"_)‘,é; diZ /.l"_} l|I g

o

ULl PRGNS 3G 058 ABLW 5130

I
|

dupage] uioay

izl W 00LT 5 Ociy
4

ST SIHT O 75%

gy wapae M

s 00T 5 056

b7

Recently, I learned that Lehi City's deeply rooted
opposition to UDOT's plan lies in the fact that a Lehi
High City council member owns land in the area that
will be affected by UDOT's 2100 North Mountain View
Corridor plans. I am infuriated by Lehi City
leadership that my tax dollars are used to protect the
individual's self-interest. |
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I don't think enough residents are aware of this
situation. I also am frustrated to hear that Lehi
City may use law suits to stall and change UDOT's
plans.
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UDOT's plan is most reasonable, addresses a real need o
for east-west travelling traffic, and is cost

effective. Please continue with UDOT's plans for 2100
North Mountain View corridor.
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Paul Newman
Lehi, Resident
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Be a better friend, newshound, and
know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
http://mobile.yahoo.com/;_ylt=Ahu06i62sRBHDtDypaoc8WcjotAcd
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Comment 1950

Print View
From: “Chris Trusty” <ctrusty@emcity.org>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 1:55 PM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor

1 would like to thank UDOT for their hard work and dedication in
studying the alternatives for the Mountain View Corridor. As a resident
living and working in northern Utah County, I would like to support the
preferred 2100 North alternate. I believe this alternate provides the
best benefit to all the residents of northern Utah County with the least
impact

Again, thank you for all you've done to keep the public informed during
the process, and for allowing for input from residents.

Christopher T. Trusty, P.E.
Public Works Director

2545 North Sweetwater Road
Eagle Mountain, UT 84005
Phone: (801) 789-6671

Fax: (801) 789-8920

Cell: (801) 420-2288

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MUser.context=ct8vk TR 21i3qg 1 Cm 7 & Item . dm=6692120& ...

Page 1 of 1

1/14/2008
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Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental impact s
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;
e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1951

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1,800.596.2556.
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Comment 1954

Comment 1953

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statemnent enline or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview,

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1956

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan, 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1955

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Enwironmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1958

Comment 1957

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan, 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Comment 1960

Comment 1959

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown an the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov, or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact

Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments

by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.

Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Comment 1962

Comment 1961

E ” H COMMENT Y'Y
: : T Sex \“.u:hﬁw:\.h abowt the disecunected]|
ear what you Mire o Exsomonnoniaid lastioe ar:
=m<m Ho mm<. \S‘Nk__hk_ of @bﬁ fs 1 gahn\.__ \Kv\ﬂh xwx}%\.
5 h: a < Nn 5 m_.n\k_ Hoen)
Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Nﬁq Jug beteln rﬂﬁ ef NQF%'& T i
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments %w.\ﬁ_\.u— SE-4E, Jevoe dewtl, I-/5, \3___\“\ SE-¢k
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side. H+ Is B{.ﬁﬁ.l Aw»h_vn 75w \.M..P\:\QQ« thor L\u.c__u A
T4 & Iy
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008 Q\u £J .
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview; .xQD n\wh«\\& r\\\nv% \\&\anﬁ\w\ \.\\Q\}\L\M Rkn\h.
e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556. N{ﬁs { ored. Ry h\.h.r{. thc R\a..»k\ /5
CONTACT INFORMATION: \W..‘&:p e (Withewt h\.ﬁ% oyt o 1\“_ For
Mame: e f q
a ..f.r Lome +e Rle 72 Lomment o Y80 Modh 1y :V
Organization (if applicable): L
Malling Address G55 east S0 Nordie
City WmUTM__ e (T 2r_FHOYD
Email S _ Phone:
Check ail that apply
0 Add me to the project email update list
3 Add me to the project madling list PR raiin
> Tosend th e fald, Tape, affira
Q1 already receive project emads ay il drop. Thask you for pour comments.
DEIS HARD COPY Dy Riversde Librery Pk Library Riverton Libeory Loy FEDEX KINKDY'S LOCATIONS
LIERARY LDCATIONS. TSTSW 1000 N, Sain Lake City 45705 1700W, Taloeville 12860 % Redwood . Reverion 130 N Center 52, Lehi SaltLake Cousty (DETS C0-ROMT
iy M y Herrimaan Librery T Redwond R, aplersee
TIDE 4005, Salt Lake City ET40W 4130 5, West Valley City 51505 L20W, Kearmy 131585 5600 W, Hersman 2151 Pointe Meadow D, Lebi Uhah vty (DEIS Nard Copy)
N Amesican o Libeary Fegle Moustai ibesry. 511 130 H, Amesican Fork
Government Docments B339 35005, Magra 1970 7800, West Jordan 45100 American Ferk 189 Heritage D Eagle Mosntaie
2955 TS0, Salt Lake Gty ‘Shuth Jodoa Libeary Pleatad Grove Livory
10675 § Redwood Rd, South londan B Center 5t, Pleasast Grove
o =0 < <
C = o~
o ocg | T
QS o ™ &
N O ©
L O
o@romo
COMMENT ¥¥Y
We want to .
—-— —d Beeause I am m? beer. Teninsl u.?n?snnq
ear what you nlwd. H Sooms b me the Sauth
- ; { - /
have to say. Fraermay that gues cloe b Sat-Lale
males “wee st T ceglbze i
Please review the Mountain View Corridor Craft Enwironmental Impact M\m. gl R.w
Statement onling or at a library near you and provide your comments e .m‘“\ttmarfw W?h&. % a _‘&hw&,
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side. A LA 4 ..,‘ b, -l UpT
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan, 24, 2008 m d
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview; n\_w_ﬁnbhm Ly rx&h. @Jx\kﬂu QW%%,.\E.@. i
e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556. L.,C.w.ﬁ N\Fi.h\ f__uﬂ_ r“é\r \m\;«m P m\e&. .L‘H..
i F N /
CONTACT INFORMATION: ORO .mg.m..mﬂgﬁmn Ao it W Hrw_ﬂ /
Name: %A__\.w .\? \_ﬂ,mghﬂ-a g -
Organization (if applicable);
Mailing Adgress: 14 4
City i) State 1P ﬂmm Dmm
Email ..m\bmﬁ?g%ﬂg&%%ﬁo:n \
Check all that apply
/ﬁk....aw_ me to the project email update list
O Add me to the project mailir PR eh
> Tesendihis tape, affiva first
Q1 already receive peoject emails ckasy afamp and take fo the mearest Pt Office or mail drop. Phank pea fov your comments,
“ Day A Park Library Rivertan Library Lehi Libeary FEDEX KINND'S LOCATIONS
LIBRARY LOCATIONS 1575W 1900 K, Saht Lie City 48705 2700 W, Tiplrseille V160 Redwond B, Rvertos 120N Center 5, Lehi Sl ot S O
" y Herrimen Lifvy Phiste Meadow Libeary SK16 5 Redmood A4, Tayleewibe
200E 8005, Sal Lake City ATEW 4100 %, West Valley Caty $3505 4220 W, Kearms THS8S S50 W, Hevriran 151 W Poiste Mesdon O, Lebi [R——————
I ot L Wes Amecan Fork Libeary Fagle Meantsin Librery SE1W 130 W, Americas Fork
Govemment Decuments 339W 35005, Magns 1970 7800, West Jordan 45100 E, Amerian Fork 1680 E Revtage Dr, Ebgle Mosmtain
2955 1500E, Sat Lae Gey Sorth Jordan Libery Plegsaot Grove Library
10673 § Redwood Rd, South Jordan 30E Conter 52, Pleasant Grove
@ 9 <
g8 &
c [V
SSE1w
"o & ™
L O
oxromo

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR

35B-1009

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
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Comment 1965

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by retuming this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
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Comment 1970

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1969

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Comment 1972

Comment 1971

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Staterment online or at a library near you and provide your comments

by returning this form to the address shawn on the reverse side.

via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;
e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
Comment 1978

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Enwironmental Impact
Statement online or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556,

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Mame: __| | __ﬁ_h_s\» ‘_f.n_ﬁhnr“_

Organization (f applicable)

871 1. zopo -

Mailing Address:

COMMENT ¥ ¥

| feed  usod x e besk opbion.
nimm. nﬁh?ﬁhﬂ £ Shoter  ond fess
home < whtl  be \___n.%s«*q.wmaw abfected.
Gotg_porfle on The 210 cphion fapes
Yo all fhe  way bk m Le onry
more  tiive 1o NJ;«_ﬁ. Lesc \n\\amvr
&%v*‘q iy \.SxaC. and  vur
Childrns  healfh.  2icon poudd arse

g Valdes m N ufsk D_x\} fe
b_ﬂi Please  omsder the Ysoas |

City. P.QP: State: __\31 Zip: M\.@\&\N.

Email Phone:

Check all that app

0 Add

2 Add

) > i i idee, please fold, tepe, affiv a first
| aleady reces, elas mail drop. Thank pou for

DEIS HARD COPY Boy-Riverside ibrery Pork Librasy RBivertan tiboary Lebi Library FEDEX KINKO'S LOCATIONS
LISRARY LOCATIONS T573W 1000 M, Sait Lake City 470§ 1700, Tayloewvilie 17360 § Rrdwaod Rd, Rivertan 120N Cemter 5t Lok Sait Loke County (DS CO-R0)
Sal Lake Gty Maia Libvery Hanter Library Kearns Library Hervimmess Library Puinte Meadow Library 56165 Redwood B, Taylcesvilie
TIOE 405, Salt Lake City AT40W 4100, West Valbey City 3505 AZI0W, Kparns 15158 5 5600 W, Herriman 151 W Polase Maadow O Lebd Ut Cousty (0675 Kord Copy)
n American Fark Library Eagle Moantain Library S61W 1IN, Aemericas Fark
Gavernment Docaments E3I9W 35005, Magna THTOW 7800 5, Weit ondan 45900 E, Americas Fork 1680 F Hetitage O, Eagle Mowntain

195L IS T ey Sauth Janden Libsary Pleasant Grove Lieary

19673 5 Redwood Rd, Soath Jerdan

30 E Centes 52, Pewrtant Grove

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-
35.2.9A
35.2.7A

Comment 1977

We want to
hear what you
have to say.

Please review the Mountain View Corridor Draft Enwvironmental Impact
Staterment onling or at a library near you and provide your comments
by returning this form to the address shown on the reverse side.
Comments on the DEIS may also be submitted through Jan. 24, 2008
via the project website: www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview;

e-mail: mountainview@utah.gov; or phone: 1.800.596.2556.
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Comment 1981

My name is Jacob Smith, | am a resident of Saratoga Springs.

Lam here to give my comment on the Mountain View Corridor and especially on
the east-west connector alternatives. [ fully support the preferred alternative that
connects the proposed Mountain View Corridor to I-15 at 2100 N in Lehi.

The Cedar Valley and Saratoga Springs are expected at build out to more than
200,000 individuals and this same area is one of the fastest growing in the state of
Utah. Congestion is already bad not just for commuters but anyone in this area
who would like to connect with South Salt Lake County or the rest of Utah
County. Main Street in Lehi is a nightmare as is driving through Bluffdale on
Redwood Road. Arterial roads through Lehi are a good idea, only if most of the
commuting traffic can be diverted on to an east-west freeway. I have had the
opportunity to look at Lehi’s 4800 North bridge proposal and it is not a very good
alternative. It will not divert most of the commuting traffic off the roads in
Northwest Utah County. Lehi says it is a better all around plan for many reasons.
The main reason is because it has less impact on a few individuals. 1 hope that
UDOT, Lehi, surrounding communities, and the Federal Highway Authority will
think of what is best for increasing the quality of life for 200,000+ individuals as
well as the economy of Northwest Utah County as a whole rather than the
complaining handful in Lehi. Thank you.
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Comment 1983

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: "Jeremy Morgan" <jmorgan@sleval.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
cc: "Michelle Morgan" <mmorgan@adoptex.org>

Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:05 AM
Subject:  No major freeway on 2100 North

UDOT,

My wife and I own a house close to 2100 north. I have three major
concemns:

1. The future of my children and having to live close to a major
freeway with cars speeding over 65mph,

2. The decrease of our property value.

3. General safety; more people will be driving in the area, my wife
likes to run and walk and the safety of the area would go down.

Please consider the 100s of families that will be affected in this area.
This area has many, many children and they could be affected negatively.

Thanks,

Jeremy Morgan
Valcom Salt Lake City
w 801-262-9277

f 801-262-4752

¢ 801-879-2000

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MWser.context=lx8vn0Uncor8d{3ImS& ltem.dm=81429208&...  1/24/2008
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Print View

jmorgan@slcval.com

www.slcval.com

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MUser.context=Ix8vn0Uncor8d{3Im5& lem.dm=8142920&...  1/24/2008
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Comment 1984

Print View Page 1 of 1

From: William Green <sandman1036@yahoo.com>
<raymontbennett@utah.gov>, <mountainview@utah.gov>, <sr-
92@hwlochner.com>, <gdupair@utah.gov>, <selict@mountainland.org>
Date: Thursday - January 10, 2008 4:56 PM

Subject: comments on transportation projects

To:

i have attached my comments on the various projects in northern Utah County. i have included
the references on wetlands in both the CFR and Washington State Law. let me know if you want
me to assist in further pursuit of this issue. as for 1000 south and the interchange at American
Fork Main Street, | prefer the "southern freeway" be built, but if that is not feasible, i would
prefer an alignment of 1000 south as in option C--the southern SPUI, but running along the
southern side of the railroad tracks rather than cutting through the middle of the agricultural
zone. thanks for your attention to these comments,

William Green

Environmental Consulting

1171 N 250 W

American Fork, UT 84003-2786
uUsa

(801) 763-7921

(253) 228-1558 (message)

email: sandmanl036@yahoo.com

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.

s://email udot. utah. gov!| r.eontext=¢odjz2Qjben2nrl Agh& llem. dm=6352320&...  1/11/2008
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Comment 1985

C on Transg 1on Py Is for northern Utah County Page 1 of 2

C on Transportation Proy

Is for northern Utah County

T have consolidated my comments on the various projects that recently underwent public review. The reason |
have done this is that the main problem in all these projects is the same: a lack of coordination and a
comprehensive approach to the congestion and mobility issues these projects are intended to address. This is
especially evident when all the projects terminate at or near Interstate 15. Although I-15 is the backbone of the
Irun‘zporlallon dumping the traffic I'rom major roads onto |I at various ges will only i

For her trafTic, hfares should be designed to intersect with the interstate, not end

there.

The best example of this is the proposed termini for the Mountain View Highway. The proposal to site the
terminus at 4800 North in Lehi would combine the traffic from the interstate and the highway, which would
create a complete bottleneck between 4800 Nornh and State Route (SR) 92,

Equally, the proposal on 2100 North lacks the same foresight. The highway, as currently proposed just dumps
its traffic onto the interstate. The imterchange ends without connecting to any useful road east of the mterstate,
The connection to 1300 East is Mawed as it only leads back north to SR 92 near its interchange with the
interstate. That would also create a bottleneck. Although an anterial along 2100 North is in the 30 year
transportation plan. there is no connection to it; it is not even mentioned in any of the project proposals. We
need to start thinking about roads in terms of moving traffic from the Oquirrh to the Wasatch mountains, all the
way across the valley.

Ideally, the Mountain View Highway should follow the original route of the “Southern Freeway™ along the
north shore of Utah Lake. 2100 North, if developed, should be extended from Redwood Road 1o Canyon Road.
American Fork Main Street should also be extended to 1000 South in Lehi. The “Southern Freeway™ proposal
meeting the interstate at the Pleasant Grove interchange (exit 275) would connect the highway not only with the
interstate. but also three major arterials in Utah County: the new Timpanogos Parkway. Pleasant Grove
Boulevard, and the recently constructed 700 North in Lindon. Comnecting to this interchange would allow the
trafTic to distribute onto various roads in the county, easing congestion on each,

The major concemn with the “Southern Freeway™ seems to be the destruction of wetlands along Utah Lake.
However, USDOT rules (23 CFR 777) allows for mitigation for wetland loss. It can be easily demonstrated that
the current altematives are not as feasible as the “Southem Freeway™ altemnative. For the first reason, the

s a more direct route; at a better i 1 as noted above; does not disrupt an
agricultural reserve; does not imterrupt railroad .!nd mass transit services; nor L[L<Il<.< a road with many twists,
turns, and hazards for drivers and adj L proy Mitigation could be d on the Old Mill Pond, a
nearby wetland, which could be expanded, EIN] more importantly, set aside as a state wildlife preserve or park,
creating a much needed haven in an increasingly urban area. Alternatively, additional wetlands could be
constructed on the south end of Utah Lake, such at the mouths of the Prove River or Hobble Creek. In some
such as Washington, the Department of Transportation is allowed to do mitigation in ad

actual road construction (see the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 47.12.330)  In the long run,
such mitigation should actually increase the environmental quality for migrating waterfowl and other wildlife.

If the “Southemn Freewa: not acceptable, some consideration should be given to bringing the Mountain
View in at SR 92. How: his would require one of two actions: (1) construction of the highway over the
Thanksgiving Point Golf Course. A separation of grade would be necessary here as the west side of the Golf
Course is the Jordan River, which would require a bridge: supports could be designed so as to not interfere with
the Golf Course—an example of this would be the westem terminus of the Evergreen Point Bridge in Seattle,
which crosses the Washington State Arboretum, or (2) using the current frontage road area bring the highway in
north of Thanksgiving Point and then down to SR 92.

htps://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace/eodjz2Qibgn2nrl Agh/GW AP/ AREF 2 7action=Attachment... 1/11/2008
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Comment 1985 (continued) Comment 1986

Response C on Transportation Proposals for northem Utah County Page 20f 2 Response Mountain View and I-15 Connenters Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 _ ) ) o Chapter 35
At any event, whatever road is constructed across southern Lehi should terminate at the Mountain View .
- Highway, not Redwood Road. Additional right of way should be acquired down the west side of Utah Lake - Keller, Cyndi
35 2 1B prior to development. Not only does this save the state money, it would also provide early notice to developers
re who then could mi ize disruption of residential areas by the road, From: Rupper, H Steve @ CSW-SLC [hsteve.rupper@L-3com.com]
Sent:  Monday, November 26, 2007 9:43 AM
35.2.1F Additional roads should be considered to complete a comprehensive transportation system: an extension of SR To: i15utahcounty@utah gov
92 to the Mountain View Highway. and an extension of Timpanogos Park or other north south corridor
L , " 3 ; ; : i Subject: Mountain View and 1-15 Connente
under Traverse Mountain. through Hog Hollow/Comer Canyon to meet the expanded Highland Drive in ubject: Mountain View a nnemers
3 I' s ool <AV . ‘.I.' sntle 1 Fastel ': ' SI ake ¢ 108 1 1 X d fuel osls ..._.'. R . . . . » . R B .
Draper I'I'lur:.‘?\:“-jl\;nlg_.a :’I r.-rldunu- in ¢astern Utah and Salt Lake counties in time and fuel costs would easily 1 Live in Lehi and think that the Mountain View Corridor is needed today and it should bs a Freeway. [ think
” ) Gl 35.2.1F that 2100 north Lehi is the best Choice for a tor Freeway bet 1-15 and M in View. I can't
The use of parallel roads across Utah County, both east-west and north-south, would relieve congestion on each, believs tht Ifdh'.(.' A AR |.nak|: it m!st-‘lkcs ‘?I G ER et cf:rmdars. Wa.also ne.cd a freeway cnmncf:uon
" v Py : . SR R from Mountain View to the new Pleasant Grove exit on I-15 and this also should be a Freeway. I hope my input
and even reduce strains on the interstate. The need 1o widen Redwood Road is obvious in this re, ually is ot 1o late to stop the madness of Lehi City i g
obwvious is that these roads are past due, All projects should be conducted such that all roads under discussion, : ¢ 1o stop the “ = o
as well as the 2100 North corridor should be completed and in use by 2015 at the latest. .
Thank You
35.31C Finally, a quick question on the express lanes proposed for SR 92: would these lanes require a separation of
grade in order 1o avoid the cross streets and traffic lights? Would access to these lanes be restricted to the
eastem cities, such as Alpine and Cedar Hills? How would these lanes interact with the regular trafTic lanes?
Thank you for your time and attention. 1f you wish to discuss any of this further, I can be contacted by mail at
HITIN 250 W in American Fork, by calling (801) 763-7921, or at my email: sandmanl036@ vahoo.com
Respectlully submitted.
William P. Green
tachment... 1/11/2008 11/29/2007
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Comment 1987 Comment 1988

Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: “Lo Nestman" <Lo.Mestman@zionsbank.com> From: "Brian Preece" <BPreece@sjc.utah.gov>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - January 22, 2008 10:05 AM Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 12:30 PM
Subject:  NO to 2100 North Subject: Preferred Alternative
35.2.7A I am opposed to the 2100 North connector proposal through Lehi because My preference is to have the east west portion of Mountain View corridor
it will DESTROY our community, home values, and wildlife along the 35 2 13A just North of Utah Lake, however, the preferred alternative route as
Jordan River, e out lined by the draft EIS would be my next choice. The Salt Lake
County Alternative proposed by Lehi City does not appear to meet the
Lo B. Nestman needs of the residents and other travelers in the North west portion of
Central Utah Regional Sales Administrator Utah County.
W 801-370-4107
C 801-870-8144
Zions First National Bank Brian Preece
City of Saratoga Springs Resident
DISCLAIMER

The information contained in this email is intended for the sole use of the addressee and is not
for general publication. The information contained in this email may not be the most current
and is subject to change by legislative action, plan review, and/or engineering standards and
requirements. If you need to rely on this information, you should contact the City of South
Jordan, by coming into city hall and requesting a copy of the information through a GRAMA
request form. This email information shall not be considered as legally binding on the City of
South Jordan. If necessary, you should seek independent legal counsel or opinions on these

matters.
hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MWser. context=qweil 8Uhdorclk0Gge&lem dm=73521120...  1/23/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=ipbvzeShkn Sgfe Pmd& tem. dm=2392196...  11/28/2007
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35.2.6A

35B-1024

Comment 1989

Print View
From: "Bandley, Lance" <lance.bandley@aruplab.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 11:52 AM
Subject: Community comments

1 am passing along my comments for the proposed Mountain View Carridor.

My interest in the road pertains to the section connecting Utah County
to Salt Lake County. As a resident of South West part of the Salt Lake
Valley, I will scon be moving from Riverton to Eagle Mountain. My job
will require me to travel from Eagle Mountain to South Jordan on a daily
basis. I look forward to the Mountain View corridor being constructed
as a faster alternative to Redwood Road. 1 like the proposed route
connecting to 800 West in Saratoga Springs.

I feel if it is a toll road that many residents from Eagle Mountain will
drive past the new Mountain View corridor and just take Redwood Road
like they always have to head north. I also wonder if Redwood Road
would still be expanded from Riverton to Lehi if the Mountain View
Corridor is being built. I wouldn't mind seeing the Mountain View
Corridor expanded down from Lehi to connect to the freeway in Pleasant
Grove and Lindon, but again with gas prices already hitting record highs
I don't know if I would be able to afford paying for a toll road.

Just locking at the maps I wouldn't mind seeing a connection from
Redwood through Bluffdale to the Freeway near Draper (Porters
connection), But again if there is a toll for this road, I will just

take the expanded Redwood Road from Eagle Mountain to work in South
Jordan. I know funding is a problem but with gas prices going up and
residents on the West side facing a very large tax increase with the
splitting Jordan school district, it just feels like the West side is

taking an undue tax burden that the rest of the folks are not going to
share.

Lance Bandley
Community Relations Representative

ARUP Blood Services
500 S. Chipeta Way

Salt Lake City, UT 84108

Office: (801) 583-2787 ext. 2639
Toll Free: (800) 242-2787 ext, 2639

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=ipbvzeShikn Sgfe Pmd& tem. dm=2382194...

Page 1 of 2 Response
Section in
Chapter 35
-
11/28/2007

Comment 1989 (continued)

Print View Page 2 of 2

Cell: (801) 870-3200

Fax: (801) 584-5056

E-mail: lance.bandley@aruplab.com
Web: www.utahblood.org

The information transmitted by this e-mail and any included
attachments are from ARUP Laboratories and are intended only for the
recipient. The information contained in this message is confidential
and may constitute inside or non-public information under
international, federal, or state securities laws, or protected health
information and is intended only for the use of the recipient.
Unauthorized forwarding, printing, copying, distributing, or use of
such information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you
are not the intended recipient, please promptly delete this e-mail
and notify the sender of the delivery error or you may call ARUP
Laboratories Compliance Hot Line in Salt Lake City, Utah USA at (+1
(800) 522-2787 ext. 2100

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=ipbvzeShknSgfe Pmd& ltem.dm=2382194...  11/28/2007
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Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From:  “jennifer pettus” <jennifer.pettus@granite.k12.ut.us> From: Brian Kretschmar <bkimages@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - November 13, 2007 9:39 AM Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 8:35 PM
Subject: (no subject)
1 oppose the Mountain View Corridor. We need more mass
35.2.3A Please take a stance on this project and shift the focus and funds to 35.2.3A transportation not more freeways.
creating a more advanced and usable public transportation rather than
another highway. Just moving from Portland, Oregon with a fantastic Brian Kretschmar
light rail system that was always PACKED! That makes more sense than
creating more roads = more promotion of drivers = greater air pollution. BKimages.com
Tharks, Jennifer Pettus 1720 E. Millcreek Circle
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106
801-474-2934
801-599-2913
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Irbup4Smegntoked Aubdltem.dm=2132197...  11/29/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Irbup4Smegntoked Aubdtem.dm=2112197...  11/29/2007
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35.2.9A

35B-1026

Comment 1992

Nowell WebArcoess

Mail Message

Page 1 of 1

N

R Ry v g T (Fresdioter (3 1 [ (2
Mail Properties
From: <lisagentry @digis.net> Monday - Movember 12, 2007 11:02 AM

To: <mountamyiew@utah govs=
Subject: Please don't destray my neighbarhoad 111!
Attachments: Mime.822 (2541 bytes) [View] [Save As]

To Whom It May Concern:

I strongly oppose the 2100 North connector proposal because 1t will DECREASE my property
value, it DIVIDES the fine ity of Leht, and it will DESTROTY the waildlife habitat and fragile
ecosystem along the Jordan River. For these reasons and others, such as noise and air pollution,
obiject to this freeway Lehi City's smaller, boulevard-type proposal is what T support to ease the
traffic congestion 1n our area

PLEAZE don't put afreeway in so many Lehi families' backyards| We are AGATNST it

Sincerely

Lisa Gentry
(801) 691-3064
2153 N. 2600 W.
Lehi UT 34043

hitps:ffemal udot utah govigwiwebacc?ach on=Itemn Read&User context=lrbup4SmegntkedAub.

I

11/28/2007
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Comment 1993

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Stetson Lowe" <stetsonlowe@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 8:09 AM
Subject: 2100 North Connector

I would like to comment on the proposed 2100 North Connector in Lehi. Iam
ALL FOR THIS. As a former resident of lehi I still own a home there and

still want whats best for property values and I think that this is best. I

am a current resident of saratoga springs I have always thought that the

2100 North area is a natural fit for a connector road from I-15 to Red Wood
Road. Lehi and Saratoga Springs need this road ASAP as it is getting harder
and harder to get down lehi main street, Something needs to be done NOW not
5 years from now. I am all for this proposed connector road and will

support it any way I can.

Stetson Lowe
Saratoga Springs

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=Irbup4Smegntoked Aubd ltem.dm=2042197...  11/29/2007
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Comment 1994 Comment 1995
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: <antelopestephen@netscape.net> From: BRADLEY NIELSON <bknielson@prodigy.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 7:08 AM Date: Monday - November 12, 2007 1:11 AM
Subject: Mountain View Corridar Subject: Maountain View Corridor
35.2.10A NO TOLL!? It's not fair that we pay taxes for roads and then be the only public road in the state 35.2.7C It's about time we got another freeway/major connector in Utah County. Waiting will only cause
that charges a toll. It is easy for people who don't live on the west side to vote to make this? a more delays, more traffic, more problems. If the 2100 route makes the most sense, start
toll road. Those of us who would need to use it on a daily basis should not suffer. Carla Stephen building.
Kellie Nielson
Check Out the new free AIM(R) Mail -- Unlimited storage and industry-leading spam and email
virus protection,
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=lIrbup4Smegnoked Aubd lem.dm=2032196... 11/29/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=lIrbup4Smegnoked Aubdtem.dm=2022196... 11/29/2007
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Comment 1996

Print View Page 1 of 1

From: "HARLEY AND DEEMNA PETERSON" <hardeepete@msn.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Sunday - November 11, 2007 6:08 PM

Subject: 2100 N Lehi

We strongly support the proposed Mountain View Corridor connector at 2100 N in Lehi!!
The Petersons

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mx9ng0SnOum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=198217... 11/29/2007
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From: "Natalie Young" <nolutefan@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 10:24 PM

Subject: My Comments

I am opposed to the Mountain View corridor because of these reasons:

The Design and the location - I don't like the design and I think that udot
can come up with a better location a few miles north of 2100 north to build
this thing.

The effect on our health with the increased pollution so close to Lehi homes
and schools.

The negative effect on future Lehi commercial development in the area.
Taking away that land will do nothing for the city.

I don't know how much of a difference my comments will make, but I am
strongly opposed to this. I don't like that fact that our source of future
income for the city Lehi is being taken away from us. Do the right thing
and build it somewhere else a little further north. Thank you.

I am not opposed to building it somewhere...just not where it is proposed.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mx9ng0SnOum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=258219... 11/29/2007
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From: "Benjamin Rackham" <bvr0806@westminstercollege.edu>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 11:09 PM
Subject: My concerns about the proposed Mountain View Corridor
Hello there,

My name is Ben Rackham. I'm a graduate of both Hillside Elementary and Hunter High School.
I'm writing you because the proposed Mountain View Corridor on 5800 West would cut through
my childhood neighborhood and would do irreparable harm to its people and land. In
elementary school, I played in the schoolyard that borders the open field in question and would
border the proposed corridor. There's no denying that this corridor would prove a threat to the
children that play in that schoolyard today, not only in terms of the potential for bodily injury but
also in terms of the air and noise pollution the corridor would inflict upon the children of Hillside
Elementary.

My high school, which forms the other border with the field in question, also borders 5600 West,
a sprawling expanse of asphalt and cement. The proposed corridor would effectively sandwich
Hunter High between two rivers of traffic, choking it and the surrounding neighborhoods with car
exhaust. Before reverting to this unhealthy and ecologically damaging alternative, I urge you, as
a citizen, taxpayer and native of West Valley City, to pursue the more feasible and friendly
alternatives of increasing public transportation options along 5600 West. A light rail line, for
example, could serve the burgeoning population of West Valley City up and down 5600 West and
could potentially connect to the main rail at the proposed airport extension. As West Valley City
continues to flourish and its population continues to grow, we must implement sustainable
solutions for our transportation needs--and not quick fixes chock-full of problems like the
Mountain View Corridor,

Sincerely,

Benjamin Rackham
Salt Lake City, UT

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mxng0SnOumPhseFmf&llem.dm=259219... 11/29/2007
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Print View Page 1 of |
From: <davenmar@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 5:55 AM

‘We live in Utah County, and just wanted to let you know that we are HUGELY in favor of the
proposed freeway, particularly the main proposal that picks up at the PG exit and carries you
down to Saratoga. The current access to the West side of Utah County is completely frustrating,
and something obviously must be done. Let's freeway the whole thing and provide quicker,
safer access. My only complaint is that is has to take so long to even get it approved... Gotta do
it, though, right? Thanks,

Dave & Marianne Wilcock

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mxng0SnOumPhseFmf&ltem.dm=260218... 11/29/2007
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Respons_e Print View Page 1 of | Respons_e

Section in Section in

Chapter 35 Chapter 35
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Comments to the Mountain View Corridor
From: Cameron Alston Cova <cameroncova@yahoo.com:> ) ) o
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> Draft Envir Impact
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:01 PM
Subject: Utah Moms for Clean Air and Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment Comments o
Submitted by:
Utah Moms for Clean Air

Attached are the comments to the Mountain View Corridor DEIS prepared by Utah Moms for Clean J And

Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment. Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment

Thank you for your consideration.
Cameron Cova

Utah Moms for Clean Air
Chair, Transportation Committee

Introduction

Utah suffers from a serious air quality problem. During times of winter inversion, the

Wasatch Front is among the ten most acutely polluted areas in the country. During the hot

'Efr%krri;?rf;astﬁwrm%t:hzg?%zgscgeallmst:p,'ftools search.yahoo.com/ arch/category.php? summers, ozone levels can also rise to alarming levels. The brown haze that hangs over us is
category=shopping

more than an eyesore - it literally sickens those who live here, especially the most vulnerable in
our society: children, pregnant women, fetuses, the elderly, and anyone with compromised

health. This pollution is largely, though not entirely, the result of motor vehicles.

Against the backdrop of this air quality reality, Utah is also at a development crossroads.
The state is growing rapidly — adding population faster than almost any other state in the country.
We have large swaths of undeveloped land that are likely to be filled with residential, industrial,
and corporate development. The Mountain View Corridor is a crucial piece of this development
puzzle in the state. The Western valley is still in its nascent development period, and decisions
made now will shape the development patterns for generations. We have the opportunity to
shape this development in a way that is cconomically robust while alse ensuring a high quality of

life and safe and healthy air quality for all those living here.
:

hutps:/femail.udot.utah. gov/gw/webacc User.c Tk IVehskeescBg9&liem.dm=872z320&... 1/25/2008
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A well-designed transportation plan, with robust public transit and well-placed, correctly-
sized roadways, will shape that development for the common good. On the other hand, poor

transportation decisions made now will negatively affect generations of Utahns.

While our organizations recognize that the growing population base in the western edge

of the valley will require increased transportation options, we believe that the preferred

1| i 1 in the M in View Corridor Draft Envi 1 Impact §

(hereinafter referred to as “the DEIS™) does not adequately balance the need for increased road
capacity with the parallel, and we argue paramount, need for improved air quality and improved
transportation alteratives. In addition, the preferred alignment of the road, along 5800 West, is
particularly problematic due to the known and serious health risks to those who live and attend
school near its path. Specifically, four schools are within 500 meters of the proposed freeway, a
distance that has been shown to be associated with poor lung development; three of those schools
would be within 250 yards of the freeway, a distance that has been shown to be associated with
an increase in, among other diseases, childhood cancer. The DEIS inadequately analyzes and
discloses these health effects to the public and decision makers, making it impossible for them to

make informed decisions about the future health and welfare of the state.

Utah Moms for Clean Air and Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment believe that
two fundamental changes must be made to the preferred altemnative presented in the DEIS in
order to adequately protect the health and welfare of those living along the Wasatch Front, as

well as those attending school near the proposed freeway:

1) The alignment of the freeway along 5800 West must be abandoned. This alignment

places children attending school nearby the freeway at an unacceptable risk of

2
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Comment 2000 (continued)

loping serious and | ially life-long health problems, with a series of related
health and economic costs. UDOT should consider other alignments for the road that
do not pass nearby schools,

2) The plan must include robust public transportation earlier in the development cycle so
transit is built at the same time, or preferably before, the roadway in order to improve

air quality along the entire Wasatch Front.

A) Alignment of the Proposed Freeway along 5800 West Places Schoolchildren at Risk.

1) What the plan calls for.

The preferred altemative in the DEIS, a six to eight lane freeway running along 5800
West, lies within 500 meters of four schools: Hunter High School, Hunter Junior High School,
Hillside Elementary and Whittier Elementary, Three of those scheols are within 500 feer of the
proposed freeway: Hunter High, Whitticr and Hillside. For those children living in the school
boundary arca, these schools represent the facilities they will attend during their entire thirteen-
year primary education career. For example, the children who start at Whittier Elementary
proceed to Hunter Jr. High and then move to Hunter High School will spend an average of eight
hours a day, five days a week, from the time they are five or six years old until they are
seventeen or eighteen years old within 500 meters of the freeway. As discussed below, this

proximity 1o the highway will place these children at an

risk of developing serious

health problems.

2) Why the preferred alternative presented in the DEIS fails,

35B-1031
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the DEIS, in violation of NEPA.

Protecting the health of Utahns, specifically those most vulnerabl

a. The proximity of the freeway to school children presents serious and

unacceptable health effects which are not discussed or disclosed fully in

the public.

tuded

discases, illnesses, and lung development problems.

of Air and Waste Management Association 50:175-180.

should be among the paramount concerns of the state. Unfe 1y the DEIS
preferred alternative a freeway alignment that will place school children at an unacceptable risk

of health problems. In addition, the DEIS fails to adequately discuss or disclose those risks to

The DEIS mentions in cursory fashion a handful of recemt studies that show an
association between proximity to freeways and harm to public health, (DEIS at 12-33 through
12-35). This analysis is clearly inadequate given the gravity of the issues at stake, WE have
as A lix A to these a summary of published, peer-reviewed studies that

conclude that exposure to exhaust fumes from vehicles on freeways is linked to a varicty of

For example, a 2000 Denver study showed that children living within 250 yards of streets
or highways with 20,000 vehicles per day are six times more likely to develop all types of cancer

and eight times more likely to get leukemia.! A 2004 lalian study found similar results,

! Pearson, Wachtel; Robert L. Pearson, and Kristic Ebie. (2000). Distance-weighted traffic
density in proximity to a home is a risk factor for leukemia and other childhood cancers., Jowrnal
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? Crosignani P ;Tittarclli A; Borgini A;Codazzi T; Rovelli A; Porro E; Contiero P; Bianchi N;

Iuding that childhood leub was almost four times higher for heavily exposed children

compared to children who did not live near madways,’

Other studies show clear correlation between traffic exhaust and asthma. For example, a

study of 1,498 children in 13 schools found a positive relationship between school proximity to

highways and asthma occurrence. Truck traffic i ity and the ion of

measured in schools were found to be significantly associated with chronic respiratory

symptoms.”

Proximity to roadways has also been correlated with reduced lung function and
development in children. In a very recent Lancet study, children from 12 southern California
communities who lived within 500 meters of a freeway were found to have substantial deficits in
respiratory volume and flow, compared with children who lived at least 1500 meters from a

freeway. The study showed that both local exp 10 and regional air pollution had

detrimental, and indcpendent, effects on lung-function growth.*

Due 1o our geography-induced i ions, PM 2.5 pollution is of particular concem in

Utah. PM 2.5 is widely agreed to be among the most health threatening types of emissions —

Tagliabue G; Fissi R; Rossitto F; Berrino F. Childhood Leukemia and Road Traffic: A
population-based Case-Control study. International Jowrnal of Cancer, 2004, V108, N4 (FEB
10), P 596-599.

*Van Vliet, P., M. Knape, et al. (1997).Motor vehicle exhaust and chronic respiratory symptoms
in children living near fi ys. Envi 1 R h., T4(2): 122-32,

* Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to 18 years of age: a cohort study.
The Lancer, Volume 369, Issue 9561, Pages 571-577. W. Gauderman, H. Vora, R. McConnell,
K. Berhane, F. Gilliland, D. Thomas, F. Lurmann, E. Avol, N. Kunzli, M. Jerrett.
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because of its tiny size, PM 2.5 can penetrate deeply into lung tissuc and cven pass info the

blood . The Federal Envi 1P ion Agency published a Criteria Document for
Particulate Matter summarizing a substantial number of peer-reviewed scientific studies that
show a clear correlation between exposure to fine particulate matter (PM 2.5) and a number of
serious health effects, including increased risk of cancer, fatal heart attacks, strokes, and
respiratory diseases.” In fact, because particulate matter has been shown to be damaging to
human health at even lower levels than previously thought, the EPA recently revised the PM 2.5
air quality standards, Given these findings, UDOT had an obligation to fully consider this
evidence when estimating, and disclosing to the public, the adverse health effects of emissions

from: the highway.

In fact, in recognition of the serious health effects of locating a school and a freeway in
proximity to one another, California recently passed a state law prohibiting any new school
construction within 500 feet of a freeway. Although such a law docs not yet exist in Utah, the
DEIS should take into account the changing legal landscape with respect to school and freeway
proximity, as more and more evidence accumulates that close proximity of those uses put human
health at risk,

Providing convenient transportation cannot and should not trump protecting children
from harm. The health risks of the alignment of the proposed freeway along 5800 West are real
and must be given much greater weight in the DEIS so that the public and the decision-malkers

can understand the true costs of the road.

* Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter (EPA/600/P-
99/002aF, EPA/G00/P-99/002bF {2004)
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Comment 2000 (continued)

b. The DEIS fails to adequately consider and disclose the air pollution that

will result from the freeway.

The DEIS fails to take the air quality of the immediate surrounding arca of the freeway

into proper account.

Specifically, the DEIS fails to include an adequate evaluation or analysis of the health

impacts of fine particulate matter and air toxics from motor vehicle emissions that will result

from the apy 1 and ion of the proposed freeway. it is known that the

proposed freeway, in its 5800 West alignment, would pass perilously close to four schools, this

failure is

and, as 1 below in section A.3.a (pages 8-10), unnecessary since
methods exist that would allow the impacts of the freeway on nearby residents and

schoolchildren to be measured.

A sul ial number of | i 1 scientific studics show the serious negative health
impacts of mobile-source fine particulate matter and air toxics emissions, especially on persons
living or attending school near major roadways, as discussed above and in the appendices hereto.
These studics support the argument that the analysis of particulate matter and air pollution in the
DEIS is inadequate because it fails to evaluate the local impacts of fine particulate emissions and

of the Nati

air toxics emissions, in violation of the I Policy Act.

q

Given the seriousness of the health problems associated with proximity to freeways, as
discussed in detail above, and the fact that once this freeway is built it will continue to have
impacts for generations, it is unacceptable to us that the health effects of this frecway are not

taken into greater account prior its authorization.

35B-1033
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Comment 2000 (continued)

Furthermore, the expectation in the DEIS that cleancr fuels and cmissions regulations
will have a large positive impact on the air pollution created by the project is overstated. The
very recent (2008) California South Coast Air Quality Management District Multiple Air Toxics

Exposure Study (MATES I11) indicates that despite reductions in vehicle emissions from cleaner

Sfuefs, exposure 1o the concentration of air toxics near major transportation corridors is still

associated with unacceptably high cancer risks. Any transportation strategy that relies only on
future "cleancr” fuels to proteet public health is likely to be inadequate. Any comfort derived
from the prospeet that cleaner fuels will reduce air toxics at some time in the future also ignores
the medical realitics that exposure to air toxics has a profoundly disproportionate impact on fetal
and childhood development leading to a startling array of adult morbidities. For example, the
EPA acknowledges that 50% of lifetime cancer risk is accumulated by the age of two. Toxicity
of heavy metal exposure can be thousands of times greater during fetal development than even
later on in childhood.

Those individuals cxposed to heavy traffic exhaust carly in life will not have their health

| i i by the i luction of cleaner fucls after they have passed those
important stages in physical or neurological development. To rely on the sirategy that the arca
will gradually become cleaner essentially sacrifices the health of thousands of children exposed

during critical developmental years,
c. The DEIS does not consider the economic costs related to the health

effects of the freeway.

In addition to failing to properly address the health effects of the freeway, the DEIS also
fails to account for the economic costs associated with those health effects. The DEIS assigns

economic values to factors such as delays caused by traffic congestion and performs a
g
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cost/benefit analysis between the alternatives based on the amount of cconomic harm caused by
hoeurs spent stuck in traffic. The DEIS completely fails to account for the cconomic impact of

the health problems likely to be associated with the freeway, however.

Although dollar figures could never adequatcly measure the true impact of health
problems as they relate to the individuals harmed, their families, and their communities, it can
still act as a crude way of accounting for the financial impact of vehicle exhaust pollution. The
cost of health care is a huge burden at the personal, corporate, and government level. The costs

associated with illness caused by pollution includes eurrent and future medical bills, reduced

longevity of the population, reduced productivity of workers, and increased insurance costs, to
name a few specific measures.  If rerouting the freeway away from schools can prevent health
problems from developing in the school children in the planned path of the freeway, it is

ppropriate (o leave those

out of the decisi king process.
3) What should be done?

a. UDOT should Assess Health Impacts from Fine Particulate Matter and
Mobile-Source Air Toxics, Particularly Where the Road Passes Nearby

Schools.

The DEIS fails to include a robust health impact assessment for pollutants that are known
to have adverse health impacts, as required under NEPA. Such assessments must be made

before any final decision can be made about the project.

The DEIS indicates that that the Mountain View Freeway will increase mobile-source air
toxic (“MSAT") emissions in the study area by nine to twelve percent relative to a non-build

9
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alternative, due primarily to increased VMT for the build altemative. (DEIS at 12-36).

However, the DEIS docs not eval localized MSAT emissions and ions near the

freeway, These emissions are especially likely to be of concem in the carly years of operation of
the road, when MSAT emissions can be expected to be at their highest levels (because older

maore polluting vehicles will still be on the road in greater numbers). UDOT states that it is

unable to eval localized ations or health effects because of uncertainties in

the MOBILES.2 model and uncenainties surrounding the health effeets of MSAT pollutants,
(DEIS at 12-32). However, exposure and risk assessment tools exist that UDOT could use to
establish the degree of risk roadside populations would face from exposure to fine particulate

matier, MSAT emissions and diesel particul

< ot

pecifically, two di are to assess the risks to human health from

b onrl 50

particulate matter and mobile-source air toxics. Both of

with csti of the “dose-resy " function (an

of the risk of a specific health effect

in response to a specified exposure to the pollutant) 1o produce an estimate of risk associated

with that exposure. One method is based on epidemiologic data that cstablishes how the risk of

particular health cffects changes with exposure to particular pollutants, The second method
assesses cancer risks from exposure to MSATS as a result of the freeway by estimating changes
in the concentrations of the six priority MSATs using EPA's MOBILEG.2 model. Both of these
methods, as well as examples of where and how they have been used, are discussed at length in

Dr. John Balbus April 2006 Statement, Appendix B,

b. UDOT should address the cconomic costs related to health impacts.
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As discussed above, the DEIS should consider the economic costs associnted with the
negative health effects of the freeway generally, and specifically the costs associated with the
health effects of its proposed alignment near the schools. Considering the economic benefit of
reduced traffic delays and congestion without comparing those benefits with the economic costs
of the health impacts fails to reveal the true economic reality of the planned highway, and makes

a true, holistic companison of the alternatives impossible,

¢. UDOT should align freeway along 7200 West or consider other

alternatives.

I the road must be authorized before determining what the health effects of that choice
will be, at the very least the alignment of the freeway must be shified 1o reduce the known
impact of the vehicle exhaust on children. For this reason, of the alternatives included in the
DEIS, the 7200 West alternative is preferable to the 5800 West alignment because it does not
pass in such closc proximity to schools. Also, as indicated in the DEIS, the 7200 West
alternative produces shightly less MSATs and particulate matter than the 5800 West alternative,
which, in and of itself, argues for shifting the alignment away from 5800 West. However, we
argue that because the health impacts include both the acute response to local pollution and the
overall detriment to the health of people living all along the Wasatch Front, any other alternative
alignment or transportation development plan that reduces the negative health effects of traffic

exhaust also must be considered by UDOT before settling on a final road building plan.

11
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B) Public Transportation Sequencing is Flawed

1) What the plan calls for.

Although the DEIS does set forth a plan for public transportation along 5600 West, the
sequencing of the implementation of that transit system comes far too late to have a positive
impact on Utah’s serious air quality problems. The Wasatch Front Regional Plan does not

include any transit along 5600 West before the year 2030, Delaying transit until that time will

have ptable long-term negative impacts on the transit ridership of the western valley.

The DEIS sequencing analysis states that there is no positive impact associated with
building transit first. This statement is based largely on the opinions of currently-in-office
elected officials in the municipalitics along the corridor as to what their expectations are for
development in their arcas.  This is an inadequate and flawed analysis, Awareness of the
regional air quality problem has grown significantly in the last few years. The media has ramped
up its reporting of the problem and grassroots groups such as ours are getting more and more

involved with the issue; as a result, the public is b ing more i ing ing our “air

shed” and protecting the children and others who live here from the harmful effects of air

pollution,

Citizen demand for public transit is growing every day and what may scem to be out of
reach now, may very well be considered an obvious choice in the future. Likewise, awareness of
planning in a way that encourages public transit ridership has been developing over time.  As
one recent example of the shifting attitude toward public transportation, in November 2006 Utah

voters overwhelmingly voted to raise their own taxes to add TRAX lines in Salt Lake County

12
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and finish building the FrontRunner commuter rail from Ogden to Provo. This vote clearly

the public’s ¢ i to mass transit. This reality is not reflected in the DEIS.

Furt! , the lack of transit-first apy: h also goes against the advice of the Governor's

Blue Ribbon Advisory Council whose October 2007 report urged an aggressive mass transit

stralegy.

2) Why the plan fails.

a. Air Quality problem in Utah is serious and requires immediate action.

On certain days, Utah’s air quality is among the worst in the country for acute spikes of
pollution, PM 2.5 pollution is of particular concern here, and Salt Lake County will be in non-
attainment for this pollutant under newly revised EPA guidelines. Awarcness of the seriousness
of the problem has grown and the question now is not whether there is a problem, but what can

we do to improve it as soon as possible.

b. Public transit decisi will drive devel patterns and driving

habits.

Properly planned public transportation can shape the way the entire western side of the
valley is developed. If robust public wansportation (preferably light rail that conneets to the
current Trax system) is put into place, development will be oriented 1o take advantage of that

public transportation.
€. What should be in the plan?

Utah Moms for Clean Air and Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment believe that

robust publie transit should be built at the same time as, or preferably before the proposed road.

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT




Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

Comment 2000 (continued)

Specifically, a fully integrated, center-running light rail system that connects with Trax, we
believe, will have the greatest positive impact on local and regional air quality. Light rail has
proven to be a huge success in Utah, with rider statistics far ountpacing the forccasts predicted by
the modeling preceding the projects. If the transit system is built before the freeway, or at the

very latest at the same time as the freeway, development and driving patterns in the arca will be

fundamentally altered in a way that protects our air shed (despite the DEIS pli to the
contrary).  Simply put, under a transit-first approach, fewer people will drive and more people
will ride public transit - the exact recipe Utah needs to address our eritical air pollution

problems,

Conclusion

Utah has the opportunity to make transportation decisions in the undeveloped westem
edge of the ;'allcy that will impact generations of its residents. If planned well, the transportation
can serve the needs of those living, working and traveling in and out of that section of the state
while also preserving and protecting the health of our most vulnerable communitics. If planned
poorly, thousands of Utahns will literally suffer the consequences.

New health studies summarized in these comments show that emissions from a project
camrying over 100,000 vehicles per day, as the Mountain View Corridor is expected to do, will be

increased

associated with childhood caneer, impai of children’s lung d

incidents of asthma and other allergy-related conditions in children among other health

problems for those living or attending school within 500 meters of the freeway,  Adults will be

at greater risk of cardiovascular disease, and the elderly living in the corridor will expericnee

il PR T sy

triggers the oblig: to the freeway along
14
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with other altemnatives to avoid or minimize these effects, and to determine whether the highway
is in the best overall public interest.

Likewise, due to the overall air pollution problems in the state, a robust public transit
strategy is needed. Simply allowing the Mountain View Corridor region to develop around a
freeway would condemn our future to continued poor air quality. Public transportation added
into the mix as an afterthought would be hobbled in its ability to truly provide for the region’s

transportation needs.

Respectfully Submitted:

Utah Moms for Clean Air

and

Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment
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APPENDIX A
In this appendix we summarize the studics showing the link between traffic-related
pollution and health risks. The medical data regarding increased public health risks to residents

who live within 500 to 1500 ft. of a major roadway and especially one with heavy diesel traffic is

i

very clear. The use of indi 10 Assess x| is appropriate but should not be

interpreted as demonstrating that observed health effects are related only to exposures to the
indicators. It is plausible if not likely that exposure to the complex mixture of traffic-related
pollution is more harmful than exposure W only one or two of the primary constituents of the
mixture.

The studics also suggest that health risks are clevated at traffic counts in the thousands
and low tens of thousands of vehicles per day, far below the anticipated traffic on the Mountain
View Corridor freeway. Strengths of the new studies include the fact that sevemal involve
following cohorts of children over time, which provides more certainly in the diagnosis of
asthma and other conditions.

The most alarming of the studics mentioned here are those that indicate extremely high
concentrations of ultrafine particulate matter near freeways, the growing undersianding of the

uniquely toxic effects of ultrafines and the just rel i data on i ine growth

from only modest traffic related air pollution. Taken together all these studies strongly suggest
that UDOT must more closely assess the true health impact of the Mountain View Corridor on

those mast likely to be affected.
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etween Air Pollut

ancer

Children Living Near Busy Roads More Likely to Develop Leukemia and Cancer

A 2000 Denver study showed that children living within 250 yards of streets or highways with 20,000
wehicles per day are six times more likely to develop all types of cancer and eight times more likely to get
leukemia, The study looked at associations between traffic density, power lines, and all childhood cancers
with measurements obtained in 197% and 1990, It found a weak association from power lines, but a strong

with hig] It sugg 1 that Volatile Organic Compound pollution from traffic may be
the cancer promoter causing the problem.

Pearson, Wachicl, Robert L Pearson, and Kristic Ehic. (2000). Di ighted iraffic ity i 1o & home is a risk Bactor for
leukoemia and other childhood o of Air and Waxte Anociation $0:175-180.

Road Traffic Contributes to the Origin of Childhood Leukemia

A 2004 Ttalian study found that childhood leukemia is partially caused by roadside emissions in the
Province of Varese. The authors cond 1 a population-based, case- lted study in the Provinee of
Varese, northern laly, which was covered by a population-based cancer registry. Their study found that
the risk of childhood leukemia was almost four times higher for heavily exposed children compared to
children whose homes were not exposed to road traffic emissions of benzene. Children either inhale
benzene as a gas or particulate matter which has absorbed benzene, Their model included traffic density
divided into two groups-one greater and one less than 10,000 vehicles per day, distance, and weather
conditions to estimate benzene concentration. The researchers’ data suggests that motor vehicle traffic
emissions are involved in the onigin of childhood lenkemia.

“Childhood Leukemia sad Road Traffic: A population-based Casc-Conirol shady. “Crosigeani P Tittarelh A; Borgini A Codara T; Rovelli A;
Poro B; Contiero P; Bianchi N; Taghisbeoe G Fissi R; Roasing F; Berrino F. Infernatiomal Jowrmal of Cancer, 2004, VIOE, N4 (FER 10, P 596
599,

Exposure to Cancer-Causing Benzene Higher for Children Living Near High Traffic Arcas

German researchers compared 48 children who lived in a central urban area with high traffic density with
72 children who lived in a small city with low traffic density. They found that the blood levels of benzene
in children wha lived in the high-traffic-density arca were 71 percent higher than those of children who
lived in the low-traffic-density area. Blood levels of toluene and carboxyhemoglobin (formed after
breathing carbon ) were also significantly clevated (56 percent and 33 percent higher,
respectively) among children regularly exposed to vehicle pollution. Aplastic anemia, a serious condition
in which bone marrow stops producing blood cells, and leukemia were associated with excessive
expasure o benzene.

Jermasm B, L Hajimsragha, A. Beockbaus, | Froier, U, Bwen, A. Roscovana: Exposare of children to benzene and other meotor vehicle
emistions. Zentralblatt fur Hygione wnd Umweltmedizin 189:50-61, 1989,
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Motor Vehicle Exhaust Dominates Cancer Risk from Air Pollution

The most comprehensive study of urban oxic air pollution ever undertaken shows that motor vehicles and
other mobile sources of air pollution are the pred source of sing air poll in
Southern California, O\'cmll. the study shuwcﬂ that motor vehicles and other mobile sources accounted
for about 90 pereent of the cancer risk from toxic air pollution, most of which is from diesel soot (70
percent of the cancer risk). Industries and other stationary sources accounted for the remaining 10 percent.
The study showed that the highest risk is in urban areas where there is heavy traffic and high
concentrations of population and industry.

South Caast Air Quality Managemeos District, Mukiiple Air Tankes Exposvee Study-il. March 2000,

Traffic Related Cancer Risk Still High After Introduction of Cleaner Fuels

In a follow up to the above mentioned study, the California South Coast Air Quality

M District ially rep d the study during a period of six to cight years later
after eleaner fuels had been introduced to the marketplace. They found that mobile sources still
represented 94% of the overall air toxic related cancer risk with diesel exhaust being the major
component of that risk. Levels of air toxics both monitored and modeled showed varying
reductions in concentration from the first study to the second, and the overall cancer risk had
dropped by 17% to 1.2 per thousand. Nonetheless, the cancer risks were still unacceptably high
and highest in the vicinity of transportation corridors.

Sowth Coast Alr Csality Management Distriet. Mubiple Alr Toxics Exposure Stiidy-111, Macch 2008 Currenily in deaft form,

Cancer Risk Higher Near Major Sources of Air Pollution, Including Highways

A 1997 English study found a cancer corridor within three miles of highways, airports, power plants, and
other major polluters. The study examined children who died of leukemia or other cancers from the years
1953-1980, where they were born and where they died. It found that the greatest danger lies a few
hundred yards from a highway or polluting facility and decreases as vou get further away from the
facility.

Ko and Cillwan (1997). Hazard presimities of chilod cancers in Great Britain from 19531980, Jourmal of Epkdemitogy and Communliy
Heat, S1: 151-158,

Soot Particulate Matter Linked to Lung Cancer and Cardiopulmonary Mortality
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A recent study appearing in the Journal of the American Medical Association showed that day-to-day
exposure 1o soot or fine particulate matier, a major P of tailpipe pollution i d the risk of
various adverse health effects, More specifically

2 1 1 m

the study shows that each 10 microgram in finc air leads to an 8 percent
increased risk of lung cancer deaths, a 6 percent risk of cardiopul ¥ lity (heart

attacks and strokes) and & percent increased nisk of death from general causes.

Poges A 1 Rk P, B, o o Lt Cunca, oKy il s L e Saptouro T P Al
Pollotion, Kuumad of the Americam Mealcis! Assochation, March 6 2002— Vol 287, No.

ing the Associat Vi : T

Increasing Public Transportation and Cutting Traffic Reduces Asthma Attacks

This 2001 Journal of the American Medical Association study found that increasing public transpertation
along with other traffic control measures during the 1996 Attanta Olympics reduced acute asthma attacks
by up to 44 percent in children, reduced ozone concentrations by 28 percent, and morning peak traffic by
22.5 percent. These data provide support for efforts to reduce air pollution and improve health via
reductions in motor vehicle traffic.

Friodinamn, Michack; Kenneth Powell MIY; Loci Hutwagner, Lenay Grahani; Gorald Teague. Impact of Changes in Transpoetation and Commuting

Behavions During the 1996 Susmer Olympic Gamer in Allants on Air Quality and ChilBood Ashma, Jowrmf of the Awericon Medioal
Agsociation, 2001 ; 283897505,

Truck Traffic Linked to C] Asthma Hospitali

A study in Erie County, New York (excluding the city of Buffalo) found that children living in
neighborhoods with heavy truck raffic within 220 yards of their homes had increased risks of asthma

T The study ined hospital admi for asthma amongst children ages 0-14, and
residential proximity to roads with heavy traffic. Lin, Shao;

Jean Pierve Muise, Syni-An I[Iw!| Edwand Fatagorald: and Michae! R. Caya, (2002). Childhood Asthma Hospitalization and Residential
Exposure to State Route Traflle, B Section A, Vol £, pp, 7381,

Traffic-Related Air Pollution Associated with Respiratory Symptoms in Two Year Old Children

This cohont study in the Netherlands found that twe year old children who are exposed to higher Icw:ls of

traffic-related air pollution are more likely to have self-reported y illnesses, neludi
/i /th: infi and reperting of physician-diagnosed asthma, flu or senious cold.
Beauer, Dy Michach ). et al (2002). Asr Pollution from Traffic and the I Resperatony d Allergic

Symploms i Childea, Americar Joural of Respiratory and Crition! Care Medicte, Vol. 166 pp 10921098,
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Asthma Symptoms Caused by Truck Exhaust

A study was conducted in Munster, Germany to determine the relationship between truck traffic and
asthma symptoms. In total, 3,703 German students, between the ages of 12-15 years, completed a written
and video questionnaire in 1994-1995. Positive iations between both wheezing and allergic rhinitis
and truck traffic were found duning a 12 month period. F di bles, includi
indicators of socio-cconomic status, smoking, tc., did not alter the assocmnmss substantially.

Duauna, 1; 8K Weiland, of al. {1996) The association b aif- d symp [ asth d imitis and traffic
density on street of resideso in sdolescents, Epidemiology 7(6)5TE- ?G

¥ ¥ of a Child’s

to Major Reads Linked to Hospital Admissions for Asthma

A study in Birmingham, United Kingdom, determined that living near major roads was associated with
the risk of hospital admission for asthma in children younger than five years of age. The area of residence
and traffic flow patterns were compared for children admitted to the hospital for asthma, children
admitted for non-respiratory reasons, and a random sample of children from the community. Children
admitted with an asthma diagnosis were significantly more likely to live in an arca with high traffic flow
(more than 24,000 vehicles! 24 hrs) located along the nearest segment of main road.

Edwards, 1 5 Waliers, e al, (1954). Hospital sdmissions for asthma in preschool childe ionshiy jor raads im Birmis United
Kingdom. Aschives of Enviromnental Health 49(4): 223.7.

Asthma More Commaon for Children Living Near Highways

A study of nearly 10,000 children in England found that wheezing illness, including asthma, was more
likely with increasing proximity of 2 child’s home to main roads. The risk was greatest for children living
within 90 yards of the road,

Vena ot al. (2001), Living Near A Mais Road and the Risk of Wheezing Winess in Children. Amevicar Jowona! of Rexpirasory

il Critical Carve Medicine. Vel 164, pp 2177-2150.

Exposure to Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) from Vehicles Exacerbates Asthma Attacks

Researchers at St. Mary"s Hospital in Portsmouth, England determined that while 80 percent of asthma
attacks are initially causcd by viral i i T 1o traffic poll can increase symptoms as
much as 200 percent. The team d the of 114 asthmatic children between ages cight-
cleven from nensmoking families over almost a whole year. They found a strong correlation between
higher NO2 pollution and the severity of an attack.

Chasshan, A.J., &1 al. Persanal xposure to mitrogen diaxide (NOZ) and the soverity of virus-induced ssthisa fn ehildeon, Lancet Valume 161 lisue
373 Page 1939,
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A School’s Proximity to Highways Associated with Asthma Preval

A study of 1,498 children in 13 schools in the Provinee of Sowh Holland found a positive relationship
between school proximity to high and asthma e, Truck raffic intensity and the

of poll d in schools were found to be significantly associated with chronic
respiratory symptoms.,

Van Viics, I, M. Knape, et al. (1997) Motor vehicle exhaust and chronic respiratory symptoms in childves living reas freewys. Favimamental
Ruscarch, 7402} 12232

Dicsel Exhaust Linked to Asthma

This study found that particulate matter from diesel trucks can act as an irritant in the airway causing
asthma. The authors show that diesel exhaust can trigger asthma attacks in individuals with no pre-
existing asthmatic history. When a natural allergen, such as pollen, was added to the situation, the
reaction was even more dramatic,

Fanudya, Robers, ot al, “Dicsel Exhasst and Asthera: is and Molesular £ Action™ Hiealih Perspostives
Supplomants Volume 110, Number 1, Febriuary 2002,

Low Levels of Air Pollution Cause Asthma Attacks

Exposure to miniscule amounts of ozone and soot particulate matter 2.5 pm or less (PM2.5) in air at
levels above current ULS. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards is a risk factor for
respiratory symptoms in children with asthma. Daily respiratory symy and medication use were
examined prospectively for 271 children younger than 12 years with physician-diagnosed, active asthma
residing in southem New England. Exp to ambient ions of ozone and PM 2.5 from April
1 through September 30, 2001, was assessed using ozone (peak 1-hour and 8-hour) and 24-hour PM 2.5,
Logistic regression analyses using generalized estimating equations were performed separately for
maintenance medication users (n = 130) and (n=141). iations between poll

justed for temy ling for same- and previous-day levels) and respiratory symptoms and
use of rescue medication were evaluated. Mean (SD) levels were 59 (19) ppb (one-hour average) and 51
(16) ppb (8-hour average) for ozone and 13 (8) pg/m3 for PM2.5. In co-pollutant models, ozone level but
not PM2.5 was signi iated with respi Y and rescue medication use among
children using maintenance medication; a 30-ppb increase in one-hour ozone was associated with
increased likelihood of wheeze (by 35 percent) and chest tightness (by 47 percent). The highest levels of

ozone (one-hour or eight-hour ges) were h i of breath and rescue
lication use. No signifi depend were observed for any outcome by any
pollutant among children who did not use mai di Asthmatic children using
maintenance medication arc ly vulnerable to ozone, lling for exy to fine particles, at
levels below EPA standards.
6
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Gent, Janmesme PhiY, Elizabeth W.Triche, M Theodore B Hotford, P, Kathleon Delanges, Pal; Michael . Bracken, PHD; William 5.
Bocket, MD;Bian . Leadérer, PhD, Associasion of Low-Level Onont and Fime Panicles With Respirsbory Symponss in Childeen With Asthmna,
Jowruad of the Amerivan Medical Asockation. 2003; 29018591867,

iation between Air Pollution and Prematurity, Low Birth Weight and
Intrauterine Growth Retardation

Pregnant Women Wha Live Near High Traffic Areas More Likely to Have Premature and Low
Birth Weight Babics

R hers observed an app 10-20 percent increase in the risk of premature birth and low
birth weight for infants born to women living near high traffic areas in Los Angeles County. In particular,
the researchers found that for cach one part-per-million increase in annual average carbon monoxide
concentrations where the women lived, there was a 19 percent and 11 percent increase in risk for low-
birth weight and premature births, respectively.

Wilhaim, Michelle and Bease Ritz. (2002), Residential Proximicy 10 Traffie and Adverse Binh Outcomes in Los Angeles County, Cakfomia,
19941996, Enviromentol Healrh Perspectives. doi: 10,1289/ chp 5658

Intrauterine growth retardation associated with traffic exhaust

In one of the most important studies done to date on the impacts of air pollution, rescarchers in Australia

found a signifi correlation between exp 1o pri Iy traffic exhaust air pollution and a reduction
in fetus size, The lead author said, “The study found that mothers with a higher exposure to air pollution
and fetuses that were, on average, smaller in terms of abdominal ci head ci and

femur length. Birth weight is a major predictor of later health.”  For example, bigger babies have been
shown to have higher 105 in childhood and lower risk of cardiovascular discase, diabetes, and cancer and
even obesity in adulthood,

Environmental Heallh Perapectives, A Bameu, C. Hamsen

Studics Supporting the Association between Air Pollution and Stunted Lung Development

Children Living Near Highways Suffer Pronounced Deficits in Lung Function

In this prospective study of 3677 children from 12 southern California communities who lived within 500
meters of @ freeway hud substantial deficits in 8-year growth of foreed expiratory volume in 1 second
(FEV1) and maximum midexpiratory flow rate (MMEF), compared with children who lived at least 1500

7
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meters from a freeway. Joint models showed that both local exposure to freeways and regional air
pellution had detrimental, and lent, effects on lung-function growth.

‘Effot of exposise i rmfTic on lung development from 10 10 18 years of age: o cobeet sudy. The Lancer, Valhume 369, lisue 9561, Pages ST1-
A77, W, Camderman, 11, Voea, B McCornell, K. Beshane, ¥, Gllitand, 1), Themas, F. Liesann, I Avel, N, Kunzli, M. Jerren,

Lung Function Reduced Among Children Living Near Truck Trailic

A European study d ined that to traffic-related air | “in parti diesel exhaust

particles,” may lead to reduced lung function in children living near major motorways,

Hrunghreef, I M.A. Janssen ; J, Dellnstop; 11, Hassema M, Knape; I', Van Viie {1957), "Air pollaticn from treck traffic and lung function in
children Eving near inotorways.” Epidemiclogy. S{}L298.300.

People Who Live Near Freeways Exposed to 25 times more Ulirafine Particulate Pollution

Studies conducted in the vicinity of Interstates 405 and 710 in Southern California found that the number
of ultra-fine soot paticles in the air was app ly 25 times more d near the highways and
that pollution levels gradually decrease back to normal (background) levels around 300 meters, or nearly
330 yards, downwind from the highway. The researchers note that motor vehicles are the most significant
source of ultra-fine particles, which have been linked to increases in mortality and morbidity. Recent
research concludes that ulira-fine soot particles are more toxic than larger particles with the same

h | position. M , the hers found i higher ions of carbon
ide pollution near the high
Zh, Yifang: William C. Hisads: Kim Scongheon; Si Shen St C ion s stz ion of ulsafins. weara
major highway, dewrl af the Al and Waste Mosagement Asocionion. Seplember 2002 And, Sty of shrafine particies near 2 mujor highway
with heavy-duty di it Envi I6(2007), 43234335,

Ultrafine Particulate Matter found to be much more toxie than larger particulate matter

Ambiem ultrafine particles (UFP)s defined as those with a diameter of less than .1 8um are by far the most
abundant particles by number in the urban environment. Many recent studies have suggested that they are
the most dangerous part of particulate matter because they can penctrate the most deeply into the lungs
and can cven be translocated dircetly from the nose into the brain, Researchers demonstrated in
laboratory animals that UFP was far more potent than PM2.5 in promoting a cascade of inflammation and
oxidative stress that resulted in the develop of atl lerosis. The devel was d d
after only 75 hours of exposure spread over a period of 40 days.

35B-1041



APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35B-1042

Comment 2000 (continued)

1. Araujo, B, Barajes, M, Kieinman. Ambleat Paticulass Pollutants in the Uitrafing Range Pronsete Earfy Atherosclerosis and Systemic
Ouiddative Strces. Circidiation Rexoarch, Jan, 17, 08 online versicn,

Adr Pollution from Busy Roads Linked to Shorier Life Spans for Nearby Residents

Dutch researchers looked at the effects of long-term exposure to traffic-related air pollutants on 5,000
adults. They found that people who lived near a main road were almost twice as likely to dic from heart or
lung discase and 1.4 times as likely to die from any premature cause compared with those who lived in
less-trafficked arcas. The authors say traffic emissions contain many pellutants that might be responsible
for the health risks, such as ultra-fine particles, diescl soot, and nitrogen oxides, which have been linked
to cardi lar and i y probl

Rk, Brunckicel, Goldboln, Fischer, van den Brands (2002} Associntion Bet Mentality and Indicai f Traffic-relatod Adr Pollstion m the
Netherlands: A Cobort Seady. Lascer, 360 (9341):1203.9,

Five Times More Deaths Due to Air Pollution than Traffic Accidents

This study analyzed the affect of traffic-related air pollution and tmffic accidents on life expectancy in the
area of Baden-Wurttemberg, Germany. It estimated that almost five times more deaths in this region
resulted from motor vehicle pollution than from traffic accidents.

Szagun and Selidel. (2000). Monall d trafTie i Daden i BN4): 22533

Motor Vehicle Air Toxins Cause High Pollution Levels Inside Homes

An air pollution study was done as a part of the West Oakland Dicsel Truck Emissions Reduction
Initiative. Rescarchers measured diesel particulates near mobile and idling trucks at the West Oakland
Port. An acthalometer was used to measure indoor toxins and a high level of dicsel particulates was
found. The people wha lived in these homes were exposed indoors to five times the level of diesel
particulates that people were exposed to outdoors in other areas of Cakland.

W, Buchan, M.D, snd M, Chan Jackson; Centsiner Truck TrulThe Assessment sl Mitigation M) for the West Oakland Dicac)
Truck Emission Redoction Initistive, from “Clearing the Air, Roducing Diesel Polbation in Wiest Oakland,™ a Report 1o Pacific Instince, 654 838
Swreet, Preservation Pask, Onlland, California 94612, by TIAX LLC, 1601 8. De Ases Blwd, Suiie 100, Cuperting, California 95014, November,
2003

are traffic p

Professors of chemistry and chemical engincering from Camegic Mellon University reported in the
esteemed joumnal Seiemce, a new conceptual model for how microscopic panticles behave in the
atmosphere that suggest current air quality standards are inadequate. The authors state that their results
indicate government officials need to adopt new ways of measuring and regulating fine particulate matter.

9
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They found new chemical processes that occur afier soot and gascous pollutants are emitted from
wehieles, changing the chemical and physical propenties of the particles and resulting in the creation of
new particulate matter.  These new particles are likely to be more toxic.  Furthermore, these chemical
T lead 1o a spreading of pollution over a larger geographic area and help explain why urban air
pollution can spread much further than previously thought.

Robinson AL, Donahiue NM, Sheivastaes MK, Wentksmp EA, Sage AM, Gricshop AP, Lane TE, Plesce JR, Pandis SN. Rethinking organic
nczosols semivolaiile canissions and photochemical sging, Science 2007 Mar 231 S(851651280.62
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APPENDIX B Statement of Dr. John Balbus

Director, Health Program
The following documents, which summarize health studies related to traffic pollution and

human health, were prepared by Dr. John Balbus, the Dircctor of the Health Program at Environmental Defense

Envi 1 Defense, an envi I non-profit group. The statements were prepared in

April 10, 2006
reference to a highway project recently under consideration in another state. Although the road

under consideration was not the Mountain View Corridor, the information is clearly relevant to hIntraguean
this DEIS and should be considered by UDOT. This statement concerns the failure of the Federal Highway Administration and
Maryland State Highway Administration to prepare an adequate project level conformity
analysis of PM 2.5 or an adequate environmental impact statement (“EIS") to evaluate the

health impacts of fine particulate matter and air toxics from motor vehicle emissions that will

result from the approval and construction of the proposed Intercounty Connector in Maryland,

In this statement, | demonstrate that there exists a substantial body of peer-reviewed
scientific studies showing the deleterious health impacts of mobile source fine particulate
matter and air toxics emissions, especially on persons living or attending school near major
roadways. These scientific studies support the argument that the final Environmental Impact
Statement and proposed project level conformity analysis for fine particulates for the
Intercounty Connector are inadequate because they fail to evaluate the local project hot spot
impacts of fine particulate emissions and air toxics emissions, in violation of the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act.

Il. Peer-Reviewed Scientific Studies Demonstrate That Motor Vehicle Emissions Of Fine

Particulate Matter And Air Toxics Have A Significant Impact On Health,
1
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Motor vehicles emit a soup of fine particulate matter (“PM; ;"]5 and toxic air pollutants, and
motor vehicle emissions are a substantial source of these pollutants in the ambient air,” The
maost recent EPA Criteria Document for Particulate Matter summarizes a substantial number of
peer-reviewed, scientific studies that find a clear correlation between fine particulate matter
and numerous health effects, including increased risk of fatal heart attacks, strokes, respiratory
disease, and cancer.® Since 2000, published scientific studies show that mobile source air toxics

include six known or suspected carcinogens, as well as respiratory irritants that may trigger

asthma attacks.” Recent ic studies d ate the serious health consequences

from exposure to mobile source air toxics and fine particulate matter. Methodological tools are
available to evaluate the health risks from exposure to particulate matter and mobile source air

toxics from traffic in close proximity to the proposed Intercounty Connector.

® PM; 5 refers to particulate matter less than 2.5 microns.

7 See, c.g., Braver, et al, Estimating Long-Term Average Particulate Air Pollution

Concentrations: Application of Traffic Indicators and Geographic Information Systems, 14(2)
Epidemiology 228 (2003) (a study conducted in three sites in Europe demonstrated that most of
the variability in annual average concentrations of fine particulate matter was explained by
hicular traffic); Envi 1 P ion Agency, Technical Support Document: Contral of
Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Fuels, EPA420-
R-00-023, Table IV, A-1, p. 81 (2000) (EPA study estimating that motor vehicles accounted for
48% of the national total of b i550 43% of 1, 3-k fi 29% of Idek yde, and
24% of formaldehyde). B air generally do not collect data near roadways, these
studies downplay the significance of human exposures to mobile source emissions near
roadways.
* Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter (EPA/G00/P-
99/002aF, EPA/GO0/P-99/002bF)(2004)

? Asthma is characterized by a chronic inflammation and narrowing of airway passages as well
as acute flarc-ups or asthma attacks, which arc usually “triggered” by airway irritants, allergens,
or infections,

2

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

Comment 2000 (continued)

1. Pre-2000 Scientific Studies Of The Health Effects Of Fine Particulate Matter.

Fine particulate matter {"PMas") consists of tiny particles less than 2.5 microns in
diameter. Whereas coarse particulate matter ("PM,pzs"—particulates between 2.5 and 10
microns) is primarily composed of dusts and crustal elements from the earth in most locations,
fine particulate matter is more likely to come from combustion sources, such as gasoline or
diesel engines. PM;s is @8 mixture of chemicals and metals that may be composed of liquids,
solids, or both. Constituents of PM;< may include acidic liquids, like sulfuric and nitric acids,
organic chemicals including many of the air toxics, and tiny pieces of carbon soot, Because of
its small size, PM; s penetrates deeper into lung tissue than coarse particulate matter, even
passing into the bloodstream.

EPA’s review of the health effects of fine and coarse particulate matter in the mid-1990s

A4

led it to f 1 a new ambient air quality

d for fine particulatc matter in 1997, Sec

40 CFR §50.7. This new standard was based on epidemiologic studies consistently showing that

many of the health effeets previously atiributed to PM,e, such as increased mortality,

for respiratory p 1 lung function, and i pi y

ptoms, were also jated with PM,5.'" One study, for example, found that mortality was

more strongly comrelated with PMas than with PM,g, especially with respect to cardiovascular

'" Environmental Protection Ageney, Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Particulate Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information, EPA452-R-96-
013 (1996).
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and pulmonary causes of death."” In all, the EPA reviewed nine studics from the US and Canada

and 11 from other parts of the world showing positive associations b fine p

matter (or, in some cases, specific fine particulate constituents, such as sulfuric acids) and

adverse y health cffects,”” Based on these studies and other

and |
evidence of harm, EPA concluded -

that fine particies are a better surrogate for those components of PM that are
linked to mortality and morbidity effects at levels below the current standards
[i.e., PMy NAAQS]. Moreover, a regulatory focus on fine particles would likely
also result in controls on gaseous precursors of fine particles (e.g., SOx, NOx,
VOC), which are all components of the complex mixture of air pollution that has
maost generally been associated with mortality and morbidity effects.

62 Fed.Reg. 38,667 {luly 18, 1997). Given these findings two years before FHwA commenced
the EIS, it had an obligation to consider this evidence when estimating, and disclosing to the

public, the adverse health effects of emissions from the highway.

2. The Recent Emergence OFf Scientific Studies Of The Health Effects Of Mobile Source
Air Toxics.

A growing body of scientific studies has emerged showing a strong correlation between
exposure to mobile source air toxics and a variety of health impacts.

" sehwartz, et al,, s Daily Mortality Associated Specifically with Fine Particulates?, 46(10) J. Air
Waste Mgmt. Assoc. 927 (1996).

'? Environmental Protection Agency, Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Particulate Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information, EPA452-R-96-
013 (1996) (sec Table V-12).
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In December 2000, EPA evaluated mobile source emissions' and in March 2001
designated 21 chemicals as mobile source air toxics ("MSATs")."* EPA selected these chemicals
based on a scientific consensus that exposure to the chemicals pose serious threats to health,
as reflected by their inclusion in EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (“IRIS") database.’®
To be listed in the IRIS database, a chemical must either be a known, probable, or possible
carcinogen or cause significant non-cancer health effects, such as reproductive toxicity or

neurotoxicity.

The chemical composition of the MSATs varies widely—ranging from metals to small
organic compounds to dioxins—and their health impacts vary as well. Although significant
information is available about the health effects of individual MSATS, less is known about the
role they play compared to particulate matter, in part because of the difficulty of separately
measuring the impact of each component of the toxic soup. A growing body of peer-reviewed
scientific literature has identified serious health effects from short-term and long-term
exposure to M5SATs, Six of the MSATs come primarily from maobile sources (other M5ATs have
significant non-mobile sources). All six have extensive toxicologic data and many have

ef ic data doci ing their health rigks.

= Environmental Protection Agency, Technical Support Document: Control of Emissions of
Hozordous Air Pollutants from Motor Vehicles ond Motor Vehicle Fuels, EPA420-R-00-023
(December 2000},

' 66 Fed.Reg. 17,229-73 (Mar. 2001), citing Technical Support Document, see id. n.7.

' Technical Support Document, at 36.
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* Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on studies in which rats and
t P to acetaldehyde formed nasal and laryngeal tumors, respectively.’® It is also
a potential developmental toxicant.” Further, exposure to acetaldehyde leads to irri

people with asthma and other lung diseases.”®

passages.'®

cells, leading to decreased numbers of white and red blood cells.™

http:/fwww.epa.gov/iris/subst/(419.1

EPA/GO0/8-86-015A (1987).

6

the eyes, skin, and respiratory tract, indicating that it may contribute to worsening of health in

= Acrolein is a possible human carcinogen and a potent eye and respiratory-tract irritant.

Animals chronically exposed to acrolein develop inflammation of the lungs and nasal

= Benzene is a known human carcinogen with extensive epidemiclogic and toxicologic

evidence that it causes leukemia.” In addition, benzene is toxic to bone marrow and blood

'® Environmental Protection Agency, Integrated Risk Information System, available at
!
' Environmental Protection Agency, Health Assessment Document for Acetaldehyde,

'* Environmental Protection Agency, Technical Support Document: Control of Emissions of
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Fuels, EPA420-R-00-023

(2000).

i Agency for Toxic Substance and Discase Registry, Toxicological Profile for Acrolein (1990),
a ilable at www.atsdr.cde.g profilesitpl24.html.

* Environmental Protection Agency, Carcinogenic Effects of By An Update (1998).

¥ Aksoy, Hi ity, Lewk icity and C g

2 ity of Chronic Exposure to
Benzene, in E. Arinc, J.B. Schenkman, & E. Hodgson, eds, MOLECULAR ASPECTS OF
MONDOXYGENASES AND BIOACTIVATION OF Toxic CoMPOUNDS pp. 415-34 (1991); Goldstein,
Benzene Toxicity, 3 Occupational Medicine: State of the Ant Reviews 541 (1998); Rothman, ct
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s 1, 3-butadiene is a known human carcinogen based on epidemiologic evidence. It also
causes reproductive and developmental toxicity in animals exposed to long-term, low-level

doses.”

= Diesel particulate matter [“diesel PM") and diesel exhaust orgonic gases (“diesel EOG")
is a probable human carcinogen. There are several occupational epidemiologic studies
associating diesel PM and EOG exposure with lung cancer, and EPA has estimated a range of
cancer risk from a specific level of exposure.” The California Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) conducted an independent review and determined a quantitative

estimate of cancer risk that falls within the range of EPA estimates,™

Diesel PM and EOG also cause respiratory irritation and infl ion.” Further, a

growing body of laboratory studies shows that exposure to diesel PM worsens alle FESPONSES,

al., Hematotoxicity Among Chinese Workers Heavily Exposed to Benzene, 29 Am. J. Ind. Med,
236 (1996).

2 Environmental Protection Agency, Health Risk A of 1, 3-Butadiene, EPA/GONP-
S/001A (1998),

B 5ee Environmental Protection Agency, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine
Exhoust, EPA/600/8-90/057F (2002), available at

http://cfpub2.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=29060&CFID=4 74991 &CFTOKEN=4336
2109,

* California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Asscssment, Proposed Identification of
Diesel Exhaust As a Toxic Air C i Health Risk A. for Diesel Exhaust (1998),
available at fip://fip.arb.ca.gov/carbis/ /diesltac/parth.pdf.

* Pandya, et al., Diesel Exhaust and Asthma: Hi path and Molecular Mechanisms af Action,
110{Supp. 1) Environ, Health Perspeet. 103 (2002),

7
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leading scientists to speculate that it may have a role in imitiating allergic discases, includi

asthma,”® Lastly, diesel PM constitutes a significant portion of ambicnt fine particulate matter,

which is associated with both acute and chronic cardi lar toxicity and p death.

Recent reviews suggest that the combination of fine soot, acids, and other toxic chemicals
associated with dicsel PM leads to significant toxicity.”

* Formaldehyde is a potent eye and respiratory tract irritant that triggers asthma attacks
and causes asthma-like symptoms in peaple without asthma,™ EPA has classificd formaldehyde
as a probable human carcinogen, based on animal and human studics showing mainly nasal and
upper respiratory cancers with exposure

While EPA's review of mobile source emissions focused on identifying the potential
hazards associated with M5ATs, the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, conducted by the South

Coast Air Quality Management District, provides pioneering, yet rigorous insight into the

it See, e.g., Nel, et al.,, Enhancement of Allergic Inflammation by the Interaction Between Diesel
Exhaust Particles and the Immune System, 102{4 pt 1) J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 539 (1998); Diaz-
Sanchez, et al., Diesel Exhaust Particles Directly Induce Activated Mast Cells to Degranulate ond
Increase Histamine Levels and Symptom Severity, 106(6) J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 1140 (2000);
Diaz-Sanchez, et al,, Diesel Fumes and the Rising Prevalence of Atopy: An Urban Legend?, 3{2)
Curr. Allergy Asthma Rep, 146 (2003).

" Diesel Epidemiology Working Group, Part I: Report of the HEI Diesel Epidemiology Working
Group in RESEARCH DIRECTIONS TO IMPROVE ESTIMATES OF HUMAN EXPOSURE AND RISK FROM
DieseL EXHAUST (2002).

* Agency for Toxic Substance and Discase Registry, Toxicological Profile for Formaldehyde,
available at www.atsdr.cde_gov/toxprofiles/itpl 11.himl,

? Eni 1 Pr ion Agency, [ntegrated Risk Inf ion  System, ilable at
hittp:/www.cpa.gov/iris/subst/0419. htm#g |
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magnitude of cancer risk associated with MSATs.™ This landmark study, which relied on
extensive monitoring data collected in and around the Los Angeles area, concluded that the
overall cancer risk from air toxics to residents in the area was 1400 per one million, well over
the 1:1,000,000 or 10:1,000,000 risk levels normally used by regulatory agencies. Using the
estimate of diesel exhaust cancer risk from the California Office of Envirenmental Health Hazard
Assessment, the MATES-Il study found that 71% of overall cancer risk from air toxics in this area
resulted from exposure to diesel exhaust emissions, 8% from 1, 3-butadiene, and 7% from

benzene. Modeled exposure data for air toxics based on EPA’s | Air Toxics A

reveal similar levels of cancer risk and demonstrate that diesel exhaust is the dominant source
of that risk. For example, mobile sources contribute 96% of the cancer risk resulting from
exposure to air toxics in Montgomery County, Maryland, where the proposed ICC is located,

with diesel emissions responsible for 85% of the risk.™

3. Epidemiologic Studies Of Health Effects And Mobile Source Emissions Show
That MSATs and Particulate Matter Have A Significant Impact On Health.

There is a strong body of indirect scientific evidence that exposure to mobile source air
toxics has a substantial effect on human health. Most epidemioclogic studies rely on exposure
data for criteria air pollutants, such as PMzs and NO,, because the data for those pollutants are

much more widely available, B cong ions of air toxics from mobile sources are

highly correlated with these criteria pollutants, heaith effects correlated with exposure to these

W SCAQMD, Multiple Ai
hitp:/iwww.aqmd.gov/matesii

Toxics Exposure Study: MATES [ (2000), available at
Imatestoc. htm.

* Green Media Toolshed § 1 (2006}, available at http://www. d.org/env-

7 icals.tel?geo_arca id=24031&geo_arca_type=fips_county_code

9
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criteria pollutants are likely also to correlate with exposure to mobile source air toxics. This is
particularly true with health effects known to be associated with particular air toxics, such as
cancer and respiratory irritation.” Thus, to the extent epidemiologic studies use specific
measurements of one or two constituents as proxies for the entire mixture of motor vehicle
exhaust, the health effects correlated with these proxies may be correlated in part with the

unmeasured air toxics.

a. Correlation Between Asthma And Attending School Near A Major Roadway.

Two studies specifically investigated the effects of motor vehicle emissions on children
attending schools near major roadways. The first study assessed 2509 children from 24 schools
located within 400 meters of a major roadway in the Netherlands, The study separately
measured truck and car traffic, measured concentrations of PM;s, NOy, and benzene on the
school grounds, and took into account other factors that could cause allergic or respiratory
problems, such as parental smoking. The study found that children going to school near

roadways with heavy truck traffic were more likely to have allergies to outdoor pollens and to

2 1n this respect, motor vehicle emissions are similar to tobacco smoke, which is also a mixture

of toxic gases and fine particulate matter. In each case, it is difficult to attribute specific toxicity
to specific constituents. Delfino, Epidemiologic Evidence for Asthma and Exposure to Air Toxics:
Linkages Between Occ ional, Indoor, and Ce Air Pollution Research, 110{5upp. 4)
Environ, Health Perspect. 573, 586 (2002). The i idemiologic Ii on indoor
environmental tobacco smoke does not rely on measurements of individual constituent
chemicals within tobacco smoke, but instead uses substitute measures of exposure. Studies of
the health effects of motor vehicle emissions do the same thing.
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have hyper-reactive airways, and that sensitization to asthma was correlated with PM;s

levels. ™

The second study looked at 1019 children at 10 school sites in the San Francisco Bay
Area. Five schools were located far from or upwind from major freeways, and five were located
downwind and near freeways, with traffic loads ranging from 130,000 vehicles per day (i.e., less
than the current traffic loads on US 95) to 230,000 vehicles per day, approximately the
predicted traffic load on US 95, The study concluded that children attending schools with
higher exposure to motor vehicle emissions had an increased risk of being diagnosed with
asthma. Notably, significantly higher concentrations of black carbon {a measure of diesel PM

and EOG) were measured at the schools ind from the high , and concentrations of

PM;s measured at the schoaol located closest to a major freeway were 25% higher than

measured at regional air quality monitaring stations (i.e., 15 pg/m® compared to 12 pg.m’)."

b. Correlati i ¥ Disease And Living Near A Major Roadway.

Many studies have found a strong correlation between living near roads with high traffic

and asthma. Not only do these studies show that exposure to mobile source emissions may

* Janssen, et al, The Relationship Between Air Pollution fram Heavy Traffic and Allergic

Bronchial  Hyperresp . and ull ¥ Sy in  Dutch
Schoolchildren, 111{12) Environ. Health Perspect. 1512 (2003).

A Kim, et al., Traffic-Related Air Pollution Near Busy Roads: The East Bay Children’s Respiratory
Health Study, 170(5) Am. ). Respir. Crit. Care Med. 520 (2004).

11
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trigger asthma attacks, a growing body of laboratory and epidemiologic literature suggests that

mobile source emissions, especially diesel emissions, may play a role in initially causing asthma.

Studies have found a variety of asthma-related health effects correlated with exposure
to motor vehicle pollution. One epidemiclogic study of 16-year old Hispanic children living in
areas of East Los Angeles with very high traffic density assessed the role of air toxics in
worsening respiratory function. The study, which separately measured the effect of specific air
toxics and criteria air pollutants, found positive correlations between asthma symptoms and air

toxics, including benzene, acetaldehyde, diesel exhaust, and formaldehyde. o

Other studies show a strong correlation between exposure to mobile source emissions
and asthma. A recent study from California showed that children living nearer freeways and
with higher modeled exposures from freeway mobile source emissions had a higher risk of
being diagnosed with asthma as well as higher medication use and wheezlng.” One recent
study showed higher rates of asthma in people exposed to mobile source emissions.” Another
study, which followed a group of 3730 children from birth to two years of age and assessed
each child’s individual exposure to fine particulates and certain constituents of diesel exhaust,
found significant correlations between exposure to motor vehicle emissions and upper

* pelfino, et al., Asthma Symptoms in Hispanic Children and Daily Ambient Exposures to Toxic
and Criteria Air Pollutants, 111{4) Environ. Health Perspect. 647 (2003),

* Gauderman, et al., Childhood asthma and exposure to traffic and nitrogen dioxide, 16(6)
Epidemiology 737 (2005).

7 Kim, et al, Traffic-Related Air Pollution Near Busy Roads: The East Bay Children's
Respiratory Health Study, 170{5) Am. J. Respir. Crit. Care Med. 520 (2004).
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respiratory infections.”® A study involving 1068 Dutch schoolchildren found that children,
especially girls, were more likely to be diagnosed with asthma and have respiratory symptoms if
they lived within 100 meters of a major highway or if they had high exposure to truck traffic.
The Dutch study also found a correlation between black carbon levels in school classrooms and
respiratory symptoms in children living within 300 meters of a major roadway.” A study of
children in Taiwan found that physician-diagnesed asthma was associated with traffic-related

pc!lutlcn.‘m

One hypothesis explaining the correlation between exposure to mobile source
emissions and asthma is that diesel exhaust increases the risk of developing allergic disease.

This hypothesis is supported by ep iologic studies showing increased rates of allergic

sensitization in children with higher exposure to mobile source emissions, especially truck
traffic-related pollutants,” as well as by a growing body of laboratory evidence showing that

components of diesel exhaust augment allergic responses to pollens and other allerge ns. ¥

o Brauer, et al., Air Pollution from Traffic and the Devel of Respi y Infecti and

Asthmatic and Allergic Symptoms in Children, 166{2) Am. ). Respir. Crit. Care Med. 1092 (2002).

* van Vliet, et al., Motor Vehicle Exhaust and Chronic Respiratory Symptoms in Children Living
Near Freeways, 74(2) Environ. Res. 122 (1997).

* Guo, et al., Climate, Traffic-Related Air Pollutants, and Asthma Prevalence in Middle-School
Children in Taiwan, 107(12) Environ. Health Perspect. 1001 (1999).

A Brauer, et al., Air Pollution from Traffic and the Development of Respiratory Infections and

Asthmatic and Allergic Symptoms in Children. 166(8) Am. J. Respir. Crit. Care Med. 1092 (2002);

lanssen, et al, The Relationship Between Air Pollution from Heavy Traffic and Allergic
13
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Epidemiologic studies have consistently shown that people with higher exposures to
roadway air pollutants have more hospitalizations for asthma, more respiratory symptoms, and
poorer lung function. A review of 20 studies published between 1993 and 2000, found all but
one showed that higher exposures to roadway poliutants, especially heavy-truck exhaust, were
correlated with worsened asthma, decreased lung function, and more symptoms of asthma.
Subsequent studies have confirmed this correlation. For example, a 2001 study showed that

to

P traffic poll was associated with increased inflammatory markers

and decreased lung function in children.™ A study in Roxbury, Massachusetts, found that

exposure to fine particulate matter and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons {a constituent of

Sensitization, Bronchial Hyperresponsi ., and 7ulf ¥ in  Dutch
Schoolchildren, 111(12) Environ, Health Perspect. 1512 (2003); Wyler, et al,, Exposure to Motor
Vehicle Traffic and Allergic 11(4) Epidemialogy 450 (2000).

2 Mel, et al., Enhancement of Allergic Inflammation by the Interaction Between Diesel Exhaust
FParticles and the fmmune System, 102(4 pt 1) J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 539 (1998); Diaz-
Sanchez, ct al.,, Diesel Exhaust Particles Directly Induce Activated Mast Cells to Degramulate
and Increase Histamine Levels and Severity, 106(6) J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 1140
(2000); Diaz-Sanchez, et al., Diesel Fumes and the Rising Prevalence of Atopy: An Urban
Legend?, 3(2) Curr. Allergy Asthma Rep. 146 (2003).

* Delfino, Epidemiologic Evidence for Asthma and Exposure to Air Toxics: Linkages between
Qccupational, Indoor, and Community Air Pollution Research, Environ. 110(Supp. 4) Environ.
Health Perspect. S73 (2002).

* Steerenberg, et al.,, Traffic-Related Air Pollution Affects Peak Expiratory Flow, Exhaled Nitric
Oxide, and Inflammatory Nasal Markers, 56{2) Arch. Environ, Health 167 (2001).
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diesel emissions) was associated with asthma hospitalizations. A study from Nottingham,
United Kingdom, concluded that living within 90 meters of main roads correlated with an
increased risk of wheezing illness in children age 4-11.™ A study in Munich, Germany,
demonstrated that the mobile source emissions of particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide
were associated with symptoms such as dry cough at night and cough without infection in
children ages 1 and 27 n study in East and West Germany found that during a time period of
declining pollution in East Germany (1991-2000), improvements in lung function seen in 5-7
year old children over that time were diminished in children living within 50 meters of a busy
roadwav," A study in Buffalo, New York, showed that the risk of asthma hospitalization

L]

increased with o mot hicle

A study in Southeast Teronto

demonstrated that the risk of hospital admission for asthma, bronchitis, chronic obstructive

L Levy, et al, Fine Particulate Matter and Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon Concentration
Patterns in Roxbury, Massachusetts: A Community-Based GIS Analysis, Enviran. 109{4) Environ.
Health Perspect. 341 (2001).

* Vtenn, et al., Living Near @ Main Road and the Risk of Wheezing lliness in Children, 164{12)
Am. ). Respir. Crit. Care Med. 2177 (2001).

*7 Gehring, et al., Traffic-Related Air Pollution and Respiratory Heolth During the First 2 Years of
Life, 19(4) Eur. Respir. J. 690 (2002).

* Sugiri et al., The influence of large-scale airborne particle decline and traffic-related
exposure on children’s lung function, 144(2) Envi | Health Perspectives 282 (2006).

* Lin, et al., Childhood Asthma Hospitali and Resi jal Exposure to State Route Traffic,
88(2) Environ, Res, 73 (2002),
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pulmonary disease (i.e., emphysema and chronic bronchitis), pneumonia, and upper respiratory
tract infection increased with increased exposure to PM; 5.” A 2002 study in 14 cities also
associated increased hospital admissions for chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, heart
disease, and pneumonia with particulate matter from motor vehicles.” A 2005 study from
Germany found 55 year old women living near roadways had a higher risk of develaping COPD

and having decreased lung function.™

e Association Between Lung Cancer And Living Near A Roadway.

living near r ys show a correlation between traffic

Two studies of i
density and lung cancer. A 2003 study found excess lung cancer risks associated with living
near roads.” A study in Stockholm found a 40% increase in lung cancer risk for the highest
group of average traffic-related NO; exposure.® Because NO; generally is not associated with

* Buckeridge, et al., Effect of Motor Vehicle Emissions on Respiratory Health in an Urban Arega,
110{3) Environ. Health Perspect. 293 {2002).

= Janssen, et al., Air Conditioning and Source-Specific Particles os Modifiers of the Effect of
PMys on Hospital Admissions for Heart and Lung Disesse, 110 Environ, Health Perspect, 43
(2002).

* Schikowski, et al. Lomg-term air pollution exposure and living close to busy roads are
associated with COPD in women. 6(1) Respiratory Resecarch 152 (2005).

= Mafstad, et al,, Lung Cancer and Air Pollution: A 27 Year Follow up of 16,209 Norwegian Men,
58(12) Thorax 1071 (2003).

¥ Nyberg, et al,, Urban Air Pollution and Lung Cancer in Stockholm, 11{5) Epidemiology 487
{2000).
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lung cancer, it is likely the correlation reflects exposure to carcinogenic motor vehicle

emissions, such as diesel particulates and other air toxics.

) poero o Adverse Reproductive Effects And Ex; ¢ Ta Motor Vehicle
Pallutants.

One study demonstrated that long-term exposure to motor vehicle pollutants are

correlated with low birth weight and pre-term birth.™

€. Methods Are ilabl hods To Assess Health Impacts From Fine Particulate
Matter And Mobile Source Air Toxics.

The ICC FEIS indicates that an ICC build alternative will increase MSAT emissions in the
ICC study area by one to six percent in 2030 relative to a non-build alternative, due primarily to
increased VMT for the build alternative.”® However, the ICC FEIS does not evaluate localized
MSAT emissions and concentrations that can be anticipated to result in pollution hot spots
close to the highway, especially in the early years of operation of the ICC, from 2010 onward,
when MSAT emissions can be anticipated to be at their highest levels, FHWA asserts it is
unable to evaluate localized emission concentrations or health effects because of uncertainties
in the MOBILEG.2 model, especially with respect to diesel particulate matter, and uncertainties

surrounding the health effects of MSAT pollutants.”” However, exposure and risk assessment

5% Wilhelm and Ritz, idential imity to Traffic and Adverse Birth Outcomes in Los Angeles
County, Californio, 1994-1996, 111 Enwiron. Health Perspect. 207 (2003).

%1 y C Final E
b | y G Final E

1 Impact Study, FHWA, Page IV-326 (2005).
I Impact Study, FHWA, Page 1V-328 (2006).
17
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tocls are avallable to establish the degree of risk roadside populations face from exposure to
fine particulate matter and air toxic emissions of motor vehicles and to determine diesel

particulate emissions.

Two different methods are available to assess the risks to human health from

particulate matter and mobile source air toxics. Both of

with esti of the “dose

" function to produce an estimate of risk associated with

that exposure.”® One method is based an epidemioclogic data that how the risk of

particular health effects changes with exposure to particular pollutants.™® If epidemiologic data
are insufficient {which is the case for many carcinogens), the dose-response function can be
obtained from toxicologic experiments measuring the dose-response for rodents, with the

results extrapolated to humans and real world exposures,

Based on epidemiologic data for fine particulate matter, EPA has estimated dose-
response functions for a large number of health effects, including total mortality,
haospitalizations for heart disease and lung disease, hospitalizations for asthma in children, and
asthma attacks in children. For example, EPA’s regulatory impact analysis for heavy duty diesel

standards calculated the change in 13 health effects as a result of reductions in PM3 emissions

** The “dose-response” is an estimate of the risk of a specific health effect in response to a
specified dosage, or exposure, of the pollutant,

* Using epid ic data, one can the “relative risk"—the increase in risk in a “real-
world” human population from a measured exposure, When the relative risk is combined with
the baseline frequency of the health effect (i.c., in the absence of exposure to the pollutant), one
can calculate the increase in the number of cases in response to the increase in exposure.

18

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

Comment 2000 (continued)

from diesel engines because of the new standard.® EPA’s 1996 criterla document for
particulate matter, which was the basis for the 1997 air quality standard for PM;«, assessed

four endpoints {short and long-term mortality, hospital admissions for all respiratory causes,

and respiratory symptoms) using concentrati pons s derived from

epidemiologic studies.”

Similar concentration response parameters could be established for
projected changes in PM;s due to the construction of the Intercounty Connector, yielding

estimates of changes in health effects for individuals in affected neighborhoods.

Cancer risks from exposure to MSATs may be determined using a methodology similar
to that used in the MATES-Il study. Changes in the concentrations of the six priority MSATs may
be estimated using EPA’s MOBILEG.2 model.™ For those MSATs with cancer unit risk values in

EPA's IRIS datab the i i concentrations of the individual air toxics from the

construction of the Intercounty Connector can be combined with the cancer unit risk values to
produce estimates of cancer risk from exposure to individual air toxics as well as the total risk

from exposure to all toxics combined,

0 Environmental Protection Agency, Heavy-Duty Standords/Diesel Fuel RIA - EPA420-R-00-026
{Dec. 2000), Table ViI-14, p. Vil-42

' Environmental Protection Agency, Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Particulate Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information, EPA452-R-96-
013 (1996), Table VI-2, p. VI-13

 Envirenmental Protection Agency, User's Guide to MOBILES.1 and MOBILEG.2 Mobile Source
Emission Factor Model, EPA420-R-03-010 (Aug. 2003), p.16
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The ICC FEIS argues that because large reductions in MSATs are expected by 2030 for all
alternatives, FHWA does not believe that there will be significant adverse impacts on the
human environment from MSATs as a result of the ICC." Moreover, they note that
uncertainties associated with the absolute emission estimates and difficulty assessing exposure
at the project level and associated health impacts complicate health impact assessment. Thus,
they argue they have no obligation to consider cancer risks that may decrease even if traffic
increases, The argument is misguided, Health risks to populations in 2030, especially cancer
risks, will be based on exposures from many years prior to 2030. Because old vehicles are not
immediately removed from service, aggregate emissions from new cleaner vehicles and the
pre-2007 vehicles likely will continue to increase for a decade or more before total emissions
begin to decline. Thus cancer risks must be modeled on emissions characteristics that will be
prevalent from 2010 to 2030, not just those that become prevalent in 2030. Moreover, acute
and chronic cardiovascular and respiratory health risks will be significant impacts for
communities adjacent to a new freeway from its construction on. It would be far more

pprop to esti ¢ ive risks as of 2030 rather than assuming no risks prior to 2030,

and then discounting them because of expected declines in mobile source air toxic emissions.

IV. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing reasons and authorities, the ICC FEIS should not be approved.
Instead, FHWA should prepare a supplemental EIS evaluating the localized impacts of fine

el ¢ C Final Envi

| Impact Study, FHWA, Page 1V-328 (2006).
20
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particulate matter for people living in close proximity to the proposed highway and other
highways in the area that will experience increased traffic as a result of the ICC. This

supplemental EIS should also evaluate the impacts of mobile source air toxics.
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SUMMARY OF NEW SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE DOCUMENTING ADVERSE
HEALTH EFFECTS IN PEOPLE EXPOSED TO HIGH-TRAFFIC ROADWAYS

John Balbus, MD, MPH
Environmental Defense
May 24, 2007

Introduction

Studies published in the scientific 1i since March 2006 strengthen the evidence for
harm to health from traffic-associated air pollution and extend our understanding of the nature of
roadside exposures and the special susceptibility of children, the elderly, and those with underlying
diseases. These studics indicate that exposure to the mixture of toxic pollutants coming from motor
wvehicles, even in regions that idered to be in attail of federal air quality standards, can
worsen asthina, impair lung development, and contribute to heart disease and premature death.
These effects are especially apparent in children, who have heightened susceptibility to traffic-
associated air pollution because of their smaller size, increased respiratory rates, actively developing
lungs, and greater and more active time spent outdoors. The studies indicate a zone that extends
from approximately 500 to 1500 feet around major roads that contains clevated levels of traffic-
related poll and describe i d risks of adverse health effects for people living or going to
school inside this zone. While not all studies explicitly link actual traffic counts to exposure levels,
several studies below associate elevated exposures with traffic counts as low as 10,000 cars per day.
This report summarizes recent publications and other information relevant to determining the public
health impact of population exposures to traffic-related air pollution.

As indicated below, the U.S. EPA notes over 1000 chemicals in the mixture of air pollutants

H H H emitted by motor vehicles, of which four are criteria air pollutants and 93 are toxic chemicals

This space is intentionally blank. sppcring in EPA' TRIS detabase dos o carciogeni o oter wel-documenid el st
While many of the studies cited below measure specific air pollutants as indicators of traffic-related
paollutants, the majority of the studics associate adverse health effects with proximity to traffic-related
sources of air pollution and do not implicate specific air poll as the sole or even dominant
contributor to adverse health cffects.  In fact, because of similaritics in toxic cffects and toxic
mechanisms, it is likely that many of the traffic-related pollutants known to be harmful, as evidenced
by their inclusion in the IRIS database, jointly contribute to the observed adverse health effects.

Exposure-related studies

A recently published meta-analysis from the Harvard School of Public Health reviewed
studies of polluti ions near roadways. The authors conclude that the spatial extent
of significantly el d levels depends on the type of air pollution, with ultrafine particle counts

elevated as far out as 300 meters, elemental carbon or fine particulate mass clevated as far out as
400 meters, and nitrogen dioxide clevated as far out as 500 meters,

In A dam, hers have also 1 outdoor and personal exposure to traffic-
related air pollution among children living on strects with varying degrecs of traffic intensity. The
authors of a 2006 study monitored children aged 9-12 years who were exposed to soot and NOx and
measured indoor/outdoor NOx levels at their homes and schools. Results demonstrate that children
living near busy roads had 35 percent higher personal exposure to soot than those who lived at an
urban background location, even when they attended schools away from busy roads. In this study, a

! Zhou Y, Levy JI. Factors influencing the spatial extent of mabile source air pollution impacts: A meta-analysis.
BMC Public Health, in press.
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busy road was defined as one having average daily traffic of more than IO 000 cars. The study
supports using "living near a busy road" as a of exj in cf iological studies on the
effects of traffic-related pollution in children?

In 2006, the EPA released an updated master list of more than one thousand chemicals
emitted by mobile sources.” This list includes, in Table 4, ninety-three chemicals emitted by
mobile sources that are also in EPA's IRIS database and are well ized to have serious
health effects from envi | levels of , including cancer, respiratory irritation, and
neurotoxicity. The large number of ch on this list und the lexity of the
mixture of air pollutants to which people near roadways are exposed and the many opportunitics
for synergistic effects of similarly acting chemicals,

Studies af health effects in children

Several studies p | serious effects of motor vehicle

d recently have

on children living near road A 2007 study published in mc Eurgpean
Respiratory Journal looked at the relationship b traffi iated air poll and the
development of asthma, allergy, and :nf‘ccuons in children during the first I'our years of life. The
authors followed 4,000 children in the Netherland ana]yaug data on qelrrcparted wheeze, dry-
ight-time cough, ear/nose/th fections, skin rash and physici Tl of asthma,
I:ronchms. influenza and eczema. They found a positive ion b traffic-related
poll and ions as well as certain measures of asthma and allergy.’

A 2007 Lam:e: study from Califormnia documented that both regional elevations of air
pcl]ulum and local exposure to freeway traffic have harmful, ind dent effects on children's lung
The authors foll 1 3,677 children living in 12 i} Calift iti
with varylng air quality over a pcﬁod cl‘mghl years, ding annual lung-functi
and identifying indi of p to freeway Imfﬁc Results from eight years of
followup indicate that children living within 500 meters of freeways have substantial deficits in lung
growth and dc\'c]opmml and pulmonary function compared with those living at least 1500 meters

from fi from the lead author on this study indicates that the effects
WEre 560N in iati w:lh 1o poll from fr ys with average daily traffic levels
as Tow as 45,000 vehicles,”

A third study, published in 2006, ined the relationship b local traffic-related

exposure nnd ﬂslhma and wheeze in chlldrcn in southern California, ages 5-7 years. The authors
y to a major road and modeled exposure to local traffic-
related pollutants, They found an assocmtwn between living within 75 meters of a major road and
increased risk of lifetime asthma, prevalent asthma, and wheeze, and determined that the cffect of

¥ Van Roosbroeck et al. Long-ierm personal exposure 1o traffic-related air pollution amang school children: a validation
study. Science af the Total Environment, Septemiber 2006, 138(2-1):565-573,

T US EPA. Office of Air and Radiation. Expanding and Updating the Master List of Compounds Emitted by
Mobile Sources - Phase 111, Final Report. EPA420-R-06-005.

* Brauer M et al. Air pollution and development of asthma, allergy and infections in a birth cohor. Eurapean
Respiratory Jowrnal 2007, 29(5): 879-E88.

* Gauderman W1 et al. Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to 18 years of age: a cobort study.
The Lancer, February 2007, 369(9561): 571-577,

® Gauderman W, Writien responses to questions posed by members of the Colomdo legistature, submitted to
Colorado House Education Committee hearing, March 5, 2007, Text appended to this report.
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idential to road Was more d in girls. The authors conclude that living
neara major road is associated with asthma.’
A study in 2007 esti d long-t p 1o traffic-related air poll and 1
adverse health effects, collecting particulate matter at 40 sites in Munich, Gc:rnany.
The aull]ors found that esti 1 PMa PMa s absort and NO; were 12.8 pg,.’m

1.7x10% rn aml 353 pg)rn} rcspucnvr:ly There were significant associations between PM3 s and
fstuffed nose during the first year of life, as well as between

NO; and dry ::ongll at night du.rmg Lhc first year cl’hfc Ll\rmg wn.hm 50 meters of busy roads

d the risk of wheezing and hiti In this study, a "busy"
road was defined as one with traffic greater ﬂmn 3000 automohiles per d.ay

Lastly, a UCLA Health Policy Research Brief described a study from Southern California
that found that children with asthma, especially in low-income groups, had three-fold higher rates of
cmergency room visits and more severe asthma exacerbations when exposed to high traific density
compared to low traffic density. Traffic density was estimated by multiplying average daily traffic
counts within a 500 foot buffer zone around the residence by the miles of road segments within that
zone, then dividing by the area. Effects were seen at the medium traffic density level (20,000~
200,000 vehicle miles traveled per square mile) as well as the high traffic density level. The authors
conclude that "Funhcr reduction of traffic related alr po]lulwn is needed In reduce the burden of
asthma, esj ly among low-i e and racial/ y gmups

Srudies in other susceprible subpopulations

Other recent studies have examined the effect of waffic-related air pollution on specific
populations aside from childrm, such as women or the elderly. A study from Worcester, MA,
blished in 2007 in Envi | Heafth Perspectives, found a 4-5% increase in the risk of acue
mymardull infarction (heart attack) among men and women who were exposed long-term to greater
amounts of vehicle traffic or lived near major roadways. The risks were highest among those less
than 65 years of age."” Another 200'! study published in the New England Jowrnal af Medicine

followed 63,893 | ¥ | women without hlslury of cardiovascular disease in 36 U.S. cities

over the course of six years, The authors found an k long-term exg to fine
I alr llution and the incid of cardi lar disease and death nmong this

pnpulmmn While this study did not specifically traffic-related parti it

complements previous studies of traffic-related particulate matter effects on the heart and strengthens
the findings of an association in women.

One 2006 study looking at the jation bet hospital admissions for resp
discase among the elderly and traffic intensity near the homes of the clderly in Montreal i'wnd that
inereased odds of being hospitalized for a respiratory versus control diagnosis were associated with

* MeConnell et al. TrafTic, ihility, and chi asthma. Emvi | Health Perspectives, May 2006,
114(5)766772.
etal. iratory health and individual estimated exposure o traffic-related aar pollutants in a cohost of

Zmng children. Qecipatione! and Environmental Medicine, Jamsry 2007, 64(1): 8-16.

Meng YY, Rull RP, Wilhelm M, Ritz B, English P, Yu H, Nathan §, Kuruvilla M and Brown ER. Living Near
Heavy Traffic Increases Asthima Severity. Los Angeles: UCLA Center for Health Policy Research, 2006.
¥ Tonne C, Melly S Mutlcmun M Coull B, Goldberg R, Schwartz ). A case-control analysis of exposure to traffic
and acute b ental Health Py ives, 2007 Jan;115(1):53-7.

¥ Miller KA et al. Long-term exposure to air pollution and mcidence of cardiovascular evems in women. New
England Journal of Medicine, February 2007, 356(5):447-458.
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higher road traffic levels near patients' homes, even after adjusting for the appraised value of those
homes, The study’s findings suggest that road traffic intensity might have an effect on the respiratory
health of elderly residents, and this association is not just a reflection of sociocconomic status. Road
traffic intensity was measured as the amount of estimated traffic during the 3 hour peak. The cutoff
between medium and high intensity was 3160 vehicles per 3 hour peak. Effects were seen with both
medium and high intensity traffic exposures.’

Conclusions

In summary, new scientific studies published since 2006 provide more robust evidence for
serious health effects from exposure to traffic-related air pollution. The studies indicate that within a
500-1500 foot zone around major roadways, people are exposed to elevated levels of a complex
mlx[urc of air pollutants, many of which are known to cause significant health risks. The use of

1l 10 ASSCSS X is necessary but should not be interpreted as demonstrating

that observed health effects are related only to exposures to the indicators. It is biologically plausible
that exposure to the complex mixture of traffic-related pollution is more harmful than cxposure to
only onc or two of the primary constituents of the mixture. The studies also suggest that health risks
are clevated at traffic counts in the th ds and low ten th Is of vehicles per day. Strengths of
the new studics include the fact that several involve following cohorts of children uvcr time, which
provides morc certainty in the diagnosis of asthma and other conditi and i
assessments.”’ Taken together, these studics strongly suggest that complying with rcgmnal federal
air standards under the Clean Air Act is not sufficient to protect public health. Federal agencics must
provide greater protection for populations exposed to traffic-related pollution from major roadways.

" Smarginssi A et al. Traffic intensity, dwelling valug, and hospital admissions for respiratory disease among the
ebderly in Montreal (Canada): a case-control annlysis. Jowrmal of Epidentiology and Community Health, 20006,
60:507-512,

1% See, for example, Jerrett M. Does traffic-related air pollution contribute to respiratory disease formation in
children? Eur Respir J, 2007 May;29(5):825-6.
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Comment 2001

Print View
From: Jim STRUVE <jimstruve@mac.com:>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 7:08 AM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor Feedback

Dear SirfMaam,

I am a resident of Salt Lake City. I have been reading with interest

the plans for the Mountain View Corridor highway. I am very concerned
about the continued emphasis on building new highways rather than
increasing the infra structures for public transportation. I believe

that building an extensive and efficient public transportation

network (TRAX, buses, bike corridors, etc.) will better serve the

needs of the Salt Lake Metropolitan communities in the long run. I
believe there is strong public support to move away from expensive
investments in building new highways.

If new roads are to be built, please do not place such roadways so
close to schools, homes, etc.

Thank you for your consideration of my input.

Jim Struve

722 East 900 South

Salt Lake City, UT. 84105
jimstruve@mac.com

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=mx9nq0Snlum%hseFmi&ltem.dm=261218...
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Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Kolby Billings" <gokougars@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 8:00 AM

Subject: 2100 North Freeway!

As a resident of Lehi just to the south of 2100 North I can see the
benefits of the 2100 North freeway connection to the Mountain View
Corridor. It is a place where a road mostly already exists, it is a

fairly central location, and it makes it so that people have an easy
connection to I-15. However, I don't think this is the best idea!

The Utah County Preferred Alternate is the better choice. The impact
of this option will be better for the environment, the

community, and drivers! In this plan drivers who are traveling to SLC
from Eagle Mountain or to Eagle Mountain from SLC (which this would be
my guess as to who would most frequently be using these arterials)

will be able to take the Porter Rockwell Arterial and have it connect
them directly to I-15 on their way to SLC!  With the 2100 North
Freeway, they will have to take a detour almost like they are headed
toward Provo before they can head themselves to SLC. We all know the
shortest distance between two peints is a straight line, so why not

use the option that gives you the straightest line to SLC from Eagle
Mountain. The Porter Rockwell Arterial would also effect less homes
than the 2100 North Freeway would. What a shame it would be if people
had to leave the homes that they love so a stupid road could be built
when there is another just as good, if not better, alternative that

could be built! Sure it would take building another bridge to cross

the Jordan River but wouldn't it be better to build another bridge

rather than kicking more people out of their homes than really need to
be???

Sincerely,
Kolby Billings

gokougars@gmail.com
801-473-4325

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mx9ng0SnOum%hseFmf&ltem.dm=262218... 11/29/2007
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Comment 2003

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  “"Celeste Hickman" <CelesteHickman@peckormsby.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Thursday - November 15, 2007 8:21 AM

Subject: UDOT on the Mountain

My name is Celeste Hickman, I am a resident of Lehi. I would like to
put in my two-cents.

1 am OPPOSED to the proposed freeway design in Utah County. I do not
like the idea of the removal of Utah Lake wetlands.

Thanks,

Celeste

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mx9ng0SnOum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=263218... 11/29/2007
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Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page L of |
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From:  "Donivan Killpack" <dkillpack@wolfelectronix.com=> From: "R MICHAEL GIFFIN" <semiretiredat50@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 8:29 AM Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 9:23 AM
Subject: My two cents
i don't know exactly what criteria is used to evaluate what and where to build a new road other
As the population in Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain rises the than the obvious fact that the growth in the area needs it already..but i di take a drive around
traffic leaving these areas increases. Some of this traffic goes north 35.2.8B the area between 21 5 56 w 72 w and 47 south and did a count on what things would need to
toward Salt Lake City. The remainder of this traffic goes south towards e be ‘relocated’ in order to get a road through...concerning the 56 w route...you planning on
the Orem Provo area. I find it amusing that all of the studdies and moving walmart? if you do are you willing to give equal compensation to other busineses in the
proposals for transportation are favoring traffic headed towards Salt path of construction? it looks to me like 72 w. would be a better candidate. 72 w. is only 2 lanes
Lake City. The problem along SR73, or "Main Street,” in Lehi is not now and it will need to be widdened anyway, while 56 west is pretty new and wide at least to 35
caused by people heading to Salt Lake City. People heading south are the th.what about the property values of the newer homes 56 th w and 53 rd 5.7
ones that are creating this traffic along Main Street. i bet it will be cheaper to relocate the older homes on the 72 w route...but then again.....its
If you have ever tried to get on I15 south bound from SR73 you will government in action..so of course they will do things the hard way..or the least logical way.
notice a long line of traffic. There poses another problem of cars that rmig
think they are better than the other and will take the inside lane up to
the intersection and cut in to the line to save themselves time. The
time they save doing this is approximately five to six minutes on
average of two minutes for every change of the traffic light. Those
drivers that wait in the line have to sit through three to four changes
in the traffic light until they are able to get on to the freeway.
In conclusion to my two bits, the Lehi and the Mountain View
35.2.13A Corridor proposals are both not going to help the traffic down Main. 1
= my self will not head miles north to go south. Going to Bluffdale is out
of the way and I will continue to use Main Street as I suspect that the
other cars on Main will as well. The best solution however if put to
vote the Mountain View Corridor has my vote for it does not head that
far north before merging onto 115 southbound.
https://email. udot.wtah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=mxIng08Snlum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=264218... 11/29/2007 https://email. udot.wtah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=mxIng08SnOum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=266218... 11/29/2007
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From: "Timo Brimhall" <tbrimhall@ereinsure.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 11:15 AM
Subject: Opposed to 2100 N. Connector in Lehi

35.2.7A I really think it is a bad idea to divide the city of Lehi with another
freeway like I-15. This will affect neighborhoods wildlife and is not
the best option.

35.2.9A

Please look at placing the connector farther North by the point of the
mountain.

Thanks!

Timo Brimhall

eReinsure
tbrimhall@ereinsure.com
(801)521-0600 xt.121

(801)521-0601 Fax

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 2007

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: “Ryan Rhodes" <RRhodes@slco.org>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 1:31 PM

Subject:  Corridor Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to express my opinion on the Mountain View corridor
proposal. As it stands now I do not support the proposal, it is not a smart
way to plan with the city or build a freeway. Numerous amounts of studies
prove that more lanes of traffic just cause more delays for traffic; since
everybody thinks it will be faster everybody goes to these roads and they
get jammed up. This city needs to be planned out with the long-term needs
met for out citizens, For that we need to integrate TRAX and bike paths
into the design of this road, you have a chance to change the way that
Utahns view transit and right now your current plan is just the status quo.
TRAX already has a higher than projected ridership and with gas on the rise
there is going to be more and more, this has to be included. In addition,
people that live along this street, especially the young and old, are at a
very high risk for pollution related diseases, you need to plan better in
order to protect their safety. Please do not build an ugly 8 lane road that
runs through Salt Lake County, please diversify the riding options you need
to think about the needs of everybody in this state not just those with
cars.

Thank you for reading,

Ryan Rhodes

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mxng0SnOum9hseFmf&ltem.dm=271217... 11/29/2007
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Comment 2008

Print View
From: “Marci Williams" <williamsfiyers@gmail.com:
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 1:33 PM
Subject: Comment--I vote for 2100 North

To whom it may concern:

1 believe that 2100 North is the best choice for moving traffic to the
1-15 corridor. The Lehi bridge proposal would NOT solve our current
traffic problem in the Eagle Mountain/Saratoga Springs area. Lehi
Main Street has the worst traffic and 2100 North would help solve this
problem. Our area is growing rapidly and we need transportation
solutions that make sense.

Thank you,

Marci Williams

https:/email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace User.context=mxInq0Snlum%hseFmi&ltem.dm=272217...
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Comment 2009

Print View
From: “Paul Ewert" <paul.ewert@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 1:40 PM
Subject: 2100 North Freeway response
Dear UDOT:

1 am surprised at your declaration of the 2100 North Freeway as your
preferred "solution” for northern Utah County's traffic problems. I, and

many others I speak to, do not believe a 2100 North Freeway is the solution
to the congestion problems already plaguing western Utah County's residents.
Highway 73 is already alarmingly overcrowded! This makes transit from the
eastern side of the valley to the western side extremely cumbersome--a
transit we West-Siders have no choice to make because of lack of jobs and
services in Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs.

Traffic currently moves well in a north-south orientation for West-Siders.
True, traffic is typically congested at Hwy 68 & Bangerter Hwy (Hwy 154),
but the plans to alleviate this problem are already laid out (all
alternatives address this area in relatively the same manner). It is the
east-west flow of traffic which needs to be considered.

The majority of residents who will be using the east-west solution are and

will continue to be living south and west of Highway 73. In my daily commute
from Saratoga Springs, I have found very little traffic using 2100 North as

a point to get on I-15--even fewer do 5o to head north, Most residents use
Highway 73 through Lehi and head south on I-15. The predominant need is for
a solution allowing residents to transit from western Utah County to the
eastern and southeastern portions of Utah County. Making Utahans travel
several miles north to catch the 2100 North Freeway and then backtracking
several miles south again is an even worse long-term environmental impact
than the minor wetland damage that will be sustained by cautious use

of wetlands for the Southern Freeway (think of all the extra fuel that will

be consumed by backtracking). Worse yet, many residents will continue to use
more convenient, existing southern routes in order to avoid the

backtracking.

Utah County's West-Side residents do not need a freeway connecting the very
northern tip of the county's two sides. Yes, the 2100 Freeway will be less
expensive, but *please: *Stop thinking with your wallet and start thinking
with your brain. The 2100 Freeway will do little to change the Highway 73

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace User.context=mxInq0Snlum%hseFmi&ltem.dm=273217...
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Comment 2009 (continued) Comment 2010
Response Print View Page 20f 2 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- congestion. Only a more southern route providing residents of both Eagle -
Mountain and Saratoga Springs better, unrestricted access to Pleasant Grove,
COrem, Provo, and other southeastern regions of Utah County will address our
needs. Such a route has been proposed in the Southern Freeway option. From: "Bronwen Oehlschlager” <bronweno@rapidwave.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
2100 North improvements are definitely necessary, but a *freeway* at 2100 Date:  Thursday - November 15, 2007 2:20 PM
North is not. Travellers to southeastern Salt Lake County already have a Subject: 2100 North Corridor - Yes I want it.
high-volume route constructed (Bangerter Highway). Please, please build the
Southern Freeway and provide residents with the solution that truly meets
their needs for access to Utah County stores, jobs, and events today and
next century. 35.2.7C I want the 2100 North Corridor.
Sincerely,
---Paul Ewert---
Bronwen Oehlschlager
Saratoga Springs Resident and
commuter to eastern Utah County ACN
801-766-2731
<mailto:bronweno@rapidwave.net> bronweno@rapidwave.net
hitps://email.udot. utah. gov/ gw/webace 7User.context=mx¥nq0SnlumShseFmi& lem.dm=273217... 11/29/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=mxng0SnOum9hseFmf&llem.dm=275217... 11/29/2007
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Comment 2011

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Danelle Butterfield” <butter217@alpine.k12.ut.us>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 2:33 PM
Subject: we support u

To whom it may concern,

We as current residents of Eagle Mountain support udot in the Mountain View project.

‘We donot want to see Lehi get a chance to build according to there plans.

We support you 100% and would love to see this matter settled so that we can get building the
roads out here to relieve the congestion we face each day.

Thank you for your time,
Danelle Butterfield
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Comment 2012

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Tim Lindsey" <tlindsey@google.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 2:53 PM

Subject:  Mountain View Corridor project

I live in Eagle Mountain. Iam in support of the 2100 North Freeway
as supported by the Saratoga Springs City Council and Mayor. I am
opposed to the Lehi Bridge Proposal.

Regards,

Tim Lindsey
801-789-6824
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Comment 2013

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Debora Boyd" <debiboyd@digis.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 2:54 PM

Subject: In favor of 2100N option UT County

To whom it may concern:

I am a resident of Eagle Mountain and am frustrated with the lack of
intelligence in the MVC from Lehi lawmakers. I understand Lehi's concern of
displacing homes with the 2100N option. However, the 4800North option is
ridiculous and would be a waste of taxpayer money. No one will use this
road. Itis located WAY too close to the Bangerter passage to I-15. There
will be NO change to the traffic volume through downtown Lehi even if this
"4800N" road were to be built,

The largest percentage, by far, of traffic passing through downtown Lehi
during either morning rush-hour or "mommy" rush-hour (about $:30-10:30) is
headed to either American Fork businesses or towards Southbound I-15. As
such, there is no one person what-so-ever from any city that would travel

all the way up to 4800N to access Southbound I-15, therefore it is obvious
that this road would not be used, and would NOT alleviate ANY traffic. AND
considering that there is but one I-15 freeway exit between 4800N area and
the existing Bangerter Hwy exit, by and large people wishing to access
northbound I-15 might as well use the Bangerter passage to I-15 anyway. No
one will use 4800N passage. The effort to build the road is useless and
wasteful.

I can respect Lehi's interest in wishing to preserve their own backyard. I
would rather there be NO east-west UT county passage then see 4800 built, as
it is a waste of money. But, traffic through Lehi will only grow and

existing roads are insufficient to handle the traffic that will come

(whether Lehi wants it or not, they will come). However, and obviously, the
2100N option would certainly alleviate a large amount of traffic along BOTH
Lehi downtown roads as well as Redwood road north of 2100N. It is wrong to
indulge one at the expense of so many others.

Most Sincerely,
Debora F Boyd, Eagle Mountain resident
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Comment 2014

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Claudia S Cox" <claudiascox@msn.com:>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 3:01 PM

To whom it may concern,

I just wanted to let you know my feelings about the road situation in Lehi and surrounding
areas.

1 am for the road across 2100 North in Lehi. Please do not let the bridge go through that they
are proposing for the point of the mountain. That will be nothing but a headache with the ice
and snow during the winter months.

I live in the area of 2100 north and will be glad to see this road go thru. I travel to the Ranches
everyday and abhor the traffic getting out there. This road will make it an easy trip. I can get to
Provo faster than going down Lehi Main Street to the Ranches, and that is sad. Do not let the
Lehi government dictate to the State what to do. Do what you feel is best for us. I do not feel
that road will have a bad impact on us in Lehi, it will help. They have allowed the growth, now
they need to deal with the roads to carry us where we need to go.

Thank You,

Claudia Cox
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Comment 2015

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Cluff Family" <tim@cluff-family.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 3:15 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

To Whom It May Concern,

I am opposed to the 2100 N connector proposal for the following reasons:

1.It negatively impacts my neighborhood, decreasing property values, taking
away needed commercial property and increasing noise and air pollution.

2.1t destoys wildlife habitat and negatively impacts the environment along
the Jordan  River.

3.1t divides my city.

4.1t doesn't fully solve the problem of traffic from Eagle
Mountain/Saratoga Springs.  They need a connector that more directly gets
them from their communities to

1-15, not one that sends them 21 blocks north, just to go south again.

There are many other reasons I oppose the 2100 N connector. It doesn't solve
any problems, it only creates different problems.

Thank you,
Tiffini Cluff
Lehi resident
801-228-1710
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Comment 2016

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Anjanette Lofgren” <anjlofgren@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - November 17, 2007 3:07 PM

Subject:  MVC Project

I am sending this email to show my support for the 2100 N. option for MVC,
I live in Eagle Mountain and the proposed bridge option in Bluffdale would
have little to no use to me. Most of mine and my husband's travels are to
Utah County. It is torture driving through Lehi's Main Street to get to

the Freeway. I don't understand why they want a bridge so far away. That
would not solve their traffic congestion on Main Street.

Thank you,

Anjanette Stone Lofgren
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Comment 2017

Print View Page 1 of 1

From: James Cox

To: mountainview@utah.gov

Date:  Thursday - November 15, 2007 3:20 PM

Subject:l am in Full_supnrt of the UDOT alignmnent for the 210[_3 South connector link. I live in
the immediate area and see no adverse effects from this proposal. Jim Cox

I am in full suport of the UDOT alignmnent for the 2100 South connector link. I live in the
immediate area and see no adverse effects from this proposal. Jim Cox
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Comment 2018

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  “"Brenda Craven" <bvi@lgerber.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 3:28 PM
Subject: the 2100 North Alternative

Mike and Brenda Craven, The Ranches , Eagle Mountain

We support " The 2100 MNorth Alternative "
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Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in
Chapter 35
-
From: Lisa <Imh55@digis.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 3:33 PM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor

35.2.7C I am grateful for the letter from the Mayor of Saratoga Springs re:
the Corridor.

Of the options I have seen, the 2100 N Alternative would be the
best. HOWEVER, I do not know what structures, roads, etc. exist
currently in that area, so I'm not sure that the employment
35.2.1D opportunities discussed in the letter are real or simply argument ploys.
I WOULD LIKE TO SEE (because I live in Eagle Mtn) an option to the
south of SR 73/Main St. Lehi. I travel mostly to the South, so going
MNorth to catch the freeway doesn't make much sense to me. So I'm
mostly looking for that arterial road along 1000 South in Lehi.
Thank you,

Lisa Hansen
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Comment 2020

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Craig Harper <cutharp56@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 4:21 PM
Subject: Disapproval of 2100 North Connector!

To whom it may concern:

I strongly disapprove of the proposal to build a connector of the Mountain View Corridor at 2100 Nc
Lehi. This connector will cause multiple problems including negative consequences to very nearby f
elementary schools and homes with children in the area. I fear the safety of these children is at ext
risk. I also see a problem with the habitat of the Jordan River. There is much area out there that v
negatively affected by this plan. Please reconsider and DO NOT build the mountain view connector
s0 close to already established homes in the area. There has got to be a better, safer, and more
ecologically safer plan. Thank you.

Melissa Harper

Get easy, one-click access to your favorites.
Make Yahoo! your homepage.
http://www.yahoo.com/rfhs
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Comment 2021

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  "Brett and Stacy McKay" <bnsmckay@emcity.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 4:45 PM

Subject: Support for the 2100 north freeway

To whom it may concern:

My husband and I would like to express our opinion on the transportation
situation in Eagle Mountain, Saratoga Springs and lehi,

We believe the 2100 north freeway to be the best option for us all.

Thank you for your time.

Brett & Stacy Mckay

Eagle Mountain Utah residents
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Comment 2022

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: David Schooleraft <dsdisarm@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 5:38 PM
Subject: Support for 2100 North Alternative

The 2100 Morth plan makes a lot of sense. The Lehi proposal doesn't seem to address the
congestion problem down here; it's so far north drivers may as well take Bangerter to the I-15.
Please don't let the short sited city of Lehi ruin a perfectly good idea.

Thanks for Reading,
David Schooleraft and Family
Saratoga Springs Residents

Be a better pen pal. Text or chat with friends inside Yahoo! Mail. See how.
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Comment 2023

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Matilde T. Wosnjuk" <wosnjuk@netzero.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 5:37 PM
Subject: 2100 North in Lehi is the best choice

My name is Matilde Wosnjuk, I live in Eagle Mountain and I am here to support the preferred
alternative for the news roads and freeways to be built.

Sincerely,

Matilde Wosnjuk
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Comment 2024

Print View

From: Abel Kanigan <ongool@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 5:40 PM
Subject: Support for 2100 N alternative in Lehi

My name is Abel Kanigan. I live in Eagle Mountain and

I would like to voice my support in favor of the 2100

N Lehi route. I will actually have moved out of our
current home and out of the area by the time the
project is complete, Nevertheless, I see the potential
such a route would have to greatly reduce the Lehi
traffic out to this area. The benefit of such a route

to so many would certainly far out way any detriment
or inconvenience to a few. I have lived here for 4

years and the increase in traffic flow has been quite
dramatic and very noticeable during this time. It

seems as though the commute time in to I-15 gets 5-10
minutes worse each year, depending on the weather and
all to frequent accidents. I hope that this route will

be carefully considered and the substantial future
benefits to easing traffic congestion and safety of

many will be weighted carefully against the preference
and convenience of a few. Thank you.

Page 1 of 1

MNever miss a thing. Make Yahoo your home page.
http://www.yahoo.com/r/hs
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Response Print View Page 1of1

Section in

Chapter 35

-
From: Abel Kanigan
To: mountainview@utah.gov
Date: Thursday - January 10, 2008 6:17 PM
Subject: I support the 2100 Lehi option
35.2.7C I am a resident of Eagle Mountain at this time, but will not be by the time the corridor is built.

Though I will not benefit from this connection, I am in full support of it. I believe that the rapidly
growing areas of Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs are in need of such a convenience. I
understand that not only will it ease the ridiculous congestion along lehi main/Sr-73, but it will
make the travel safer. I am looking forward to this corridor's completion, though as I said, I will
be gone from Eagle Mountain before it is ever made. Thank you for your consideration of this
issue,

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=codjz2Qiban2nri Agh& ltem. dm=636220&...  1/11/2008

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.2.7D

35.2.9A

APPENDIX 35B: REPRODUCTIONS OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

Comment 2026

Mowell WebAccess Page 1 of 1

Mail Message N

R ey v g (T 0% Readlater () 470 a =

Tail Properties

From: Michael Robertson
< jeffmikegordon@hotmail.cam:>
T0: < mountainyiew@utah,.govs
Subject: Mountain Wiew Corridor In Marthern Utah Yalley
Attachments: Mime.B22 (2586 bytes) [View] [Save As]

Thursday - November 15, 2007 5:45 PM

My Name is Michael Robertsan, I live on 1500 North in Lehi Utah and am very happy to give you feedback on
the proposals for the Mountain Yiew corridor,

1 am against the 2100 north alternative, and its not for the fact that it would be in our backyard, 1 think that if
you look at things to come, the Lehi bridge would he maore effective. I'd say killing two birds with one stone, we
hawe seen the plans for the enormous complex Including Utahs tallest building. when that comes it would make
more sense tohave the lehi bridge already done and ready for easy access to the complex.

I look at the way some things were done by UDOT and wonder why they went that way, seeming like when
they finish something they just have to re-do it after. [ know Its easy to say that as an onlooker but | Sincerly
think that we need o look down the road and see what best will fit Utahs needs not just fixing things for the
traffic probems we have now.,

1 appreciate you for listening to my opinion

Mike
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From: "Barnes Family" <barnesfamilyl@gmail.com> From: "The Rollos" <therollos@digis.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 6:37 PM Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 9:00 PM
Subject:  Mountainview Corridor East/West Alternatives Subject: MV Corridor
To whom it may concern: Dear Committee:
35.2.7C As a resident of Saratoga Springs, I am writing in support of the 2100 North I am opposed to the proposed route, but not for the reasons I've heard from other people.
alternative of the Mountainview Corridor. 35.2.13A Population growth is still far south of the proposed route. I live in Saratoga Springs and must
drive Main Street in Lehi all the time, which I hate. But I will continue to drive it to get to the
Thanks, interstate because driving so far north (2100 North) to connect would take me still further out of
my way. We already have Bangerter north of us -- a connection at 2100 North is ridiculous. By
Jeff Banes the time it is completed in 3-5 years, the population in Eagle Mountain and 5.S. will be that
801-768-1640 much larger, and most people will not drive up to 2100 North to connect. Why hasn't anyone

else thought of this? You don't need to be a visionary to look at the growth pattern and realize
that it is further south where the connection is needed. 2100 North will not take the pressure off
Lehi's Main Street now, and it especially will not do so in the future. Poll the people who live in
these two growing cities to see where they will actually drive. Please, someone open your eyes
and look ahead a few years before spending all that money to accomplish so little.

Terri Rollo

1301 Alpine Drive

Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
(801)766-2417
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Comment 2029

Print View
From: "Pete Swiderski” <swid441@alpine.k12.ut.us>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 9:09 PM
Subject: 2100

Page 1 of 1

This email is to voice my families opinion in favor of the 2100 project. As a communter from

Saratoga Springs, I can strongly attest to the usefulness of this route.
Pete Swiderski

517 W Tea Rose Ct
Saratoga Springs
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Comment 2030

Print View
From: Adrian Jenkins <bigunclepoch@yahoo,com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 $:25 PM
Subject: In favor of 2100 North Alternative.

I wanted to say that I am in favor of the 2100 North alternative. I live about a quarter mile from w
this road will be. I am in favor for one main reason, that T will use it. I work in South Jordan and v

this road everyday.

There is no perfect alternative, and you are not going to make everybody happy. So please do whz

think is right and what you think is best for the majority of the people.

Adrian Jenkins

2262 West 1750 North
Lehi, UT 84043
801-671-3572

Page 1 of 1

Be a better sports nut! Let your teams follow you

with Yahoo Mobile. Try it now. http://mobile.yahoo.com/sports;_ylt=At9_qDKvtAbMuh1G1SQtBI7n
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Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 2
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From: “craig tedesco” <ctfreedom@msn.com> From: “Peter Rich" <peter_rich@byu.edu>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 9:58 PM Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 10:17 PM
Subject: mountain view corridor Subject: 2100 North
35.2.7C To whom this is address;I been a resident of Saratoga Springs,since 1999.1 have seen no traffic

before but now,it is very busy, and dangerous.I fell the 2100 North proposal,is best for all of us 35.2.7C To whom it may concern,

My family and I want to express our support for the 2100 North option to
building a thoroughfare into the Eagle Moutain/Saratoga Springs area west of
Lehi. We have heard that there are those in Lehi that would propose instead
a bridge from point of the mountain to Redwood Road (just past camp
Williams). I can't see how this could even be considered a likely
alternative. Of all the trouble spots along I-15 every day, there is one
that is sure to cause a slow-down any time traffic gets heavy--point of the
mountain. Who in their right mind would want to bring more traffic to an
already troubled spot? In addition, this would cause greater gas
consumption as people would have to travel up a hill, just to travel back
down and then up again (unless you built very large bridge).

who lives in this area.If you have any questions fell free to e-mail me. Thank You,Craig Tedesco

Honestly, the 2100 North option seems to be the lesser of two evils. I mean
this in the best way possible, but we left Utah 5 years ago and I am
surprised that nothing was during that time. Traffic was already beginning
to be heavy in this area and it is exponentially so now. I look forward to
the extension of Trax along I-15 to the major points in Utah County (e.g.,
UVU and BYU). Again, the fact that this has not yet been built seems to be
lack of foresight, or just good common sense. Trax was more successful than
the state had imagined from the moment it opened and in an area in which
inversion is a problem due to natural geography, I would imagine that
resources would be quickly establish to reduce any adverse problems along
the main cause of pollution in our state (i.e., I-15).

May I make one final plea as well to UDOT to consider wise needs assessments
35.31C prior to swift action? Let me explain with a recent example. The overpass
connecting Main Street in American Fork and the back side of Lehiis a
constant traffic jam. A well-thought out solution could greatly reduce
stoppage in this area. Unfortunately, the solution the city (or state?)

seems to have come up with is to widen the road in that area. While this
was the first solution that occurred to me, it is not the best solution to

the problem. The stoppage problem is actually caused by people leaving
American Fork who are trying to tumn left onto I-15. Widening the road only
allows more cars to be stopped at the same time. These cars stop traffic
because they have to wait for drivers traveling from the Lehi side to the AF
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Print View

side to pass before they can turn left. The current solution will cause the
need to increase the length of the green turn light and may still likely
cause jamming on the overpass due to the great percentage of people turning
left. A better solution would have been to construct a semi-circular ramp
on the right-hand side that allows those wishing to access southbound 1-15
to quickly exit the overpass and merge into traffic below. This would not
require stopping traffic in the opposite direction and would allow those
travelling through to the Lehi side to pass by quickly (and since there is a
bus station on the Lehi side of this overpass, UTA ought to be interested in
getting travelers from one side to the other as quickly as possible. A
careful analysis of the situation would have led to a much better solution.

1 am glad the state is looking for residential input into how to get a
thoroughfare into the rapidly expanding Eagle Mountain/Saratoga Springs
area. I hope those in charge are able to reason out the most amenable
solution that allows for the steady and rapid flow of traffic. I just wish

it would all have been done before there was the overwhelming need, so
please move as quickly as possible (on both this and on extending TRAX to
Utah County universities/big businesses)

Peter Rich, PhD

peter_rich [at] byu [dot] edu
Instructional Psychology & Technology
Brigham Young University

Provo, Ut 84602
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Comment 2033

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: "Gary Whatcott" <gwhatt@burgoyne.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 9:50 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor: Lehi Utah

Dated this November 16th 2007
Sir's

We are sending the e-mail to express our feelings regarding the Mountain View Corridor's
proposed location at 2100 N. Lehi.

After living in the area and reviewing the proposed site and considering the possible problems at
that site we are stating that the 2100 N. Corridor is the worst of possible sites wel have
considered. It has the following negative qualities:

Relocation of existing homes,

Noise to the area on both sides of the proposed route.

An interchange replacing the 1200W exit will be extremely costly

Traffic on I-15 will increase from SLC south to the proposed interchange at 1200W.
Noise walls would be extremely costly, subject to vandalism, and basically ineffective.
Property values in the surrounding areas would plummet.

There will be interferance with the railroad.

Logically the area at 2100 N. can not support a road greater than 4 lanes (2 each way)
without severely effecting the Jordan River wet lands. (Even a 4 lane highway would require
heroic efforts to minimize the impacts).

O NG R W

Since negative statements only are not constructive so let us propose an alternate site. We
agree with others that the area right along the SLCounty/UtahCounty boundry has many
advantages with minimal negative impacts:

1. Easing traffic from the point of the mountain and south.

2. Itis a more logical point for Northbound traffic to transfer to or from I-15 and the Corridor.
3. There will be much heavier traffic related to the proposed Commercial Center in the
depression just south of the point and east of I-15. This will be a major destination from the
north as well as the south.

4. The impact on existing homes will be minimal and much further away. In fact the site near
the point effects virtually nothing except a sand pit.

5. The route of the connection will be approximately 1/3rd the distance of the 2100N site,

6. It will better facilitate growth in the south end of SLCounty, an area already exploding.

Consider the above reasoning in your evaulations and I'm sure you will agree the Point of the
Mountain site is a much more advantageous location for the proposed freeways connector.
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Comment 2033 (continued) Comment 2034
Response Print View Page 20f 2 Response Print View Page 1 of 2
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- Thank You -
Gary L. Whatcott
Jeri L. E. Whatcott
From: <JFreyerli4@aol.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 7:02 AM
Subject: 2100 North Freeway
Parsons Brinckeroff,

Thank you for the mailing updating us on the 2100 North Freeway.

I moved to Eagle Mountain 3 years ago and have watched traffic increase from
a trickle to what is now heavy grid lock at the primary commuting hours. I

have also seen traffic accidents occurring at a higher rate as people struggle

to get to work in this congestion.

When looking at any new highway project the primary concern is always the
citizens of the affected communities. With that said, you need to address
communities affected as a whole and not in a small circle by those who oppose any
change at all.

The bridge at point of the mountain will not ease congestion, it will simply
35.2.9C increase congestion at a spot on I-15 North that is already clogged. The

other problem is that the congestion on 73 is also due to people heading east to
American Fork, Orem, Pleasant Grove, Provo etc. Why drive all the way north
to the connector at the point of the mountain and then drive south on I-15
back down to where you need to go. Most folks will simply still use

73/Lehi-Main street - therefore the congestion will stay the same.

The other concern is of course the 2 lane highway on SR-73 that will connect
to the new freeway on SR 73.

Will there be a road widening plan to accommodate the access point to the
freeway?

There are signs on SR 73 that say a Wal-Mart is coming - what has been done
to address this traffic nightmare in the works.

35.2.7C The 2100 North Freeway needs to be built with the corridor through Lehi - it
is simply the smart thing to do.

Without that connector, Lehi-Main street will simply be a traffic zone with
idling cars, wasted fuel, exhaust pollution and frustrated drivers.

Thank You for listening to the citizens of Utah County
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Print View

John Freyer

9226 North Mount Airey Drive
Eagle Mountain, Utah

84005

801.789.8254

R AR See what's new at http://www.aol.com
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Comment 2035

Print View
From: "jolene hamouri" <jthorsenl@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 7:56 AM
Subject: comments

I agree with the 2100 North connector because it will provide relief to Main Street. Main Street

has continued to increase more and more with traffic problems. Motorist do not obey the

roundabout traffic rules and I don't think they care, because they are tired of the congestion.
Something needs to be done now. The problem is no matter where you put it, someone is going
to come along and disagree and fight the issue. You can't please everyone. doesn't matter where
you put the connector you'll have an argument. This connector will benefit everyone. Wildlife can
be moved to another location cheaper. You can't move 50,000 people and homes. Just do it.
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Comment 2036 Comment 2037
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: “Becky Lewis" <beckyl@provo.edu> From: Donna Long <longséutah@hotmail.com>
To: <Mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 8:03 AM Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 8:21 AM
Subject: Comments Subject: Mountain View Corridor

I support the 2100 North Freeway as the best alternative.
Becky Lewis To Whom It May Concern,
35.2.7C ¥ &

35.2.9C The corridor in which the Lehi city has proposed would only benefit residents in Northern Utah
County that travel into the Salt Lake area. This would not help any resident who works within
Utah County; it would make their commute longer. The 2100 North alternative would meet
35.2.7C somewhere in the middle and improve all residents commute regardless if they work in Salt Lake
County or Utah County. If the big picture it to help all residents, the 2100 North alternative
seems to meet that goal. The Lehi Bridge Proposal would only help those commuting into Salt
Lake County and still cause commute problems to all who work within Utah County.

Thank you,

Donna Long
Eagle Mountain Resident

Help yourself to FREE treats served up daily at the Messenger Café. Stop by today.
http://www.cafemessenger.com/info/finfo_sweetstuff2.html?ecid=TxT_TAGLM_OctWLtagline
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Comment 2038

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Sherilyn Kent
To: mountainview@utah.gov
Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 8:29 AM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to let you know I strongly support the 2100 North alternative for helping
transportation needs in northern Utah County. This would certainly ease the traffic congestion in
Lehi, and it's the best solution of all the options available. Please make the decision to put a
freeway running south along the west side of Redwood Road to the north end of Saratoga
Springs where it will then go east across the valley and connect with I-15 at 2100 North in Lehi,

Thank you,

Sherilyn J. Kent
(801) 768-0997
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Comment 2039

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: <huzwif@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - January 12, 2008 10:43 AM
Subject: 5800 WEST IS A BAD IDEA

I CANNOT BELIEVE THAT UDOT AND THE WEST VALLEY CITY COUNCIL WOULD PREFER A
FREEWAY THAT RUNS ADJACENT TO NUMEROUS GRADE SCHOOLS. POLLUTION AND SAFETY
ARE NOT ON THEIR. MIND AT ALL. HAVING ON AND OFF RAMPS NEXT TO SCHOOLS WOULD
ONLY CREATE MORE CONGESTION AND INCREASE THE DANGER OF OUR SCHOOL CHILDREN
GETTING TO AND FROM SCHOOL. IT WOULD ALSO PUT A BURDEN ON THE SCHOOL
DISTRICTS BY TRYING TO FIGURE OUT HOW TO BUS THE CHILDREN SAFELY TO AND FROM
SCHOOL. THE FIRST TIME SOMETHING HAPPENS I CAN SMELL A LAWSUIT. NOT ONLY IS
SAFETY AN ISSUE BUT THE POLLUTION IT WOULD CREATE IS ANOTHER. CHILDREN WOULD
BE SUBJECT TO 12 YEARS OF CONSTANT POLLUTION FROM THE VEHICLES THAT USE THE
FREEWAY. STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT CHILDREN HAVE DIMINISHED LUNG CAPACITY BY
BREATHING THIS AIR. MY WIFE WORKS AT ONE OF THE SCHOOLS ALONG THE PROPOSED
FREEWAY, AND I DO NOT WANT HER AND HER. CO-WORKERS SUBJECT TO THIS.

I HAVE LIVED IN WEST VALLEY FOR 25 YEARS. IN THAT TIME I HAVE RAISED MY CHILDREN
HERE, BEEN INVOLVED IN SOCCER, BASKETBALL, SWIMMING,SCOUTING AND MANY OTHER
ACTIVITIES INVOLVING MY CHILDREN AND MANY OTHERS. WE HAVE MADE MANY GREAT
FRIENDS IN OUR AREA. NOW YOU WANT ME TO FEEL GOOD ABOUT BEING PACKED UP AND
MOVED TO ANOTHER AREA AWAY FROM MY NEIGHBORS, FRIENDS AND WARD MEMBERS AND
START OVER. I AM 55 YEARS OLD, HAVE FOUR YEARS LEFT TO PAY ON MY HOUSE AND PLAN
ON RETIRING IN THE FUTURE. YOU WILL PLACE UNDO HARDSHIP UPON ME AND MY FAMILY,
BY FORCING ME TO MOVE AND START OVER. WE HAVE 1 FREEWAY AND 1 HIGHWAY THAT
ALREADY DIVIDES THE CITY. ALL THIS FREEWAY WOULD DO IS DIVIDE THIS CITY EVEN
MORE. PLEASE STUDY MORE LIGHT RAIL, EAST-WEST AND U-111 ALTERNATIVES.

GLENN HOFFMANN
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Comment 2040

Print View
From: <dblatter@q.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - Movember 16, 2007 9:16 AM
Subject: Mauntain View Corridor
Dear Sir:

Page 1 of 1

My wife and I moved here from Colorado about 18 months ago. We live on Coyote Run. Since

moving here we have noticed the traffic through Lehi has almost doubled. If we have an

appointment in Orem or Provo in the early morniing or late afternoon we have to add an extra
half hour to our traval time now just to get through Lehi. We were one of the people who were
trapped in the traffic jam when the train stalled across the road in Lehi a few month back, My
wife and I are in favor of the 2100 North road through Lehi. Please do what you can to push this

through as fast as you can.
Thank you,

Don and Leslee Blatter
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Comment 2041

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Pearl Deal" <Pearl.Deal@slcc.edu>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 10:25 AM

I live on 5600 west and my house is one of the ones to be taken. I really

don't know why you bother with comments because you have your minds made up
already. What we say and our imput is not going to make a difference and

you all know that. Just be up front and tell us all when we will have to

move, I am very frustrated with this whole ordeal because we don't have a

voice and we are giving the opportunity to voice but it's not going to make

a difference. So build your highways and just know how many people are

being relocated and nobody gives a crap. The only crap is us dealing with

moving which won't be easy When we purchased our home we had the intention
of staying there for a long time.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem. drn=660z 120...  1/14/2008

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.2.7A

Comment 2042

January 19, 2008

Dear UDOT,

We are residents of Lehi City and our home is right off the 2100 North. The current
freeway [-15 is on our back yard!!! There are many reasons why we don’t want another
freeway. First, Twenty-nine people will have to relocate. This is severe. We've moved many
times. We know the reality of this, especially on our children. 1t's hard to deal with. Property
values have already gone down because of the home market slump, and if the freeway is built, it
will make the values go lower.

We are already affected by the noise level the I-15 freeway brings, and the poor air
pollution there is because of it. Health risks are threatening our families already. My husband’s
asthma is bad because of the short proximity to the 1-15 freeway. If another freeway is built, it
will be worse for many of us who live so close to the I-15. The Interchange congestion will be
stifling!!!

Here are other reasons why you should not build another freeway through Lehi City:
14.75 wetlands will be impacted., Cars will speed through Lehi at 75 MPH, 100+ acres of
commercial land will be lost, noise walls will be added ruining views, socioeconraic impacts will
be severe, cumulative impacts will be extreme, and 60 approved dwellings will be lost,

Thank you for your time. We feel that there are other better options. We pled with you to
consider the Lehi City proposal.

Sincerely,

—— oy,
F il | b
Cotttnse s S Sz
Patricia and Andrew Peterson
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Comment 2043

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "April C. Jacobson" <april_may88@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - November 16, 2007 9:39 PM
Subject: Eagle Mountain, Saratoga Springs roads

To whom it may concern:

I just received the two proposals that were sent to me by mail. I think that the uniterrupted road
or 2100 north proposal is the best way to correct any current and future traffic problems.

Please consider this vote the vote for my entire household.
Sincerely,

April C. Jacobson

Boo! Scare away worms, viruses and so much maore! Try Windows Live OneCare!
http://onecare.live.com/standard/en-us/purchase/trial.aspx?s_cid=wl_hotmailnews
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Comment 2044

Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in
Chapter 35
-
From: "sue click” <csueclick@mcleodusa.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - November 15, 2007 11:03 AM
Subject: Mountain view Corridor

Dear Mountain View Decision makers

Please let me second the recommendations of the concerned environmentalists and air quality
consultants:

1) A high-capacity transit system on 5600 West in Salt Lake County should be constructed before
35.29A any road capacity increases.

35.2.3B 2) The transit riderships projections for Mountain View Corridor do not reflect the current high
usage of TRAX light rail and greatly underestimates the effectiveness of transit alternatives.

35.12.4A 3) The 5800 West MVC alignment should be abandoned for it places several schoals in close
proximity and will put many children at risk from concentrated freeway air pollution.

35.2.3A 4) The tightening housing, heating, and earning dollar will create a need economically to have
low cost, low impact public transit alternatives to the car to keep our lives going with food,
housing and medical insurance.... If we could ditch our cars everyone would benefit. Light rail,
busses and other public transit offers long term survival for many by just becoming independent
of our cars.

5) The more we resepct the earth, the more she will sustain our shared lives with all that lives,
Those dependent on wetlands, bees, and other vital life forms that can only be further
compromised by yet more toxic air and water. Cleaning up our act by joining to solve polution
problems may be more important than our addition to cars as the primary transport.

Thankyou for your kind consideration of my input
Cheryl Sue Click

District 5

Salt Lake City Utah 84105
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Comment 2045

Print View

From:  Eric Anderson <ewander30@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Thursday - November 15, 2007 4:57 PM
Subject: Support for 2100 North Freeway

To whom it may concern,

I strongly support the 2100 North (Lehi) Freeway. 1
believe this to be the best way to provide for future
and current needs of Northern Utah County. I also feel
that it will resolve the traffic congestion on Lehi's

Main Street.

Thanks,
Eric Anderson

2239'W. 1200 S.
Lehi, UT 84043
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Comment 2046

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Bel - IT <belitco@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 10:09 AM
Subject: No toll roads

I don't mind much about this new road but I will not use it if it is a toll road. I may start grass
roots effort to boycotte it as well.

Wrong to pick on West side SLCounty.
West side gets shoved into:

District splits

Toll roads

Tom Dolan Soccer stadums
Etc.

Just wrang.

Windows Live Hotmail and Microsoft Office Outlook — together at last. Get it now.
http://office.microsoft.com/en-us/outlook/HA102225181033.aspx ?pid=CL10062697 1033
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Comment 2047

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: <khll123@netscape.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - Movember 16, 2007 7:44 AM
Subject: mountain view corridar

I would just like to say I thing it should go on 2100 north,what good does it do puting up that
far on 4800 n. I live just off 700 s and 20 w in lehi and I am sick of the traffic you can't move in
lehi. Why would any one drive up to 4800 n to get on the freeway to go south, no they will not
so it still leaves the traffic in lehi. Nobody wants it in? there backyard but it needs to be in a
place that will get more use. And I am so sick of how every one throws the kids up in your face
our kids will die if it goes in on 2100 n I read that in the paper and it made me sick. You are
more likely to get something from the pollution from all the cars that sit on main street in lehi for
5 or 10 minutes trying to get home and that is all day long then the cras and trucks that are at
least going 45.

I say put it on 2100 north??7?7?7?22772727? Kathy

Check Out the new free AIM(R) Mail -- Unlimited storage and industry-leading spam and email
virus protection.
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Comment 2048 Comment 2049
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: "stealthblue@netzero.net” <stealthblue@netzero.net> From: "Judy Evertsen” <bradandjudy@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - November 14, 2007 10:14 AM Date: Saturday - November 24, 2007 8:10 AM
Subject: No West side toll roads please Subject: My opinion
35.2.10A It is funny how our East side heavy handed legislator approves toll roads for our West side To Whom It May Concern,
communties, I'd like to express my opinion about the Mountainview Corridor. I'm
I hope UDOT or Govs office stands up to this tolling West Side salt lake. It is wrong and west excited that we on the west side will finally have a north-south road that
siders will boycotte such an Idea. is far enough west to serve us. I've lived in Kearns for 21 years at
approximately 5000 S and 5000 W. I've watched this community grow to the
Regrets! 35.2.10A point that we really need the road out here. The reason that I'm writing is

to express my strong feelings that this NOT be a toll road. Why should we
west-siders have to pay to use a road that is so desperately needed? This
would never happen if the road was on the east side of the valley. I'm
tired of being the poor step child of Salt Lake City. I appreciate you
taking the time to listen to our feedback.

Sincerely
Judy Evertsen
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Comment 2050

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Joe Hancock” <jhancock@rydalch-electric.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - November 27, 2007 1:53 PM
Subject:  Proposed Plan
To whom it may concern,

I am not happy with the plan for the Mountain View Corridor. Not only will
it pass right by Whittier Elementary, but also my other children's schools,
Hunter Jr. and Hunter High. I am also very concerned with the Hunter Park
Area. I have been told that this proposal will take out 2 ball fields.

Being a member of the Hunter/Cyprus Baseball Board and former President this
greatly concerns me. The loss of fields will be a problem, but I am even

more concerned with the health issues this presents for the children playing

at the existing fields or even over at the park.

I can understand that change is inevitable, but the future of our children
must be taken in account. The second alternative(7200 W), I foresee less
negative impact. For one, there are not three schools which will be
affected. Secondly, Children using park services at Hunter Park will not be
impacted as much. Thirdly, there appears more open land which in turn will
result in less homes being bordered by a major freeway. I understand that
per your plans, the 7200 plan does not remove as many homes, but the impact
on the homes that will be left on the 6000 route will have a much more
adverse affect with the highway being so close to their property lines. If
my home was affected, I would much rather have it removed than backed up
against a road! I am aware that one voice will not make much of a
difference, but I feel it my responsibility as a concerned citizen to voice
my opinion.

Joe Hancock
Project Manager
Rydalch Electric Inc.
250 West Plymouth Ave.
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115
Office 801-265-1813
Fax 801-265-2166
Mobile 801-598-7300
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Comment 2051

To:

Print View

From:

Date: Tuesday - November 27, 2007 1:25 PM
Subject:

I've heard of some interest but very little consideration given to

building a causeway over Utah Lake which could intersect a freeway
overpass of I15 in Orem/Lindon/Pleasant Grove. There would be
environmental impacts to consider but there wouldn't be any home razed
or property condemned to build it. The area on the west side of Utah
Lake is not yet developed which the road could easily connect to Redwood
Road.

There would not be any traffic congestion relief of those communities
which would lie on either side of 2100 North or 4800 North but then
these communities would not see an increase in traffic through their
streets either.

Whatever develops, there is considerable need and interest to relieve
traffic congestion developing along the northwest corner of Utah Lake.

Thanks.

Page 1 of 1

Clifford Gorham <clifford.gorham@analog.com>
<mountainview@utah.gov>

Mauntain View Carridor

Clifford Gorham
clifford.gorham@analog.com
Phone: 801 233-2405
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Comment 2052 Comment 2053

Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 2
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: "Kaye Lyn Funk" <funkka@msn.com> From: "Sherrin Pelton" <sherrinp@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 26, 2007 1:37 PM Date: Wednesday - January 23, 2008 8:11 AM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor Subject: NO TOLL IS THE ONLY OPTION

Please do something FAST! The roadways in and around Saratoga Springs are a nightmare, and
they are unsafe. It takes twice as long for my husband to commute from his work in south
Provo as it did six years ago when we moved here. I hate letting my teenagers drive during <file:///C:\Program%20Files\Common% 20Files\Microsoft%20Shared\Stationery\ale
rush hour bumper to bumper traffic. Now that school is in session it is next to impossible to get abanr.gif>

through Lehi main street before school, after school, and during lunch hour.
NO TOLL NOTOLL NO TOLL NOTOLL NO TOLL NO TOLL NO TOLL

After reviewing your suggestions. I would have to believe that the 2100 North alternative looks

most beneficial to traffic coming and going from north and south. However, as fast as things are GET IT! WE DONT WANT A TOLL ROAD. PERIOD !
35.2.1F growing, I would have to believe that a Southern Freeway needs to be in the works also at the 35.2.10A

same time, or the NEAR! future. It is important to remember that this will be used by local commuters, not
out of state tourists coming in to get a look at Utah, Also you elected to

Commuting has got to get easier. I appreciate that studies must be done, and conscientious use the Federally money to improve I15 for the Olympics. You also waited

decisions made, but when we moved to Saratoga six years ago, we were under the impression and debated this issue for years on even whether to build it or not. Just

that we would have a road to the freeway in five years. It has not been six years and we are doit!

still in the planning stages. There is no more time to wait! We have got to have an alternative

route out of here SOON! Take a pay cut, bond it, ask Mitt Romney, we don't care. Just build it. We
have waited too long all ready and the longer YOU wait now the more it will

Concerned Citizen cost. YOU are our elected officials and are suppose to be locking out for

from Harvest Hills us, so if you don't get this done now YOU could be looking for another job.

Saratoga Springs

Just my two cents worth. Have a nice day. Sherrin

Sherrin Pelton

CRS, GRI, ABR, SRES, Broker/Owner

Copper Mountain Realty

<mailto:sherrin@coppermountainre.com> sherrin@coppermountainre.com
801-566-4340/801-259-0094 cell/801-566-4342 fax

From Buying to Selling, Investing, or Improving,

No question goes unanswered.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=f1 1 hvaUlchwbniaAmd& tem.dm=43629248...  12/5/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=qweil SUhdorclk0Ggede Item dm=7512620&...  1/23/2008
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Comment 2053 (continued) Comment 2054

Response Print View Page 20f2 Response Page | of |
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35 Howard Jok = Proposals for M in View Corridor
- -
From:
To:
Date: 9/13/2007 4:43 AM
Subject: Proposals for Mountain View Corridor
Dear Mayor Johnson:
Afier careful review, Linda and | believe that the Lehi City proposal for the connections between the
Mountain View Corridor and 1-15 makes the most sense will best meet the needs of both Lehi City and
Utah County.
35 2 gA We base our decision on the fact that:
e A. Four connections will better distribute and increase the traffic flow through Lehi and Northern Utah
County;

B. That there will be less impact upon property owners in the acquisition of property for construction;
C. That Lehi's commercial development will be more favorably impacted; and,
12 That four routes will allow alternate travel options in case of disaster or emergency needs.

The Bush Family strongly supports the Lehi City proposal.

William 8. and Linda H. Bush
3332 N 660 E

Lehi, UT 84043
801-766-4616

6479-3801

Mote: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.

file:CADocuments and Settingshiwilson. LEHI-UTLocal Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\6E...  9/13/2007
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Comment 2055

Print View

From: David Coulter <davenbeth@mac.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date:  Wednesday - November 28, 2007 7:59 PM

I am a resident of Eagle mountain. I would just like to say that the
proposed plan to run the MV corridor all the way to SR 73 would be a
wonderful thing for all off the north Utah county residents, I feel

that with all of the new growth In the aria any thing less would be a
tragedy. The congestion going through Lehi is taking a toll on our
roads and our nerves. to cut this project short at the north end of
Lehi is obserd. Lets build roads for the future not take care of the
now and worry about it later, This is the time to make changes that
improve tomorrow.  sincerly David Coulter.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace PUser. context=gqn 5gx8Um 2th9bq9BuB& Item dm=462219%z. ..
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Comment 2056

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Kenny Frasure <kennyfrasure@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - November 27, 2007 11:23 AM
Subject: 2100 N. Alternative

I live in the Harvest Hills community. I think the 2100 North Alternative is the best option. Give
Kenny Frasure a call @ (801)768-2364 if you have any questions thank you.

Connect and share in new ways with Windows Live.
http:/fwww.windowslive.com/connect.htmi?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_Wave2_newways_112007
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Comment 2057

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: "Alan Sanders" <AlanSanders1@msn.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - November 24, 2007 8:56 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor - No Toll Road

The Mountain View Corridor is necessary. I prefer the 7200 West proposed
alternative in order to help move the traffic further west. This should
divide some of the traffic load between 7200 West and Bangerter Highway.

THE PART I AM ANIMATEDLY OPPOSED TO IS MAKING THIS HIGHWAY A TOLL ROAD. I AM
A NATIVE UTAH RESIDENT. I AM 49 YEARS OLD AND HAVE BEEN PAYING TAXES SINCE I
WAS 16 OR YOUNGER. I HELPED PAY FOR 1-215, FOR THE I-15 EXPANSION, AND MANY
OTHER ROAD PROJECTS. NOW THAT OTHERS HAVE THE BENEFIT OF ROADS I HELPED PAY
FOR, THEY DO NOT WANT TO PAY THEIR PART FOR PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE CLOSER TO
ME. THAT IS NICE FOR THE GREEDY, BUT IT IS NOT THE WAY THIS STATE OPERATES.

BOND THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR, USE ROAD, AND GAS TAXES
TO PAY FOR THE PROJECT.

DO NOT MAKE THE MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR A TOLL ROAD.

By the way, the 7200 West option does not move the Mountain View Corridor
further away from my home. I have no vested interest in which option (5800
West or 7200 West) is chosen. I only believe it makes more sense to move the
traffic in the option area further away from Bangerter Highway.

Thank you,

Alan Sanders

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=qn5gx8Um2th9bq9BuB& Item. dm=4292927...  12/5/2007
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Comment 2057 (continued)

Print View

5373 West 6570 South
West Jordan, Utah 84084

801-967-0665
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Comment 2058

Print View

From: "Dona” <dona@office-connection.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Tuesday - November 27, 2007 12:09 PM
Subject: Comments on Mountain Veiw Corridor

I just received a flyer on this proposed corridor & I want to express my

JOY! Yes we need something to move the cars south and out to Saratoga
Springs area and help ease the traffic through Lehi and on the 15 south.

It's sad hat some homes will have to be relocated and some Wetlands will be
lost but that is part of progress. People want cheaper homes and so
builders have to go out futher to develop land in areas that haven't been
used in the past and the problem is our roads haven't kept pace with the
growth, So I as a Lehi home owner am all in favor of this, Thank you,

Dona Shadowen

801-407-6409

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace PUser. context=gqn 5gx8Um 2th9bq9BuB& Item dm=4462527...
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Comment 2059

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: spencer stevens <spencersteve1@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - November 26, 2007 9:36 PM
Subject: MVC Project

I would like to see the 2100 North alternative constructed in North Utah County. Itis
desperately needed.

Thank You,

Spencer Stevens
Eagle Mountain, Ut

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=qn5gx8Um2th9bq9BuB& Item . dm=4412527...  12/52007
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Comment 2060

Wewell WebAccess

Mail Message

X Reply ~

s

S 0 pead Later “© a

Mail  Properties
From: Kimberly Tiller
<kimberly tiller@y shoo.com:=
To: < mountainyiew@utah,govs
Subject: Chamber Guide

Attachments: Mime.B22 (4217 bytes) [Wiew] [Save As]

Hello. Iwasin Magna yesterday but unfortunately, your office was closed. ITwantedto geta
Magna Chamber guide / relocation packet for the area. Will you be lund of enough to send this
mformation to me? Thank vou.

KIMBERLY TILLER
PO BOX 1793
ARLINSTON HEIGHTS, IL 80006-1793

Be abetter sports nutl Let vour teams follow you with Yaheo Mebile. Trw it now.

hitps: ffemail udot.utah goview/webacc ?acti on=ltemn Fead&User context=qngx8Um 2th%bg%B ug..
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Comment 2061

Print View

From
To:
Date:

Subject:

If it is not too late I am in favor of the 2100 N Freeway in Lehi

Mike Wood

Business Advisor

“imag

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=gqn 5gx8Um 2th9bq9BuB& Item dm=46 12327...

Page 1 of 1

B "Mike Wood" <mwood@pmidirect.com>
<mountainview@utah.gov>

Wednesday - November 28, 2007 6:07 PM
in favor of the 2100 N Freeway in Lehi

ination is more important than knowledge" ~Albert Einstein
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Comment 2062

Response Print View
Section in

Chapter 35
-

From: "George Hilliker" <GHilliker@svb.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - January 10, 2008 12:36 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

Good afternoon,

Reading the Daily Herald this morning I could not help but notice that
the city of Lehi is up in arms about the proposed routing of the
Mountainview Corridor.

First, I am not a Lehi resident. I actually live in Eagle Mountain

[Silver Lake subdivision]. I commute from the East side of Eagle

Mountain via Pony Express Parkway, route 73 and Redwood Rd. (Route 68)
to Salt Lake Valley, daily. I have no axe to grind with Lehi but Pony
Express Parkway should be an embarrassment to UDOT as well as the lack
of infrastructure planning for the 16,000 plus homes in Eagle Mountain.

That said, it is a total mystery to me why UDOT has not seriously
3526A considered a route for the MV southern connector further south of Lehi.
As I look out my living room window I can see a clear shot from Redwood
Road, due east across the north end of Utah Lake. I see few houses,
mostly farms, and an interchange just south of the Lehi Main Street off
ramp. From a layman's perspective, a route south of Lehi makes much
more sense than the two under consideration - from a cost standpoint in
addition to an access perspective. Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain
are planning for over 300,000 houses in the next 5-7 years. Given
highway construction lead times, this corridor will be ready about that
time.

Unless you are planning to develop Camp Williams, the route proposed by
the City of Lehi would be worthless! Serious consideration should be

https:/email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qjhgn2nrd Agb& ltem. dm=6322620& ...
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Print View Page 2 of 3

htps://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qibgn2nrd Agb& ltem.dm=632z620&...  1/11/2008

given to a southern connection at the extreme north end of Utah Lake or
across Utah Lake itself (a toll road makes so much sense that to not
consider it seems absurd).

Sadly, the infrastructure supporting Cedar Fort, Eagle Mountain and
Saratoga Springs (and arguably, Lehi) is at least 5 years behind and
given the current direction of UDOT will never catch up. Is there
anything that can be done about this?

Regards,

George T. Hilliker

SVB* Financial Group
Data Center Operations
Office (801) 977-3643
Cell (801) 209-7880

Data Center (408) 654-6362
Thinking is what we do best...

This message contains information from Silicon Valley Bank, or from one of its affiliates, that
may

be confidential and privileged. If you are not an intended recipient, please refrain from any
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this information and note that such actions are
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately
by

telephone or by replying to this transmission. Notice: The federal Equal Credit Opportunity Act
prohibits creditors from discriminating against credit applicants on the basis of race, color,
religion, national origin, gender, marital status, age (applicant must have capacity to enter into a
binding contract); because all or part of the applicant’s income derives from any public
assistance

program; or because the applicant has in good faith exercised any right under the Consumer
Credit

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

Comment 2062 (continued)

Print View Page 3 of 3

Protection Act. The Federal Reserve Consumer Help, PO Box 1200, Minneapalis, MN 55480
administers

compliance with this law. Notice: To help the government fight the funding of terrorism and
money

laundering activities, federal law requires all financial institutions to obtain, verify, and record
information that identifies each person who opens an account; an account includes depasit,
transaction, or credit accounts. To review SVB Silicon Valley Bank's New Account Disclosure go
to

www,svb.com,

This message may include indicative rate information relating to one or more products offered
through Silicon Valley Bank, or affiliated broker-dealer, SVB Securities. Rates and yields shown
are

provided for informational purposes only, are not guaranteed, and are subject to market
conditions

and availability. Nothing in this communication shall constitute a solicitation or recommendation
to

buy or sell a particular security. Money Market Mutual Funds are offered through SVB Securities.
Investments in these products require the involvement of a licensed representative of SVB
Securities, Investment products offered through SVB Securities are not FDIC insured, are not
deposits of or guaranteed by Silicon Valley Bank, and may lose value,

htps://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qibgn2nrd Agb& ltem.dm=632z620&...  1/11/2008
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Comment 2063

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: “Jack Baily" <j.baily@worldnet.att.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - December 10, 2007 2:00 PM
Subject: The corridor

connector to I-15, I am sending this memo to voice my opinion,

In its oppostion to the 2100 N. connector, the city of Lehi, has mailed out a circular declaring
its views and enumerating several reasons. This text counters some of them. While some
homes are to be relocated and commercial property sacrificed, it is nevertheless necessary for
progress as has been done several times in the past in many US cities. The idea that it would
divide the city is preposterous as any street does that. As to the damage it would do to the
fragile ecosystems along the Jordan River banks because of a bridge, leaves little to the
imagination of an ecosystem. There are several bridges that cross the Jordan River without
disturbing a thing. This extra bridge would cross that riiver at a single point just as all the others
do without disturbing a thing. Besides, there does not exist any fragile ecosystem along those
banks. As for destroying wild animal habitt - well, what are wild animals doing in the middle of
Lehi city anywasy?

I am for this connector at 2100 N.as it would take several thousand vehicles off of Main Street
in downtown Lehi. At the present time, too much traffic uses Main St.thus clogging the only
route some people have of getting to and from work who live in Lehi. Main St is not wide
enough to accommodate such a plethora of traffic and the connector at 2100 N. would relieve
that immensely.

The amount of air pollution (carbon monoxide) hanging over Main St at this time is in enough
volume to constititute a health hazard to the population who own businesses along that street.

Cargon monoxide ligners in the air at a low enough level to become a health hazard; too much
can be lethal. This is because the traffic on Main St moves at so slow a pace as to permit a fog
of poison gas to linger a longer time. On the other hand, the connector at 2100 N. would not
cause a fog of such gas to stay very long. A car, travelling at 65MPH, rather than at 15MPH,
would, by the Coanda Effect pull most of the poison gas along and fling it high into the
atmosphere. A vehicle travelling at a mere 16MPH would little of the Coanda Effect thus leaving
carbon monoxide to liner for a much longer time. Then there is the constand annoyance of
moving along Main Street at a snail's pace as to cause vehicles to consume more fuel than if
travelling much faster.

Now, in response to the proposal for a connecot at 4800 N. which I feel would congest much
fasster and cause the same problem experrienced at Main St. If the connetor at 2100 N. will
accommodate 135,000 vehicles daily, how can the shorter one at 4800 N. accommodate a hgiher
volume. I can not accept such figures; they do not make any sense.

As for the roadwasy proposed at the 1000 S. area, makes no engineering sense at all. Such a
road would travese wetlands being so close to Utah Lake. Then it would only be four lanes
against the eight or more lanes fro the connector at 2100 N. This roadway seems foolhardy and

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=igOgr3 Piapidfje0i9& em.dm=6232120& Url.... 1/7/2008
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Comment 2063 (continued)

Print View Page 2 of 2

without much sensible thought behind it. It would dump out a large volume of traffic onto the

American Fork streets thus creating further problems that it would solve. No, such a street
would be absolute nonsense.

So, yes I am FOR the connector at 2100 N. for all the reasons just stated. I am of the opinion
that such a conncector would solve the Main St problem immediately. Let's get started on its

construction.

Jack Baily
Lehi resident

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=iglgrs PHpidje0if& llem.dm =623z 1z0& Url....
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Comment 2064

Print View

From:
To:
Date:

Subject:

upaT,

With many negative response’s from the residents of Lehi about the 2100 N connector, I feel
the best way would be the southern freeway alternative. It would not split through the middle
of Lehi and probably affect less homes to be relocated by going over existing farmland terrain
just north of Utah lake. The southern freeway route would benefit Eagle Mountain and Saratoga
Springs residents with a freeway south to Prove and north to SLC without having to go through
Lehi on highway 73(main). I would support the southern freeway even if it becomes toll
collected.

Paul from Saratoga Springs.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=ol Tpn3Wkagw Tfe4Mm2& tem. drn=477z1...  12/11/2007
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PAUL MARLA GREENBERG <p_mgreenberg@q.com>
<mountainview@utah.gov>

Sunday - December 2, 2007 9:34 AM

2100 North connector

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 2065 Comment 2066
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -

From: "Mitch Combe" <mitchcombe@quomation.com> From: Udot Public Relations

To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: Mountainview, Mountainview

Date:  Wednesday - December 12, 2007 10:40 AM Date: Tuesday - December 11, 2007 9:34 AM

Subject: 071211.A, opposed to 2100 North

To Whom It May Concern:

>>> <udotweb@utah.gov> 12/10/2007 7:09 PM >>>

For most of us whao live in the Cranberry Farms subdivision (which would be MName:: Tyler Gerritsen
right next to the Mountain View Corridor) we bought in this area in order to City and State of Residence:: Lehi
35.2.7A raise a family peacefully away from the busy freeways and other Phone:: 801-766-4268
distractions. Most of us have paid a considerable amount of meney to live E-mail:: brothertyler@gmail.com
here and have invested our time countless hours to make our houses feel like Comments/Questions:: We are opposed to the Mountainview 2100 North connector project.
our homes and by constructing the Mountain View Corridor in our backyard is 35.2.7D Please consider alternatives.
going to disrupt all the hard effort we have put into making our community a What is your overall impression of the Utah Department of Transportation?: Good

great place to live. Please don't construct the Mountain View Corridor on
2100 North it will have negative impacts on our home values, our lives, and
especially our children.

Thank you,

Mitchel Combe
2272 N 2450 W
Lehi UT 84043

801-766-6591.
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Comment 2067 Comment 2068
Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: BRENT MILLWARD <brybec4600@msn.com> From: waldo ray <waldo_ray@yahoo.com:>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <srwebmail@utah.gov>, <mountainview@utah.gov>, <hjohnson@lehicity.com>
Date: Monday - December 10, 2007 10:15 PM Date: Monday - December 10, 2007 12:40 PM
Subject: Mountain view corridor connectors/lehi
I am concerned about the proposed freeway coming through lehi on 2100 n. on paper this looks This is simple, please consider the Lehi City plan and use it for getting through Lehi. For other acce
352 7A like the best route, but it is not. this area is all residential and prime future residential area. 35.2.9A bridge over the lake works without bothering anyone. Even a causeway with a short bridge works
L bringing the freeway down 2100. would decrease the value of all the land around, will increase e 1 boat on the lake and would not mind going under a bridge and the lake is 50 messed up that a br
the noise levels, decrease the air qaulity, and bring light pollution to the area. I recently moved 35.2.1G causeway couldn't make it any worse. As a Lehi resident living near and using 2100 north, I see tt
to lehi to get away from these problems. I wanted to breath clean air and be able to see the Lehi's plan would be best for the area, for the residents, for continued growth and the commericial
stars at night. I believe the porter rockwell alternative is the best, due to the fact that it will property owners. Thanks
impact less people. I hope you will consider the impact on the people before you make your final
decision. thank you for your time, Bryan Waldo Ray
2432 W 2150 N
Windows Live Hotmail and Microsoft Office Outlook - together at last. Get it now. Lehi, UT 84043

http:/foffice. microsoft.com/en-usfoutlook/HA102225181033.aspx ?pid=CL100626971033

Looking for last minute shopping deals?
Find them fast with Yahoo! Search. http://tools.search.yahoo.com/newsearch/category.php?
category=shopping

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=dy2im | Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=54325279... 12/13/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=dy2im 1 Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=539%4279... 12/13/2007

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
35B-1094 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.2.7C

Comment 2069

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Stapleton, Janet” <JANETSTAPLETON@creighton.edu>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - December 11, 2007 6:00 PM

Subject: 2100 N Alternative

To whom it may conern:

I am in favor of the 2100 North freeway alternative for the Mountain View Corridor. I do not
support a large bridge at the Point of the Mountain.

-Janet Stapleton
Saratoga Springs resident

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=dy2im 1 Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=55123279... 12/13/2007
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Comment 2070

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Steven Stringham <spinordie@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - December 11, 2007 8:23 PM

Subject:  NO to Mountain View Corridor

To whom it may concern,

I oppose a connector freeway at the 2100 North Lehi area. It makes
more sense to put the exit North of Thanksgiving point, where no
houses are impacted, and traffic would be removed before the
Thanksgiving point exit (which always creates a slow down during rush
hour).

Thanks,

Steve Stringham

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=dy2im | Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=55322279... 12/13/2007
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From: "etanner" <e.tanner@comcast.net> From: Morgan Templar <morgantemplar@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - December 8, 2007 10:34 PM Date: Saturday - December 8, 2007 8:12 PM
Subject: No! to DEIS - 2100 North Connector Subject: Lehi 2100 North Connector - NO
We are opposed to the 2100 North Connector - Please DO NOT build the Lehi connector at 2100 North. It would be much more beneficial,
35.2.9A 35.2.9A shorter, and cost less to build it at the proposed northern location. It would also help relieve the

A much better solution would be the Lehi Bridge Proposal in combination with a connector south

congestion and impact at the Alpine exit.
of Main - which would facilitate better traffic flow between Orem/Provo - Lehi - Eagle Mountain

and Saratoga Springs. Building the connector at 2100 North will impact too many people in a negative way. It's
primary beneficiaries are the people who live in Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs. (Of which

The Lehi Bridge Proposal would connect Redwood Rd and I-15 with less distance - which would 35.2.7A T used to be one) But the people of Lehi already pay too high a price for those communities.

mean less cost - less structure removal - and less of an eviromental impact. Don't force us to have to put up with the noise, traffic, and pollution of this connector. Putting
it in farther north still benefits those western communities without causing Lehi to be cut into

Concerned residents living in Thanksgiving Village in Lehi - pieces and having to live with the negative impacts.

Eldon and Kay Tanner Also, as a resident of Traverse Mountain, I would love to have the northern entrance and exit to

2770 N Turnberry Ln access I-15 without going through the dangerous and over-used Alpine exit.

Lehi, UT 84043

Please listen to the residents of Lehi when making this final decision. The outcome of this will
affect how I and my family vote. And we are very active in political forums.

Respectfully,

Morgan Templar

4373 Chestnut Oak Dr.
Lehi, UT 84043

Please do not put me on any email or mailing lists. I proactively pick my information.
Thank you.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=dy2im | Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=532:2279... 12/13/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=dy2im | Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=53023279... 12/13/2007
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Comment 2073

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: S Templar <swtemplar@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - December 8, 2007 8:18 PM
Subject: 2100 N Connector in Lehi
Hello,

1 feel very strongly that UDOT should not put in a connector at 2100 N in Lehi. The Northern
interchange makes much more sense and is, clearly, a better choice. If the, obviously, incorrect
choice is made, I will see it as a clear sign of failure on the part of current leadership and will
take what steps I may to correct said situation.

Thank you for your consideration,

Rev. Dr. Stephen William Templar

Stephen Templar
4373 Chestnut Oak Dr
Lehi, UT 84043-4985

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=dy2im 1 Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=53122279... 12/13/2007
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Comment 2074

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: <winslgm@netscape.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - December 12, 2007 8:12 AM
Subject: Lehi 2100 North Freeway

I am greatly opposed to UDOT's 2100 North Freeway proposal.
I live next to 2100 North and it would impact my property and my way of life in regards to noise,
traffic, bright lighting at night, car?pollution, etc.

I am in favor of Lehi City's plan which has less impact to the disruption of?ones property and
way of life,

G. Winslow

More new features than ever. Check out the new AIM(R) Mail ! - http://webmail.aim.com

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=dy2im | Xf0gqegeRlis&ltem.dm=55621279... 12/13/2007
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Comment 2075

Print View
From: <jeffericakids@peoplepc.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
CcC: "jeff" <jeff.stanworth jiSc@statefarm.com>
Date: Wednesday - December 12, 2007 3:11 PM
Subject: 2100 N.

Page 1 of 1

As residents of Eagle Mountain we are often frustrated with the inconvience of the current roads
available for east-west travel, and the current size of Redwood Road to travel north-south. We
are excited about the plans for new and/or improved routes! The 2100 N. rather than 4800 N.
option seems to make sense as it keeps the road closer to residents of Eagle Mountain and

Saratoga Springs, making it useable for us and people traveling from/to Salt Lake.
Thanks.
Erica and Jeff Stanworth

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace PUser. context=gneow (Xj5pfje0u2 &ltem.dm=560z520&...

12/14/2007
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Comment 2076

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Micah Riggs" <micahriggs@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - December 13, 2007 2:19 PM
Subject: Mountain View Project

I like the Arterials
Alternative<http://www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview/maps_18.php>
The best.

It seems to me that it would give people more options depending of if they
are going North or South, In the future, it would be easier to add more
lanes to these options that to build a new road through a densely town.

Thanks for listening.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=gncow XjSIpfje0u2 &ltem.dm=>564:2:0& ... 12/14/2007
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Response Print View Page 1 of 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -

From: <linda.l.rasmussen@L-3com.com> From: bart vale <bartvale@hotmail.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - December 13, 2007 10:07 AM Date: Thursday - December 13, 2007 9:00 PM

Subject: 2100 North Corridor

I agree a road on the West side of the valley is diffently needed. However, I don't understand
35.2.10A why it has to be a toll road. It seems to me that with the excess in property tax, the high gas
tax we pay and whatever else the state feels to collect from people, the roads should be 35.2.7C 1 would just like to give you my opinion that I believe the 2100 North Corridor is the best option
covered. I don't see the people living on the East side paying for toll roads. This new road would e for the Eagle Mountain transportation issues.

be and advantage for me to and from work but I won't take it if its a toll road.
Also, I'm very against the Lehi proposal of the bridge that would connect to point of the

Thank You 35.2.9C mountain. This location would hardly help our transportation problems. It would barely shorten
Linda Rasmussen the drive to Salt Lake and would do nothing for the people travelling to American Fork/Orem
area and there would still be congestion in Lehi. Thanks Trisha Vale

Share life as it happens with the new Windows Live.
http:/fwww.windowslive.com/share.html?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_sharelife_122007

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=gncow XjSIpfje0u2 &ltem.dm=562:220& ... 12/14/2007 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=gncow XjSpfje0u2 &ltem.dm=56Tz 120&...  12/14/2007
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Comment 2079

Fonmded 1851

Herriman

13011 5. Pionger St. * Heriman, UT 84065
Oifice: (801) +6-3323
Fao: (304} H6-5324

Monuntain View Corridor

c/o Parsens Brinckerhoff

488 E Winchester St., Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107

Re: Draft EIS for Mountain View Corridor

First of all thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the Mountain View
Corridor.

There are four areas addressed below.

The Mountain View Corridor (MVC) will access Herriman City at approximately 11800 8 / 5000
W and exit at approximately 16800 S/ 1700 W,

The first and most significant is our proposal to move the southemn portion of the MVC which
llels Red d Road from ly 15800 S to the Camp Williams property. The
C‘:t)r s proposal is to shift the Corridor to the west to use as a buffer to Camp Williams and the
private ownership west of Redwood Road. This would be beneficial for the following reasons.
First it would create a buffer for Camp Williams and the encroachment of development along
Redwood Road as well as a fire buffer. It would also move the interchange away from the
utilities and give better spacing to Redwood Road and free up land to be developed at a higher
and better use along Redwood Road. We have appreciated working with you and your engineers
over the last few months on this proposed alignment. This area was recently annexed into
Herriman City.
Secondly is the proposal voiced by the City of Riverton to end the Corridor at 13600 5 or 13400
5 and tie it into Bangerter Highway. Most likely the Corridor will continue in the future as
shown on the Draft EIS. Ourp is for it to continue as shown and address the design
with the development being proposed in the south part of Herriman City.

Third is the mass transit ali; from Dayt into Herri City. We have been working
with your engineer, Kennecott and South Jordan on where to cross 11800 § with mass transit as
it leaves Daybreak. We have agreed that it will cross at a point as close as design will allow to
the MVC. Our proposal would be to parallel the Corridor and bnng it south mtu our proposed
“Town Center”. Th:swwldbeanldenlh‘anﬂlstopor i (i ). Our proposal
‘would be (st some point in the future) to continue mass transit through ﬁw “Town Cmtcf‘ and
work east and south to 14400 S where Bluffdale has discussed a Trax Station east of Redwood
Road. Wear ly working with the developer to the north of the City to set aside the
Corridor and are planning the mass transit stop and parking area within our “Town Center”
design.
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Comment 2079 (continued)

Fourth is the di ion with your engi about an underpass at Midas Creek to allow for an
extension of the City's trail system east and west. We would like to encourage that to happen
and would also like to see the same underpass happen at Juniper Creek which is at approximately
14600 5 and 4200 W. This is also an area which we are planning a major east and west trail
system within our City.

In Conelusion, the City would like to make it very clear that we support the MVC coming
through our community and allowing for north south movement in the valley for our residents.
We would encourage the construction of this Corridor as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Mayor J. Lynn Crane

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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UTAH NATIONAL GUARD
Jon M, Huntsman, r, 12953 SOUTH MINUTEMAN DRIVE
Govarnar P.0. BOX 1778
Msjor Cieneral Brisn L. Tatbe ORAPER, UTAH 840201778
The Adjwtar Gensral (801) 5234400
UT-CFMO-0 23 January 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR Mayor J. Lynn Crane, 13011 S. Pioneer St, Herriman, UT 84096

SUBJECT: Mountain View Corridor Proposed Realignment

1. The National Guard sees some merit both good and bad in the proposed realignment of the
Mountain View Corridor the city of Herriman is pmpomng to UDOT. However we would like to
continue to look further into incering the al to minimize impact on training lands at
Camp Williams.

2. A principle concern is how the alignment affects the Beef Hollow area. We have spenta
mgmﬁunl amount of money developing our new water well and pump house. The pmposad
on critical el of Camp Williams® public wucrsys‘em. in particular
our reoemly installed Well #2 in the Beef Hollow drainage. The UTNG is concemned because
this alignment would cross the Zone 2 drinking water source prmeclmn zone for this well, and

likely the Zone 1 protection area. This could p into the system
and wnuld require the institution of a land use wll.h UDOT and/or zoning controls by
pality. State drinking water regulati ploh1b1l the construction ci an uncontrolled
pollution source within Zone 1 and require add | controls and jards for
both Zones | and 2. Additionally, the portation of b dous cargo over in View

Corridor would impose both additional security and water quality monitoring requirements on
the Guard. The Guard selected this well site in order to provide enhanced water security to
Camp Williams. This proposed alignment would severely compromise this critical water
security.

3. In addition to the well, the alignment also affects significantly the area surrounding the
airfield and the airfield itself. ‘I"he area adjnr.ent o Lhe mrﬁeld is prime development area for the
National Guard. The p pletely i any possﬂal!l!}f of extending the
runway so that is still op L. With the proposed this area is significantly
impacted for any future developments and training,

4. Another major concemn is at the north of Camp Williams' property where the proposed
alignment enters Camp Williams. The alignment cuts through one of our best firing points for
artillery. It also cuts off access to 41 acres, a significant amount of training area.

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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Comment 2079 (continued)

5. Another concem is the licensing from the Corps of Engineers (COE). The land that Camp
Williams occupies was set aside as a military reservation. Any loss of land significantly impacts
the purpose of the site and must be justified to and approved through the COE.

6. What is the proposed zoning for the land between the Mountain View Comidor proposed
alignment and Redwood Road? The National Guerd would like to see this area zoned
commercial.

7. CPT WolfT is the point of contact at (801) 523-4529.

(wscr{/T éﬂsfoW

Colonel, UTARNG
Construction & Facilities Management Officer

35B-1101
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Comment 2080

Comment 2081

Response Print View Page Tof 1 Response Print View Page 1 of 2
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From: KAREM CARL JOHNSON <carinkaren@msn,com> From: "John Braithwaite" <john@mypremierconsulting.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - December 14, 2007 8:44 PM Date: Wednesday - January 23, 2008 11:45 PM
Subject: Comments to EIS for MountainView Corridor Subject: Mountain View Corridor
To Whom it May Concern, 1 would like the UDOT to reconsider the placement of the Mountain View
Corridor section traveling through West Jordan, Utah. My reasons for
We are Eagle Mountain residents who are basically isolated from any type of reasonable or requesting this change of plans are outlined below:
expeditious access from our community to urban areas north and south of us in both Salt Lake
and Utah Counties. We would like to see a decision on the Mountain View Corridor - specifically
35.2.7C the Lehi connector - as quickly as possible so that we do not have another 3-4 years of access
- issues. We are DEFINITELY in favor of the 2100 North connector. It is the best option to 1) With the construction of a & lane highway on 5600 W and an 8 lane
35.2.11A provide access to I-15 and subsequently both north and south. We ask that this option be highway on 5800 W, the residential areas that are in the immediate vicinity
selected and that construction begin as quickly as possible. We would hope it would NOT need will be exposed to heavy traffic, pollution and safety hazards.
to wait until 2009 to begin - but rather that 2008 would mark the beginning the the construction
and the beginning of a solution to our access problems from the west. a. A recent study by researchers at USC stated that children that
“live near a busy road" can create a "pollution-related deficit in lung
Thank you, 35.12.4A function" that can stay with them the rest of their lives. As of February
Karen & Carl Johnson 2007, 35.8% of the population of West Jordan is under the age of 18
Eagle Mountain Residents (approximately 36,400 children). You may say that not all of the children
live in proximity of the 5600 - 5800 West roadways, but with 12 schools
The best games are on Xbox 360. Click here for a special offer on an Xbox 360 Console. within 5 blocks you can say that a large piece of that demographic does in
http:/fwww.xbox.com/en-US/hardware/wheretobuy/ fact reside in that area. 14 new lanes of traffic will harm thousands of
children. That is not to mention the physical harm that can be caused by a
high concentration of children crossing busy streets.
b. The NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act has been set up to protect tax
paying residents from undue harm from projects like this. We take great
35.12.1A care to look into the impact building roads will have on wildife (see
Legacy Highway) but we neglect to look at the significant impact on human
life. 14 lanes of traffic within 2 blocks are not healthy or safe.
2) Having 14 lanes of traffic this close to each other will create
unnecessary traffic as opposed to alleviating it. Any high traffic area
35.8A (especially involving on and off ramps to a freeway create pileups of
cars.visit 123rd South and I-15 at lunchtime to see how long it takes to go
2 blocks).
3)  The best North-South solution would be to move this project to
35.2.1A U111, This road is built and travels very well.
https://email. udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=hq6hkdNlefh2gpbCie&ltem.dm=571272489...  1/2/2008 https://email.udot.wtah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=ggfir8UmInacdeGif & ltem. dm=793z1820&... 1/24/2008
MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Print View Page 2 of 2

a. An argument is that it is too far west to be effective. Keep in

mind that this Corridor is being built to service 30,000 homes that will be
WEST of U111, There is also ample land just east of U111 that will
eventually be built as well. We could be looking at 60,0004 homes right
along this highway that will need convenient transportation (5600 W and
Bengerter will not be convenient as the current stock of homes is already
piling up those roads). If it is built on 5600 W, then 120,000 homes will

be competing for the same resource. Utah seems to be reactive to
transportation needs instead of proactive. That whole meountainside will be
filled with homes within 20 years. If we build on 5600 W we are going to
end up expanding U111 anyway to compensate for ineffective transportation.
Don't believe me, 20 years ago Redwood Road was all we needed right? Well
then we had to build Bangerter.now we need to build 5600 W. In 20 years we
will need to build up U111, Let's get it right the first time and build a
proactive functioning freeway on U111 instead.

4) A more immediate need than another North-South freeway is East-\West
freeways to accommaodate the houses that exist and that will be built in the
future. Currently we have I-15, I-215, Redwood Road, Bangerter and U111
that are all North-South heavy flow routes west of State Street. There are

0 that take you East and West, Roads that service Herriman, South Jordan
and West Jordan are one lane by the time you get to 3600 W! It takes an
hour to get to the east bench during rush hour., Resources should have been
put in place 10 years ago to accommodate the growth that has taken place.
Adding an extra 200,000 residents will cripple the East-West routes.

a. My suggestion, although expensive (but no alternative isn't) is to

expand 1-215 at 6200ish South out to the U-111 corridor that will be built,

This is a central location and a great start that will service the West

Bench, Magna, Kearns and West Jordan. Another would be to expand Bangerter
West through Herriman to connect once again to the U-111 making a West Side
belt route that will connect to all major freeways and service most if not

all of our needs as we fill up the valley. This gives East-West connections

at Bangerter (that would service Herriman, Riverton and South Jordan) one at
6200 S (that would service West Jordan, Kearns and some of West Valley) and
the U201 (that currently services West Valley, Magna and even Tocele).

Thank you for your time,

John Braithwaite

htips://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=gglir8Um%Inaode Gif& llem. dm=793z1820& ... 1/24/2008
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Comment 2082

Howard Johnson - LEHI PROPOSAL

From: joe funicello

Date: 9/10/2007 4:59 PM
Subject: LEHI PROPOSAL

Your Honor, Thank you for fighting for the Lehi Proposal this means a lot to the citizens of Lehi. Best wishes in
our fight. PS if UDOT doesn't back down I'll be happy to contribute funds for a legal fight. Joe Funicello

More photos; more messages; more whatever — Get MORE with Windows Live™ Hotmall@. NOW with 5GB
storage. Get more!

6692-3708

Note: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
ofticial DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/2372008.

file:#C:ADocuments and Setlingsiiwilson. LEHI-UTLocal Setiings\Temp\XPGpWise 6. 9/11/2007
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From: "Tyson McMillan" <tysonmcmillan@yahoo.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Sunday - December 16, 2007 2:21 PM

Subject: OPPOSITION to Mountain View Corridor connector at 2100 N in Lehi

We are residents that will be effected by the proposed corridor at 2100 N in
Lehi.

WE ARE IN OPPOSITION TO THE CORRIDOR proposal at 2100 N in Lehi FOR
35.2.7A NUMEROUS REASONS...

1) Negative impact to our home and neighborhood, we live at 2327
Pointe Meadow Dr, Lehi

2) We are part of a company, both in upper management, that grosses
43million per week/ $150million per year that live in this area and many of

our employees will be negatively impacted to their home and neighborhood (we
can't risk losing employees,..our company employees about 250 familes!!!)

3) We didn't move here 2 years ago working towards a 7 figure annual
income to have our backyard turned into a corridor.

4) Destroys wildlife habitat

5) Damages the fragile ecosystem along the Jordan River

Tyson and Tiffany McMillan

915-1205, 688-8251

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace M ser. context=foark2NmchqejraMq 7& tem.dm=576222489...  1/2/2008
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Print View
From: "VICKI" <vicki.reynolds@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - December 15, 2007 10:04 AM

Subject: 2100 North Connector

I am greatly opposed to the 2100 North Connector. I just bought my bought
my home in March on 2356 W 1540 N. I like the quite neighborhood that I live
in. With the purposed plan so close to my home my property value will drop
and the traffic will increase, It not right to make people relocate and

destroy homes when is not necessary. Sound barrier walls are not attractive
and I'm sure there will be off ramps close to my home which will increase
traffic significantly in the neighborhoods.

I believe that you should follow Lehi City's plan or at least consider

making the connector somewhere between the Point of the Mountain and
Thanksgiving Point where no one will be affected. It would decrease the
traffic congestion at the Point of the Mountain as people exit I-15 for
Redwood Road. No one will be affected between Point of the Mountain and
Thanksgiving Point and it seems to me that it is a shorter distance to
Redwood Road.

I just moved here from California and I know what this will do to my

property and area where I live. It has taken me a long time to be able to

buy a home and now you want to affect my property that I have work so hard
to get. This will make a great impact on my home. Please take the time to
reconsider your actions. This will affect a lot of people who live here.

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace MU ser. context=Ffoark2NmchgejraMg 7& ltem.dm=572262489...
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Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Markelle Foutz <markie_03@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - December 18, 2007 10:16 AM
Subject: concerned resident

To whom it may concern:

I am a resident of 1630 N. 2260 W. and I feel very troubled by the freeway that could possibly
go through next to my house. I understand that there is a need to relieve some of the
congestion that Lehi creates, however I feel this can be accomplished by using the alternate
connector at 4800 N. There are so many homes and families that will be affected if the freeway
is constructed on 2100 N.

1 am currently expecting the arrival of my first child, and am concerned that pollution will affect
his health as well as the health of my future children. The pollution brings up another point;
that elementary schools are typically not found near freeways which will result in sending my
children farther than necessary to attend school. I would love for my children to be able to walk
or ride their bikes to school, as I was able to growing up.

One of the things that I enjoy about living in this area, is the Jordan River Parkway trail. While I
haven't taken advantage of it lately, because I am eight months pregnant, my husband I use it
almost daily to run and ride bikes on. We participate in marathons and triathlons, and Jordan
River's trail is perfect for training. Many many people use this trail for both recreational and
training purposes, and would be at a loss without it. It is one of the beauties that Lehi has been
able to keep in tact, please don't destroy it. The freeway will also disturb much of the wildlife
that has settled next to the river. Jordan River is home to many creatures and animals that have
already lost their homes else where due to Lehi's rapid growth. I feel we as a community need
to respect wildlife, and do as much as possible to preserve it where we can.

The last point in expressing my anxiety of the new freeway is how it will affect the property
value of mine and many other houses, I am sure like my husband and I there are many people
who have only the equity that they have earned in their home to rely on. If the new freeway is
put on 4800 N. fewer homes, families and lives will be put in jeopardy. From the Carter's, our
neighbors and our future son please consider the benefits of placing the freeway on 4800 N.

Sincerely, Markelle Carter

Share life as it happens with the new Windows Live.
http:/fwww.windowslive.com/share.html?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_sharelife_122007

si/email.udot.utah. gov/

context=erfppINmBom3kp TMud&ltem. dm=58121824... 1/2/2008
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Comment 2086

THE DRAFT EIS

Howard Johnson - Lehi Proposal for Mountain View Corridor

From:  "Quintana, Tricia INT"

To:

Date: 9/19/2007 12:45 PM

Subject: Lehi Proposal for Mountain View Corridor

Hi Mayor Johnsan~

My husband and | are both Lehi residents and would Bke to respond to the mailer we received about the UDOT
and Lehi Proposal to connect I-15 to the Mountain View Corridor. We both are very strongly in favor of the Lehi

proposal and would like our voices passed on to the appropriate people
It makes sense for so many reasons:

= Less property owners are affected
s The connector would be a shorter road, saving time and money

« We both travel to Salt Lake for work and the Lehi Proposal area is a less congested area that would seem

1o better handle the traffic and road construction

Knowing that this better sclution is being proposed, it would make us sick to deal with the corridar on 2100 North

on a daily basis, when we know didn't have fo.
Thank you for your support!

Tricia and Andy Quintana
Lehi Residents

6761-3822

Note: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008,

file:fiCAL and Settingshwilson. LEHI-UT\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\d6F ..,

Page 1 of' 1
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Qwest Mail
Quweerst Mail
bk Send Save draft [Atach >]
Junk
Drafts
Sent i ¥our message has been saved in the Drafts folder.

show Ccmbec  A@IRENS

Deleted
From:  |decrusson@msn.com vi

Manage folders

[ o | www.udot.utah.gov/mountalinview/input, php
Today "

Subject: UDOT mountainview corridor at 2100 North in Lehi--dan't da it.
Hadl

Shaw plak text
Contacts
Calendar 4 B B | rontstier fomtsue~ | B 7 U E ¥ W
- I= EE B ia—-240

DEAR SIR:

i AM OPPOSED TO THE 2100 NORTH CONNECTOR PROPOSED
THROUGH LEHI BECAUSE IT NEGATIVELY IMPACTS
NEIGHBORHOODS, DESTROYS WILDLIFE HABITAT, AND
DAMAGES THE FRAGILE ECOSYSTEM ALONG THE JORDAN
RIVER. THIS MOVE WILL DECREASE PROPERTY VALUES,

\ DESTROY EXISTING HOMES, CREATE HEALTH RISKS AND

B AIR POLLUTION, CAUSE INCREASED NOISE, DESTROY

/ EXISTING WETLANDS, CREATE UGLY NOISE WALLS AND
ALLOW FOR MANY SPEEDING CARS IN THE AREA. PLEASE
SELECT ANOTHER ROUTE AWAY FROM THE 2100 NORTH
CONNECTOR PLAN,

THANKS,

DEE R. RUSSON
LEHI, UTAH

2006 Microsolt | Privacy | Legal

frai LM,

htp://bl 04w blul 0d.mail.live.

Spell chock  [Sat prionity to. ¥ Cancel

Page | of |

desnrsend

Options

Contacts
(Preferred e-mail)

DeeRusson@msn.com

Help Contral | Account | F

gelightaspx? ec=1&n=1872693381  1/14/2008
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Comment 2088

Timothy A. Jaroch
1635 North 2600 West
Lehi, Utah 84043
801-200-0772

Parsons Brinckerhoff
488 East Winchester Street
Suite 400, Murray UT 84107

Dear Mr. Brinckerhaff,

| would like to express in writing m iti becau
e I Y opposition to the 2100 North
of the many neﬁ:‘m effects. |: w;l have on the City of Lehi, my mmr:g::::t:é p!o':apfsal =
4 A opp ae,‘inpaﬂslhatl‘remynam
mw.;uld_ an:g }mm it such as increased noise lavels, i issko llfnata«:-iﬁil?n:'J N'm din
the. mnddd ol _my;oamnmlty. loss of oummerciaai';‘:dmperi;amat future businesses could no longer
3 : any damage that be done to
o e e S s S D ey
traffic congestion that will result. Proceeding 5 0f the 2100 Nor censyono a1
= 0 ult g with tha plans of the 2100 Narth ill dhivi
::;::yr In: :‘;:o::m":;:ogbr::ﬁ‘ ;n:e::ﬁ;ugewlmﬁfe habitat. | do not sem'::ca::wwmlg;:e
) M us| tween the west side and the I-15 freewa
love my city of Lehi and surely hope another i i o
: propsed solution can be reviewed with i
and a clear se f ity e
podet gy nse ol dlMT.Iﬂn that supports our community's welifare as well Thank you se much

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.2.10A

Comment 2089

Print View Page 1 of 2
From: "Gary Barrus” <garyb@redmanvan.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - December 19, 2007 12:01 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor Highway Construction

To Whom it may concern:

We are a small business that has operated in Utah for over 100 years. We employee about 85
year around and more than that in the summer. We have a fleet of about 70 power units in
various sizes from small pack vans to standard Tractor trailers. We provide warehousing services
along with transportation to business interest all over the Salt Lake valley and home delivery
distribution to thousands of personal residences. We are an interstate carrier of Household goods
and an agent for North American Van Lines, Global Van Lines and Specialized Transportation Inc.

We are very concerned with the dialog regarding the proposed Mountain View Corridor. The
MVC is a vital piece of infrastructure for our valley as well as the continued growth of commerce
in the State, It is long overdue in completion, The lack of adequate hiways will affect our
business directly and will have a major impact on the future vitality of Salt Lake City as a
regional center for decades unless the issue is addressed now! Although toll roads seem to be an
easy financial fix for the legislature in funding this critical contruction effort, the long term effects
of going down this path of privatizing a major corridor are far from certain. The risks of tolling
through a private firm are significant and as a company would be cost prohibitive to our
operation. Trucking in general would not pay the tolls as they are discriminative and viewed as
another tax on an industry that already funds about a third of all hiway taxes.

There are other alternatives. The most logical are not politically popular. When I read that the
governor is willing to refund some 90 million in taxes in view of the critical need for infrastucture
1 wonder where the thinking is going or if the political pressure is just too much. The latest
number projections indicate as many as 200,000 homes will be built on the west side of Salt
Lake valley over the next decades. If we do not address the infrasturcture now what kind of
gridlock will we deal with when our grandchildren reach our age. If we go down the path of
privatization of hiways, what kind of a mess are we leaving the future generations? I dislike
taxes as much as anyone. We pay a great deal every year. I would implore you to look at the
situation carefully and not just follow the polictically easy path for a few years and let someone
else worry about the fallout.

Thank you for consideration of my thoughts.
Gary Barrus

Vice President
Redman Van & Storage Co.

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=erfppINmBom3kp TMud& ltem dm=59029248... 1/2/2008
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Comment 2089 (continued)

Print View Page 2 of 2

Salt Lake, Provo, Ogden
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Comment 2090

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Gary Christensen” <ChristensenGD@Idschurch.org>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Wednesday - December 19, 2007 11:02 AM
Subject: Feedback on MVC Utah County Alternatives

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a resident of Saratoga Springs. I spent a lot of time using Lehi Main Street to get to and
from the UTA Lehi Park-and-Ride (bound for work in Salt Lake) and to the shopping centers in
LehifAmerican Fork. The East-West Connector will take care of most of this for me. So short
term concerns are satisfied, Thank you.

Long term view about the future growth of North Utah County leads me to think that we will
need a strong, high-speed, and direct access from both the north and the south to places like
Saratoga Springs, Eagle Mountain and westward will be most desirable. The only alternative that
effectively does this is the Southern Freeway.

Although this alternative is most disruptive and expensive, to my layman citizen eyes it looks like
the best one for the long-term.

Thanks for asking.
Gary Christensen

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution
is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message.

https:/'email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=erfppINmEom3kp TMud& llem dm=5895248... 1/2/2008

Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.2.9A

Comment 2091

Mountain View Corridor
C/O Parsons Brinckerhoff
488 East Winchester Street
Suite 400

Murray, Ut 84107

To whom it may concern:

I am concerned with the proposed connector UDOT has planned for 2100 North in
Lehi. This road will connect I-15 with the Mountain View Corridor. This will
impact the city of Lehi and therefore | would think that UDOT would be working
closely with the citizens of Lehi to decide what would be best for our city. The
City Council and Mayor of Lehi have come up with an alternate for this road. It
would be built further to the North. This proposed connector makes more sense to
me. It will impact fewer people and it will be a shorter road. This is what the City
Council and Mayor of Lehi are suggesting. They have been elected by the citizens
of Lehi and stay in touch with the needs of the people of Lehi. Why isn’t UDOT
listening to the people of Lehi?

I received a letter from the City Council and Mayor of Saratoga Springs. It said
that they are for the connector road at 2100 North. Of course they are, it doesn’t
impact people in Saratoga Springs in a negative way. It makes their commute
slightly shorter. They should not have a say in what happens in Lehi. The citizens
of Lehi should be able to decide their own fate. Lehi has come up with a viable
option to the proposed 2100 North connector. Again, why isn’t UDOT looking
at this option!!! Please take a moment and consider the benefits of Lehi's
proposition. It makes more sense for the people of Lehi. It will impact fewer
homes and not cut Lehi into sections.

Sincerely,
d )
\] il i ek dl \/.L-ft(..c o i

Brenda Diepeveen
Lehi Citizen for 14 Years

Y
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Comment 2092

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "karenhackett1 @netzero.net” <karenhackettl@netzero.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - December 18, 2007 3:17 PM
Subject: mountain view corridor

The mayor of Saratoga Springs informed us of a possibility of different routes to solve the traffic
problems facing Lehi, Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs. As a resident of Saratoga Springs, 1
deal directly with the traffic problems and also know which routes I would alternatively take if
given an option. However, I also know how sometime the wrong voice can sway the correct
decision. So I add my opinion to the mayor's, I wish for the 2100 North Freeway alternative to
be chosen. I would use that route to access Utah County, and I only access Salt Lake County via
Redwood Road. Thank you for considering my opinion,

Karen Hackett

1963 N Concord Place

Saratoga Springs

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=erfppdNmBom3kpTMudé Item . dm=584z1 5z4... 1/2/2008
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Comment 2093

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  "Dave & Darlene Halladay" <ddhalladay@comcast.net>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Tuesday - December 18, 2007 11:17 PM

Subject: Comments on Mountain View Corridor

As a resident of the west side (more specifically near Jordan Landing), I am
very interested in any efforts to improve the transportation efforts for the
growing west side of our valley.

In the case of the Mountain View corridor, I believe that this should be
funded just as any other traffic corridor in the state. Even though there
is an immediate need for the corridor that could be funded privately
(tolls), the disadvantages of the toll system and its unfairness to those
residents who use it as well as those in neighboring areas who will still
see increased traffic from those who will not use it. Every one funded new
roads in other parts of the Wasatch front including resident who rarely if
ever will drive on those roads. With tolling, the funding unfairly charges
those in the local area for the construction. And those in other areas get
away without participating in the funding of the corridor, but they benefit
from the participation of everyone for their own roads.

My vote will be against tolls for the Mountain View Corridor!

David Halladay

West Jordan, Utah

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=erfppdNmBom3kpTMudé& Item dm=58821 1z4... 1/2/2008
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Comment 2094

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  "Taylor Howe" <taylor.howe@gmail.com>

To: "mountainview@utah.gov" <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date:  Thursday - December 20, 2007 6:31 PM

Subject: Mountain View 2100 N Connector

‘We are opposed to the 2100 North connector. Lehi City has come up
with a much more acceptable alternative which impacts far fewer homes
and families. Living in such close proximity to a major thoroughfare
would expose my family to unacceptable levels of noise and pollution.
‘We would be forced to move out of our home and out of Utah County.

Thank you,

Taylor Howe

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=erfppdNmBom3kpTMudé& Item . dm=594z4248... 1/2/2008
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Print View Page 1 of 1
From: BRENT H JENSEN <mbjensen@g.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - December 18, 2007 4:05 PM
Subject: Comment on Mountain View Corridor

I don't think this or any comment will have anything to do with your decision about the Mt. View
Corridor, but I would like to express my opinion about it. I do not think this is a good idea,
especially using the 5800 West route. I don't want to pay extra taxes to build a highway that
will put hundreds of people of out their homes. There seems to be some kind of conspiracy by
UDOT to make traffic seem heavier than it really is. The lights on 5600 West could be
synchronized so that traffic would flow more smoothly. Sure, there has been growth over the
past years and more in the future, but if traffic is not allowed to flow as it should, will a new
highway help? I know for a fact that the left turn lights are allowed to function even when not
needed - like 5:00 a.m. If this corridor must be built, and you will make sure it will be, build it
on the 7200 West route where there will not be so many homes, people and schools displaced.

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=erfppdNmBom3kpTMudé& Item dm=585z14z4... 1/2/2008
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Print View Page 1 of 1

From: "Neal Jeppson” <nealjeppson@gmail.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Tuesday - December 18, 2007 5:12 PM

Subject: Please connect to 1-15 In south Lehi at 2100 North, Address and contact info in
message.

Neal Jeppson

3858 East Chippewa Way
Eagle Mountain, UT 84005
Home: 801-789-4033
Work: 801-253-7054

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=erfppdNmBom3kpTMudé Item dm=586213z4... 1/2/2008
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Comment 2097

Print View Page 1 of 1

From: "Jackson, Valton T " <valton.t.jackson@smithbarney.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Tuesday - December 18, 2007 6:18 PM

Subject: UDOT Proposal

As a resident of Eagle Mountain, I am not sure that the 2100 North
proposal or the Lehi City proposal makes any difference to me. I will
continue to take Redwood Road to Bangerter Highway to access I-15 to
travel to Salt Lake. I am more concerned about the measures that need
to be taken to alleviate traffic on Hwy. 73 bound for American Fork
through Provo and vice versa. The creation of the arterial road along
1000 South in Lehi is crucial.

Trent Jackson
Eagle Mountain

Reminder: E-mail sent through the Internet is not secure.
Do not use e-mail to send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.
Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell securities, transfer
funds, or send time sensitive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instructions. This e-mail is not
an official trade confirmation for transactions executed
for your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its officers,
agents and employees.
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Comment 2098

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Romie Olsen <romieolsen@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - December 20, 2007 1:05 PM
Subject: Comment on Mountain View Corridor

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to express my opposition to the 2100 North connector proposal. While not directly
in the path of this route, my neighborhood will feel the negative impacts of this corridor. I am
very concerned about the increased pollution, diminished air quality and the health effects this
will have especially on my young children. Other concerns 1 have include the increased noise
level, the dividing up of Lehi-again (I-15 is division enough), and the high possibility of decrease
in property values, Please do not RUIN a wonderful place to live, I don't want to move because
of this. Lehi City's suggestion of a connector further north, out of the way of established
neighborhoods, is shorter, has fewer negative impacts, and just makes more sense.

Thankyou for your time.

Romie Olsen
2440 N 670 W
Lehi, UT 84043

Share life as it happens with the new Windows Live.
http://www.windowslive.com/share.html|?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_sharelife_122007
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The following contact/comment was submitted to the SRE-68 Website:

Golden Eagle Rd
Eagle Mountain

sendb@yahoo., com
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Response Response
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35 Kel ndi
- - From: Udot Public Relations [srwebmail@utah gov]
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2007 5:01 PM
To: Keller, Cyndi
Subject: 071221 Wants to Comment

»>> <udotwebButah.gov> 12/21/2007 3:20 PM >3>>

Hame:: Wade Erickson

City and State of Residence:: Saratoga Springs

Phone:: 801-768-9508

E-mail:: wadelerickson@yahoo.com

Comments/Questions:: 1 am writing you to comment on the east weat corrlder for the new

35.2.7C Mountain View Corrider in Saratoga Springs. I want te voice that I feel our community
. would be best served by placing the east west corridor at the proposed 2100 Morth

lecation. The other proposal to put the corridor further north would not serve us well and

we may as well drive to Bangater Hwy to access I-15. Please let my volce be heard. The

only other thing T would like to say is lets make this whole project happen faster.

Traffic through Lehl L2 a joke and everyone involved with this process should be ashamed

of how long this is taking to get done. There needs to be better foresight on the

transportation needs in thi= area.

35.2.13A

Sincerely,

Wade Erlckson
What is= your overall impression of the Utah Department of Transportation?: Fair

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
35B-1114 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



Response
Section in

Chapter 35
-

35.31C

35.2.7C

Comment 2102

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Debra Beltran <dabeltran2002@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Saturday - January 5, 2008 4:36 PM
Subject: Mountain View Carridor East/West Alternatives

My husband and I regularly travel Redwood Road in northern Utah county and Main Street in
Lehi from Saratoga Springs to I-15. The drive is almost always backed up with traffic. Also, if
there is an accident or something that blocks the way on Redwood Road, we have to go around
and come home on Lehi's Main Street. If that occurs, it takes anywhere from 1 1/2 to 2 hours
to get home from work instead of 15 minutes. I worry each morning as I leave for work that I
won't make it on time. So far, it's only happened a couple of times in 6 1/2 years on our way to
work, but it has happened numerous times on our way home. We even missed 1/2 of a concert
that we had purchased tickets for at BYU because of an accident on Redwood Road. In addition,
the drive from our home in Saratoga Springs to I-15 used to take 10-15 minutes and now it
takes anywhere from 30-45 minutes on a regular day (even on Saturdays). It's an awful traffic
jam all the time!

We feel that Redwood Road urgently needs to be widened. Also, there need to be several wide
roads or freeway connections from northern Saratoga Springs through Lehi (in Utah county) to I-
15. The best route would probably be through the area that is south of Thanksgiving Point and
Camp Williams (I believe this is the 2100 North Alternative; We live in Harvest Hills). That area
used to almost all be farmland, but I think it's had some houses built there. The longer you
wait, the worse it will get. I can'timagine what will happen as Saratoga Springs and Eagle
Mountain become even more built up. Presently, we are almost disconnected from the rest of
the valley and are stuck here if Lehi's Main Street is blocked. We urgently need more roads from
1-15 to the west side of Utah Valley.

Please carefully consider these concerns.
Thank you,

H.V. and D.A. Beltran
“Live Simply. Laugh often. Love Deeply."

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
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Comment 2103

Print View Page 1 of 1

From: Valerie Christensen <vchristensen@saratoga-springs.net>
To: "mountainview@utah.gov" <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date:  Monday - January 7, 2008 4:53 PM

Subject: Mountain View Corridor Prefrence

I prefer the 2100 N alternative for the Mountain View Corridor.

Valerie Christensen

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser. context=nvivsbPk2np3ic2 Du2& ltem. drn=624z 120& U...  1/8/2008
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Response Response Print View Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Keller, Cyndi Chapter 35
- From: Tami Timathy ftamitimothy @utah gov] ind
Sent: Menday, January 07, 2008 3:18 PM
Ta: thornellaz@hotmail com . i
H Udaot Public Relations; TeridnneMNeawell From: Cody Draper <codyandnatalie@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: 071214 F, high speed exit To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Tuesday - January &, 2008 10:15 PM
colin- Subject: Mountain View Corridor
35.2.7D
To Whom it May Concern:
Qur preferred route would be through south Lehi (as far south as possible), allowing better
35.2.13A access to the Orem/Provo area. It does not make sense for people commuting or traveling
e south from Saratoga Springs to drive north in order to connect to the freeway. We don't feel
E T S this would relieve Lehi Main Street congestion for that reason. If 2100 N, is as far south as
possible that would be our preferred route.
Thank you for your efforts in improving our community!
Sincerely,
Cody and Natalie Draper
Saratoga Springs, Utah
Looking for last minute shopping deals? Find them fast with Yahoo! Search.
1
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=qp2ls SPp Tnjeim4 Pmd& tem. dm=6282220& ... 1/9/2008
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Comment 2106

/NN MOUNTAINLAND

/""\;'V

January 3", 2008

Mountain View Cormidor EIS ¢/o PB
488 East Winchester Street, Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107

RE: M inland Metropolitan Planning Organization Official C on the Mountain View
Cormidor

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept this letter as the Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization's (MMPO)
official comment on the Mountain View Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

We feel it is important to assure that the final alignment meets the Purpose and Need of the
study.

The MMPO supports the Utah Department of Transportation’s preferred alignment of the
Mountain View corridor along 2100 North. This ali is i with the M inland
Metropolitan Planning Organization's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The MMPO also requests a thorough review and full consideration of the 4800 North alignment
as proposed by the City of Lehi.

.v‘\‘{ .:i\u}a the MMPO will support the final alignment as identified by the Federal Highway
in the Final Envire I Impact Statement and will amend our RTP if needed.

Thank you for the opportunity (o comment.

Sincerely,

Mayor Jerry Washbum, Chair
Regional Planning Committee
Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR
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Comment 2107

SADIE PROPERTIES, LLC
3255 W. March Lane, Suite 230
Stockton, California 95218
209-954-9001
209-954-9091 fax
marc@mbriaw.net

January 7, 2008

Mountain View Corridor

¢/o Parsons Brinckerhoff

488 East Winchester Street, Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107

Re: 2100 North Connector in Lehi
Dear Mr. Parsons:

We are a property owner in the area of the proposed 2100 North connector through Lehi.
We gbject to the 2100 North connector route as currently proposed for several reasons including
the following:

1. Other options exist to connect I-15 to the western extension of Highway 68.

2. There are too many existing homes in the area that will be negatively affected by
the high traffic connector.

3. Too many homes will have to be relocated in connection with the construction of
the 2100 North connector.

4, Most importantly, the proposed 2100 North connector route will negatively affect
the existing nature of the ity as a quiet residential neighborhood.

We strongly urge you to pursue other more viable alternatives that do not ha}i'e the many
negative effects associated with the 2100 North connector. ]

Very truly yo?rﬁ

B e /5 .}z_ 3

Sadie I"lOpCTllt.b. LLC
by Marc B. Robinson

MEBRce
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Comment 2108

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Preston Stinger <pstinger@hotmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 9:18 AM
Subject: 2100 North Freeway connector

UDOT and whom it may concern,

I am a resident living in Lehi at 1910 West 2250 North. I am strongly opposed to the 2100
North connector proposal through Lehi because it negatively impacts my neighborhood and
community. It may cause safety concerns for children who will be attending the proposed
elementary school on 2100 South. The connector will also destroy wildlife habitat and damage
the fragile ecosystem along the Jordan River. The added noise and pollution would be
undesirable for my family's health and comfort. I believe there are many other viable alternatives
that serve the same purpose and are less intrusive upon local neighborhoods and families.

Thank you for considering my comments,
Preston Stinger

Get the power of Windows + Web with the new Windows Live.
http:/fwww.windowslive.com?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_Wave2_powerofwindows_012008

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=codjz2Qiban2nrl Agh& ltem. dm=63Tz 1z0&...  1/11/2008
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Comment 2109

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Stan Roberts” <sroberts@mylendingagent.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 10:40 AM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

At your request my wife and I are commenting on our preferred freeway
routes. We live in Saratoga Springs, retired, and frequently travel north

and south. Our preferred routes are the Southern Freeway Alternative and
the Porter Rockwell Freeway. The reasons for this are that traffic from
Saratoga Springs, Eagle Mountain, and Cedar Valley will have quick access to
freeways going north and south. Perhaps an artery could also be connected
along U-73 east to I-15 too. As you know these areas are quickly developing
into residential and business locations. Someday when the west lake area
grows more perhaps a connector could be built across the lake.

Thank you for your service.

Stan and Lillie Roberts

801-766-8829 (H)

801-380-7482 (C)

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=codjz2Qiban2nri Agh& ltem. dm=640z 120&...  1/11/2008
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Comment 2110

Print View

From: "Aaron Libby" <aaronl@ivoryhomes.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date:  Friday - January 11, 2008 11:00 AM

Subject: Regarding your unacceptable plans for the mountain view corridor.

1 am a resident in a neighborhood in West Jordan. 1 live at 8441 S.
Shallow Creek Rd. (5690 West) and I am very upset at your lack of care
in planning the mountain view corridor. It is not that I believe that

the road is unnecessary, on the contrary, I believe it will greatly

benefit west Jordan and the whole salt lake valley if it is built

properly, and care is taken to reduce pollution and environmental impact
on the surrounding areas including the 12 schools that are in a 5 block
radius where the plans show that the road is to be raised. I believe

you are clearly in violation of laws that are meant to protect against

this kind of thing. NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act for the pollution
prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for highways
includes the effect on the environment "...with gaseous and particulate
emissions from vehicles...". I have 5 children, and I believe that the
construction and use of this road the way it is planned currently will
severely adversely affect my sons and daughter's lung capacity and
future health potentially for the rest of their lives. It is absolutely
unacceptable to build this road way above ground if it is to remain

along 5800 west. Ideally, it would be moved to 7200 west or some other
location, however, if it is not, care must be taken to prevent the

drastic environmental impacts on the citizens of the surrounding
community as well as the thousands of school children that attend the
schools in the specified area. You have a responsibility to do what is
right and ethical in planning and implementing this and other future
projects. Clearly, that is not what has happened here. Our community
demands resolution to this issue in a way that complies with the law and
meets the obligation that you have to protect the local environment and
reduce the impact on the citizens of this area. Either move the road to
another location (7200 west) or alter the current plan to ensure that

the necessary pumps have been installed and utilities have been moved or
rerouted so that the road can be built below grade like the rest of the
road is planned to be. Those are the only acceptable solutions to this
problem. I anxiously await your response, and I expect my concerns to
be addressed and dealt with in a manner that is fair and reasonable
according to the law.

https:/email.udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qjhgn2nrd Agb& ltem.dm=64 12 120&....
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Comment 2110 (continued)

Print View Page 2 of 3

Sincerely
Aaron Libby
8441 S. Shallow Creek Rd.
West Jordan, Utah.
84088,

801-280-1375

P.S. This is additional information that may be useful in explaining my
concern.

-Two blocks away, 5600 West to be a "high-capacity" transit roadway with
six lanes (4 lanes of traffic and 2 transit traffic lanes).

-12 schools within close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600 -
5800 West corridor.

~Thousands of children reside or attend school along this 5600 - 5800
West corridor.

-7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity (including the
5600 West roadway).

-Possible Violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss-4331) (b) 2.
states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to "assure
for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and
culturally pleasing surroundings”. -NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act for
the pollution prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for
highways includes the effect on the environment “...with gaseous and
particulate emissions from vehicles...” and if the impact poses a
greater risk for children than adults.

~Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution
than adults due to higher minute ventilation and increased exposure to
outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung function of
children and adolescents. -Lancet

Medical Journal published as study on January 26, 2007 proving that
children living near busy highways have significant impairments in the
development of their lungs that can lead to respiratory problems for the

htips://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qibgn2nrd Agb& ltem.dm =641z 1z0&... 1/11/2008
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Comment 2110 (continued)

Print View

rest of their lives. The study was by University of Southern California
researchers and was the largest and longest of its kind. "If you live in
a high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get a doubling" of
the damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of Medicine. "Someone
suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function as a child will
probably have less than healthy lungs all of his or her life", "Local
exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse effects on children's lung
development, which are independent of regional air quality, and which
could result in important deficits in attained lung function in later

life," the authors write.

-The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published
and online article on 12/4/04 outlining the devastating health effects
on children due to air pollution, particularly when living near busy
roads. (The health risks include respiratory tract complications and
childhood cancer.) (There are many more recent studies with similar
findings.) -Mountain

iew Corridor is to be constructed to accommodate the 30,000 home sites
and retail centers Kennecott plans to build which is "roughly along an
8400 West alignment" (considerably further west than the proposed
roadway). -Bangeter

Highway is only 2.8 miles from 5800 West, (This area would be greatly
overburdened with high capacity roadways. )

These are all valid concerns and must be addressed according to law.
Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Aaron.

htps://email.udot.utah. gov/ gw/webace ?User.context=codjz2Qihgn2nrd Agb& ltem. dm=64 1z 120&...
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Comment 2111

Print View Page 1 of 2

From:  "Cory Calaway" <cory.calaway@icentris.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 7:55 AM

Subject: Concerns for Mountain View Corridor along 5800 West

All,

Please reconsider putting the Mountain View Corridor along 5800 West in
West Jordan. I live on 8000 South and 5540 West.

This area has grown up rapidly with many schools and a lot of traffic
congestion and confusion.

It is worth taking a serious look at moving the corridor to U-111.

1. AsIsaid W] has grown rapidly and we have a lot of schools and
children in this area. Putting a Freeway so close to residences poses
more traffic issues and a health risk to our children.

From pollution and a quality of life stand point. Some studies show
long-term effects of growing up in high traffic areas

Lancet Medical Journal published as study on January 26, 2007 proving
that children living near busy highways have significant impairments in
the development of their lungs that can lead to respiratory problems for
the rest of their lives. The study was by University of Southern

California researchers and was the largest and longest of its kind. "If

you live in a high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get a
doubling” of the damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of Medicine.
"Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function as a

child will probably have less than healthy lungs all of his or her

life".

2. Moving the Freeway west would keep a lot of the traffic in the
higher growth areas more West, Keeping less people off the East arteries

si//email. udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=kmépod RjdiwOggd4 Li8& Item.drn=6582320... 11142008
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Print View

which are the biggest problem in West Jordan.

3. It would benefit the expansion projects to the west and fit in
better with the overall long-term plans for the commercial and
residential in that area.

Thanks for reviewing the expansion of our city and taking a second look

<http://www.icentris.com/>
Cory Calaway
Product Manager
801-433-5113

hitps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User.context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem. drm=65823z0...  1/14/2008
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Comment 2112

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: "Brad Ferrell" <angiebradferrell@msn.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 6:30 AM

I am in favor of the 2100 North Freeway for the Mountain View Corridor project. It seems like it
would be the least disruptive of the alternatives while providing the necessary access to [-15.

Angie Ferrell

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem.drn=6562220...  1/14/2008
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Chapter 35 Chapter 35
- -
From: "Brent Fillmore" <brent.fillmore@gmail.com> From: mike jens <savannbrit917@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 9:54 AM Date: Friday - January 11, 2008 7:33 PM
Subject: 5800 West Subject: Mountain View Corridor
I am a resident of this area: 8303 South 5260 West and do heartily disagree We have needed a freeway and only a freeway (NOT A TOLLWAY) on the West side of the Valley
with the plans to increase traffic/build roads along 5800 West and 5600 35 2 1OA for 204 years. However, it seems we wait until homes are built, families established and

West, businesses built and then we tare them down to build a highway. The further west the freeway
can go the better., The Bacchus Highway would make the most sense and thus is probably not

Usefexpansion of the existing Bacchus highway would be much preferred, even being considered. It would have the less disruption of people’s lives and land is plentiful.

create less congestion. 35.2.1A 1 we only have two choices then 7200 West is so much better. One because less families
35.2.4H would be affected and second the further west makes sense since that is where the population
e -Two blocks away, 5600 West to be a "high-capacity" transit roadway with six will grow the most.
lanes (4 lanes of traffic and 2 transit traffic lanes).
Thanks
-12 schools within close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600 - 5800 Glenn Jensen
West corridor. West Valley City
-Thousands of children reside or attend school along this 5600 - 5800 West
corridor,
-7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity (including the 5600 Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
West roadway).
The area between 5800 west and 5600 west are largely residential areas.
Increases in traffic, congestion, and danger to school children are three
factors that suggest use of a different corridor!!!!
Brent Fillmore
hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem.drn=659z 120...  1/14/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ?User. context=km6pod Rjdiwlggd LiS& lem. drn=6482920...  1/14/2008
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Print View Page 1 of 1
From: “Laurie Bailey" <Ibailey@big-d.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 11:05 AM
Subject: "NO" on 2100 North freeway

I agree there needs to be connection but 2100 North is not the best
choice due to neighborhood impact. Going South along the lake seems
less populated and more "blank” land.

Thank you,

Laurie Bailey

1920 N Airport Dr

Lehi, UT 84043

Laurie Bailey, Project Assistant
Big-D Construction

1788 West 200 North

Lindon, UT 84042

Ph: (801) 769-7300

fax: (801) 769-7353

email: Ibailey@big-d.com
www.big-d.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message, including attachments, is confidential and may be
privileged.

Unauthorized use, distribution, reproduction, or disclosure of it is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended

recipient, please permanently delete this message, including attachments, and please notify us
immediately that

you received it in error. Thank you, Big-D.
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Comment 2116

Print View Page 1 of 1
From: Diane Bradshaw <diane@directcom.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 11:07 AM
Subject: AGAINST 2100 interchange in Lehi
I am against the 2100 interchange in Lehi. This will not only cut Lehi

in hal

the property values of those along the interchange. Please consider

other

Diane *Bradshaw™*
Office Administrator

phone  801.789.2800

fax
email

1680

Eagle Mountain, UT 84005
Direct Communications <http://www.directcom.com/eaglemtn>

telephone

DSL

mobil

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=ct8vk TR 21i3qz 1 Cm 7 & Item . dm=6632320&...  1/14/2008

f, but it will impact the wetlands area by Utah lake and decrease

options, such as those proposed by Lehi City and Eagle Mountain City.

801.789.4118
diane@directcom.com <mailto:diane@directcom.com>

East Heritage Drive

e
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ReSponse Print View Page 1 of 1 ReSponse -Comments to UDOT at mountainview(@utah Page 1 of 1
Section in Section in
Chapter 35 Chapter 35

- -

Mountain View Corridor
From: "Dennison, John" <John.Dennison@ATK.COM>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov> -Twao blocks away, 3600 West to be a "high-capacity” transit
Date: Monday - January 14, 2008 12:42 PM transit (raffio Lanies),

Subject:  Mountain view corridor

q

vy with six lanes (4 lanes of traffic and 2

-12 schools within close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600 - 5800 West corridor.

-Thousands of children reside or attend school along this 5600 - 3800 West corridor.

Attached to this e-mail are concerns from my neighbors and friends who -7200 West altematives have 9 schools in close proximity (including the 5600 West roadway).
35.2.1A live in dose_proximity to the proposed I\-'I_nunta_in \.I'_iew Corridor route. -

re Please consider our concerns as well as investigating an early route -Possible Violation of \I:.P A Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss-4331) (b) 2. Suu.s that the n.sponslh v of the
change along 7200 West and U-111. The state already has the right of way 35.1.1H Federal Government is to "assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aestl Iy and culturally
along U-111 and Alliant Techsystems (ATK) is willing to sell property to pleasing surroundings”.
the state, The 7200 W/U-111 route appears to be a better option for the revention/environmental impact reduction };_\”k]]:: ;:::’Illll‘:;\‘m Cl:"‘l:d-\:ﬂ_'l\t‘l'jt}[“: Elh:ir:’:::]'m':,\llrollnl el
Canidor;and ywill provide atekuate spacs for the: massive: higray. 35.12.1A 4 ..with gaseous and pamml.lrl‘e emissions from vehicles...” and if the impact poses a greater risk for children

Ilmn adults.

-Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution than adults due to higher minute
ventilation and increased exposure to outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung function of
children and adolescents. -Lancet Medical Journal published as study on January 26,
2007 proving that children living near busy highways have significant impairments in the development of their
lungs that can lead to respiratory problems for the rest of their lives. The study was by University of Southern
California researchers and was the largest and longest of its kind. “If vou live in a high pollution area, and live
near a busy road, you get a doubling” of the damage. said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of Medicine.

8 suf'ﬁ.rmg a polluti clated de in lung function as a child will probably have less than healthy
lungs all of his or her I|I|.". "Local exposure to traffic on eway has adverse effects on children's lung
development, which are independent of regional air quality, and which could result in important deficits in
attained lung function in later life,” the authors write.

-The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published and online article on 12/4/04 outlining
the devastating health effects on children due to air pollution, particularly when living near busy roads. (The
health risks include respiratory tract complications and childhood cancer.) (There are many more recent studies
with similar findings.)

Mountain View Corridor would be better moved to U-111 (instead of 3800 or 7200 West) to help mitigate
35.2.1A the negative effects on this area which will already bear the impact of 5600 West traffic and transit. With
UDOT's preferred alternative of 5800 or 7200 West all traffic would be routed to 5600 or 5800 West, whether
they were utilizing the transit or the highway, resulting in a tremendous amount of traffic in a very concentrated
area. Mountain View Corridor is to be constructed to accommodate the 30,000 home sites and retail centers
Kennecott plans to build which is "roughly along a 8400 West alignment”, considerably further west than the
proposed roadway. U-111 would better serve these residences and retail sites of K it and would eli
the added impact to 5600 West throughout the Salt Lake County.

-Bangeter Highway is only 2.8 miles from
5800 West. (This area would be greatly overburdened with high capacity roadways.)

hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace Mser.context=ct8vk TR 21i3qz 1 Cm 7 & Item. dm=66T2220&...  1/14/2008 hittps://email udot.utah. gov/gw/webace ct8vKTR}21j3gg 1 Cm7/GW AP/ AREF 2 Taction=Attachment...  1/14/2008
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Page 1 of 2

Howard Johnson - Mountain View Corridor

From:  Michael Ekstrom

To: 3 8nn

Date: 9/8/2007 1:07 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

Dear Mayor and Lehi City Council Members:

| appreciate very much the educational pamphlet that was sent to our home regarding the Mountain
View Corridor situation, My purpose in writing is first and foremost to make sure you know 1 look
farward to even more communication like this on local issues and say thank you. In addition, | would
also like to give my perspective on the Mountain View Corridor freeway access.

As a citizen that lives fairly close (2419 North 910 West) to the proposed 2100 North Freeway access, |
have a vested interest in the decision that is made and unlike many that are speaking now, [ have
personal experience surrounding a project like this—not as a eivil engi or other professional, but as
someone who personally lived 2 blocks from the propesed 1-215 corridor in the 60's, 70°, and 80's. |
lived through the political haggling and fighting that oceurred surrounding 1-215, My neighborhood
(just south of Fashion Place mall) was cut in half by 1-215. | watched as houses were leveled and then
the grade was lowered and trucks ran 24x7 for months to lower the grade to its current level. | am
surprised how many people | talk to now think that I-215 was built in a natural gully or ravine because
they don't know the history,

With the above personal experience, you may expect me to be very antagonistic to the ¢

proposal UDOT has p i; however, | am not. | know from personal experience with the [-215

proposals. Prior to and during the construction we heard nothing but doom and gloom predictions
surrounding 1-215. People fought with costly litigation; however, once the freeway was completed we
found that complaints were few about the 1-215 freeway. In fact, we found that our neighborhood was
bothered more from State Street and 6400 South traffic than from the freeway. We also found that
having such excellent freeway access was fantastic for us personally AND our property values. When [
return to this neighborhood even now, homes are rarely for sale and when they are for sale values are
high and ahead of the broader market. Everyone loves the casy access to EVERYTHING from this
arca.

MNow may | contrast this with Bangerter Highway? [ have fiiends and colleagues that were and still are
in proximity to Bangerter Highway. Their experience is just the opposite. They were all exeited to have
the road and the access come in, but now they have to live with it they are very unhappy. Traffic noise
is far MORE than they expected and these friends now complain of the terrible perception it gives w
their neighborhood. They complain to me that they are having difficulty selling houses.

From my perspective the 2100 north alternative that Lehi is proposing will be nothing but a Bangerter
highway of shorter length and a slightly different flavor, There is no way any honest expert can suggest
that these alternate roads (especially the 2100 Morth arterial) won't be heavily utilized. The 120° wide
2100 North arterial proposal from Lehi (ulti 1y 3 lanes cach way) is no simple road. The noise and
disturbance from this road will be significant and 1 can promise that any traffic estimates Lehi is using
for the 2100 North arterial proposal will be exceeded quickly and those of us living by 2100 North will
end up with freeway volume traffic trying to be handled by a far less capable highway--a far worse
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situation that UDOT's proposal. In order for me to consider Lehi's arterial proposal seriously it must be
a below grade construction as UDOT's proposal and easily expandible. Yes, that increases the expense
significantly, but if' Lehi is serious about protecting neighborhoods and property values, it must be
considered.

No one can predict the future, but my experience suggests that the major freeway access UDOT
proposes is much more likely to have the resources and finances 1o provide proper solutions (below
grade construction, additional sound barriers, etc.) than a smaller, at-grade, highway-type project.
UDOT's proposal also have a much more extended life and viability by its very nature. While a 4800
North Freeway connector would not really impact my neighborhood, | expect it will be necessary
eventually as well. I think Lehi's proposal dilutes resources from the areas where the core problems
exist now and will ultimately result in a situation where no one is happy because everything will be
done on diluted budget and leave frustration on all sides,

Far too ofien politicians pander 1o one-sided perceptions rather than broad, long-term impact. Too few
peaple take the time to objectively look at things without emotion and a self-centered focus. T have
walched many times as projects like these evolve and [ fear that right now Lehi is no longer thinking
objectively, My worst fear is that this will turn into a legal battle that will do to this project what
happened 1o 1-215 and many other roads in the past 30 years, People fight the project and it gets stuck
in the courts for years. In the case of [-215 the delay ended up making the project cost 3 times as much,
When it was completed, there was no measurable difference from the original UDOT proposal in the
road itself (just look at the current Legacy Highway situation for another example).

Thank you very much for your time and objective consideration of my perspective, My goal is not to
eriticize but to encourage people to step back and recognize that if our situation requires surgery
anything less is futile and only worsens the problem. My belief is that Lehi's proposal is only going 1o
produce a situation where massive surgery at a much more painful time will be necessary. Why not
have the surgery and be able to go forward with health and vigor,

Respectfully,

Michael K. Ekstrom

Lehi Resident for 15 years
2419 North 910 West
Lehi, Utah 84043

H: 801 768-9915

M: 801 918-5776

G9B7-3839

MNote: Email originally sent to Mayor
Howard Johnson, Lehi City prior to
official DEIS comment period.
Submitted to MVC project office by Lehi
City on 1/23/2008.
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From:  "Jensen, Alex D (GE Money)" <Alex.Jensen@ge.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 1:16 PM

Subject: RE: Move Mountain View Corridor to U111

To whom it may concern,

As a concerned citizen of West Jordan, I wanted to express my extreme
concerns with the proposed Mountain View Corridor along 5800 West.
35.1.1A Members of my family and I have severe asthma which will be
significantly impacted by the development of this corridor. I feel a

north [ south Corridor does not alleviate the needs in the western
suburbs of Salt Lake County. The need is for east / west allowing
commuters to access I-15 or I-215; a north / south does not improve the
vast majority of commuters needs.

* 12 schools within close proximity (5 city blocks) of 5600 - 5800
West corridor.

* Thousands of children reside or attend school along this west
corridor.

35.1.1H * 7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity.

T * Possible violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss5-4331)
(b) 2. states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to
“assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings.”
35.12.1A * INEPA section 309 Clean Air Act for the pollution
prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for highways
includes the effect on the environment "...with gaseous and particulate
emissions from vehicles..." and if the impact poses a greater risk for
children than adults.

* Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air
35.12.4A pollution than adults due to higher minute ventilation and increased

Lo exposure to outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung
function of children and adolescents.

* Lancet Medical Journal published online study on January 26,

2007, proving children living near busy highways have significant
impairments in the development of their lungs that can lead to repertory
problems for the rest of their lives. The study was by University of
Southern California researchers and was the largest and longest of its
kind. “If you live in a high pollution area, and live near a busy road,
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you get doubling” of the damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of
Medicine. “"Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung
function as a child will probably have less than healthy lungs all of

his or her life". Local exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse
effects on children's lung development, which are independent of
regional air quality, and which could result in important deficits in
attained lung function in later life," the authors write,

* The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics

published and online article on 12/4/04 outlining the devastating health
effects on children due to air pollution, particularly when living near
busy roads.

* Mountain View Corridor would be better moved to U111 (instead of
5800 or 7200 West) to help mitigate the negative effects on this area
which will already bear the impact of 5600 West traffic and transit.

With UDOT's preferred alternative of 5800 or 7200 West all traffic would
be routed to 5600 or 5800 West, whether they were utilizing the transit
or the highway, resulting in a tremendous amount of of traffic and
pollutants in a very concentrated (highly residential) area. This will

be counterproductive as it will create congestion rather than alleviate

it. Mountain View Corridor is to be constructed to accommodate the
30,000 home sites and retail centers Kennecott plans to build which is
“roughly along 8400 West alignment”, considerably further west than the
proposed roadway. U111 would better serve future and present
communities and would eliminate the compounded impact to 5600 West
throughout Salt Lake County.

* Bangeter Highway is only 2.8 miles from 5800 West. This area
would be greatly overburdened with high capacity roadways. The greatest
transportation need within Salt Lake County are not north-south, but
east-west arteries.

Regards,
Alex Jensen
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Comment 2121

Print View
From: "Alex Jensen" <glfnut3S@msn.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 5:32 PM
Subject: Mountain View Corridor

To whom it may concern,
As a concerned citizen of West Jordan, I wanted to express my concerns with
the proposed Mountain View Corridor along 5800 West.

*12 schools within close proximity (5 city blocks) of 5600 - 5800 West
corridor.

*Thousands of children reside or attend school along this west corridor.
*7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity.

*Possible violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss-4331) (b) 2.
states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to "assure for

all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically

and culturally pleasing surroundings.”

*NEPA section 309 Clean Air Act for the pollution prevention/environmental
impact reduction checklist for highways includes the effect on the
environment "...with gaseous and particulate

emissions from vehicles...” and if the impact poses a greater risk for
children than adults.

* Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution than
adults due to higher minute ventilation and increased exposure to outdoor
air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung function of children

and adolescents,

* Lancet Medical Journal published online study on January 26, 2007, proving

children living near busy highways have significant impairments in the
development of their lungs that can lead to repertory problems for the rest
of their lives. The study was by University of Southern California
researchers and was the largest and longest of its kind. "If you live in a
high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get doubling” of the
damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of

Medicine. "Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function
as a child will probably have less than healthy lungs all of his or her

life", Local exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse

effects on children's lung development, which are independent of regional
air quality, and which could result in important deficits in attained lung
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function in later life," the authors write.

*The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published and
online article on 12/4/04 outlining the devastating health effects on

children due to air pollution, particularly when living near

busy roads.

*Mountain View Corridor would be better moved to U111 (instead of 5800 or
7200 West) to help mitigate the negative effects on this area which will
already bear the impact of 5600 West traffic and transit, With UDOT's
preferred alternative of 5800 or 7200 West all traffic would be routed to
5600 or 5800 West, whether they were utilizing the transit or the highway,
resulting in @ remendous amount of of traffic and pollutants in a very
concentrated (highly residential) area. This will be counterproductive as

it will create congestion rather than alleviate it. Mountain View Corridor

is to be constructed to accommodate the 30,000 home sites and retail centers

Kennecott plans to build which is "roughly along 8400 West alignment”,
considerably further west than the proposed roadway. U111 would better
serve future and present communities and would eliminate the compounded
impact to 5600 West throughout Salt Lake County.

* Bangeter Highway is only 2.8 miles from 5800 West. This area would be
greatly overburdened with high capacity roadways. The greatest
transportation need within Salt Lake County are not north-south, but
east-west arteries.

AD

1/25/2008
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Comment 2122

Wewell WebAccess

Mail Message

Page 1 of 1

N

’ ey v S % peadlaker O 40 a =y
Mail Properties
From: “alex 8 Cheryl Jensen" Thursday - January 24, 2008 5:25 PM
<alex-

cheryl@msn.cam >
To: <mountainyiew@utah.govs
Subject: Mountain Yiew Corridor to U111
Attachments: Mime.B22 (7221 bytes) [View] [Save Az]

To whom 1t may concer,
I concur, thiz cormdor should be moved

Cheryl Jensen

From: “Jensen, Alex D (GF Money)" <Alex.Jensen@ge.com=
To <mouniginviaw@utah goves

Subject: Meve Mountain View Corridor to U111

Date: Thu, 24 Jan 2008 15:15:20 -0500

To whom it may concer,

A5 conserned citizen of West Jardan, [ wanted to sxpressmy sxtrem s concerns with the propased
Mountain View Corridor along 5800 West. Members of my family and [ Have severs asthmawhich
wrill b st grificantly impactsd by the development of this corndor. 1 feel anorth/ south C erridor doss
niot allewiate the needsinthe westesn subwbs of Salt Lake Courty  The need is for east /west allowing
commuters to access 115 ar 121 3; anorth / south does not im prave the vast majarity of commuters
nesds
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Print View
From: Erin Madsen <markanderin2003@yahoo.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 3:45 PM
Subject: Mountain View

Please bring Mountain View Corridor to Utah County - on the West side of Utah Lake. Public
Private partnerships are a great tool to help us build the roads we need and they are a voluntary

tax.

Thanks Erin Madsen

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
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Print View
From: "S Baxter" <ssbaxter@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 12:23 PM
Subject: 2100 North Connector

To whom it may concern,

I am opposed to the 2100 North connector through Lehi because it will
negatively impact my life, and that of my family. I live north of 2100 so

I use this route to avoid the freeway into downtown Lehi, and American Fork
where I shop. This road is also the route I take to drop off, and pick up

my 1st grader at Fox Hollow Elementary school. This road is currently a
quiet 25 mph road, so I prefer it stay that way as opposed to being faced
with speeding cars on every route to my child's elementary school every
day. I would much prefer the other proposed connector at 4800 where it
wouldn't have the same negative impacts.

I doubt my comments will sway UDOT's “preferred roadway" but I could not
remain silent on my opposition to this huge freeway cutting my community in
half.

Lehi resident,

Shelley Baxter
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Comment 2125

Print View
From: Tina Ashcraft <asheraft@xmission.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:38 AM
Subject:  Lehi
Dear UDOT Representative:

I think keeping the traffic to 2 minimum in Lehi is ideal. So I

oppose the freeway going through Lehi. I request you using an
alternate route. Although I think a highway running through the
current proposed freeway is appropriate. Having an exit off the

Point of the Mountain area, as the alternate route proposed, going in
the direction of Eagle Mountain in my mind is ideal. I like the way
Lehi is now. I think a freeway running through would spoil its beauty.

Thanks

Tina Ashcraft

644 West 2350 North
Lehi, UT 84043
801-768-8347
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From: "Forrest” <forbit@comcast.net>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

Date: Wednesday - January 23, 2008 9:05 PM

Subject:  Mtn view corridor and 5600 West roadway comment

To Whom It May Concern:

I am concerned about the location of the Mountain View Corridor being only

35.12.1A .02 of a mile from 5600 west which will be a "high-capacity” roadway. There
B is every reason to think that as the population grows out here that the

traffic from 5600 west and the traffic from the Mountain View Corridor will

back into each other. The result will be congestion and pollution that will

violate NEPA section 309 clean air act.

The placing of the Mountain View Corridor next to the high capacity 5600
west is myopic and ignoring the future growth to the west towards U-111.
35.2.1A Kennecott plans to build 30,000 home sites along 8400 west alignment points
to U111 being the better location for the Mountain View Corridor. Less
congestion and less pollution from traffic would be the result. We are
planning ten to fifteen years in the future here and the growth is all to

the west near the present U111 highway. Let's use it!!

Short of the logical decision to move the Corridor to the west, the plan to

not suppress the roadway is not a good idea and the necessary adjustments to
utilities and the use of pumps if necessary need to be made to the current
plans. Again the amount of traffic in this area will create congestion and

the pollution problem and every step to reduce this impact is necessary to
take so that ten years from now we won't be in violation of NEPA section

309.

Please don't take short cuts now and suffer the consequences later,
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Thanks,

Forrest R. Bitter "Frosty”
8321 Birch Water Lane
‘West Jordan, Utah 84088
Hm 801-280-8231

forbit@comcast.net

1 wish for these comments to be made part of the record.
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From: "Ben Mathews" <bmathews@mathews2000.com>

To: <mountainview@utah.gov>

cc: <jdixon@Iehicity.com>, <mij@lehicity.com>, <jrevill@lehicity.com>
Date: Wednesday - January 23, 2008 7:57 PM

Subject: support of UDOT plan

1 would like to register my support for the UDOT plan to create a connector
freeway at 2100 N, Lehi. This option will most efficiently move traffic
around the northem Utah County and southern Salt Lake County region.

1 would also like to express irritation with the Lehi city council and their
arrogance in telling me how I should think. The city council's job is to do
my bidding, not to tell me how to think. Their arrogance disgusts me.

Ben Mathews
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From:

To:

Date:
Subject:

1 am writing to express my concemns about the Mountain
View Corridor and its proximity to 5600 West. 1

believe having 2 high capacity roads so close

together, and thus sandwiching our neighborhood, is a
violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC ss-4331)
and NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act.

I am also concerned because this a highly populated
residential area. There are many children, including
my own, who will suffer the consequences of having
this highway so close to our homes. Lancet Medical
Journal and The Official Journal of American Academy
of Pediatrics have both printed studies about the
lifelong effects of air pollution on children that

grow up in polluted areas. With 5600 West already
designated to be a high traffic street, my child will
be living in " a highly polluted" area if the Mountain
View Corridor is placed at 5800 West. There are 12
schools within close proximity (within 5 city blocks)
of this proposed area. This an unacceptable plan for
this road.

1 believe that it should be moved to U-111, rather
than the 5800 or 7200 West routes. 5800 West is only
2.8 miles from Bangerter Highway. It seems that it
would be a more efficient use of tax payer money to
put it further west. The original purpose of this road
was to support the development of Kennecott land,
which is well west of where the now proposed route is.

Thank you for your time,
Justin Briggs

Be a better friend, newshound, and
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know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.

- http://mobile.yahoo.com/;_ylt=Ahu06i62sR8HDtDypac8WcjotAcd -
From: "Tabitha Ricks" <tabitha.ricks@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:29 PM

Subject:  Request to move Mountain View Corridor to U111

Dear UDOT,

1 am a concerned resident of the Bloomfield Farms development in West
Jordan. My concern is regarding the preferred route of 5800 or 7200 West for
35.2.1A the Mountain View Corridor ("Corridor"). I would greatly appreciate that you
consider my following comments as to my request to move the Corridor to U111
in order to most effectively serve future and present communities.

One concern is regarding the adverse effects of air pollution. If built at

5800 West, not only would our development and others reap the effects of
increased pollution from the eight lane elevated Corridor, it would also

have increased air pollution from the 5600 West "high capacity” transit

roadway with 6 lanes (4 traffic and 2 transit traffic lanes)-- *JUST TWO
35.12.1A BLOCKS AWAY*!!! That would mean our children are sandwiched in between these
two heavy traffic areas that are bound to create substantial and

statistically meaningful increased air pollution.

The following are some findings about air pollution, which just scratch the
surface:

- NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act for the pallution
prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for highways includes
the effect on the environment "...with gaseous and particulate emissions
from vehicles...", and if the impact poses a greater risk for children than
adults.

- Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution

than adults due to higher minute ventilation and increased exposure to
35.12.4A outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung function

Bl of children and adolescents.

- Lancet Medical Journal published an online study on January 26,

2007, proving that children living near busy highways have significant
impairments in the development of their lungs that can lead to respiratory
problems for the rest of their lives. The study was by University of
Southern California researchers and was the largest an longest of its kind.
“ If you live in a high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get a
doubling" of the damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of Medicine.
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"Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function as a child
will probably have less than healthy lungs all of his or her life." "Local
exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse effects on children's lung
development, which are independent of regional air quality, and which could
result in important deficits in attained lung function in later life," the
authors write.

- The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published

an online article dated 12/4/04 outlining the devastating health effects on
children due to air pollution, particularly when living near busy roads.
These health risks include respiratory tract complications and childhood
cancer. (I know there are several additional studies with similar findings.)

Given the previous results of research on air pollution, I believe that

anyone with any common sense and concern for the well being and health of
people (especially children--of which there are many in close proximity)
would NOT desire to have the Corridor on 5800 West, so close to the 5600
West "high capacity” transit roadway. I do my best to make sure my children
are not limited in *any* way. 1 DO NOT want to take the chance that this
pollution may affect my children, and I'm writing this email because I feel
it's the only possibility of altering the Corridor plans along 5800 West.

Another concern is that there are so many schools within close proximity of
the Corridor on both 5800 West and 7200 West. There are 12 schools within
close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600-5800 West corridor.
Thousands of children reside or attend school along this 5600-5800 West
roadway! The 7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity
(including the 5600 West roadway). Since the Corridor would make them more
easily accessible, this places those thousands of children in greater risk

for being targeted in crime.

A third concern is one of traffic. First, Bangerter Highway is only

2.8miles from 5800 West. Thus, this area would be greatly overburdened
with

high capacity roadways. The greatest transportation needed within Salt Lake
County is east-west arteries, not north-south arteries. Also, with the
preferred alternative of 5800 or 7200 West for the Corridor, all traffic

would be routed to 5600 or 5800 West, whether the transit or the highway was
being utilized, resulting in a tremendous amount of traffic and pollutants

in a very concentrated, highly residential area. This would be
counterproductive because it would create congestion rather than alleviate
it. If moved to U111, instead of 5800 or 7200 West, the Corridor would help
mitigate the negative effects on this area which will already bear the

impact of 5600 West traffic/transit. Furthermore, the Mountain View Corridor
is to be constructed to accommodate the 30, 000 home sites and retail
centers Kennecott plans to build which is * roughly along a 8400 West
alignment,” considerably further west than the proposed roadway. The U111
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route would better serve future and present communities and would eliminate
the compounded impact to 5600 West throughout the Salt Lake County. It is
not reasonable or rational to expect residents closer to 5800 West (7200
West does not alleviate the compounded effect) to shoulder so much of the
traffic when another alternative exists. U111 is actually *east* of the

possible 500,000 new residents to the proposed Kennecott development that
the Corridor was designed to accommodate. More than two blocks should
separate these two roadways to avoid congestion and mitigate the impact upon
thousands of Salt Lake County residents, If new roads/corridors are to be
built, they should be as efficient as possible, and not create additional
congestion by being built too closely together.

Additionally, if the Corridor was along 5800 West, many residents would have
to request pumps and the realignment of utilities to accommodate the highway
depression, in order for this route to be considered in the final plans.

1 feel that because of the validity of the above concerns, there is a

possible violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC s5-4331) (b) 2. which
states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to "assure for

all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings.” Residents living along the proposed 5800 West
Mountain West Corridor will experience the combined impact of 5800 West and
5600 West in both pollution and traffic. This placement is NOT safe for our
children either.

Thank you for considering my comments and my request to move the Mountain
View Corridor to the U111 route, Your time and consideration are greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Tabitha Ricks and Family
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Comment 2130

Print View
From: "Ben Ricks" <bkricks@gmail.com>
To: <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date: Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:28 PM
Subject:  Request to move Mountain View Corridor to U111
Dear UDOT,

1 am a concerned resident of the Bloomfield Farms development in West
Jordan. My concern is regarding the preferred route of 5800 or 7200 West for
the Mountain View Corridor ("Corridor"). I would greatly appreciate that you
consider my following comments as to my request to move the Corridor to U111
in order to most effectively serve future and present communities.

One concern is regarding the adverse effects of air pollution. If built at

5800 West, not only would our development and others reap the effects of
increased pollution from the eight lane elevated Corridor, it would also

have increased air pollution from the 5600 West "high capacity” transit

roadway with 6 lanes (4 traffic and 2 transit traffic lanes)-- *JUST TWO

BLOCKS AWAY*!!! That would mean our children are sandwiched in between these
two heavy traffic areas that are bound to create substantial and

statistically meaningful increased air pollution.

The following are some findings about air pollution, which just scratch the
surface:

- NEPA Section 309 Clean Air Act for the pallution
prevention/environmental impact reduction checklist for highways includes
the effect on the environment "...with gaseous and particulate emissions
from vehicles...", and if the impact poses a greater risk for children than
adults.
- Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution
than adults due to higher minute ventilation and increased exposure to
outdoor air pollution. Traffic pollution decreases the lung

functionof children and adolescents.
- Lancet Medical Journal published an online study on January 26,
2007, proving that children living near busy highways have significant
impairments in the development of their lungs that can lead to respiratory
problems for the rest of their lives. The study was by University of
Southern California researchers and was the largest an longest of its kind.
“ If you live in a high pollution area, and live near a busy road, you get a
doubling" of the damage, said Dr. Gauderman of USC School of Medicine.
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"Someone suffering a pollution-related deficit in lung function as a child
will probably have less than healthy lungs all of his or her life." "Local
exposure to traffic on a freeway has adverse effects on children's lung
development, which are independent of regional air quality, and which could
result in important deficits in attained lung function in later life," the
authors write.

- The Official Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics published

an online article dated 12/4/04 outlining the devastating health effects on
children due to air pollution, particularly when living near busy roads.
These health risks include respiratory tract complications and childhood
cancer. (I know there are several additional studies with similar findings.)

Given the previous results of research on air pollution, I believe that

anyone with any common sense and concern for the well being and health of
people (especially children--of which there are many in close proximity)
would NOT desire to have the Corridor on 5800 West, so close to the 5600
West "high capacity” transit roadway. I do my best to make sure my children
are not limited in *any* way. 1 DO NOT want to take the chance that this
pollution may affect my children, and I'm writing this email because I feel
it's the only possibility of altering the Corridor plans along 5800 West.

Another concern is that there are so many schools within close proximity of
the Corridor on both 5800 West and 7200 West. There are 12 schools within
close proximity (within 5 city blocks) of the 5600-5800 West corridor.
Thousands of children reside or attend school along this 5600-5800 West
roadway! The 7200 West alternative has 9 schools in close proximity
(including the 5600 West roadway). Since the Corridor would make them more
easily accessible, this places those thousands of children in greater risk

for being targeted in crime.

A third concern is one of traffic. First, Bangerter Highway is only

2.8miles from 5800 West. Thus, this area would be greatly overburdened
with

high capacity roadways. The greatest transportation needed within Salt Lake
County is east-west arteries, not north-south arteries. Also, with the
preferred alternative of 5800 or 7200 West for the Corridor, all traffic

would be routed to 5600 or 5800 West, whether the transit or the highway was
being utilized, resulting in a tremendous amount of traffic and pollutants

in a very concentrated, highly residential area. This would be
counterproductive because it would create congestion rather than alleviate
it. If moved to U111, instead of 5800 or 7200 West, the Corridor would help
mitigate the negative effects on this area which will already bear the

impact of 5600 West traffic/transit. Furthermore, the Mountain View Corridor
is to be constructed to accommodate the 30, 000 home sites and retail
centers Kennecott plans to build which is * roughly along a 8400 West
alignment,” considerably further west than the proposed roadway. The U111
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route would better serve future and present communities and would eliminate
the compounded impact to 5600 West throughout the Salt Lake County. It is
not reasonable or rational to expect residents closer to 5800 West (7200
West does not alleviate the compounded effect) to shoulder so much of the
traffic when another alternative exists. U111 is actually *east* of the

possible 500,000 new residents to the proposed Kennecott development that
the Corridor was designed to accommodate. Mare than two blocks should
separate these two roadways to avoid congestion and mitigate the impact upon
thousands of Salt Lake County residents, If new roads/corridors are to be
built, they should be as efficient as possible, and not create additional
congestion by being built too closely together.

Additionally, if the Corridor was along 5800 West, many residents would have
to request pumps and the realignment of utilities to accommodate the highway
depression, in order for this route to be considered in the final plans.

1 feel that because of the validity of the above concerns, there is a

possible violation of NEPA Title 1 Section 101 (42 USC s5-4331) (b) 2. which
states that the responsibility of the Federal Government is to "assure for

all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings.” Residents living along the proposed 5800 West
Mountain West Corridor will experience the combined impact of 5800 West and
5600 West in both pollution and traffic. This placement is NOT safe for our
children either.

Thank you for considering my comments and my request to move the Mountain
View Corridor to the U111 route, Your time and consideration are greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Ben Ricks and Family
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Comment 2131

Print View Page 1 of 1

From:  shannon fairbanks <shannonfairbanks@comcast.net>
To: <srwebmail@utah.gov>, <mountainview@utah.gov>
Date:  Thursday - January 24, 2008 11:57 PM

Subject: NO FREEWAY CONNECTOR IN LEHI

I totally disagree with UDOT's plan. It will make MY property value
decrease and it will harm the health of my children. Our air quality
will be like that in downtown 5LC and I dont think that is what we in
Lehi